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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, July 22, 1975 
The House met at 10 o'clock a.m. 
Father Robert Piatkowski, St. Aloysius 

Church, Newark, N.J., offered the fol
lowing prayer: 

We come before Thee, 0 God, the Holy 
Spirit, seeking the gift of Thy wisdom. 
Come unto us and be with us; vouch
safe to enter our hearts; teach us what 
we are to do and what we should say; 
show us what we must accomplish, in 
order that, with Thy help, we may be able 
to please Thee in all things. Be Thou 
alone the author and the finisher of our 
judgments, who alone with God the 
Father and His Son does possess a glori
ous name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Without objection, the Journal stands 
approved. 

There was no objection. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. CONLAN. Mr. Speaker, I make 

the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

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

A call of the House was ordered. 
The call was taken by electronic de

vice, and the following Members failed 
to respond: · 

Adams 
Andrews, N.C. 
Ashley 
Barrett 
Bedell 
Bell 
Boggs 
Breckinridge 
Buchanan 
Burton, John 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Diggs 
duPont 
Esch 
Fulton 

[Roll No. 414] 
Harsha 
Hebert 
Heckler, Mass. 
Hinshaw 
Jarman 
Jones, Ala. 
Kasten.meier 
Litton 
McCollister 
Macdonald 
Matsunaga 
Mazzoll 
Mink 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Nichols 
Patman, Tex. 

Pepper 
Reuss 
Riegle 
Risenhoover 
Ryan 
StGermain 
Shuster 
Skubitz 
Steelman 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Teague 
Thone 
Udall 
Ullman 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 388 
Members have recorded their presence 
by electronic device, a quorum. 

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

CXXI---.,1503--Pa.rt 19 

VICTORY FOR DEMOCRATIC 
BASEBALL TEAM 

(Mr. DAVIS asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, I take the 
floor today with great pride to announce 
that for the first time in many years the 
Democratic Party, not only victorious in 
November, is finally victorious in July. 

Last night in Baltimore under the 
leadership of our two most valuable 
players, the gentleman from Ohio <Mr· 
MoTTL) and the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. Russo), in one of the most exciting 
games ever played in Baltimore, we 
showed the coach, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. CoNTE) that King 
Caucus is as powerful as King Cotton in 
1975. 

HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING SOLAR 
ENERGY BILL 

<Mr. PICKLE asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, as a 
demonstration we had out here on the 
south ver~nda illustrated just a few 
days ago, the most important factor in 
solar energy today is action. 

The technology is here. It is no longer 
a Flash Gordon fantasy. 

The interest is there. 
We just need to use solar energy

use it, and use it some more. 
I am proposing that the House of 

Representatives do its part in further
ing the use of solar energy. I am pro
posing that the House do its part not 
only through legislation such as the 
solar bills we passed last year and the 
funds for solar research approved this 
year. I am proposing the House of Rep
resentatives do its part by attempting 
to use solar energy right here. 

I am introducing along with Mr. 
CHARLES RosE and several other 
esteemed colleagues, a bill which calls 
for the Capitol Architect to conduct or 
contract for a study to see 1f it is 
feasible to use solar energy in the three 
House office buildings. 

'The legislation is quite simple-a small, 
first step. But I think it is clear that it 
is an important one. 

The people are looking to the Congress 
more and more for leadership. By making 

the effort ourselves to use new sources of 
energy we can be encouraging others to 
do likewise. 

And, if the idea proves feasible, we 
will also be saving the taxpayers oper
ating expenses on these buildings for 
decades to come. 

In the near future, I will send out· a 
"dear colleague" on this legislation and 
ask for the Members' support. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
RULES TO FILE CERTAIN PRIV
ILEGED REPORTS 
Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Rules may have until midnight to
night to tile certain privileged reports. 

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

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON INTERNATIONAL OPERATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON INTER
NATIONAL RELATIONS TO SIT 
DURING HOUSE SESSION TODAY 
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Subcommit
tee on International Operations of the 
Committee on International Relations 
may be permitted to sit this afternoon 
while the House is in session. 

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

There was no objection. 

SOLAR ENERGY 
(Mr. 'ROSE asked and was given per

mission ·to address the House for 1 
minute and to .revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, the legisla
tion we are proposing today will further 
the use of solar energy and hopefully 
save the taxpayers money for many 
years hence. But that is not all. It will 
also provide valuable insights into a field 
of solar energy about which we presently 
know very little. 

Most of the demonstrations we have 
all seen center around solar energy in
stalled in new buildings. Really very 
little is known about placing solar en
ergy into existing structures. 

If we wait for solar energy to be used 
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only in new buildings, it will be a long, 
long time before this valuable, inex
haustible energy supply has much im
pact in this country. By placing solar 
energy only in new buildings we will be 
supplying less than 5 percent of our 
heating 'and cooling needs with solar 
energy by the year 2000. 

If we can by our actions encourage 
placing of solar energy on existing build
ings, however, clearly we c~an speed up 
the use land impact of this energy source. 

Joining Mr. PICKLE and myself on rthis 
legislation are Mr. DICKINSON, of Ala
bama; Mr. TEAGUE, of Te}das; Mr. Mc
CORMACK, of Washington; Mr. MOSHER, 
of Ohio; Mr. DINGELL, of Michigan; and 
Mr. !RICHMOND, of New York. 

I hope that many others of you will 
join us in the near future in this House 
effort to further solar energy use. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON HOSPITALS OF THE COMMIT
TEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS TO 
SIT DURING 5-MINUTE RULE TO
DAY AND TOMORROW 
Mr. SATTEIRFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Hospitals of the Commit
tee on Veterans' A~airs be permitted to 
sit this afternoon and tomorrow after
noon, July 23, during the 5-minute rule. 

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

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
THE JUDICIARY TO SIT DURING 
5-MINUTE RULE TODAY 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on the Judiciary be permitted to sit today 
during the 5-minute rule. 

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

There was no objection. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON PUBLIC LANDS OF THE COM
MITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSU
LAR AFFAIRS TO SIT DURING 
HOUSE SESSION TODAY AND TO
MORROW 
Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Subcom
mittee on Public Lands of the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs be 
permitted to sit today and tomorrow, 
July 23, during consideration of legisla
tion on the :floor of the House. 

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

There was no objection. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO DEMO-
CRATIC BASEBALL TEAM 

<Mr. CONTE asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
opportunity to congratulate the Demo-

cratic baseball team and their managers, 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. CHAP
PELL) and the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. DAVIS) for the fine job 
they did and the sportsmanlike way they 
played last night. 

I also want to pay tribute to my team. 
I had one of the finest teams in the 
14 years I have been coaching the Re
publican team. 

Every time the Republicans won in 
years past, I got up to say this would 
be a prediction of what would happen in 
November. But then, every other No
vember, every 2 years, we went off and 
we lost the election. 

So we finally lost a ball game. Actually 
there remains some question about this. 
For Republicans, this game was more like 
a Chicago election-the Democrats stole 
it from us. We were supposed to play six 
innings, but as soon as the Democrats got 
ahead after three innings they all ran 
off the field. 

Mr. Speaker, though we lost last night, 
Republicans are still Hill champs in "po
litical handball." Moreover, last night 
was an omen of what is going to happen 
next year in November. Yes, we lost a ball 
game, but we are going to win the next 
election. 

VETERANS DISABILITY COMPENSA
TION AND SURVIVORS BENEFITS 
ACT OF 1975 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H.R. 7767) to 
amend title 38, United States Code, to 
increase the rates of disability compen
sation for disabled veterans and to in
crease the rates of dependency and in
demnity compensation, and for other 
purposes, with a Senate amendment 
thereto, and consider ~the Senate amend
ment. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the Senate amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Strike out all after the enacting clause and 

insert: That this Act may be cited as the 
"Veterans Disabtlity Compensation and Sur
vivor Benefits Act of 1975". 

TITLE I-VETERANS DISABILITY 
COMPENSATION 

SEc. 101. (a) Section 314 of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended-

(1) by striking out "$32" in subsection 
(a) and inserting in lieu thereof "$36"; 

(2) by striking out "$59" in subsection 
(b) and inser,ting in lieu thereof "$66"; 

(3) by striking out "$89" in subsection 
(c) and inserting in lieu thereof "$100"; 

(4) by striking out "$122" in subsection 
(d) and inserting in lieu thereof "$137"; 

(5) by striking out "$171" in subsection 
(e) and inserting in lieu thereof "$192"; 

(6) by striking out "$211" in subsection 
(f) and inserting in lieu thereof "$241"; 

(7) by striking out "$250" in subsection 
(g) and inserting in lieu thereof "$285"; 

(8) by striking out "$289" in subsection 
(h) and inserting in lieu thereof "$329"; 

(9) by striking out "$325" in subsection 
(i) and inserting in lieu thereof "$371"; 

(10) by striking out "$584" in subsection 
(j) and inserting in lieu thereof "$266"; 

(11) by striking out "$52" and "$727" and 
"$1,017" in subsection (k) and inserting in 
lieu thereof "$58" and "$814" and "$1,159", 
respectively; 

(12) by strU~ing out "$727" in subsection 
(1) and inserting in lieu thereof "$829"; 

(13) by striking out "$800" in subsection 
(m) and inserting in lieu thereof "$912"; 

(14) by striking out "$909" in subsection 
(n) and inserting in lieu thereof "$1,036"; 

(15) by striking out "$1,017"in subsections 
(o) and (p) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"$1,159"; 

(16) by striking out "$437" in subsection 
(r) and inserting in lieu thereof "$498"; and 

(17) by striking out "$654" in subsection 
(s) and inserting in lieu thereof "$746". 

(b) The Administrator of Veterans' Affairs 
may adjust administratively, consistent with 
the increases authorized by this section, the 
rates of disabUity compensation payable to 
persons within the purview of section 10 of 
Public Law 85-857 who are not in receipt of 
compensation payable pursuant to chapter 11 
of title 38, United States Code. 

SEC. 102. Section 315(1) of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended-

(1) by striking out "$36" in subparagraph 
(A) and inserting in lieu thereof "$40"; 

(2) by striking out "$61" in subparagraph 
(B) and inserting in lieu thereof "$68"; 

(3) by striking out "$77" in subpa·l'!agra.ph 
(C) and inserting in lieu thereof "$86"; 

(4) by striking out "$95" and in "$17" in 
subparagraph (D) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$106" and "$19", respectively; 

(5) by striking out "$24" in subparagraph 
(E) and inserting in lieu thereof "$27"; 

(6) by striking out "$41" in subparagraph 
(F) and inserting in Ue_u thereof "$46"; 

(7) by striking out "$61" and "$17" 1n 
subparagraph (G) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$68" and "$19", respectively; 

(8) by striking out "$29" in subparagraph 
(H) and inserting in lieu thereof "$32"; and 

(9) by striking out "$55" in subparagraph 
(I) and inserting in lieu thereof "$63". 

SEc. 103. Section 362 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out 
"$150" and inserting in lieu thereof "$175". 

SEc. 104. Section 3010 of' title 38, United 
States Code, is amended-

(1) by redesignating paragraph (2) of sub
section (b) as paragraph (3); and 

(2) by inserting immediately after para
graph ( 1) thereof the following new para
graph: 

"(2) The effective date of an award of 
increased compensation shall be the earliest 
date as of which it is ascertainable that an 
increase in disab1Uty had occurred, if ap
plication is received within one year from 
such date.". 
TITLE II-SURVIVORS DEPENDENCY AND 

INDEMNITY COMPENSATION 
SEc. 201. Section 411 of title 38, United 

States Code, is amended to read as follows: 
"(a) Dependency and indemnity compen

sation shall be paid to a widow, based on 
the pay grade of her deceased husband, at 
monthly rates set forth in the following 
table: 

"Pay grade Monthly rate 

E-1 -------------------------------- $245 
E-2 -------------------------------- 252 
E-3 -------------------------------- 260 
~ -------------------------------- 275 
E-5 ------------------------------- 283 
E-6 -------------------------------- 290 
E-7 ------------------------------- 303 
~ -------------------------------- 320 
E-9 ------------------------------- 1338 
VV-1 ------------------------------- 309 
VV-2 ------------------------------- 321 
VV-3 ------------------------------- 332 
VV-4 ------------------------------- 350 
C>-1 ------------------------------- 309 
()-2 -------------------------------- 320 
()-3 ------------------------------- 343 
()-4 ------------------------------- 363 
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{}-5 ------------------------------- 899 
{}-6 ------------------------------- 449 
{}-7 ------------------------------- 487 
{}-8 ------------------------------- 532 
{}-9 ------------------------------- 572 
{}-10 ------------------------------

2
626 

" 1 If the veteran served as sergeant major 
of the Army, senior enlisted advisor of the 
Navy, chief master sergeant of the Air Force, 
sergeant major of the Marine Corps, or 
master chief petty officer of the Coast Guard, 
at the appllcable time designated by sec. 
402 of this title, the widow's rate shall be 
$360. 

" 2 If the veteran served as Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Chief of Staff of the 
Army, Chief of Naval Operations, Chief of 
Staff of the Air Force, or Commandant of the 
Marine Corps, at the appllcable time desig
nated by sec. 402 of this title, the widow's 
rate shall be $671. 

"(b) If there is a widow with one or more 
children below the age of eighteen of a de
ceased veterans, the dependency and indem
nity compensation paid monthly to the 
widow shall be increased by $30 for each such 
child. 

"(c) The monthly rate of dependency and 
indemnity compensation payable to a widow 
shall be increased by $73 if she is ( 1) a 
patient in a nursing home or (2) helpless 
or blind, or so nearly helpless or blind as 
to need or require the regular aid and at
tendance of another person.". 

SEc. 202. Section 413 of title 88, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"Whenever there is no widow of a deceased 
veteran entitled to dependency and indem
nity compensation, dependency and indem
nity compensation shall be paid in equal 
shares to the children of the deceased vet
eran at the following monthly rates: 

"(1) One child, $123. 
"(2) Two children, $178. 
"(3) Three children, $229. 
"(4) More than three children, $229, plus 

$46 for each child in excess of three.". 
SEC. 203. (a) Subsection (a) of section 414 

of title 38, United States Code, is amended 
by striking out "$64" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$73". 

(b) Subsection (b) of section 414 of such 
title is amended by striking out "$108" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$123". 

(c) Subsection (c) of section 414 of such 
title is amended by strlklng out "$55" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$63". 

SEc. 204. Section 410(a) of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"(a) The Administrator shall pay depend
ency and indemnity compensation to the 
widow, children, and parents of any veteran 
who dies after December 31, 1956, and who--

"(1) dies from a service-connected or com
pensable disability; or 

"(2) was at the time of his death in re
ceipt of or entitled to receive compensation 
for a service-connected disability total and 
permanent 1n nature, which disability was 
so rated for not less than one year prior to 
such death. 
The standards and criteria for determlnlng 
whether or not a dtsa.bility is service-con
nected shall be those applicable under chap-
ter 11 of this title.". · 

TITLE ill-EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEC. 301. The provisions of this Act shall 

become effective on July 1, 1975. 

Mr. ROBERTS (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senate amendment be consid
ered as read and printed in the RECORD. 

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

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speaker, 
reserving the right to object, and I re
serve the right to object although I do 
not plan to object, but I take this time so 

that the distinguished chairman of the 
full Committee on Veterans Affairs may 
explain the amendment he will be offer
ing. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. I yield to 
the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, the bill 
H.R. 7767, passed the House on June 16, 
1975, by a vote of 389 to 0. On June 23 
the Senate passed the bill with an amend
ment substituting the text of its com
pensation bill, S. 1597. 

The House-passed blll basically did 
three things: It provided increases for 
service-disabled veterans rated 10 to 50 
percent in amounts ranging from 6.3 to 
8.2 percent. The rate of increase for vet
erans rated 60 percent disabled or more 
was 10 percent. The additional amounts 
for dependents provided by 38 U.S.C. 315 
in cases of veterans with service-con
nected disabilities of at least 50 percent 
were increased approximately 10 percent, 
and it provided a 10 percent increase in 
dependency and indemnity compensa
tion-DIC-for widows and children. 

The bill also provided that an eligible 
member may convert his servicemen's 
group life insurance to veterans' group 
life insurance or a commercial private 
policy within 120 days from his date of 
discharge or release from service. 

The annual cost of the increases would 
be approximately $394.8 million. The first 
concurrent resolution adopted by the 
House recommended an increase of 8 
percent for both compensation and pen
sion for a combined first year cost of 
$451 million. · 

The bill as passed by the Senate would: 
First, provide a 12-percent increase in 
the rates of disability compensation for 
those veterans rated 50-percent disabled 
or less and a 14-percent increase for more 
severely disabled veterans rate 60 per
cent to totally and permanently dis
abled; second, provide a 12-percent in
crease in the rates of additional com
pensation for dependents of veterans 
whose disability is rated 50 percent or 
more; third, provide an increase in the 
annual clothing allowance of $25-from 
$150 to $175; fourth, provide that the 
effective date of an award of increased 
compensation shall be the earliest date 
it is ascertainable that an increase in 
disa:bility occurred if the application is 
received within a year of such date; fifth, 
provide a 14-percent increase in the rates 
payable for dependency and indemnity 
compensation for widows and children; 
and sixth, provide that the survivors of 
a veteran who was rated totally disabled 
and permanently service-connected 
disabled at the time of death would be 
automatically entitled to dependency and 
indemnity compensation. 

The annual cost of the Senate amend
ments would be about $584.8 million. 

Mr. Speaker, the proposed House 
amendment to the Senate amendment 
offers a reasonable compromise. It 
would: 

First, provide a tO-percent increase 
in the rates of disability compensation 
for those veterans rated 50 percent 
disabled or less and a 12-percent in
crease for more severely disabled veter-

ans rated 60 percent to totally and per
manently disabled. 

Second, increase the ~ates for widows 
and children by 12 percent. 

Third. Provide a $25 increase in the 
clothing allowance for a veteran who be
cause of his compensable disability wears 
or uses a prosthetic or orthopedic appli
ance which tends to wear out his cloth
ing. The annual allowance would be in
creased from $150 to $175. 

Fourth. Make the effective date of all 
rate increases August 1, 1975, to assure 
a continuing consistency with increases 
in living costs experienced since rates 
were last ra.ised. 

Fifth. Accept the Senate amendment 
to provide that the effective date of an 
award of increased compensation shall 
be the earliest date it is ascertainable 
that an increase in disability occurred 
if the application is received within a 
year of such date. Today the law pro
vides that increases in compensation 
payments because of increased disable
ment will be made from the date of an 
application for increase. The Senate 
amendment would permit retroactive 
payment of increased compensation 
from the date of increase in disability 
up to 1 year when that date is ascertain
able. This amendment is consistent with 
a similar amendment governing awards 
of pension enacted last year. 

Sixth. Require the Veterans' Adminis
tration to conduct a followup study of 
claims for dependency and indemnity 
compensation relating to veterans as de
fined in section 101 (2) of title 38, who 
at time of death during the 6-year pe
riod September 1, 1975, to March 1, 1976, 
were receiving disability compensation 
from the Veterans' Administration based 
upon a rating total and permanent in 
nature. 

Many Members will recall that after 
consideration in the last Congress the 
proposal to presume a service-connected 
cause of death, even though the cause 
of death was shown to be from disease 
or injury not associated with service, 
was not adopted. However, in the Vet
erans' Disability Compensation and 
Survivors' Benefits Act of 1974 there was 
included the requirement that the Ad
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs con
duct a study of the claims for depend
ency and indemnity compensation relat
ing to certain totally disabled veterans 
who died within 6 months prior to the 
date of enactment of that act. 

That study was completed and the sub
ject matter considered in hearings held 
in connection with H.R. 7767. As a result 
of these hearings, your committee felt 
that if properly applied, current law and 
revised administration policy would re
sult in according the survivors' benefit in 
the type claim that has been the concern 
of our Members. The Veterans' Adminis
tration recognized that fact and has pub
lished new guidelines to its adjudicating 
offices to assure that liberal and compas
sionate application of the generous laws 
now governing determinations of service
connection for death benefits will be 
applied. Your committee feels that if 
properly adm.inlstered, the new guide· 
lines will achieve equity. Should the fol
lowup study show that desired results are 
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not being achieved, appropriate legisla
tive action will be considered by the Com
mittee on Veterans' Affairs. 

H.R. 7767 as previously passed the 
House would have provided that an eli
gible member may convert his service
men's group life insurance to veterans' 
group life insurance or a commercial pri
vate policy within 120 days from his date 
of discharge or release from service. This 
provision is not in the proposed House 
amendment. The Senate side indicated 
an interest in adding two other provisions 
that would have amended present law 
governing the insurance program and we 
were reluctant to do so without hearings. 
~herefore, we agreed to take the provi
~Ion out and consider it along with other 
lnsurance measures later in the session. 

The annual cost of the proposed House 
amendment would be approximately 
$490.7 million. 

In summary, Mr. Speaker, the pro
posed House amendment provides ade
quate cost-of-living increases for our 
ser~ice-.connected disabled veterans and 
their Widows and children. At the same 
time, it attempts to stay within the 
budget in the first concurrent resolution 
adopted by the House earlier this year 

I urge adoption of the House amend~ 
ment. 

Mr. HAMMERISCHMIDT. Mr. 
Speaker, I wish to express my strong 
support of the amendment being offered 
by the distinguished gentleman from 
Texas, the chairman of the Committee 
on Veterans' Affairs. I also wish to com
~e~d tt~e excellent leadership of our 
distinguished subcommittee chairman, 
M!. ~ONTGOMERY, and of the ranking 
minority member Mr. WYLIE. 

This amendmelllt results from infor
mal negotiation with the Veterans' Af
f,airs. Committee of the other 'body. In 
~.Y JUdgment, this amendment author
IZing an increase of 12 percen't in the 
mon'thly ra:tes of compens'a'tion paya;ble 
to those With more serious disabilities 
and a 10-percent increase in th~ 
mon'thly rates for those who are dis
abled.at 50 percent or less, .represents an 
effective compromise thaJt is commen
suraJte with the increased cost of living 
as reflected by the Consumer Price In
dex. 

In addition, the 'amendment author
izes a 10-percent increase in the allow
ance payable on behalf df dependents of 
those veterans who are 50 percent or 
more disabled. It ralso autlhorizes a 12-
percent inorease in lthe monthly depend
ency and indemnity compensa1:1ion p~ay
ments for widows and children of vet
e:ans who died of service connected con
ditions. 

The clothing allowance of $150 an
nually, pay,aible to veterans who use a 
ProSthetic or orthopedic appliance, 
which causes undue wear and tear upon 
their clothing, is increased to $175 an
nually under the terms of the amend
ment. 

The cost of the differences in the two 
versions has been halved in the amend
ment before ,the House. R represents a 
most effective compromise, which wil'l 
authorize an equitable increase in 

monthly compensati'on payments and at 
the same time, be accepta;ble to the other 
body. 

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Further re
serving the right to object, I yield to 
the gentleman from Indiana. 

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I support 
the gentleman's motion and the amend
ment to which it refers. The effect of this 
amendment will be to increase the rates 
of compensation for service-connected 
disabled veterans in amounts ranging 
from 10 percent to 12 percent for those 
with the most serious disability. Addi
tionally, the amendment authorizes a 10-
percent increase in payments to those 
veterans who are entitled to an allow
ance for dependents. It also provides a 
12 percent across-the-board increase to 
widows . and children of veterans who 
died of service-connected causes. 

-This amendment, Mr. Speaker, if ap
proved by the other body, will provide 
a cost-of-living increase in monthly pay
ments for more than 2.2 million disabled 
veterans and 280,000 survivors of serv
ice-connected deceased veterans. No 
group of citizens in our Nation are more 
deserving of a cost-of-living increase 
than those who have given so much of 
themselves and their loved ones to our 
Nation's survival. I support the amend
ment, and urge that it be approved. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Under the 
reservation of objection, I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, as the rank
ing minority member of the Compensa
tion, Pension, and Insurance Subcom
mittee of the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs, I am pleased to support the 
amendment contained in the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Texas, 
our distinguished chairman. 

This amendment, Mr. Speaker, repre
sents p, negotiated compromise with the 
other body that will permit the Nation's 
disabled veterans, certain dependents, 
and the survivors of service connected 
deceased veterans to receive a cost-of
living adjustment in their monthly ben
eft ts. It is my understanding that the 
cost of living has risen approximS~tely 
11 percent since the last adjustment in 
these monthly payments. The amend
ment before the House will authorize in
creases that are commensurate with the 
increased cost of living. 

Mr. Speaker, the men who were dis
abled while in the service of our Nation 
have always merited and received the 
highest consideration by the Congress. 
If we are to continue the pr·iority con
sideration that we have always given the 
Nation's disabled veterans, it is essential 
that this cost-of-living increase be ap
proved. 

I support the gentleman's amend
ments, and hope that the other body will 
act expeditiously so that it may receive 
the President's prompt consideration and 
approval. 

Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Under the 

reservation of objection, I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr. Speaker, the Ameri
can war veteran has traditionally been 
considered a special person, a loyal citi
zen, who by honorable service in times of 
warfare, has earned special benefits and 
entitlements. 

As early as 200 years ago, the Conti
nental Congress recognized the Nation's 
debt to those who responded to the call 
to arms and its own responsibility to 
make good on that debt. As a result, cer
tain benefit programs were established 
to meet the needs of soldiers, veterans, 

· and their dependents. 
Mr. Speaker, the legislation before us 

today has grown directly out of that 
tradition. Today's veterans, their fami
lies, and their survivors bear the brunt 
of our current economic problems. The 
Veterans Disability Compensation and 
Survivors Benefit Act would go a long 
way toward easing that burden. 

Although I accepted the version of the 
bill we passed earlier this month, I am 
pleased that the Senate has improved the 
measure considerably. 

Our bill provided compensation in
creases ranging from 6.3 to 8.2 percent 
for veterans with disability ratings of 
50 percent or more. Those rated at 60 
percent or more would have received a 
10 percent increase, as would dependents 
of veterans with 50 percent or more dis
ability and survivors of those who died 
of service-connected injuries. 

Our colleagues in the Senate have been 
more generous. Their version would raise 
compensation payments 12 percent for 
those rated at 50 percent or less and 14 
percent for those rated at 60 percent or 
more. It also authorizes a 12 percent in
crease for dependents and a 14 percent 
raise in dependency and indemnity 
compensation payments for widows and 
children. The annual clothing allowance 
for veterans using prosthetic or ortho
pedic devices would go up $25 bringing 
the total annual allowance to $175. 

Mr. Speaker, I recognize the fact that 
the Senate version will be more costly 
and I strongly support efforts to contain 
our spending. But I do not believe that 
veterans benefits are the proper place 
to trim the budget. These payments are 
not luxuries. They constitute the sole 
support of many others. 

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to pass 
this much needed bill without further de
lay and speed its benefits on to those who 
so rightly deserve them. 

Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Speak
er, I withdraw my reservation of objec
tion. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Texas 
to dispense with further reading of the 
Senate amendment? 

There was no objection. 
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. ROBERTS 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. RoBERTS moves that the House con

cur in the Senate amendment with an 
amendment as follows: In lieu of matter 
proposed to be inserted by the Senate 
amendment, insert the following: 
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That this Act may be cited as the "Veterans 
Disa.b11ity Compensation and Survivor Bene
fits Act of 1975". 

TITLE I-VETERANS DISABILITY 
OOMPENSATION 

SEc. 101. (a) Section 314 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended-

(1) by striking out "$32" in subsection 
(a) and inserting in lieu thereof "$35"; 

(2) by strlking out "$59" in subsection 
(b) and inserting in lieu thereof "$65"; 

(3) by strlking out "$89" in subsection 
(c) and inserting in lieu thereof "$98"; 

(4) by striking out ,;$122" 1n subsection 
(d) and inserting in lleu thereof "$134"; 

(5) by striking out "$171" 1n subsection 
(e) and inserting in lleu thereof "$188"; 

(6) by striking out "$211" in subsection 
(f) and inserting in lieu thereof "$236"; 

(7) by strlk1ng out "$250" 1n subsection 
(g) and inser.ting 1n lleu thereof "$280"; 

(8) by striking out "$289" 1n subsection 
(h) and inserting in lieu thereof "$324"; 

(9) by striking out "$325" 1n subsection 
(i) and inserting in lleu thereof "$364"; 

(10) by striking out "$684" in subsection 
(j) and inserting in lieu thereof "$656"; 

(11) by striking out "$727" and "$1,017" 
in subsection (k) and inserting 1n lieu 
thereof "$814" and "$1,139", respectlvey; 

(12) by str1klng out "$727" ln subsection 
(1) and inserting in lieu thereof "$814"; 

( 13) by striking out "$800" 1n subsection 
(m) and inserting 1n lieu thereof "$896"; 

(14) by striking out "$909" in subsection 
(n) and inserting in lieu thereof "$1,018"; 

( 15) by striking out "$1,017" in subsec
tions (o) and (p) and inserting in lleu 
thereof "$1,139'!; 

( 16) by striking out "$437" in subsection 
(r) and inserting in lieu thereof "$489"; and 

( 17) by striking out "$654" in subsection 
(s) and inserting in lieu thereof "$732". 

(b) The Administrator of Veterans' Af· 
fairs may adjust administratively, consistent 
with the increases authorized by this sec
tion, the rates of disab111ty compensation 
payable to persons within the purview of sec
tion 10 of Public Law 85-857 who are not in 
receipt of compensation payable pursuan•t 
to chapter 11 of title 38, United States Code. 

SEc. 102. Section 315(1) of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended-

( 1) by striking out "$36" in subparagraph 
(A) and inser·ting in lleu thereof "$40"; 

(2) by striking out "$61" in subparagraph 
(B) and inserting in lieu thereof "$67"; 

(3) by striking out "$77" in subparagraph 
(C) and inserting in lieu thereof "$85"; 

(4) by striking out "$95" and "$17" ln 
subparagraph (D) and inserting 1n lieu 
thereof "$105" and "$19", respectively; 

( 6) by striking out "$24" in subparagraph 
(E) and inserting in lieu thereof "$26"; 

(6) by striking out "$41" in subparagraph 
(F) and inserting in lieu thereof "$45"; 

(7) by strlklng out "$61" and "$17" 1n sub
paragraph (G) and inserting in lleu thereof 
"$67" and "$19", respectively; 

(8) by striking out "$29" 1n subparagraph 
(H) and inserting 1n lleu thereof "$32"; and 

(9) by striking out "$56" in subparagraph 
(I) and inserting 1n lleu thereof "$61". 

SEc. 103. Section 362 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out 
"$150" and inserting 1n lieu thereof "$175'". 

SEc. 104. Section 3010 of title 38, United 
Stwtes Code, is amended-

(!) lby redesignating paragraph (2) of sub
section {lb) as paragraph ( 3) ; and 

(2) by inserting immediately after para
graph ( 1) thereof the following new para
graph: 

"(2) The effective date of an award of 
increased compensM!on shall be the earliest 
date as of which it is ascertainable oth.at an 
increase in disability had occurred, 1f appli
cation is received within one year from such 
date.". 

TITLE II-8URVIVORS DEPENDENCY AND 
niDEMNITY COMPENSATION 

SEc. 201. Section 411 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"(a) Dependency and indemnity compen
sation shall be paid to a widow, based on 
·the pay grade of her deceased husband, at 
monthly mtes set fol'lth 1n the following 
table: 

"Pay grade Monthly rate 

E-1 --------------------------------- $241 
E-2 --------------------------------- 248 
~ --------------------------------- 265 
E-4 --------------------------------- 270 
E-5 --------------------------------- 278 
~ --------------------------------- 284 
E-7 --------------------------------- 298 
~ --------------------------------- 315 
E-9 --------------------------------- 1329 
VV-1 -------------------------------- 304 
VV-2 -------------------------------- 316 
VV-3 -------------------------------- 326 
VV-4 -------------------------------- 344 
(}-1 -------------------------------- 304 
(}-2 -------------------------------- 315 
~ -------------------------------- 337 
0-4 -------------------------------- 356 
~ -------------------------------- 392 
()-6 --------------------~----------- 441 
(}-7 -------------------------------- 478 
(}-8 -------------------------------- 523 
~ -------------------------------- 562 
(}-10 ------------------------------- 2615 

" 1 If the veteran served a.s sergeant major 
of the Army, senior enlisted advisor of the 
Navy, cb.ief master sergeant of rt.he Air Force, 
sergeant major of the Marine Corps, or 
master chief petty officer of the Coast Guard, 
at the applicable time designated by sec. 402 
of this title, the widow's rate shall be $354. 

" 2 If rt.he veteran served as Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Stafl', Chief of Stafl' of the 
Army, Chief of Naval Operations, Chief of 
Sta.ft' of the Air Force, or Commandant of 
the Marine Corps, at the applicable time 
designated by sec. 402 of this title, the 
widow's rate shall be $660. 

"(b) If there is a widow with one or more 
children below the age of eighteen of a de
ceased veteran, the dependency and indem
nity compensation paid monthly to the 
widow shall be increased by $29 for each such 
child. 

"(c) The monthly rate of dependency and 
indemnity compensation payable to a widow 
shall be increased by $72 if she is (1) a pa
tient in a. nursing home or (2) helpless or 
blind, or so nearly helpless or blind as to 
need or require the regular aid and attend
ance of another person.". 

SEc. 202. Section 413 of title 38, United 
States Code, is amended to read as follows: 

"VVhenever there is no widow of a deceased 
veteran entitled to dependency and indem
nity compensation, dependency a.n.d indem
nity compensation shall be paid in equal 
shares to the children of the deceased veter.a.n 
at the following monthly rates: 

" ( 1) One child, $121. 
"(2) Two children, $175. 
"(3) Three children, $225. 
"(4) More than three children, $225, plus 

$45 for each child in excess of three.". 
SEc. 203. (a) (Subsection (a) of section 414 

of title 38, United States Code, is amended 
by striking out "$64" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "$72". 

(b) Subsection (·b) of section 414 of such 
title 1s amended by striking out "$108" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "$121". 

(c) Subsection (c) of section 414 of such 
title is amended by striking out "$55" and in
serting in lieu thereof "$62". 

SEc. 204. (a) The Administrator of Veter
ans' Affairs shall make a detailed study of 
claims for dependency and indemnity com
pensation relating to veterans, as defined in 
section 101(2), title 38, United States Code, 

who at time of death during the six-month 
period September 1, 1975, to March 1, 1976, 
were receiving disabillty compensating from 
the Veterans' Administration based upon a 
rating total and permanent in nature. 

(b) The report of such study shall include 
(1) the number of the described cases; (2) 
the number of cases in which the specified 
benefit was denied; (3) an analysis of the 
reasons for each such denial; (4) an analysis 
of any d1fticulty which may have been en
countered by the claimant in attempting 
to establtsh that the death of the veteran 
concerned was connected with his or her 
·military, naval, or air service in the Armed 
Forces of the United States; (5) data regard
ing the current financial status of the widow, 
widower, children, and parents in each case 
of denial; and (6) an analysis of whether 
there has been a significant increase 1n the 
use of discretionary authority consistent 
with revised Veterans' Administration pro
gram guide instructions issued March 27, 
1975 concerning rating practices and pro
cedures. 

(c) The report together with such com
ments and recommendations as the Admin
istrator deems appropriate shall rbe sub
mitted to the Speaker of the House and the 
President of the Senate not later than Octo
ber 1, 1976. 

TITLE ill-EFFECTIVE DATE 
SEc. 301. The provisions of this Act shall 

become effective August 1, 1976. 

Mr. ROBERTS (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
The motion was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

INTERNATIONAL CONVENTION FOR 
THE CONSERVATION OF ATLAN
TICTUNAS 
Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill <H.R. 5522) an 
act to give effect to the International 
Convention for the Conservation of At
lantic Tunas, signed at Rio de Janeiro. 
May 14, 1966, by the United States of 
America and other countries, and for 
other purposes, with Senate amendments 
thereto, and concur in the Senate 
amendments. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Clerk read the Senate amend

ments, as follows: 
Page 3, after line 7, insert: 
(10) The term "State" includes each of 

the States of the United States, the District 
of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico, and the territories and possessions of 
the United States. 

Page 3, strike out all after line 8 over to 
and including line 15 on page 4 and insert: 

SEC. 3. (a.) The United States shall be rep
resented by not more than three Commis
sioners who shall serve as delegates of the 
United States on the Commission, and who 
may serve on the Councll and Panels of the 
Commission as provided for in the Conven
tion. Such Commissioners shall be appointed 
by and serve at the pleasure of the Presi
dent. Not more than one such Commission 
shall be a salaried employee of any State or 
polltica.l subdivision thereof, or the Federal 
Government. The Commissioners shall be 
entitled to select a Chairman and to adopt 



23940 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 22, 1975 

such rules of procedure as they find neces
sar;y'. 

(b) The Secretary of State, in consultation 
with the Secretary may designate from time 
to time and for periods of time deemed ap
propriate Alternate United States Commis
sioners to the Commission. Any Alternate 
United States Commissioner may exercise at 
any meeting of the Commission, Council, 
any Panel, or the advisory committee estab
lished pursuant to section 4 of this Act, all 
powers and duties of a United States Com
missioner in the absence of any Commis
sioner appointed pursuant to subsection (a) 
of this section for whatever reason. The 
number of such Alternate United States 
Commissioners that may be designated for 
any such meeting shall ·be limited to the 
number of United States Commissioners ap
pointed pursuant to subsection (a) of this 
section who will not be present at such 
meeting. 

(c) The United States Commissioners or 
Alternate Commissioners, although officers 
of the United States while so serving, shall 
receive no compensation for their services 
as such Commissioners or Alternate Com
missioners. 

Page 8, lines 22 and 23, strike out "or the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico". 

Page 9, lines 3 and 4, strike out "or the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico". 

Page 13, line 18, strike out "of Commerce". 
Page 21, line 23, strike out "over" and in

sert: "in". 
Page 21, line 24, strike out "waters" and 

insert: "sea". 
Page 21, line 24, strike out "that State" 

and insert: "the United States". 
Page 21, strike out all after line 24 over 

to and including line 21 on page 22 and in
sert: 

(2) In the event a State does not request 
a formal hearing and after notice by the 
Secretary, the regulations promulgated pur
suant to this Act to implement recommen
dations of the Commission shall apply with
in the boundaries of any State bordering on 
any Convention area if the Secretary deter
mines that any such State-

(A) has not, within a resonable period of 
time after the promulgation of regulations 
pursuant to this Act, enacted laws or pro
mulgated regulations which implement any 
such recommendation of the Commission 
within the boundaries of such State; or 

(B) has enacted laws or promulgated reg
ulations which (i) are less restrictive than 
the regulations promulgated pursuant to 
this Act, or (11) are not effectively enforced. 
If a State requests the opportunity for an 
agency hearing on the record, the Secretary 
shall not apply regulations promulgated pur
suant to this Act within that State's boun
daries unless the hearing record supports a 
determination under paragraph (A) or (B). 
Such regulations shall apply until the Sec
retary determines that the State is effectively 
enforcing within its boundaries measures 
Which are not less restrictive than such reg
ulations. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cal
ifornia (Mr. LEGGETT.) 

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, briefly 
explained, H.R. 5522 would implement 
the International Convention for the 
Conservation of the Atlantic Tunas 
which came into force for the United 
States in 196·9. The United States is 
1 of 14 Nations that are signatory to 
this Convention. H.R. 5522 passed the 
House under suspension of the rules by 
voice vote just last month, on June 16. 

Mr. Speaker, the Senate made nine 
amendments to the bill, all of which are 
technical in nature, except for two. 

The first substantive amendment, 

amendment No.2, would rewrite section 
3 of the bill. As H.R. 5522 passed the 
House, section 3 of the bill would provide 
for the appointment of three commis
sioners by the President to serve at his 
pleasure as the U.S. delegates on the 
Commission. They would serve without 
compensation. Of the three commission
ers, one would be required to be an of
ficial of the Department of Commerce 
and each of the other two would be se
lected from individuals residing in a 
coastal State who are knowledgeable in 
the principles of commercial tuna fish
ing or sport tuna fishing, or both, neither 
of which could be Federal or State em
ployees. In addition, section 3 of the bill 
would authorize the Secretary of State 
to designate alternate commissioners to 
serve when the regular commissioners 
could not be present at a meeting of the 
Commission, council, panel, or advisory 
committee. 

As rewritten by the Senate, of the 
three commissioners to be appointed by 
the President, not more than one of such 
commissioners could be a salaried em
ployee of the Federal or State Govern
ment, and the other two commissioners 
could be selected by the President from 
the general public. 

Mr. Speaker, although not required 
to do so, I would like to make it clear 
that the Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries would expect the President 
to appoint commissioners from the gen
eral public who are knowledgeable in the 
principles of commercial or sport tuna 
fishing, or both, as provided in the House 
version of the bill, and as provided in the 
Senate report on the bill. Also, the com
mittee would expect the President to ap
point an official of the Department of 
Commerce as the salaried employee of 
the Federal or State Government au
thorized to be appointed under the Sen
ate version of the bill, even though not 
required to do so. This would be in ac
cordance with the House version of the 
bill. In addition, the Senate versions of 
the bill would authorize the commission
ers to select their own chairman, where
as in the past, the chairman of the com
missioners has been the official repre
senting the Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Speaker, in accepting the Senate 
amendment to this section of the bill, I 
would like to make it clear that the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries intends to watch closely the per
formance of the commissioners in carry
ing out their official duties under the act, 
in order to make sure that the tuna and 
tuna-like fishes of the Atlantic Ocean 
that are covered by this convention are 
given the attention and protection to 
which they are entitled. 

Mr. Speaker, the second substantive 
amendment, amendment No. 9, merely 
rewrites paragraph (2) of section 9(d) 
of the bill, to provide that the Secretary 
of Commerce would be authorized to 
promulgate regulations to implement 
recommendations of the Commission 
that would be applicable within the 
boundaries of any State bordering on 
any convention area whenever the State 
concerned does not request a formal 
hearing on the record after being noti
fied of the plans to promulgate such reg-

ulations. The House version of the bUI 
would require an agency hearing on the 
record irrespective of whether the State 
concerned requested a hearing. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an acceptable 
amendment, and should make the legis
lation more workable and at the same 
time result in a savings to the U.S. Gov
ernment since an agency hearing on the 
record would not be held unless requested 
by the State concerned. · 

Mr. Speaker, I recommend that the 
House concur in the Senate amendments. 

Mr. Speaker, for the benefit of my col
leagues, I might announce that after the 
passage of this bill, as amended by the 
Senate, that I wm ask unanimous con
sent that the concurrent resolution I 
have at the desk be brought up for im
mediate consideration. The resolution 
would merely correct technical errors in 
the House engrossed b111. 

The Senate amendments were con
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

AUTHORIZING CLERK TO MAKE 
CORRECTIONS IN ENROLLMENT 
OF H.R. 5522 
Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 
349) and ask for its immediate consider
ation. 

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu
tion as follows: 

H. CON. RES. 349 
Resoltled by the House of Representatives 

(the Senate concurring), That the Clerk of 
the House of Representatives, in the enroll
ment of the bill (H.R. 5522) to give effect 
to the International Convention for the Con
servation of Atlantic Tunas, signed at R1o 
de Janeiro May 14, 1966, by the United States 
of America and other countries, and for 
other purposes, is authorized and directed 
to make the following corrections in the 
House eng·rossed bill : 

( 1) On page 4, line 24, insert a comma 
after "Commission". 

(2) On page 7, line 1, strike out "becom
ming" and insert in lieu thereof "becom
ing". 

(3) On page 9, line 3, strike out "of" the 
second time -it appears. 

(4) On page 9, lines 5 and 6, strike out 
"and of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico". 

(5) On page 11, line 6, strike out "of" the 
first time it appears. 

(6) On page 13, line 14, strike out the 
comma after "form". 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

RESIGNATION AND APPOINTMENT 
AS MEMBER OF THE SELECT COM
MITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following resignation from the Select 
Committee on Intelligence: 

JULY 22, 1975. 
Mr. SPEAKER: I respectfully submit my 

resignation as a member of the House Com
mittee on Intelligence. 

DoN EDWARDS. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the 
resign,ation will be accepted. 

There was no objection. 



July 22, 1975 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 23941 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro

visions of House Resolution 591, 94th 
Congress, the Chair appoints as a mem
ber of the Select Committee on Intelli
gence the gentleman from Florida, Mr. 
LEHMAN, to fill the existing vacancy 
thereon. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro

visions of clause 3 (b) of rule XXVII, the 
Chair announced that he will postpone 
further proceedings today on each mo
tion to suspend the rules on which a re
corded vote or the yeas and nays are or
dered, or on which the vote is objected 
to under clause 4 of rule XV. 

After all motions to suspend the rules 
have been entertained and debated, and 
after those motions to be determined by 
nonrecord votes have been disposed of, 
the Chair will then put the question on 
each motion on which the further pro
ceedings were postponed. 

RESTORING POS~OUSLY FULL 
RIGHTS OF CITIZENSHIP TO GEN. 
R.E.LEE 
Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the Senate 
Joint Resolution <S.J. Res. 23) to restore 
posthumouslY full rights of citizenship to 
General R. E. Lee. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
S.J. REs. 23 

Whereas this entire Nation has long recog
nized the outstanding virtues of courage, 
patriotism, and selfless devotion to duty of 
General R. E. Lee, and has recognized the 
contribution of General Lee in healing the 
wounds of the War Between the States, and 

Whereas, in order to further the goa.l of 
reunion of this country, General Lee, on 
June 13, 1865, applied to the President for 
amnesty and pardon and restoration of his 
rights as a. citizen, and 

Whereas this request was favorably en
dorsed by General Ulysses S. Grant on June 
16, 1865, and 

.Whereas, Genera.! Lee's full citizenship was 
not restored to him subsequent to his request 
of June 13, 1865, for the reason that no a.c
compa.nyi.ng oath of allegiance was submit
ted, and 

Whereas, on October 12, 1870, General Lee 
died, still denied the right to hold any ofilce 
and other rights of citizenship, and 

Whereas a recent discovery has revealed 
that Genera.! Lee did in fact on October 2, 
1865, swear allegiance to the Constitution of 
the United States and to the Union, and 

Whereas it appears that General Lee thus 
fulfilled a.ll of the legal as well as moral re
quirements incumbent upon him for restora
tion of his citizenship: Now, therefore, be lt 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of Amertca 
'tn Congress assembled, That, in accordance 
With saction 3 of amendment 14 of the United 
States Constitution, the legal disabilities 
placed upon General Lee as a. result of hls 
service as General of the Army of Northern 
Virginia. are removed, and that General R. E. 
Lee is posthumously restored to the full 
rights of citizenship, effective June 13, 1865. 

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded? 
Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 

second. 
PARLIAMENTARY JNQUIBY 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

CXXI--1609-Part 19 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, is the 
gentleman who is demanding a second 
opposed to the Senate joint resolution? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will make 
the inquiry. Is the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. FISH) opposed to the Senate 
joint resolution? 

Mr. FISH. I am not, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I demand 

a second. 
The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op

posed to the Senate joint resolution? 
Mr. CONYERS. Yes, Mr. Speaker, I 

am. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman 

qualifies. 
Without objection, a second will be 

considered as ordered. 
There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

Pennsylvania <Mr. EILBERG) will be rec
ognized for 20 minutes, and the gentle
man form Michigan <Mr. CONYERS) will 
be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. EILBERG). 

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

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of this joint 
resolution, Sen'81te Joint Resolution 23, 
is oo restore posthumously full rights of 
citizenship to Gen. Robert E. Lee. 

Gen. Robert E. Lee is a well known 
and respected military figure and a per
son whose dedication to duty has never 
been questioned. This great leader has 
earned himself a prominent position not 
only in the annals of American history 
but also in the hearts and minds of all 
patriotic Americans. 

As his ancestors before him served 
their country, he, too, served both the 
United States and his native State of 
Virginia. 

He possessed the courage to make the 
most difficult decisions and he had the 
fortitude to abide by his decisions. He 
faced defeaJt wilth dignity and he sought 
to regain his full rights of citizenship 
with humility. 

In approving this resolution we will 
attempt to comply with requests made by 
General Lee to the President on June 13, 
1865. On that date, General Lee formally 
applied for full restoration of his rights 
and his application was personally ap
proved by General Grant and forwarded 
to the President through the Secretary of 
War. However, he did not realize his ap
plication was to be accompanied by an 
oath of allegiance, and when this fact be
came known to General Lee, he executed 
a notarized oath of allegiance onOc
tober 2, 1865. His application was never 
acted upon by the President since the 
oath of allegiance was lost and was only 
discovered in the National Archives in 
1970. 

As a college president, Robert E. Lee 
dedicated himself to teaching young men 
to learn from the past and to live as 
united Americans. 

The virtues exemplified by Gen. 
Robert E. Lee could be an example for 
all, as they have been an inspiration to 
students of American history for many 
years. 

Restoring full citizenship rights to 
General Lee is a bipartisan effort which 
serves as a symbol of how we as Ameri
cans once divided can learn from our his
toric past and once again reunite when 
it is in our Nation's interest. In a time 
when the United States faces complex 
problems an act such as this helps to 
remind us of our heritage and the strug
gles which our Nation has endured in its 
200 year history. It is only fitting and 
proper that the Congress, as we approach 
the Bicentennial of the founding of the 
United States of America, remove the 
last tarnish of the memory of General 
Lee and retroactively restores his full 
rights of citizenship. 

This is indeed unique legislation and 
is one of the few times that Congress 
has sought to invoke its constitutional 
powers under section 3 of the 14th 
amendment to the U.S. Constitution. 

The first sentence of that section re
lates to the disabllity for holding public 
office and provides that "No person shall 
be a Senator or Representative in Con
gress, or elector of President and Vice 
President, or hold any office, civil or 
military, under the United States, or 
under any State, who, having previously 
taken an oath, as a Member of Congress, 
or an officer of the United States, or as a 
member of any State legislature, or as 
an executive or judicial officer of any 
State, to support the Constitution of the 
United States, shall have engaged in in
surrection or rebellion against the same, 
or given aid or comfort to the enemies 
thereof." 

The Constitution further provides that 
this disability can only be removed by 
congressional action. 

The restoration of full citizenship 
rights to General Lee is a measure which 
is neither Republican nor Democratic, 
conservative or liberal, but hopefully is 
an issue on which we can display a .bi
partisan and historical unity. I urge my 
colleagues to support this meritorious 
legislation. 

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

Mr. Speaker, it is with some reluc
tance that I take this time to speak 
on this matter, one which might 
more appropriately be considered as a 
sentimental, symbolic gesture; as Bicen
tennial fluff, or perhaps as legislation 
that clears up some important historical 
business that has been neglected by pre
vious Congresses and by previous Presi
dents. 

So it was in this frame of mind that 
I initiated some research on this subject. 
Even though it is not yet complete, 
enough questions have been raised that I 
have no other alternative but to take 
the well at this time. 

The first issue raised by my research 
was the circumstances and date of the 
"discovery" of General Lee's oath of al
legiance presumedly undertaken on Oc
tober 2, 1865, and thereafter lost, never 
reaching President Andrew Johnson. In 
reading the committee report to my-sur
prise I found that no one from the Na
tional Archives came before the Commit
tee on the Judiciary or before the appro
priate committee in the other body to 
attest to the "discovery" of this oath. 
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Nothing in the report indicates who dis
covered this missing oath and when, or 
where it had resided all these years. 

A member of my staff yesterday visited 
the Archives. He spoke with the man who 
located the oath and was advised that 
it had come to his attention not in 1970 
as stated in the committee report but in 
1965. You may be interested to know that 
this "discovery" was, in truth, made by a 
capable and conscientious Archives clerk, 
Mr. Donald King, who brought it to the 
attention of his superior, Mr. Elmer 
Parker, in 1970. Two archivists further 
advised my staff member that the Lee 
oath was known to be on public display as 
far back as the 1930's. It is the position 
of the Archives that the oath has always 
been in the Government's custody, had 
never been lost, was first stored with 
other amnesty documents in the State 
Department and during World War II 
transferred to the National Archives 
where it presently resides. This romantic 
notion of the lost oath may ultimately 
do a great disservice to those who sin
cerely wish to preserve the memory of 
General Lee. Obviously some of the state
ments regarding the oath's "discovery" 
1n Senate Joint Resolution 23 are inac .. 
curate. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONYERS. I am delighted to yield 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Virginia. 

Mr. BUTLER. Of course, we are not in 
a position to question the gentleman's 
information, but in order that the record 
may be clear, with respect to the archi
vist who wrote this article and called it 
to the attention of the committee, his 
letter is a part of the report. It appears 
on page 4 and is by Mr. Elmer Oris 
Parker. The gentleman is familiar with 
that; is he not? 

Mr. CONYERS. I read it_ very carefully. 
That is precisely what caused me to go 
to the Archives. 

Mr. BUTLER. I am pleased to know 
about this report about the earlier date. 
Would the gentleman enlighten us a little 
bit as to how he arrived at the informa
tion? 

Mr. CONYERS. Yes, I would be pleased 
to enlighten my colleague. I merely sent 
a member of my staif over to the Ar
chives located on Pennsylvania Avenue 
to raise the question and to see the oath. 
We do not have handwriting experts on 
our staff, but it is not my intention to 
put the authenticity of this oath into 
question at this time. This question came 
up-and as the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. BUTLER) who served on the Com
mittee on the Judiciary during the im
peachment proceedings with such great 
distinction will recall-during the im
peachment when an archivist was called 
in on at least several points concerning 
the authenticity of Watergate-related 
documents. Therefore, we wanted to 
learn about the history of this document 
since it is an important item in the 
Archives. 

There are a couple of other points that 
I would like to raise. It seems the com
mittee has had some difficulty in deter
mining the exact date when the 14th 
amendment to the Constitution took ef
fect, a matter you will appreciate is of 

some importance to me. The committee 
states it occurred on June 21, 1868, but 
take my word for it, it really occurred 
on July 28, 1868. 

I turn now to what I consider another 
crucial question in this discussion. What 
was the intention of General Lee with re
gard to amnesty? What benefits did he 
wish to enjoy under the First Amnesty 
Proclamation of President Johnson 
which required former Confederate offi
cers to submit a special application and 
an oath? As we know General Grant sup
ported General Lee's application. Appar
ently, General Lee neglected inadvert
ently to submit an accompanying oath, 
which he later submitted on October 2, 
1865. 

I suggest to the Members we may be 
stretching the point just a bit because 
section 3 of the 14th amendment involves 
only a very limited disrubility, as my col
leagues on the Committee on the Judi
ciary are well aware. It only prohibits 
one who· participated on the Confederate 
side from holding any Federal office, in
cluding positions in the U.S. Armed 
Forces. 

I would inquire rhetorically if any 
Member of this body is claiming that the 
oath submitted in connection with the 
First Proclamation had anything to do 
with relieving General Lee from the dis
ability imposed by section 3? 

To me the fairest interpretation of this 
rna tter would incline one toward the 
negative. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. CONYERS. Permit me to finish 
my statement. I will be ·through in just 
a moment. 

Mr. Speaker, it just so happens that 
General Lee was an enfranchised citizen 
of his community in Lexington, Va., 
where he spent his last distinguished 
years as the president of the now re
named Washington and Lee University. 
Apparently, however, he never chose to 
vote after 1865. Furthermore, the biog
raphies on General Lee concur that he 
was not interested in holding any public 
office after 1865. If that is so, it can be 
construed that General Lee was well 
aware of the disability under section 3 
of the 14th amendment and that he knew 
he had been relieved of all the other dis
abilities by virtue of the Presidential 
Amnesty Proclamation of December 25, 
1868. In this proclamation President 
Johnson granted "a full pardon and 
amnesty for the offense of treason 
against the United States," excepting of 
course the disabilities imposed by section 
3 of the 14th amendment which the 
President by executive order could not 
remove. So if General Lee, fully aware of 
this, chose not to pursue the matter fur
ther, then there might be a very valid 
question of his intent to raise in connec
tion with this resolution. 
, Now I will be happy to yield either to 
the chairman of the subcommittee or to 
my colleague, the gentleman from Vir
ginia (Mr. BUTLER). 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I think the 
question the gentleman raises about the 
intention of General Lee to seek admis
sibility or reltef from all the limitations 
which had been for one reason or another 

placed upon him is a very legitimate in
quiry. But, of course, we have first the 
oath which follows the application. 

Mr. CONYERS. I wish to say to the 
gentleman from Virginia I would be glad 
to respond to a question of his, but if he 
just chooses to engage in general debate, 
then I refuse to yield further. 

Mr. BUTLER. The gentleman will re
call that the gentleman took our time 
and I am now responding to a rhetorical 
question the gentleman asked a moment 
ago, on which I hope that I might be per
mitted to speak. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I will not 
yield further and I reserve the balance 
of my time at this point. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has 
consumed 11 minutes. -

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
.such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. FISH). 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I wish to con
cur with the remarks of Subcommittee 
Chairman EILBERG in support of the bill, 
Senate Joint ResoluJtion 23, which, 
would posthumously restore full rights 
of citizenship to Gen. Robert E. Lee. 

General Lee's military brilliance and 
his stature as a genuine American hero 
is well known. His tactics on the battle
fields have long served as models for 
military students and his picture hangs 
in the military academy library at West 
Point where he once served as superin
tendent, next to the picture of his ad
versary in the Civil War, Ulysses S. 
Grant. 

A nuclear-powered submarine bears 
his name and sails together with another 
submarine named the Abraham Lincoln. 

I believe a lesser known aspect of Gen
eDal Lee's life deserves particular men
tion at this time. After the conclusion of 
the Civil War, history tells us that Gen
eral Lee's actions were aimed toward 
resolving any division that still existed 
in our country, rather than to perpetu
ate it. As Jonathan Daniels states in his 
book, "Robert E. Lee's Last March": 

By word and deed he opposed hate and 
bitterness in the south. Gently he declined 
the offer of some ragged, simple soldiers to 
provide him a mountain hideou t wh ere he 
might conti_nue to defy the union. 

After the war, he wrote to a Confeder
ate veteran who planned to leave Lee's 
home State of Virginia for a foreign 
country, that "Virginia has now need for 
an her sons and can ill--afford to spare 
you.'' His action in applying for pardon 
and amnesty itself shows his efforts to 
set 1an example to Confederate support
ers to put the war behind them. 

Robert E. Lee therefore, is no.t only a 
great military hero, but one who can 
serve as a model today. By his words and 
his deeds, he set an example that would 
serve us well to follow in light of some 
of the bitter divisions that have de· 
veloped in our country in the recent past 
based, once again, on war. 

Section 3 of the 14th amendment pro
vides that Congress, by a vote of two
thirds of each House, may remove the re- · 
strictions on the rights of a citizen who 
has engaged in insurrection against the 
United States. Congress has acted many 
times in the past to remove such disabil
ities, and in fact did so June 11, 1874, for 
Lee's nephew, Fitzhugh Lee, and on 
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July 26, 1886 for Lee's son, William H. 
F. Lee. 

I urge my colleagues to vote to suspend 
the rules and pass this bill to remove 
this disability from General Lee, albeit 
posthumously. I think it is most appro
priate as we begin our Bicentennial cele
bration to remove any remaining restric
tions on the citizenship of this great 
American hero, Gen. Robert E. Lee. 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. MoNT
GOMERY). 

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise in strong support of Senate Joint 
Resolution 23 and urge my colleagues to 
give a favorable vote to this measure 
which would restore posthumously full 
U.S. citizenship to Gen. Robert E. Lee. 

As we all know by now, General Lee 
faithfully executed all the papers and 
oaths of allegiance to regain his citizen
ship following the War Between the 
States. However, due to a bureaucratic 
mistake or the intentional actions of 
someone, his oath of allegiance to the 
United States was never received by the 
proper authorities in Washington. Be
cause of this unfortunate situation, 
General Lee never regained his citizen
ship before he died in 1870 and the Con
gress was not even able to rectify the 
matter. Thanks to a diligent researcher 
at the National Archives, the General's 
oath of allegiance was found among 
other papers in 1970 and we are now in a 
position to grant General Lee his full 
rights of citizenship even though tthe 
action comes 105 years too late. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel very deeply about 
the greatness of Robert E. Lee and feel 
that he was a man all Americans would 
be proud to refer to as their fellow 
citizen. However, unless we pass Senate 
Joint Resolution 23, he will not be a fel
low citizen of ours. 

Many people might wonder why we 
should concern ourselves with restoring 
the rights of citizenship to a man who 
departed this world over 100 years ago. 
We have this bill under consideration 
because it is a matter of principle just 
as Robert E. Lee himself was a man of 
high principle. Even General Lee's most 
avid foe, President Grant, attested to 
Robert E. Lee's right to have his citizen
ship restored and strongly urged that it 
be done. 

Mr. Speaker, we in the 94th Congress 
have the opportunity, honor, and 
privilege to right a grievous wrong. I 
hope we will seize this opportunity by 
voting favorably for Senate Joint Reso
lution 23 and finally restoring the full 
rights of citizenship to Gen. Robert E. 
Lee. 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Tennes
see (Mr. QUILLEN). 

Mr. QUILLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise with 
great pleasure and with immense per
sonal satisfaction to endorse and sup
port this measure before us today, re
storing the full rights of citizenship to 
one of the South's greatest sons, Robert 
E. Lee. 

Perhaps some of my friends and col-
leagues in this Chamber will recall that 
one of my :first actions as a freshman 

Member of the 88th Congress was to in
troduce a bill to restore the full rights 
of U.S. citizenship to General Lee. 

That was the first bill I authored as 
a Member of Congress, and it was intro
duced on March 21, 1963. I have waited 
a long time for this moment, as have 
others here, and I am enormously grati
fied that I have not waited in vain. 

It is now 110 years since Gen. Robert 
E. Lee bade farewell to his heroic sol
diers of the Army of northern Virginia. 
As he reviewed the torn and battle
stained banners of the ruined Confed
erate cause for the last time, his eyes 
filled with tears. 

In his mind, perhaps, he heard again 
the crash and thunder of cannon, the 
rattle of rifie fire, the :awful mournful 
sounds of the battlefields. Manassas, 
Antietam, Chancellorsville, Gettysburg, 
Richmond-all the thousands wounded 
and dead. Perhaps Lee recalled his own 
wretched cry at Gettysburg as he dis
mounted and walked forward toward his 
beaten soldiers after Pickett's charge had 
carried them to the high-water mark of 
the Confederacy. "It is all my fault, it is 
all my fault." 

At last it had come to an end. At last 
this most terrible war in our history was 
over. Robert E. Lee had fought the war 
with honor. He ended it with honor. 

He told his soldiers to lay down their 
arms. He told his soldiers to return to 
their homes and to rebuild their shat
tered lives. And he also told his soldiers 
to loyally return to their previous allegi
ance to the United States of America. 
And then, Lee mounted his horse and 
rode slowly to Appomattox courthouse. 

Mr. Speaker, I am deeply honored to 
be permitted, over this long gulf of time, 
to embrace Gen. Robert E. Lee of Vir
ginia as a fellow citizen of the United 
States. God bless his honored memory. 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. HARRIS). 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, as the 
sponsor of House Joint Resolution 418, a 
bill identical to the one before us -today, 
I am especially pleased to rise in sup
port of legislation to posthumously re
store citizenship to a great Virginian, 
Robert E. Lee. 

This bill has a special significance to 
me for several reasons. First, General 
Lee was born in my State and he spent 
many years in my district. He attended 
two schools in Alexandria which is in 
Virginia's Eighth Congressional District. 
According to historians, his childhood 
model was George Washington, whose 
home, Mount Vernon, is near my own in 
my district. He had another tie to Gen
eral Washington as well: He married 
Mary Ann Randolph Custis, the great
granddaughter of Martha Washington. 
There are streets, schools, and other 
landmarks throughout my district bear
ing Lee's name and frequently both 
names, Washington and Lee. 

Also, the Gazette newspaper in Alex
andria has spearheaded a unique drive to 
restore General Lee's citizenship and has 
collected 15,000 signatures of support 
from individuals in 43 States and several 
foreign col.mtries. I had the honor of pre
senting to the Subcommittee on Immi-

gration, Citizenship, and International . 
Law the signatures collected by the Ga
zette during hearings on the bill June 11. 
Also the Virginia General Assembly, in 
1974, unanimously passed a joint resolu
tion urging Congress to enact this 
legislation. 

To me, congressional approval of this 
bill represents a tribute long overdue. By 
some still not understood snafu, General 
Lee's oath of allegiance never reached 
President Andrew Johnson. The histori
an Elmer 0. Parker has said that Sec
retary of State William H. Seward gave 
Lee's application to a friend as a sou
venir. It was not until 1970 that it was 
discovered among some other Civil War 
documents in the Nation's Archives. This 
to me is the unfortunate epitome of Gov
ernment inaction, and I urge my col
leagues to join me today in what should 
have been done long ago. 

General Lee was a man of conscience 
and principle. He said: 

Whlle I wish to do what is right, I am 
unwllllng to do what is wrong, either at the 
bidding of the South or of the North. 

After the war, he led a life of devotion 
to his country. He said: 

I have fought against the people of the 
North because I believed they were seeking 
to wrest from the South its dearest rights. 
But I have never cherished bitter or vin
dictive feelings and have never seen a day 
when I did not pray for them. 

Following the war, his primary inter
est was restoring the economic, cultural, 
and political life of the South. One bi
ographer says: 

He set an example of obedience to civil 
authority. 

He became president of Washington 
College-now Washington and Lee-in 
Lexington, Va., preparing young men to 
be leaders of the reunited States of the 
Union. Instead of harboring bitterness, 
General Lee put his full effort into heal
ing the wounds of the war. . 

He was a dedicated father. His son 
Robert wrote of him: 

He was very patient, very loving, very good 
to me, and I remember trying my best to 
please him in my studies. When I was able 
to bring home a good report from my teach
er, he was greatly pleased, and showed it. in 
his eyes and voice, but he always insisted 
that I should get the "maximum," that he 
would never be perfectly satisfied With less. 

The eminent Virginia biographer 
Dumas Malone has written of him: 

His unique relations with his soldiers, his 
affection for children, his dignified courtesy, 
and his love of animals are lllustrated by 
a thousand anecdotes that are part of the 
spiritual treasury of Americans. His temper 
and patience seldom failed him. Self-control 
was second nature. His rare outbursts of 
wrath, usually attended by a reddening of 
the neck and a curious jerk of the head, 
were generally followed by some particular 
gracious act to the object of his displeasure. 

It has been 110 years since General 
Lee applied for a pardon. It has been 
105 years since General Lee's death. I 
call on my colleagues to support Senate 
Joint Resolution 23-a tribute to a fine 
Virginian. It has been delayed for too 
long. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to my colleague, the gentle
man from New York <Mr. DowNEY). 
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Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I just have one question. I am 
very curious about one matter. Very 
probably the gentleman from Virginia 
could answer my question. Does this re
store General Lee's right to hold elective 
office in the United States? 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. I yield 
to the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

The rights of returned citizenship 
would under the laws and Constitution 
of the United States restore General Lee's 
right to hold elective office, although I do 
not fear any campaign threat next year. 

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. That is 
my concern. 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. FISHER) . 

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, I, too, am 
pleased to rise and speak in favor of this 
resolution to restore posthumously to 
Gen. Robert E. Lee his full rights of citi
zenship. Since I introduced a similar 
resolution late in February I have had 
a number of opportunities to speak about 
General Lee. Each time I do, I develop a 
new respect for his ,character and his 
virtue. 

His family figured in our history from 
colonial and revolutionary times. 
Through his wife he was rel1ated to 
Martha Washington and became master 
of Arlington House, the lovely house fam
iliar to all the Members which sits on the 
hillside across the Potomac surrounded 
by the naJtional ceme~ry and overlooking 
the city of W·ashington, a hillside, inci
dentally, that is in my hometown of Ar
lington and in my congressional district. 
Indeed, General Lee is the foremost and 
most illustrious citizen of Arlington over 
the years of our national history. 

Some interesting questions have been 
raised by the gentleman from Michigan. 
If the gentleman is concerned about the 
intent of General Lee then I would call 
to the attention of the Member once 
again the oath submitted by the general 
and reprinted in the committee report 
and read a few moments ago by my col
league, the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. HARRIS). Surely the intent is clear. 

Beyond this direct evidence is the 
whole circumstance in which General Lee 
conducted himself after the war had 
ended. There could be no doubt from 
the circumstantial evidence that General 
Lee genuinely desired and wanted res
toration of his full rights of citizenship. 
The constitutional point the gentleman 
makes is outweighed by the merit of this 
resolution, and should not cause anyone 
to vote against it. 

If the gentleman from Michigan is 
concerned that somehow the evidence 
that laid buried so long in the Archives 
.came to light before recent years and 
somehow or other Congress ought to 
have acted sooner, then so be it. I wish 
we had acted sooner. This is a very com
pelling argument, it seems to me, for 
acting now and not letting the matter 
go on any longer. Today we do have the 
opportunity to correct the error made 
more than a century ago when the oath 
of allegiance was misplaced. 

I urge most strongly-most strongly
that my colleagues do vote for this res
olution which has already passed the 
Senate.-

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. HOLTZMAN). 

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the resolution which 
grants citizenship posthumously to Gen. 
Robert E. Lee. 

I recognize that serious questions have 
been raised about the historical validity 
of the documents regarding General 
Lee's application for amnesty. I also am 
aware of the futility of granting General 
Lee the right to run for the Senate or 
Congress and the right to hold Federal 
office, since it is very unlikely, indeed, 
that he can exercise such rights. It is not 
for these reasons, however, that I pri
marily oppose this resolution. 

I oppose this resolution because it 
seems to me to raise an issue of misplaced 
priorities. It is true, the War Between the 
States was a very divisive war. We had a 
war very recently that caused as much 
division in our country. There are Ameri
cans right now who have lost their citi
zenship because they opposed that war. 
They were not eligible for clemency un
der President Ford's program. They are 
not eligible to return to the United 
States. 

There are other Americans who re
fused to fight. They face prosecution 
here. They cannot come home. 

This is a bicentennial year. Therefore, 
the proponents of the resolution tell us 
we should correct the injustice done to 
Robert E. Lee now. What about these 
living Americans? Will we allow them to 
come home? 

General Lee led armies against this 
country. The Congress is willing to for
give him. What about the young men who 
refused to bear arms in a war that they 
thought was unconscionable? Like Gen
eral Lee, they placed principles above 
conscription. Why does the Congress ig
nore them? 

It seems to me to be a bitter blow at a 
time of the Bicentennial to turn a deaf 
ear to the plight of the living. We ought 
to be able to show as much compassion 
and concern for the living as for the 
dead. 

Mr. Speaker, it is for that reason that 
I oppose this bill. 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute at this point. 

In reply to the gentlewoman from New 
York, I would like to make a comment 
on the gentlewoman's statement about 
misplaced priorities. The gentlewoman 
knows and the Members know the juris
diction of our subcommittee. Our sub
committee simply has no jurisdiction 
over amnesty. 

I think we know also that another sub
committee, headed by the gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. KASTENMEIER), is 
considering that matter and will no doubt 
be bringing that matter to the floor very 
shortly. 

I would also add in reply to one of the 
other statements made, it is necessary to 
pursue this route by reason of section 3 
of the 14th amendment. 

, Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. EILBERG. I yield to the gentle
woman from New York. 

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
advise the gentleman that I introduced 
a bill <H.R. 7893) on June 13, 1975, which 
does permit American citizenship to be 
restored to those who renounced it be
cause of their opposition to the Vietnam 
war. That bill has not been acted upon 
and it has been referred to the subcom
mittee of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania. 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ECKHARDT). 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I 
think it is never a waste of time to make 
a gesture of grace and generosity. Ire
call a statement of General Lee that I 
think was one of the finest statements 
of grace and generosity ever made by a 
general. I think it was after Gettysburg 
when he said: 

It was all my fault. I thought my men 
were invincible. 

Combined in that very short statement 
was his recognition of his own falli
bility and also a hi.gh compliment to his 
men. Of course, he was fallible. Most all 
the South was fallible. 

Some men took a different position. 
Sam Houston was driven from the gov
ernorship of Texas, because he disagreed 
with the final determination of General 
Lee; but the fact that men may be wrong 
does not mean that they should not be 
treated with grace and generosity. Many 
men have died for causes that were tragi
cally wrong, but if they believed in it 
and conceived of it as one for which they 
and their countrymen should pledge 
their lives and fortunes, they deserve· at 
least our grace and generosity and oft
times our respect and honor. 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. BUTLER) . 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, Members 
of the House, I thank the gentleman for 
the opportunity to speak to the House 
on this matter. I also want to thank the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CoN
YERS) ·for st·ating his oppositi.on in the 
manner he has, and not taking :this op
portunity of maligning the memory of 
this great American. 

Mr. Speaker, I am privileged to repeat 
now some remarks that were made to me 
by a newly naturalized citizen of the 
United States as a fair summary of why 
we should adopt this legislation. 

The tribute follows: 
ROBERT EDWARD LEE-FuLL CITIZEN 

Lee is a name that is a part of Virginia 
and Virginia is a part of the United States. 

It is one of the original States. 
But there are some today who identify 

Robert E. Lee with the history and traditions 
of Virginia and stlll dissociate him as lt 
were, from the rest of the United States. 

And technlca.lly at least, they are right. 
Robert E. Lee is indeed -a man set apart 

from his country. 
For as DouglM Freeman writes: "He did 

not die disfranchised in the strict sense of 
the word" ... "but he dld end his days dis
baNed from office" ... 

Today more than a hundred years after 
his death, this right to hold office and there
fore full citizenship has yet to be restored 
posthumously to Lee and thus for him the 
effects of the Civil War endure. 

Some may consider it immalterial whether 

' 
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or not all rights of citizenship are o:estored 
to Lee. 

They view this as a minor technicality 
which cannot affect the stature of the ma.n 
one way or another. 

But it is in fact much more than a tech· 
nloa.llty. 

The virtual legal separation of Lee from the 
community of United States citizens eligible 
for office is symbolic of an enduring penalty 
paid by a great man for a. choice of allegiance 
he once made in good faith. 

And as such it is also an abiding symbol 
of former disunity and therefore should be 
effaced as soon as possible. 

Moreover it creates a dangerous precedent. 
If such enduring severity was shown to a 

man like Lee, what treatment can lesser peo
ple expect? 

And if Robert E. Lee is not worthy to be a 
U.S. citizen, then who is? 

There are some who even today cannot 
forget the Civil War. 

Their families have remembered the heart
break, suffering and devastations that were 
caused by this war. 

Today more than ever we need all the unity 
we can achieve and no aspect of discord is 
too insignificant to be ignored. 

Whatever the causes and consequences of 
a. cruel and now ancient war-and no war is 
more cruel or leaves more bitter and lasting 
resentment than does a civil war-the past 
cannot be lived again. 

Only the future holds promise and this 
cannot be realized with divisions. 

The descendants of those who fought on 
both sides of the Civil War have fought side 
by side in two world wars. 

on foreign battlefields and beachheads, 
who among them cared to remember past 
differences? 

And for the populations that welcomed 
American troops as allies or as liberators, 
there were no Southerners and no North
erners, there were only Americans. 

Let us therefore honor the dead and let us 
express our hope in the living and in their 
children. 

In these days when heroes are hard to 
come by, and the passions of past wars are 
being gradually stilled, let us see our real 
heroes as they truly were, formidable in war, 
admirable in victory as well as in defeat. 

Today we are extremely conscious of man's 
civil rights, of his freedom to follow the 
dictates of his conscience. 

Perhaps more than most, Robert E. Lee 
lived according to the dictates of his 
conscience. 

Agonized soul-searching led him to make 
a choice he felt to be the only one possible 
for him as a Virginian. 

But when the war was over Lee called for 
unity. 

"Forget all these animosities" he wrote to 
a mother, "and raise your sons to be 
Americans." 

And in his last years spent as president 
of the Washington College in Lexington, 
Virginia, he never forgot this objective. 

Now that all the United States and more 
particularly the original States are busily 
preparing to celebrate the Bicentennial, 1s 
it not the time to efface yet another memento 
of past division by a symbolic, eloquent ges
ture of unifies. tion? 

Is this not the time to restore at last all 
the privlleges of United States citizenship 
to Robert E. Lee? 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker and my colleagues, the 
question must necessarily be asked, What 
does Senate Joint Resolution 23 do? The 
answer 1s that it relieves the dlsabUity 
under section 3 of the 14th amendment 
which provides as follows: 

SEC. 3. No person shall be a Senator or 
Representative in Congress, or elector of 
President and Vice President, or hold any 
office, civil or military, under the United 
States, or under any State, who, having 
previously taken an oath, as a member of 
Congress, or as an officer of the United States, 
or as a member of any State legislature, or 
as an executive or judicial officer of any 
State, to support the Constitution of the 
United States, shall have engaged in insur
rection or rebelllon against the same, or 
given aid or comfort to the enemies theredf. 
But Congress may by a vote of two-thirds 
of each House, remove such disability. 

To those who do not consider this a 
sentimental, symbolic gesture, or an act 
to heal old wounds and to reunite the 
American people, the resolution strikes 
me, to be quite frank, as unnecessary. 
But I shall address the House in the 
spirit of the compliment the gentleman 
from Virginia paid me earlier. I am going 
to examine this matter from the view
point of the proponents of this resolu
tion. I agree that each of us should be 
able to honor and retain our own heroes. 
But can it be said in all candor that this 
resolution before us is charitable, heal
ing, and reunifying? 

I would suggest to the Members that, 
until amnesty is granted to, and full 
rights of citizenship are restored to, 
those young Americans who, according 
to their consciences, resisted the ignoble 
war in Indochina, this resolution will be 
neither healing nor charitable. Its ap
proval may even create further division 
in our land, in my humble opinion. 

Other proponents of the resolution 
argue that this should be done in the 
spirit of the Bicentennial, as a way of 
rededicating this Nation to the principles 
of the founders. If the Congress truly 
wishes to commemorate anything in this 
Bicentennial year, we might consider 
the restitution of the full rights of citi
zenship to the millions of Americans who 
are out of work or without livable in
comes, who living without economic 
choice and security surely cannot enjoy 
political freedom. Congress can do this 
by devoting its attention to passage of 
full employment, serious tax reform, and 
national health insurance legislation, 
among others. Would not this kind of 
legislative action rededicate the Nation 
to the principles on which our Govern
ment is founded-equal justice and the 
consent of the governed? 

Proponents of this resolution speak of 
it as a gesture of good will across the 
centuries to heal old wounds. Then why 
do we refuse a gesture of good will across 
generations within our lifetime and fail 
to restore full rights of citizenship to 
tens of thousands of conscientious war 
resistors who now are forced to live 
abroad, in oblivion, removed from their 
families and their communities? An
other great Virginian, Thomas Jefferson, 
once remarked that this country-its 
Government-belongs to the living, not 
to the dead, and I suggest we heed the 
wisdom of his insight. Further, it is 
ironic that General Lee should be praised 
for heeding his conscience during the 
Civil War though his action then had 
ruinous effect on this Nation, while these 
young Americans are damned for heed
ing their consciences, an action which 

has done no damage to the Nation. What 
do we tell these young Americans when 
we take action to honor a man dead 105 
years and who is already greatly honored 
and at the same time leave them con
signed to a life of dishonor? Should we 
not first nurture our living-the young 
war resistors as well as the millions who 
are unemployed and impoverished-be
fore we rehabilitate one who is dead? 

But now I must address another ques
tion about the constitutionality of this 
resolution to the distinguished subcom
mittee chairman before whose commit
tee the resolution was considered and 
with whom I sit on the Committee on 
the Judiciary, Mr. EILBERG. Do we have 
the authority to implement retroactively 
the provisions of section 3 of the 14th 
amendment? There is to my knowledge 
no precedent to restore posthumously 
full rights of citizenship under these cir
cumstances. It is true that section 3 was 
the subject of legislation enacted by the 
Congress on June 6, 1898, and signed 
into law by President McKinley which 
removed the disability under section 3 
but it specifically applied to persons liv
ing. Retroactive implementation of sec
tion 3 has never occurred. 

Mr. EILBERG. If the gentleman will 
yield, we were relying on the opinions of 
Counsel to the President and the Attor
ney General. 

Mr. CONYERS. The Counsel of what 
President? I will tell the Members. Presi
dent Richard Nixon. 

Mr. EILBERG. All right. 
Mr. CONYERS. Who was the Counsel 

who referred this to the President? 
Mr. EILBERG. I have some corre

spondence in my file. 
Mr. CONYERS. Let me make a sug

gestion. I admit there is an overwhelm
ing number in this body who want to 
approve this resolution, but would the 
gentleman not concede to me that to 
properly honor this great American it 
would be more appropriate to proceed on 
a sound and accurate legal and factual 
basis? What could be more <!emeaning 
to the memory of the late Gen. Robert 
E. Lee than to pass a resolution that is 
constitutionally questionable, that is 
legislatively unsound, and that is fac
tually inaccurate? 

On behalf of that ger.1tleman's mem
ory, I would ask the chairman to con
sider at this point withdrawing the joint 
resolution so that a more satisfactory 
bill can be developed. 

Mr. Speaker, in keeping with the spirit 
in which this debate has been joined, I 
yield the balance of my time to the gen
tleman from Virginia <Mr. BuTLER) . 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding this time to me. 
I was caught somewhat by surprise here. 
There have been so many points that 
the gentleman raised that I could have 
responded to them better in 20 minutes 
than in 1 minute. 

I think it sufficient to say to the gen
tleman that there is no question, based 
on the counsel's opinion dated April 14, 
1971, that there is any course of action 
available to those people who would take 
this action except congressional action. 
No one has seriously questioned the con
stitutionality of it; no one has seriously 
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questioned whether we are proceeding in 
the appropriate legislative manner. 

I think its purpose is not to give Gen
eral Lee an opportunity to appear before 
this body as a Member but to right a 
wrong that was done through error in the 
Department of the Army, and this goes 
back to 1868. 

Mr. CONYERS. JVIr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BUTLER. If I have any more time, 
I yield to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. What counsel does the gen
tleman from Virginia refer to? 

Mr. BUTLER. The counsel of the Presi
dent of the United States, Richard M. 
Nixon, who was President on the 14th 
day of April1971. Does the gentleman not 
know who was counsel at that time? 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further. I will say 
that the Virginia congressional delega
tion petitioned the President for an Ex
ecutive pardon and was advised by the 
President's Counsel, none other than 
John Dean, to seek legislative ~ather 
than Executive relief. 

Mr. BUTLER. "Even mighty Homer 
sometimes nods." 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
30 seconds to the gentleman from West 
Virginia (Mr. HECHLER). 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of this legis
lation of which I am a cosponsor. 

General Lee has been a man without 
a country for 110 years. His oath of of
fice was forwarded, but it did not ac
company his application for citizenship. 
It was only through the alertness of an 
archivist, Elmer 0. Parker who dis
covered this oath of office in 1970, that 
the copy of the oath was found. 

General Lee richly deserves to have 
this legislation passed to restore retro
actively his American citizenship. 

In Statuary Hall, where this body 
formerly met prior to 1857, Virginia is 
well represented by the statue of Robert 
E. Lee. General Lee is a towering figure 
in American history. Those of us who 
have read and loved the multivolume 
biography of Lee by Douglas Southall 
Freeman can better understand the great 
and noble character of Lee. 

West Virginia became the 35th State 
as the result of this Civil War, officially 
on June 20, 1863 when President Lincoln 
signed the proclamation designating the 
western section of Virginia as a member 
of the Union. My State was right in the 
middle of this struggle with 32,000 West 
Virginians in the Union Army and 10,000 
with the Confederates. Fourteen Union 
generals and seven Confederate generals, 
including Stonewall Jackson, were from 
West Virginia. My State was the scene of 
about 600 engagements between the 
North and South with the first skirmish 
at Philippi on June 6, 1861. 

Gen. Robert E. Lee had a brilliant ca
reer. He was with the Corps of Eng1· 
neers, distinguished himself in the Mex· 
lean War, protected the settlers on the 
Texas frontier from attacks by the 
Apache and Comanche Indians, was Su
perintendent of West Point. 

Before the outbreak of the Civil War 
he was sent from Washington to Har
pers Ferry, W. Va., at the time of the 

John Brown raid in 1859 to put down the 
"insurrection." He did so with little loss 
of life. 

Although Robert E. Lee became the 
living symbol of the Confederate cause 
to most southerners during the Civil 
War, he became locked in this war he 
never sought. He had freed the Lee fam
ily slaves long before the war began and 
he was strongly opposed to secession. 
His own devotion to Virginia finally re
sulted in his decision to turn down the 
command of the Union Army and cast 
his lot with the South. 

It was after his surrender to General 
U.S. Grant at Appomattox Court House, 
Va., that Robert E. Lee showed the char
acter that made him one of our country's 
most revered heroes. 

After the war, he was a homeless, pa
mled prisoner of war. His Arlington, Va., 
home, now the Lee-eustis Mansion in 
Arlington Cemetery, had been seized by 
the U.S. Govenment for nonpayment of 
taxes. Lee could have had many positions 
of wealth and prestige but he chose to 
spend his last years as president of 
Washington College at Lexington, Va., 
later renamed Washington and Lee Uni
versity. He said: 

I shall devote my remaining energies 
toward training young men to do their duty 
in life. 

He urged his friends and students to 
keep the peace and accept the outcome 
of the war. He opposed the bitterness and 
hatred sweeping the South and the 
North. His attitude was extremely im
portant. He did everything in his power 
to restore the economic, social and polit
ical power of the South. 

"Make your sons Americans," he urged. 
Let us make Robert E. Lee an Ameri

can today. He wanted to be an American. 
He had written President Andrew 
Johnson asking for amnesty and he also 
signed the Oath of Allegiance. But the 
documents became separated and the 
oath was not found until more than 100 
years after General Lee's death. 

General Lee had applied for his par
don, hoping to set an example for other 
southern leaders to follow. 

General Lee had applied for his par
don on June 13, 1865. He died 5 years 
later on October 12, 1870. 

It is only proper that we give citizen
ship to Robert E. -Lee, a distinguished 
educator, great soldier, and notable 
Christian gentleman who has been a 
man without a country far too long. 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, in conclusion, I agree 
with the gentleman from Michigan <Mr. 
CoNYERS) in the statement that this is 
an act of healing we are engaged in, and 
our actions are directed toward correct
ing something that should have been rec
tified a long time ago. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge an affirmative vote 
on this Senate joint resolution. 

Mr. BlAGG!. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to make one brief observation about this 
legislation. I feel it is just and seeks to 
correct a serious oversight against Gen. 
Robert E. Lee. By all indications this 
legislation is likely to pass here today. 

I, too, have introduced legislation de
signed to correct a far more serious over-

sight against a far greater American, 
George Washington. My bill would be
stow on him the highest military rank 
possible, general of the armies. The fail
ure to designate this honor on George 
Washington is a profound tragedy which 
deserves immediate remedy. In 1799, the 
Congress did pass legislation authoriz
ing the appointment of General Wash
ington to this position but under an act 
passed but 3 years later the position was 
abolished. It was later revived and the 
first recipient of this honor was Gen. 
John J. Pershing. 

Considering the tremendous achieve
ments of George Washington in the War 
for Indepeudence and his equally impres
sive early service to our country as Pres
ident and Commander in Chief, makes 
it only appropriate that he no longer be 
outranked by any other military officer. 

I feel as we prepare to embark upon 
our Bicentennial Celebration we should 
work to bestow appropriate honors on 
the early heroes of our Nation. I see no 
better place to begin than with the pas· 
sage of my resolution to designate 
George Washington general of the 
armies. I hope this legislation receives 
the same expeditious treatment as Sen
ate Joint Resolution 23 has enjoyed. 

Mr. WHITI'EN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud of the action of the U.S. House of 
Representatives this day in posthumous
ly restoring full rights of citizenship to 
Gen. Robert E. Lee, and the description 
appearing on the first page of the reso
lution means much to all who have 
studied American history, as well as to 
our Nation. I quote: 

Whereas this entire Nation has long recog
nized the outstanding virtues of courage, 
patriotism, and selfless devotion to duty of 
General R. E. Lee, and has recognized the 
contribution of General Lee in healing the 
wounds of the War Between the States, and 

Whereas, in order to further the goal of 
reunion of this country, General Lee, on 
June 13, 1865, applied to the President for 
amnesty and pardon and restoration of his 
rights as a citizen, and 

Whereas this request was favorably en
dorsed by General Ulysses S. Grant on June 
16, 1865. 

After detailing the mishaps which 
have delayed this action, the resolution 
is as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Oongress assembled, That, in accordance 
with section 3 of amendment 14 of the 
United States Constitution, the legal d1s
ab111ties placed upon General Lee as a re
sult of his service as General of the Army of 
Northern Virginia are removed, and t1iat 
General R. E. Lee 1s posthumously restored 
to the full rights of citizenship, effective 
June 13, 1865. 

Mr. Speaker, under leave granted me 
to extend my remarks I include a letter 
which I received about a month ago from 
a fine Mississippian and lifelong friend 
of mine, Hon. B. F. Worsham, of Cor
inth, Miss. Mr. Worsham, a fine lawyer, 
distinguished citizen, beloved by all who 
knew liim was 90 years of age when he 
wrote the letter which I present. Since 
that time providence has deprived us of 
his presence for he was killed in an un
fortunate automobile wreck on the 16th 
of July, this year. Judge Worsham and 
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his father before him would take great 
pride in the action we take here today. 

I quote Judge Worsham's letter and 
his enclosed note: 

CORINTH, Miss., 
June 7, 1975. 

DEAR JAMIE: Thank you for your letter of 
the 2nd; after reading your letter I thought 
you might like to have a copy of a note I 
found in Father's office after his death. He 
had a habit of just writing little notes for no 
reason nor occasion. I thought this was a 
pretty nice little story, and of course Father 
was in hearing distance. 

Have just returned from the Gulf Coast 
and the state Bar meet. They honored Bob 
Forley and me as outstanding lawyers and 
citizens at the annual Banquet. Would you 
believe it? 

Best wishes, 
Your friend, 

B. F. WORSHAM. 

I am a Conf. Veteran of the Army of 
Northern Virginia, and served 2 years a mem
ber of a Va. Battery. We were engaged in 
most of the great battles, around Richmond 
and Petersburg, and surrendered at Appo
mattox C. H. on Apr. 7th. 

Gen. R. E. Lee was dearer to the hearts of 
all his followers than at any time during the 
great struggle of the '60's. His soldiers almost 
worshiped him. He assumed all responsibil
ity in the mistakes of his subordinates. He 
minimized the imperfections of his inferi
ors as well as commended the valor and suc
cesses of others. But with all the grandure of 
his comrades on the field of battle or his 
superb wisdom as Prest. of Washington and 
Lee., there is one incident that occurred on 
the march from Petersburg to Appomattox 
which is indelibly stamped upon my mem
ory. We were worn and weary and hungry 
from the long marches and almost daily fight
ing, when the Gen'l. riding along the road 
was asked by one of his men, "how long, 
Mars Bob, before we go into camp"? Gen'l. 
Lee asked him if he was much tired. He an
swered, I don't believe I can go any farther. 
The great Gen'l. said "get up on that stump," 
and the poor old soldier mounted behind him 
on old "Traveler," and passed out of sight, 
amid the cheers of hundreds of voices. 

A man less noble and great would have 
given him no notice. But no pJ."'aise of men 
can add to his greatness, nor criticism nor 
sensure can diminish the lustre of his char
acter.-Written by one of Lee's boys. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, it is 
ironic that it has come to pass that the 
House should be considering legislation 
restoring the citizenship, and thus grant
ing amnesty, to Gen. Robert E. Lee, 
while, at the same time, the subject of 
amnesty for Vietnam war and draft re
sisters has not been settled. 

Those young men, who presently seek 
amnesty as a result of their refusal to 
participate in the Vietnam war, are 
charged with crimes which do not ap
proach the magnitude of those commit
ted by General Lee. General Lee, after 
all, did take up arms against the U.S. 
Government in a rebellion designed to 
destroy the Union. 

Mr. Speaker, the House Judiciary 
Committee will have before it the Viet
nam war amnesty question which is a 
little more relevant and germane than 
the matter of Robert E. Lee. I trust that 
the Judiciary Committee and the House 
will give the Vietnam Era Reconciliation 
Act the same favorable consideration 
that has been accorded to Gen. Robert 
E. Lee. 

Mr. DOWNING of Virginia. Mr. Speak-

er, I rise today in support of Senate Joint 
Resolution 23, legislation which would 
restore posthumously full rights of citi
zenship to Gen. Robert E. Lee. Having 
authored a similar House bill for such re
storation, I lend my full support to this 
proposal as a fellow Virginian and as a 
longtime admirer of General Lee. 

More than 100 years have passed since, 
due to error, General Lee lost his oppor
tunity for full citizenship during the lat
ter part of his life. However, by passage 
of this bill we can rectify the record and 
bestow the full rights of citizenship on 
one of America's finest. I urge your SUP
port. 

Mr. ROBINSON. Mr. Speaker, it is a 
privilege to join in the expressions of 
support for this joint resolution, which 
was introduced in the other body by my 
friend and neighbor, Senator HARRY F. 
BYRD, JR., of Virginia. 

The important point about this resolu
tion is that it does not propose to accord 
Gen. Robert E. Lee any status above that 
which was made available to the private 
in the ranks of his command. Lee would 
not have wanted it otherwise. 

Lee was a disciplined man, an observer 
of proprieties, a man of manners. 

His enactment of the ceremony of sur
render-a cruel experience for any com
mander-was performed with dignity 
and grace which sparked the admiration 
of his adversaries, including General 
Grant. 

He was a deeply saddened man, but it 
was not of his character to harbor and 
nurture bitterness. He was a patriotic 
citizen, and he accepted the consequences 
of the defeat his cause had suffered. He 
urged a general binding up of the na
tional wounds. It would not have been 
consistent with his character for him to 
spurn allegiance to what, after all, was 
his country, as the war's end had left 
it constituted. 

The written evidence, however, became 
buried, unaccountably, and was notre
stored to light until 1970, when it was 
found in the National Archives. 

The privilege of signing, or refraining 
from signing, the oath of renewed alle
giance attached to Lee in the same 
measure as to the rank and file. Lee had 
signed, not long after Appromattox. 

Today, we can do his memory, by this 
resolution, no special favor--only simple 
justice. 

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, we are 
spending congressional time deciding 
whether to restore the right to hold of
fice to a man who has been dead for over 
a century-Robert E. Lee--who led 
armies against the United States. Now it 
is proposed we restore to him full citizen
ship rights. We do that today as we vote 
for this bill. 

What about the more than half a mil
lion young Americans who have been de
prived of their full citizenship rights for 
refusing to participate in the disastrous 
war in Indochina? Most of these living 
men were given bad discharges which 
cripple them in their search for employ
ment. Thousands more suffer from crim
inal records for their war resistance 
activities, 20,000 or more young Ameri
cans have been driven into exile for hav
ing tried to show their country its error. 

Should we not give amnesty and re
store full citizenship rights to these liv
ing war resisters and restore them to use
ful service in their communities before 
we consider General Lee's right to hold 
ofiice? Better at least simultaneously 
with this gesture to the memory of 
Robert E. Lee. 

These young men did not lead armies 
against their country. Their only "crime" 
was anticipating their countrymen's 
realization of the injustice of the Viet
nam war. It is now proposed that we 
honor General Lee for following his con
science. Should we not do the same for 
the thousands of living Americans who 
followed their conscience, and whose ac
tions have been vindicated by events? 

Two months ago, ·this House dealt 
with the question of whether we should 
spend $400 million to assist those persons 
driven from their homeland by the war 
in Southeast Asia. I tried to persuade 
my colleagues at that time that we 
should at · least offer the same relief in 
the form of amnesty to our own political 
refugees that we were prepared to offer 
to those Indochinese who had fled their 
countries because of their fear of perse
cution for their political beliefs. 

Although my efforts were not success
ful at that time, let us hope that it does 
not take a century for Congress to ex
hibit the same spirit of reconciliation 
toward our legally disabled war resisters 
that is now being advocated on behalf 
of a long dead rebel general. Rather 
than simply dwelling on the academic 
exercise of deciding whether General Lee 
is entitled to hold ofiice today, let us 
rather deal with the urgent issue of re
storing full citizenship rights and priv
ileges to hundreds of thousands of living 
Americans. 

Mr. BOWEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of a matter which has needed 
action for more than a century. The 
restoration of citizenship posthumously 
to General Robert E. Lee would be an 
important landmark of harmony and 
understanding among the regions of our 
Nation, particularly the North and the 
South. 

General Lee was a man of valor, cour
age, integrity, great humanity, and great 
leadership ability. His choice of loyalties 
in 1861 was one of the most difficult any 
man in history has had to face. That he 
became a hero among the defeated war
riors of "The Lost Cause" and also was 
admired and respected by his victorious 
adversaries puts him in a very special 
category for which history has chosen 
only a few. Not only was General Lee a 
great American, a military leader whose 
tactical and strategic brilliance is still 
studied by military officers and histo
rians, but he was an outstanding educa
tor and leader of young men. 

On October 2, 1865, he became presi
dent of Washington College in Lexing
ton, Va., which is now Washington and 
Lee University, named in his honor after 
his death in 1870. 

General Lee believed that the best 
contribution he could make to bind up 
the wounds of a bloody and terrible war 
would be to help prepare and train young 
men to lead in a nation of peace and 
progress. 

On December 21, 1865, at Washing-
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ton College, Kappa Alpha Order was 
founded, the fraternity to which I be
long. Because of his friendship for those 
students who established the order, his 
presidency of the college at that time, 
and his popularity and esteem through
out the South, he is regarded as the 
spiritual founder of Kappa Alpha. 

But above and beyond the bonds of 
that fine fraternal order, let us note the 
facts which fully justify the restoration 
of his citizenship by Congress. General 
Lee was a renowned American officer be
fore he was a Confederate military lead
er. He fought for this country during the 
Mexican War, side by side with some of 
the same officers who opposed him and 
fought with him during the War Between 
the States. When that terrible conflict 
broke out in 1861, General Lee was faced 
with an agonizing choice-accept a post 
as commander of the Union armies which 
would be hurled aginst his own people, 
his own State of Virginia, or resign from 
the U.S. Army and join his people in 
fighting for what they believed was a just 
cause. With heavy heart, he chose Vir
ginia. 

After the war, because of bureaucratic 
ineptitude and mishandling of docu
ments, as the House Judiciary Commit
tee report on the joint resolution sets 
forth, General Lee's amnesty oath, which 
he dispatched to President Andrew John
son, never came either to President John
son's attention or to President Grant's 
after that. So, when General Lee died 
in 1870, without being pardoned, his 
October 2, 1865, oath of amnesty re
mained lost and was not discovered until 
100 years later, when it was finally found 
among State Depa!'tment records located 
in the National Archives. 

The time has come to correct this cen
tury-old oversight. As an American, a 
Mississippian, a Member of Congress, and 
a member of Kappa Alpha Order, I am 
proud to be among the cosponsors of 
House Joint Resolution 445, identical to 
its Senate counterpart, Senate Joint Res
olution 23, which restores posthumously 
full rights of citizenship to Gen. Robert 
Edward Lee of Virginia. 

This magnanimous gesture of Congress 
is just and right. I urge my colleagues 
from throughout America to support this 
measure, to rectify a wrong of history, 
and to restore the citizenship he valued 
so much to Gen. Robert Edward Lee. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. Speaker, :first I 
want to thank those who participated 
in this debate and have registered their 
objection for not taking this occasion to 
malign the memory of this great Ameri
can, or to question the merit of what 
we propose to do here. The important 
considerations which have guided their 
judgment are significant to them. I 
would not quarrel with anyone's right to 
take ·an opposing position, but I am 
grateful that they acknowledge, as do we 
all, the true greatness of Robert E. Lee. 

I take the well at this moment to share 
with my colleagues a few of the facts 
surrounding the life of Robert E. Lee 
during the period following the War Be
tween the States, so that there will be an 
appropriate record and sound justiflca
tion for the posthumous action we take 
at this time. 

Following the surrender at Appomattox 
on Apri119, 1965, the troops of the Con
federacy were paroled to their homes on 
condition that they thereafter not take 
up arms against the United States. The 
conditions of this parole were perfectly 
apparent, and did not at that moment 
require an oath of allegiance to the 
United States. The discussions between 
General Grant and General Lee are a 
rna tter of historic record; each General 
was concerned with the welfare of our 
country and its citizens, at a time when 
hostilities were clearly coming to an end. 

Confederate soldiers in some instances 
were allowed to retain a portion of their 
arms and horses for compassionate rea
sons, so that they might return to their 
natural agricultural pursuits before the 
spring planting season ended. 

Following the surrender at Appoma t
tox, General Lee returned to Richmond, 
Va. Shortly thereafter the U.S. Army 
was in the Confederate capital and 
on May 5, Gen. George Meade made 
a courtesy call upon General Lee. The 
biographer of General Lee, Douglas 
Southall Freeman, reports that in this 
conversation, General Meade "in the 
frankness of old friendship, urged Lee to 
take the oath of allegiance not only to 
establish his own status, but for the in
fluence his action would have on the 
South. Lee replied, in the same spirit, by 
telling Meade what he had been think
ing-that he had no personal objections 
to renewing his allegiance to the United 
States, and that he intended to submit to 
their authority, but he did not propose 
to change his footing as a paroled prison
er of war until he knew what policy the 
Federal Government intended to pursue 
toward the South. With the realism that 
always marked his acts, he agreed that 
the Government of the United States 
was the only one that possessed any au
thority. Those who proposed to live un
der it should acknowledge it by the oath. 
But he would wait and see how the Fed
eral Government itself acted." 

Following Lee's conversation with Gen
eral Meade, he became a ware on May 29 
or shortly thereafter of the amnesty 
proclamation of President Johnson. Un
der this proclamation President Johnson 
granted amnesty to all persons who par
ticipated in the rebellion, with restora
tion to all rights to property, upon the 
condition that they take and subscribe 
to an amnesty oath to protect and defend 
the Constitution of the United States. 

However, there were 14 classes of per
sons who were excepted from the bene
fits of this proclamation, and General 
Lee fell within a number of those. For ex
ample, he was excluded because he had 
been a military officer of the United 
States, had served in the Confederate 
Army, and had been educated by the 
Government at West Point. In addition, 
his property had an estimated value in 
excess of $20,000, he was an officer above 
the rank of colonel in the Confederate 
Army, and by tendering his resignation 
to the U.S. Army, he evaded his duty to 
resist the rebellion. 

The proclamation further provided 
that special application could be made 
to the President of the United States for 
pardon by any person belonging to the 

excepted class, and such clemency would 
be liberally extended, consistent with the 
facts of the case, and the peace and dig
nity of the United States. 

Upon learning of this proclamation, 
General Lee resolved to petition the 
President of the United States for par
don. But before doing so, he felt it appro
priate to determine the wishes of Gen
eral Grant. He proceeded to call upon 
his friend, U.S. Senator Reverdy John
son of Maryland, to intervene on his be
half with General Grant. 

Senator Johnson was pleased to do 
so, and quickly contacted General Grant, 
who advised him that he would willingly 
endorse Lee's application to President 
Johnson for pardon. Lee signed the ap
propriate request addressed to the Presi
dent of the United States, as follows: 

RICHMOND, VA., 
June 13, 1865. 

His Excellency ANDREW JoHNSON, 
President of the United States 

Sm: Being excluded from t he provi
sions of the amnesty and pardon contained 
in the proclamation of the 29th ult., I hereby 
apply for the benefits and full restoration of 
all rights and privileges extended t o those in
cluded in its terms. I graduated at the M111-
1tary Academy at West Point in June, 1829; 
resigned from the 'C':!lited States Army, April, 
1861; was a general in the Confederat e Army, 
and included in the surrender of the Army 
of Northern Virginia, April 9, 1865. I have 
the honor to be, very respectfully, 

Your obedient servant, 
R. E. LEE. 

He also wrote to General Grant asking 
that his application for pardon be for
warded by him to the President: 

RICHMOND, VA., 
June 13, 1865. 

Lieutenant-General U.S. GRANT, 
Commanding the Armies of the United, 

States 
GENERAL: Upon reading the President's 

proclamation of the 29th ult., I came to 
Richmond to ascertain what was proper or 
required of me to do, when I learned that, 
with others, I was to be indicted for treason 
by the grand jury at Norfolk. I had supposed 
that the officers and men of the Army of 
Northern Virginia were, by the terms of their 
surrender, protected by the United States 
Government from molestation so long as they 
conformed to its conditions. I am ready to 
meet any charges that may be preferred 
against me, and do not wish to avoid trial; 
but, if I am correct as to the protection 
granted by my parole, and am not to be 
prosecuted, I desire to comply with the pro
visions of the President's proclamation, and, 
therefore, inclose the required application, 
which I request, in that event, may be acted 
on. I am, with great respect, 

Your obedient servant, 
R. E. LEE. 

There are many explanations of the 
reason why General Lee did not include 
an oath of amnesty with his letter. It 
was not clear from President Johnson's 
proclamation that such an oath should 
accompany a special application, and the 
entire proclamation was evidently not 
fully reported in the press. In any event, 
it was some little time before he be
came aware that his oath was necessary. 

It should also be pointed out that in 
addition to the first amnesty proclama
tion, President Johnson issued subse
quent proclamations on September 7, 
1867, and on July 4, 1868, and in both in
stances General Lee was among those ex-
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eluded from the general amnesty provi
sions, but the special provisions for Pres
idential pardon for individually excepted 
cases remained. 

Returning now to the time that Gen
eral Lee made application to the Presi
dent for amnesty, on June 13, 1865, we 
know that the letter was forwarded by 
General Grant to the President of the 
United States with his favorable and en
thusiastic recommendation. 

General Lee had a number of oppor
tunities to advance himself both eco
nomically and politically at the end of 
the War Between the States, but he 
chose to accept the offer to become pres
ident of Washington College in Lexing
ton, Va. This was a small college virtu
ally bankrupt at the time, as were all 
southern educational institutions at the 
end of the war. Lee strongly believed 
that improved education and hard work 
were the most appropriate ways for the 
South to return to its greatness. 

He was inaugurated at Washington 
College on October 2, 1865. We now know 
that, on that same day, he executed an 
oath of amnesty on a printed form before 
a notary public in Lexington, Va., which 
satisfied all the requirements of the law. 

This oath reads as follows: 
I, Robert E. Lee of Lexington, Virginia, do 

solemnly swear, in the presence of Almighty 
God, that I will henceforth faithfully sup
port, protect, and defend the Constitution 
of the United States, and the Union of the 
States thereunder, and that I will, in like 
manner, abide by and faithfully support all 
laws and proclamations which have been 
made during the existing rebellion with ref
erence to the emancipation of slaves, so 
help me God. 

(Signed) R. E. LEE. 

Apparently, the oath itself was 
promptly forwarded to the War Depart
ment, but was lost among Lee's papers. 
Over 100 years later, in 1970 the oath of 
amnesty was rediscovered, and that is 
the basis for this legislation. 

Following President Johnson's proc
lamation of July 4, 1868, the Congress 
of the United States adopted the 14th 
amendment, the third section of which 
reads as follows: 

Section 3. No person shall be a Senator or 
Representative in Congress, or elector of 
President and Vice President, or hold any 
omce, civil or m111tary, under the United 
States, or under any State, who, having pre
viously taken an oath, as a member of Con
gress, or as an omcer of the United States, 
or as a. member of any State legislature, or as 
an executive or judicial omcer of any State, 
to support the Constitution of the United 
States, shall have engaged in insurrection or 
rebellion against the same, or given aid or 
comfort to the enemies thereof. But Con
gress may by a vote of two-thirds of each 
House, remove such disabiltiy. 

It is perfectly clear that the disability 
imposed by this section prevented Gen
eral Lee from obtaining the right of a 
citizen of the United States to hold 
public office. 

On December 25, 1868, President John
son executed his last proclamation, re
storing the right of citizenship to all 
persons who had participated on the side 
of the Confederacy during the War Be
tween the States. The etfect of this proc
lamation was to restore to General Lee 
all rights of citizenship, except for the 

disabilities reserved by the 14th amend
ment. 

On June 8, 1898, the Congress of the 
United States approved legislation by 
two-thirds vote which extended clem
ency under the third section of the 14th 
amendment to all persons who had 
fought in the War Between the States. 

Unfortunately, this congressional ac
tion had no posthumous effect, and the 
death of General Lee had intervened 
on the 12th day of October 1870. 

Thus we have an expression of Presi
dent Andrew Johnson on December 25, 
1868, that the rights of all persons 
should be reinstated, bwt foreclosed by 
adoption of the 14th amendment; an 
expression by the Congress of the 
Uni·ted States on June 8, 1898, that the 
rights of all persons who had fought on 
the side of the Confederacy should be 
restored to full rights of citizenship, but 
foreclosed by the prior death of General 
Lee; and, of course, the strong expres
sion of General Grant in forwarding 
Lee's request to President Johnson, who 
himself became President of the United 
States during the lifetime of General 
Lee. So it is purely by acciderut that Gen
eral Robert E. Lee was not earlier re
stored to all rights of citizenship, in
cluding the failure of the War Depart
ment to properly handle his timely am
nesty oath and the lack of timely action 
by the Congress and by the President. 

Upon the discovery of the oath of am
nesty in 1970, Senator HARRY F. BYRD, 
JR., and the remainder of the Virginia 
delegation wrote to the President of the 
United States and asked him if it was not 
now possible to pardon Robert E. Lee 
and restore all his rights of citizenship. 

The opinion of the President's Coun
sel, dated April 14, 1971, makes clear 
that the intervention of the 14th 
amendment relieved the President of 
the opportunity to provide this relief for 
General Lee, and invited congressional 
action. This is the basis of the legisla
tion before us. 

I appreciate greatly the work of Sen
ator HARRY BYRD, who has been the chief 
sponsor of this legisLation in the Senate 
of the United States, and has brought it 
successfully to this point. 

Virginians have a great heri,tage and 
perhaps a tendency to be preoceupied 
with it. But I do not doubt that, of all 
those whom we are privileged to call our 
own-and I do not exclude George 
Washington, Thomas Jefferson, John 
Marshall, Sam Houston or Woodrow 
Wilson----.Robert E. Lee is revered above 
all others in the Commonwealth. 

It is easy to assume that the high 
regard in which he is still held is a trib
ute to the military genius who led and 
inspired his outnumbered forces so 
brilliantly during so many difficult years. 
It is almost unfortunate, however, tha;t 
his military genius is so celebrated. 

For that which distinguishes this man 
from others is not his military career, 
but his personal charac.ter-almost 
unique among mortals! I do not recall 
reading of a single derogatory personal 
reference to him. He was respected by 
his foes and revered by his own army. 
His tremendous self -discipline and de
votion to duty are well known; of un-

questioned integrity, he was gentle, 
humble and considerate. There was no 
bitterness for him in the defeat of his 
army-only compassion for those whom 
he had led and whose loyalty was un
swering; and a recognition in defeat of 
example that was his. 

Robert Edward Lee was as fine an ex
ample of Christian gentleman as this 
Nation has produced. I am tremen
dously proud that his last resting place is 
at the Lee Chapel of Washington and 
Lee University in Lexington, Va., which 
I am privileged to represent in the Con
gress. 

I hope that this body will see fit to re
move all disabilities from his American 
citizenship. 

I think the most appropriate way to 
express why this legis1a.tion is now 
necessary is a tribute prepared for me 
by Dr. Genevieve D. de Chellis, a natural
ized American citizen and great admirer 
of General Lee. This tribute follows: 

RoBERT EDWARD LEE-FuLL CrriZEN 

Lee is a name that is a part of Virginia 
and Virginia is a part of the United States. 

It is one of the original States. 
But there are some today who identify 

Robert E. Lee with the history and traditions 
of Virginia and still dissociate him as it 
were, from the rest of the United States. 

And technically at least, they are right. 
Robert E. Lee is indeed a man set apart 

from his country. 
For as Douglas Freeman writes: "He did 

not die disfranchised in the strict sense of 
the word" . . . "but he did end his days dis
barred from office" . . . 

Today more than a hundred years after 
his death, this right to hold office and there
fore full citizenship has yet to be restored 
posthumously to Lee and thus for him the 
effects of the Civil War endure. 

Some may consider it immaterial whether 
or not all rights of citizenship are restored 
to Lee. 

They view this as a. minor techn!callty 
which cannot affect the stature of the man 
one way or another. 

But it is in fact much more than a tech
nicality. 

The virtual legal separation of Lee from the 
community of United States citizens eligible 
for omce is symbolic of an enduring penalty 
paid by a great man for a choice of allegiance 
he once made in good faith. 

And as such it is also an abiding symbol 
of former disunity and therefore should be 
effaced as soon as possible. 

Moreover it creates a dangerous precedent. 
If such enduring severity was shown to a 

man like Lee, what treatment can lesser peo
ple expect? 

And if Robert E. Lee 1s not worthy to be a 
U.S. citizen, then who is? 

There are some who even today cannot 
forget the Civil War. 

Their fam111es have remembered the heart
break, suffering and devastations that were 
caused by this war. 

Today more than ever we need all the unity 
we can achieve and no aspect of discord is 
too insignificant to be ignored. 

Whatever the causes and consequences of 
a. cruel and now ancient war-and no war is 
more cruel or leaves more bitter and lasting 
resentment than does a civil war-the past 
cannot be lived again. 

Only the future holds promise and this 
cannot be realized with divisions. 

The descendants of those who fought on 
both sides of the Civil War have fought slde 
by side 1n two world wars. 

On foreign battlefields and beachheads, 
who among them cared to remember past 
differences? 
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And for the populations that welcomed 

American troops as allies or as liberators, 
there were no Southerners and no North
erners, there were only Americans. 

Let us therefore honor the dead and let us 
express our hope in the living and in their 
children. 

In these days when heroes are hard to 
come by, and the passions of past wars are 
being gradually st1lled, let us see our real 
heroes as they truly were, formidable in war, 
admirable in victory as well as in defeat. 

Today we are extremely conscious of man's 
civil rights, of his freedom to follow the 
dictates of his conscience. 

Perhaps more than most, Robert E. Lee 
lived according to the dictates of his 
conscience. 

Agonized soul-searching led him to make 
a choice he felt to be the only one possible 
for him as a Virginian. 

But when the war was over Lee called for 
unity. 

"Forget all these animosities" he wrote to 
a mother, "and raise your sons to be 
Americans." 

And in his last years spent as president 
of the Washington College in Lexington, 
Virginia, he never forgot this objective. 

Now that all the United States and more 
particularly the original States are busily 
preparing to celebrate the Bicentennial, is 
it not the time to efface yet another memento 
of past division by a symbolic, eloquent ges
ture of unification? 

Is this not the time to restore at last all 
the privileges of the United States citizenship 
to Robert E. Lee? 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. EILBERG) that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
Senate joint resolution, (S.J. Res. 23). 

The question was taken. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I object 

to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the provi
sions of clause 3(b) of rule XXVII and 
the prior announcement of the Chair, 
further proceedings on this motion will 
be postponed. 

Does the gentleman from Michigan 
withdraw his point of order of no 
quorum? 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I with
draw my point of order of no quorum. 

MANDATORY CIVll.. SERVICE RE
TIREMENT AT AGE 70 WITH 5 
YEARS' SERVICE 
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R. 
504) to amend subchapter III of chapter 
83 of title 5, United States Code, to pro
vide for mandatory retirement of em
ployees upon attainment of 70 years of 
age and completion of 5 years of service, 
and for other purposes. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 504 

Be it enacted by the Senate ana House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) 
section 8335(a) of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: "In the case of an 
employee appointed, or reappointed after a 
break in service of more than 3 calendar days, 
after December 31, 1975, this section applies 
when he becomes 70 years of age and com
pletes 5 years of service." 

(b) Section 8335(b) of title 5, United 

States Code, is amended by striking out 
"until 60 days after he is so notified" and 
inserting in lieu thereof "until the last day 
of the month in which the 60-day notice ex
pires". 

SEc. 2. Section 8706(b) of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended-

( 1) by deleting the word "or" after para
grap_h (1); 

(2) by inserting the word "or" after para
graph (2); and 

( 3) by inserting the following new para
graph after paragraph (2): 

"(3) after December 31, 1980, he has com
pleted 5 years of creditable civUian service as 
determined by the Commission;". 

SEc. 3. Section ,8901 (3) (A) of title 5, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out 
"Government, after 12 or more years of serv
ice or for disability;" and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: "Government-

"(!) after 12 years of creditable service; 
"(11) for disability; or 
"(111) after December 31, 1980, after 5 years 

of creditable srevice;". 

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded? 
Mr. TAYLOR of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 

I demand a second. 
The SPEAKER. Without objection, a 

second will be considered as ordered. 
There was no objection. , 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

Texas <Mr. WHITE) is recognized for 20 
minutes, and the gentleman from Mis
souri (Mr. TAYLOR) is recognized for 20 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. WHITE) . 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that all Members may have 
5 legislative days in which to revise and 
extend their remarks on H.R. 504, the 
bill under consideration. 

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

There was no obJection. 
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, with one exception, H.R. 

504 is identical to the bill, H.R. 3798, 
which was approved unanimously by this 
committe·e and by the House during the 
last Congress. 

The primary purpose of this legisla
tion is to reduce from 15 to 5 years the 
requirement for mandatory retirement 
under the civil service retirement law. 

Under the existing law, an employee 
who reaches age 70 must retire if he has 
completed 15 years of service. If he has 
not completed 15 years of service at age 
70, he continues to serve until he meets 
the service requirement. This is consid
ered by many as a disincentive to the 
hiring of people 55 years of age or older. 

The passage of this bill should, there
fore, alleviate the present disincentives 
and encourage the hiring of people 55 
or older. 

This bill also proposes to amend ex
isting law to reduce from 12 to 5 years 
the length of service required by a re
tiring employee to retain his group life 
insurance and health benefits during re
tirement. 

Since the amendments proposed by this 
bill will not become operative until 5 
years after enactment, there will be no 
additional cost to the Government during 
the first 5 years. Thereafter, the addi-

tional costs will be negligible, as shown 
in the committee report. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 504 is based upon 
an official recommendation of the Civil 
Service Commission submitted to the 93d 
Congress. It was approved by the Sub
committee on Retirement and Employee 
Benefits and our Full Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee on a unanimous 
voice vote. 

A similar bill passed the House on the 
Consent Calendar in 1973, but no action 
was taken by the Senate. 

The bill, quite simply, recognizes the 
need for the Federal Government to op
erate with a work-force capable of oper
ating at peak efficiency, and the need for 
employees to be able to retire at age 70 
with 5 years of service without the loss 
of group life and health insurance pro
tection. 

Mr. Speaker, the present law is de
ficient in that it requires an employee to 
be employed by the Federal Government 
12 years to qualify for continued group 
life and health insurance benefits. This 
requirement virtually forces an employee 
to remain on the payroll and, therefore, 
in many cases work beyond age 70. 

It is evident that this requirement 
works to the disadvantage of both the 
employee and the Federal Government. 

Contrary to some opinion, this measure 
does not establish either the precedent or 
principle of mandatory retirement. The 
present law already requires mandatory 
retirement at age 70 with 15 years of 
service. This measure is merely making 
it possible for those employees who are 
age 70 with 5 years of service to retire 
and be entitled to continue their group 
life and health insurance programs into 
retirement. 

I strongly urge passage of this legis
lation. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. HARRIS) . 

Mr. JENRE'ITE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the gentleman 
from South Carolina. 

Mr. JENRETTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, under the present retire
ment law, older workers who have a life
time of experience to offer are dis
couraged from serving the Federal Gov
ernment. It is not only a gross under
estimation of the worth of these em
ployees, but a loss of a valuable portion 
of the labor force to maintain a retire
ment program that discriminates on the 
basis of age. 

As it now stands, a person must serve 
15 years before he can retire. For those 
who join the Federal service later in 
life, this means working well past age 
70, oro else be penalized by loss of health 
and insurance benefits. I do not believe 
the Federal Government should penal
ize older workers. Rather, they should 
be allowed a fair return commensurate 
with the contribution they make to their 
country. 

The bill before us today, H.R. 504, of
ifers such a return. BlV reducing the 
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mandatory service requirement from 
15 to 5 years, workers past age 55 can 
enlist in the Federal service without suf
fering a loss of well-deserved benefits. It 
is my firm conviction that employees 
demonstrating competence in their work 
should early gain vested rights in re
tirement and other benefits. For older 
employees, coming to the Federal Gov
ernment with backgrounds rich in life 
and career experience, 5 years of credit
able service is certainly ample demon
stration. 

For too long the private sector has 
attracted highly qualified individuals 
because a reasonable retirement pro
gram with the Federal Government was 
nonexistent. It is time to reverse this 
situation. If we enact this legislation 
now, we can standardize the retirement 
age for Federal employees, while utiliz
ing our labor potential to the optimum. 
Mr~ Speaker, I am pleased to support 

a bill which will go far in making the 
retirement, life insurance, and health 
benefits laws speak to the needs of both 
the Government and its employees. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of :this legislation. 

I think that as the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. TAYLOR) indicates, this is 
pretty important legislrution, although I 
think it is routine legislation that should 
be adopted by this House without too 
much difficulty. 

I think it rectifies a serious injustice. 
We a.re 'talking about the elderly here, 
and we are talking BJbout those who a;re 
seriously discriminated against, because 
of their age. The fact of the maJt.ter is 
that a person looking for employment, 
who may be 60 or 65 years old, because 
of the force of law is being discriminated 
rugainst since the person who is going to 
hire such an individual knows that the 
individual has to stay on Uilltil 75 or 80 
in order for him to qualify for manda
tory retirement and continue his bene
fits. 

This is wrong. It is not the correct 
way to treat the senior citizen. This law 
does ndt change--I wouid like :to em
phasize this--the mandatory retirement 
requirements in the law in an~ way. 
Those are in ·the law. That is whrut we 
have now. 

The question is, Can it apply after 5 
yeaTS rather than 15 years? That is the 
only question that this bill presents to 
the House. 

Mr. Speaker, certainly, as a matter of 
simple justice, a. person arriving aJt his 
70th birthday ought to be able to retire 
and at the same time retain his bene
fits. Mandatory retirement works a real 
injustice unless we make this very 
simple change. 

The blll does no more than make this 
simple change. I would urge the Mem
bers of the House to pass this bill and 
return equity and justice to our senior 
citizens. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I will 
not oppose this legislation, but I would 
like to share with my colleagues my 
views on compulsory retirement, as ex
pressed in the committee rport. 

While I am willing to accept the no
tion of the Civil Service Commission that 
this legislation will somehow dissolve the 

reluctance of Federal agencies to hire 
persons who have reached their 55th 
birthday, I stm have philosophic reser
vations about compulsory retirement as 
such. 

Under existing law, Federal employees 
who reach age 70 face mandatory retire
ment if they have at least 15 years' 
service. If not, they may continue to be 
employed until they complete 15 years' 
service, and then they are mandatorily 
retired. 

This legislation would require manda
tory retirement of persons at age 70 
with 5 years' service, or as soon there
after as they complete 5 years' service. 

It was stated in our subcommittee 
hearings that there is presently a trend 
in the private sector toward earlier re
tirement ages, both in the mandatory 
and normal retirement area. But I won
der if this is a satisfactory trend. 

An article by Dr. Erdman Palmore, of 
Duke University Medical Center, in the 
winter 1972 issue of Gerontologist, 
pointed out that age, as the sole criteria 
for compulsory retirement, is not an ac
curate indicator of abilities because of 
the wide variation in the abilities of aged 
persons. 

A study in the early 1950's by the Na
tional Conference on Retirement of Old
er Workers concluded that: "Both sci
ence and experience indicate that the 
aging process and its effects show such a 
wide variance among individuals as to 
destroy the logic of age as the sole factor 
in determining whether a person should 
retire or continue to work." 

And, a more recent study by the Ge
rontological Society stated that "age lim
itations for employment are both social
ly and economically wasteful, since 
chronological age is rarely a reliable in
dex of potential performance." 

I agree with this line of thought. I 
think that a mandatory retirement sys
tem based on age tends to diminish the 
effectiveness of a true civil service merit 
system. However, because this legisla
tion is a modification of a law which has 
been on the books many years, I realize 
the futility of challenging the basic law. 

Therefore, I urge our committee to 
exercise its oversight responsibilities in 
the area of mandatory retirement to 
insure that this amendment to the re
tirement law does not have any adverse 
effect, and also to insure that discrimina
tory hiring practices are not taking place 
in Federal agencies. 

Mr. WIDTE. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. WHITE) that the House sus
pend the rules and pass the bill H.R. 
504. 

The question was taken; and <two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the 
rules were suspended and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

INSURABLE INTEREST ANNUITIES 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R. 
7053) to amend chapter 83 of title 5, 

United States Code, to eliminate, sub
sequent to the death of an individual 
named as having an ·insurable interest, 
·the annuity reduction made in order to 
provide a survivor annuity for such an 
individual. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 7053 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That sec
tion 8339 (k) (1) of title 5, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: "An annuity which is reduced 
under rthis paragraph or any similar prior 
provision of law shall, effective •the first day 
of the month following rthe dea.th of the in
dividual named under this paragraph, be 
recomputed and paid as if the annuity had 
not tbeen so reduced.". 

SEc. 2. The amendment made by this Act 
shall apply ;to annuities which commence 
before, on, or after the date of enactment of 
this Act, lbut no increase in annuity shall be 
paid for any period prior to July 1, 1975. 

The SPEAKER. Is a second demanded? 
Mr. TAYLOR of Missouri. Mr. Speaker, 

I demand a second. 
The SPEAKER. Without objection, a 

second will be considered as ordered. 
There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

Texas (Mr. WHITE) will be recognized for 
20 minutes, and the gentleman from Mis
souri <Mr. TAYLOR) will be recognized 
for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. WHITE) . 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may conswne. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that all Members may have 5 legislative 
days in which to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous material 
on the bill H.R. 7053, now under consid
eraJtion. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. WIDTE. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 7053 

corrects an unintended inequity in the 
civil service retirement system estab
lished by Public Law 93-474. 

During the 93d Congress, Public Law 
93-474 amended section 8339(j) of title 5 
United States Code so as to eliminate for 
any month during which an annuitant 
is not married the reduction in annuity 
that a retiring employee or member ac
cepts upon retirement in order to provide 
survivor benefits for his or her spouse. If 
the annuitant subsequently remarries, 
his or her annuity will be reduced by the 
same percentage reductions which were 
in effect at the time of retirement. This 
law left out the single retiree with an in
surable interest. 

The primary function of this legisla
tion, H.R. 7053, is to give the single Fed
eral civil service annuitant the same ben
efit that a married annuitant has of hav
ing his or her full annuity restored to 
him or her upon the death of an indi
vidual for whom the single retiree had 
provided a survivor benefit. 

The number of annuitants who would 
be affected by enactment of H.R. 7053 
is comparatively small. As or June 30, 
1974, there were 1,563 individuals on the 
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annuity rolls who had elected an 
"insurable interest" survivor. While 
neither I nor the commission know how 
many of the elected survivors have pre
deceased the annuitants, it is estimated 
that enactment of H.R. 7053 would in
crease the unfunded liability of the civil 
service retirement system by an esti
mated $6.8 million. This would be 
amortized by 30 equal annual payments 
of $420,000. 

Under the circumstances, it does not 
appear equitable to eliminate the 
annuity reduction for married annui
tants who may have been paying only a 
fraction of the cost of the survivor bene
fit, and deny similar relief to the single 
annuitant, who has been paying
and under present law must continue to 
pay-full cost of a benefit which, be
cause of the death of the elected insur
able interest survivor, can never be paid. 

Mr. TAYLOR of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
7053, a bill to eliminate the annuity re
duction, taken in order to provide an 
"insurable interest" survivor annuity 
when the elected survivor predeceases the 
annuitant. 

This legislation simply provides equal 
treatment under the law to unmarried 
annuitants, just as we presently extend 
to married annuitants. In enacting 
Public Law 93-474, which restored a full 
annuity to an annuitant whose spouse 
had predeceased him or her, we omitted 
extending this provision to unmarried 
annuitants who elect to provide a sur
vivorship benefit to an individual having 
an insurable interest. 

The record shows that individuals so 
elected are most often dependent rela
tives such as parents, brothers, sisters, 
or children who become disabled after 
age 18. The Civil Service Commission 
testified that approximately 20 percent 
of the "insurable interests" on the books 
have already predeceased the annuitant. 

Since the reduction for providing this 
benefit is approximately equal to the 
actuarial cost of providing the benefit, 
which is not the case with a married 
annuitant, I think it is appropriate to 
perfect the law to extend this benefit to 
unmarried annuitants. 

Mr. Speaker, since the 93d Congress 
determined that it was good policy to 
restore an annuity reduction to a married 
annuitant, it appears that we in the 94th 
Congress can do no less than to extend 
the same benefit to unmarried annui
tants. 

I urge prompt approval of this bill. 
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 

minutes to the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. HARRIS) . 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, when Pub
lic Law 93-474 was passed in the last 
Congress, it failed to include a provision 
to eliminate an annuity reduction when 
an insurable interest survivor pre
deceases the annuitant. I believe this 
simply is attributable to an oversight on 
the part of the committee and on the part 
of Congress. Obviously, it is inequitable 
to eliminate the annuity reduction for 
one group of annuitants who pay only a 
fraction of the cost of the survivor's 
benefit, that is, the benefit for a surviving 
spouse, and deny similar relief to an-

other group of annuitants who pay the 
full actuarial cost of the benefit, that is, 
the benefit of an insurable interest sur
vivor. 

The committee approved this unani
mously, and I believe that the House 
should approve it unanimously. 

Mr. JENRETTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.R. 7053 and, by so doing, 
wholeheartedly show my full backing for 
the elimination of all inequities within 
om- laws that discrim1inate in any way 
aga;inst the single individual-especially 
those who after a lifetime of hard work, 
in which, in most cases, they have more 
than honorably served their Government, 
have aohieved the fruits of a justly 
earned retirement. 

As a member of the House Retirement 
and Employee Benefits SU!bcommittee 
and a cosponsor of this landmark legis
lation, H.R. 7053, I have not only heard 
but have read the testimony pro and con 
on this bill time and again; and I can 
assure the distinguished Members of this 
bo'dy that equity calls, nay demands, the 
passage of this legislation, if we are at 
all serious in our comments on elimina
tion of unjust inequities in whatever 
manner we may find them. This is par
ticularly true here, for H.R. 7053 would 
correct an inequity within our retirement 
system, which discriminates against the 
economic well-'being of all single retirees 
who decide to provide a benefit for an in
surable interest, which in most cases, ac
cording to testimony elicited by the sub
committee, is a mother, or a brother, or 
an involved relative. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. WHITE) that the House sus
spend the rules and pass the bill H.R. 
7053. 

The questi-on was taken; and <two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) the 
rules were suspended, and the bill was 
passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
The SPEAKER. Debate has been con

cluded on all motions to suspend the 
rules. 

Pursuant to clause 3, rule XXVII, the 
Chair will now put the question on the 
motion on which further proceedings 
were postponed. 

The vote wm. be taken on the Senate 
joint resolution <S.J. Res. 23). 

The unfinished business is the ques
tion of suspending the rules and passing 
the Senate joint resolution <S.J. Res. 23). 

The Clerk read the title of the Senate 
joint resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. EILBERG) that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
Senate joint resolution (S.J. Res. 23). 

The question was taken. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I object 

to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vi·ce, and there were-yeas 407, nays 10, 
not voting 17, as follows: 

[Roll No. 415] 
YEAS--407 

Abdnor Drinan Jones, Okla. 
Adams Duncan, Oreg. Jones, Tenn. 
Addabbo Duncan, Tenn. Jordan 
Alexander duPont Karth 
Ambro Early Kasten 
Anderson, Eckhardt Kastenmeier 

Calif. Edgar Kazen 
Anderson, Dl. Edwards, Ala. Kelly 
Andrews, N.C. Edwards, Cali!. Kemp 
Andrews, Eilberg Ketchum 

N.Dak. Emery Kind•ness 
Annunzio English Keys 
Archer Erlenbom Koch 
Armstrong Esch Krebs 
Ashbrook Eshleman Krueger 
Ashley Ev&ns, Colo. LaFalce 
Aspin Evans, Ind. Lagomarsino 
AuCoin Evins, Tenn. Landrum 
Badillo Fary Latta 
Bafalis Fascell Leggett 
Baldus Fenwick Lehman 
Barrett Findley Lent 
Baucus Fish Levita.s 
Bauman Fisher Lloyd, Calif. 
Beard, R.I. Fithian Lloyd, Tenn. 
Beard, Tenn. Flood Long, La. 
Bedell Florio Long, Md. 
Bell Flowers Lott 
Bennett Flynt Lujan 
Bergland Foley McClory 
Bevill Ford, Mich. McCloskey 
Biaggi Ford, Tenn. McCollister 
Biester Forsythe McCormack 
Biongham Fountain McDade 
Blanchard Fraser McDonald 
Blouin Frenzel McEwen 
Boggs Frey McFall 
Boland Fulton McHugh 
Bonker Fuqua McKay 
Bowen Gaydos McKinney 
Bra.d.ema.s Giaimo Madden 
Breaux Gibbons Madigan 
Breckinridge Gilman Maguire 
Brinkley Ginn Mahon 
Brodhead Goldwater Mann 
Brooks Gonzalez Martin 
Broomfield Goodling Mathis 
Brown, Mich. Gradison Mazzoli 
Brown, Ohio Grassley Meeds 
Broyhill Green Melcher 
Buchanan Gude Metcalfe 
Burgener Guyer Meyner 
Burke, Fla. Hagedorn Mezvinsky 
Burke, Mass. Haley Michel 
Burleson, Tex. Hall Mikva 
Burlison, Mo. Hamilton Milford 
Burton, Phillip Hammer- Miller, Ohio 
Butler schmidt Mills 
Byron Hanley Mineta 
Carney Hannaford Minish 
Carter Hansen Mitchell, Md. 
Casey Harkin Mitchell, N.Y. 
Cederberg Harrington Moakley 
Chappell Harris Moffett 
Chisholm Harsha Mollohan 
Clancy HMtings Montgomery 
Clawson, Del Hayes, Ind. Moore 
Clay Hays, Ohio Moorhead, 
Cleveland Hebert Cali!. 
Cochran Hechler, W.Va. Moorhead, Pa. 
Cohen Hec~er, Mass. Morgan 1 

Collins, lll. Hefner Mosher 
Collins, Tex. Heinz Moss 
Conable Helstoski Mottl 
Conlan Henderson Murphy, m. 
Conte Hicks Murphy, N.Y. 
Corman Hightower Murtha 
Cornell Hillis Myers, Ind. 
cotter Holland Myers, Pa. 
Coughlin Holt Natcher 
Crane Horton Neal 
D' Amours Howard Nedzi 
Daniel, R. W. Howe Nichols 
Daniels, N.J. Hubbard Nix 
Danielson Hughes Nolan 
Davis Hungate Nowak 
de la Garza Hutchinson Oberstar 
Delaney Hyde Obey 
Dent Ichord O'Brien 
Derrick Jacobs O'Neill 
Derwlnski Jarman Ottinger 
Devine Jenrette Pa.ssman 
Dickinson Johnson, Calif. Patten, N.J. 
Dlngell Johnson, Colo. Patterson, 
Dodd Johnson, Pa. Oa.lit. 
Downey, N.Y. Jones, Ala. PattLson, N.Y. 
Downing, Va.. Jones, N.C. Pepper 
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Perkins 
Pettis 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Pike 
Poage 
Pressler 
Preyer 
Price 
Pritchard 
Quie 
Quillen 
Ra.llsback 
Randall 
Rangel 
Rees 
Regula. 
Reuss 
Rhodes 
Richmond 
Riegle 
Rinaldo 
RJsenhoover 
Robem 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
RoncaJ.io 
Rooney 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roush 
Rousselot 
Roybal 
Runnels 
Ruppe 
Russo 
Ryan 
StGermain 

Abzug 
Carr 
Conyers 
Dellums 

Santini 
Sarasin 
Sarbanes 
Satterfield 
Schneebeli 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Sebelius 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Shuster 
Sikes 
Simon 
Sisk 
Skubitz 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa. 
Smith, Nebr. 
Snyder 
SOlarz 
Spellman 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Stanton, 

Jamesv. 
Steed 
Steelman 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Stephens 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Stuckey 
Studds 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Symms 
Talcott 

NAY8-10 

Taylor, Mo. 
Taylor, N.C. 
Thompson 
Thone 
Thornton 
Traxler 
Treen 
Tsonga.s 
Udall 
Ullman 
Van Deerlin 
VanderJagt 
VanderVeen 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Walsh 
Wampler 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Whalen 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Wiggins 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, Tex. 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolff 
Wright 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Ga.. 
Young, Tex. 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Hawkins Scheuer 
Holtzman Stark 
Jeffords 
Miller, Cali!. 

NOT VOTING-17 
Bolling 
Brown, Calif. 
Burke, Calif. 
Burton, John 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Da-niel, Dan 

Diggs 
Hinshaw 
Litton 
Macdonald 
Matsunaga. 
Mink 
O'Hara 

Patman, Tex. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Teague 
Wilson, C. H. 

So the Senate joint resolution was 
passed. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mrs. Mink with Mrs. Burke o! Ca.ll!ornla. 
Mr. O'Hara with Mr. Don H. Clausen. 
Mr. Matsunaga with Mr. Brown of Cali!or-

nla.. 
Mr. Patman with Mr. Dan Daniel. 
Mr. Teague with Mr. Hinshaw. 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson o! Call!ornia with 

Mr. Diggs. 
Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts with Mr. 

Litton. 
Mr. John Burton with Mr. Steiger of Wis

consin. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
Senate joint resolution just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

MAKING APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
LEGISLATIVE BRANCH 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I call up 
the conference report on the bill <H.R. 
6950) making appropriations for the leg
islative branch for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1976, and the period ending 
September 30, 1976, and for other pur
poses, and ask unanimous consent that 
the statement of the managers be read 
in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
<For conference report and statement, 

see Proceedings of the House of July 17, 
1975.) 

Mr. CASEY (during the reading). Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
further reading of the statement be dis
pensed with. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, the confer

ence agreement provides appropriations 
totaling $827,546,570 for fiscal year 1976 
ending June 30, 1976, and $207,391,365 
for the transition period ending Septem
ber 30, 1976. The 1976 allowance as 
agreed to is $59,853,742 above the fiscal 
year 1975 appropriation level and $10,-
718,855 below the budget estimates. The 
conference total is $129,469,770 over the 
House bill for 1976. However, this amount 
includes $126,963,875 for Senate items 
not considered by the House. Tradition
ally the Senate items are left for decision 
and insertion by the other body. Simi
larly the Senate does not act on our 
housekeeping items. Appropriations for 
two new commissions not considered by 
the House were also agreed to-$1,500,000 
for the American Indian Policy Review 
Commission and $337,000 for the Na-

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIATION BILL, 1976 (H.R. 6950) 

CONFERENCE SUMMARY 

tional Commission on New Technological 
Uses of Copyrighted Works. 

The conference agreement is $2,244,085 
above the Senate bill. This is a net in
crease due to the restoration of funds 
deleted by the Senate in connection with 
the distribution of Federal Register pub
lications by the Superintendent of Docu
ments. The Public Printer proposed a 
special subsidy for this program inas
much as the sales price does not cover 
actual costs. The Senate did not concur 
in this proposal. Pricing of these publica
tions is under the jurisdiction of the Ad
ministrative Committee of the Federal 
Register. The conferees were of the 
opinion that they should be priced so as 
to recover costs. As revenues from sales 
accrue to the general fund of the Treas
ury rather than to the Superintendent 
of Documents it was necessary to restore 
the funds eliminated to enable the order
ly continuation of service. Excluding the 
restoration of $3,515,700 just referred to, 
the conference allowance is $1,271,615 
below the Senate bill. 

Various increases and decreases were 
argeed to throughout the bill. A total of 
$1,168,000 will be available for the Joint 
Economic Committee during 1976, and 
$6,050,000 was agreed to for the Office of 
Technology Assessment along with the 
reappropriation of $435,000 from 1975 
appropriations for projects currently 
underway. The proposal to rent om.ce 
space for OTA was deleted. A number of 
additional positions were agreed to for 
the Library of Congress, including 25 
·above the House allowance for the Con
gressional Research Service in the area 
of policy analysis and research. 

The proposal of the Senate to repeal 
the section of the statutes providing for 
deductions of salary for absence of Sena
tors and Members of the House was de
leted. The conference agreement includes 
a provision freezing the salaries of House 
and Senate pages to the rates in effect on 
June 30, 1975. The language inserted by 
the Senate directing the Architect to 
study and develop a plan to reduce the 
number of operators on elevators 
throughout the Capitol complex was also 
·agreed to. 

Mr. Speaker, these are the major items 
in this conference report which has been 
printed in the RECORD and made avail
Bible to the Members. Under leave to ex
tend my remarks, I will insert .a tabula
tion in the RECORD summarizing the 
amounts agreed to in conference. 

The tabulation follows: 

Conference action compared with-

New budget 
(obligational) 

authority, 
fiscal 
year 

- 19751 

Budget 
estimates 

of new 
(obligational) 

authority, 
ft-scal year 

1976 and 
transition 

period 2 

New budget 
(obligational) 

authority 
recommended 

in House bill 

New budget 
(obligational) 

authority 
recommended 
in Senate bill 

New budget 
(obligational) 

authority 
recommended 
by conference 

action 

New budget 
(obligational) 

authority, 

Budget 
estimates 

of new 
(obligational) 

authority 
fiscal year 

1976 and 
transition 

period 

New budget 
(obligational) 

authority 
recommended 

in House bill 

New budget 
(obligational) 

authority 
recommended 
in Senate bill Agency and item 

(1) (2) 

Senate_________________________ $107,433,569 
Transition period ____________ ------------

House of Representatives_________ 185, 546, 445 
Transition period ________________ __ ------

Joint items_____________________ 45,770,214 
Transition period _____ -------- __________ _ 

Office ofTechnology Assessment... 4, 696,000 
Transition period ____________________ ----

(3) (4) 

$119, 106, 885 ---------------· 
29,880,510 ---------------· 

206,322,485 $206,407,485 
50, 690, 750 50, 690, 750 
55, 522, 255 53, 581, 415 
13, 653, 855 13, 351, 955 

6, 500, 000 5, 600, 000 
1, 625, 000 1, 400, 000 

(5) 

$ll8, 836, 575 
29,825, 510 

206,407,485 
50,690,750 
54,712,725 
13,554,055 

6, 935,000 
1, 625,000 

fiscallSJS 

(6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

$118, 836, 575 +$11, 403, 006 -$270,310 +$118, 836, 575 ---------------· 
29,825,510 -----·---------- -55,000 +29, 825,510 ----------------

206,407, 485 . +20, 861,040 +85, 000 --------------------------------
50, 690, 750 --------------------- ·----- ------------- ------------------------
54,796, 110 +9, 025,896 -726, 145 +1, 214,695 +$83, 385 
13,574,905 ---------------- -78,950 +222, 950 +20, 850 

6, 485,000 +1, 789,000 -15,000 +885, 000 -450, 000 
1, 512,000 ---------------- -113,000 +112, 000 -113,000 
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CONFERENCE SUMMARY 

Conference action compared with-

Budget Budget 
estimates estimates 

of new of new 
New budget (obligational) New budget (obligational) 

New budget New budget (obligational) authority New budget New budget (obligational) New budget authority 
authority, fiscal yea r (obligational) (obligational) authority (obligational) fiscal year (obligational) (obligational) 

fiscal 1976 and authority authority recommended authority 1976 and authority authority 
year transition recommended recommended by conference fiscal ~ear transition recommended recommended 

Agency and item 1975 1 period 2 in House bill in Senate bill action . 975 period 2 in House bill in Senate bill 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Architect ofthe CapitoL__________ 68,756,600 42,887,100 32,671,800 40, 755, 100 40,755, 100 -28,001,500 -2, 132,000 + 8, 083,300 ------- - ---- - ---
Transition period________________________ 9, 883,000 7, 811,250 9, 858,000 9, 858,000 -- -------------- -25,000 +2, 046,750 ----------------

Botanic Garden_______ ___ ________ 1, 018,000 1, 208,600 1, 208, 600 1, 205,000 1, 205,000 +187, 000 -3,600 -3,600 ----------------
Transition period________________________ 297,000 297,000 297,000 297,000 -------------- --------------- --- --- - ----------------------------

Library of Congress______________ 98,790,000 120,052,100 115,134,800 117,135,600 116,230,600 +17,440,600 -3,821,500 +1,095,800 -905,000 
Transition period_ _______________________ 30,033,000 28,769,000 29,389,800 29, 106,800 ---------------- -926,200 +337, 800 -283,000 

GovernmentPrintingOffice_______ 129,065,000 145,476,000 145,265,700 141,750,000 145,265,700 +16,200,700 -210,300------ - --------- +3,515,700 
Transition period_____________ ___________ 36,369,000 36, 31~ 400 35,437,000 36,316,400 ---------------- -52,600 --------- - --- --- +879,400 

General Accounting Office________ 124,989,000 139,540,000 136, 56:>, 000 135,930,000 135,930,000 +10,941, 000 -3,610,000 -635,000 ----------------
Transition period·-----------~----------- 36,886,000 35,955,000 35,800,000 35,800,000 ---------------- -1,086,000 -155,000 ----------------

Cost-AccountingStandardsBoard.. 1,628,000 1,650,000 1,642,000 1,635,000 1,635,000 +7,000 -15,000 -7,000--------- - ------
Transition period.-------_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_-_-___ 41_3:.....' o_o_o ___ 4_10...:.,_oo_o ____ 4l_O:.....' o_o_o ___ 4_1...:..0,_o_oo_. -------------------------___ -_3,_o_oo_. -_-_---------_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_-------------------

Grand total, new budget 
(obligational) authority___ 767, 692, 828 838, 265, 425 

Transition period______________________ 209,731, 115 
698, 076, 800 
175, 001, 355 

825, 302, 485 
206, 887, 115 

827, 546, 570 +59, 853,742 -10,718,855 +129,469, 770 
207,391,365 ---------------- -2,339,750 +32, 390,010 

+2,244,085 
+504,250 

Consisting of-
1. Appropriations.. 765,651, 128 836,893,925 696,930,300 823,495,985 825,740,070 +60, 088,942 -11,153,855 +128, 809,770 +2, 244,085 

Transition 
period_____________________ 209,731, 115 175,001,355 206,887, 115 207,391,365 ---------------- · -2,339,750 +32,390, 010 +504, 250 

2. Reappropriations 2, 041,700 1, 371,500 1,146, 500 1, 806,500 1,806, 500 -235,200 +435 000 +660, 000 --- -------------
Appropriations to liquidate con-

tract authorizations.___________ (145, 000) ____ .•••• ..;~-:.-- _________ ••••• ..; • ..; ________ ---~---;.·---·------ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ( -145, 000) .• ----- _ ---------- ___ ____________________ ------. 

Memorandum-
1. Appropriations and reap

propriations including 
appropriations for liq-
uidation of contract 
authorizations__________ 767,837, 828 838,265,425 

Transition period_____________________ 209,731, 115 
698, 076, 800 
175, 001,355 

825, 302, 485 
206,887, 115 

827, 546, 570 +59, 708,742 -10,718,855 +129, 469,770 
207, 391,365 --- ------------- -2,339, 750 +32, 390, 010 

+2,244, 085 
+504,250 

1 Includes amounts in Second Supplemental Appropriations Act, 1975 (Public Law 94-32). 
s Includes amendments totaling $21,497,000 in H. Docs. Nos. 94-102, 94- 163, and 94-170, and 

S. Docs. Nos. 94-£3 and 94-79. 

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, the 
minority very much concurs with the 
position of the chairman of the subcom
mittee, the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
CASEY). I certainly congratulate him for 
the conference very substantially upheld 
the House position. It is under the budget 
figure, and I think the conference report 
should be voted upon favorably. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the previous question is ordered on the 
conference report. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

conference report. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 374, nays 45, 
answered "present" 1, not voting 14, as 
follows: 

Abdnor 
Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Calif. 

[Rioll No. 416] 
YEAB-374 

Anderson, Dl. 
Andrews, N.C. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Armstrong 
Ashley 

Asp in 
AuCoin 
Badillo 
Baldus 
Barrett 
Baucus 
Beard, R.I. 

Bedell Cotter Ford, Tenn. 
Bell Coughlin Forsythe 
Bergland D' Amours Fountain 
Bevill Daniel, Dan Fraser 
Biaggi Daniel, R. W. Frenzel 
Biester Daniels, N.J. Frey 
Bingham Danielson Fulton 
Blanchard Davis Fuqua 
Blouin de la Garza Gaydos 
Boggs Delaney Giaimo 
Bolling Dellums Gibbons 
Bonker Dent Ginn 
Bowen Derrick Goldwater 
Brademas Derwinski Gonzalez 
Breaux Devine Goodling 
Breckinridge Dickinson Green 
Brinkley Diggs Gude 
Brooks Dingell Guyer 
Broomfield Dodd Hagedorn 
Brown, Mich. Downey, N.Y. Haley 
Brown, Ohio Downing, Va. Hall 
Buchanan Drinan Hamilton 
Burgener Duncan, Oreg. Hammer-
Burke, Calif. Duncan, Tenn. schmidt 
Burke, Mass. duPont Hanley 
Burleson, Tex. Early Hannaford 
Burlison, Mo. Eckhardt Hansen 
Burton, John Edgar Harrington 
Burton, Phillip Edwards, Ala. Harris 
Butler Edwards, Calif. Harsha 
Byron Eil berg Hastings 
Carney Emery Hawkins 
Carr English Hayes, Ind. 
Carter Erlenborn Hay's, Ohio 
Casey Eshleman Hebert 
Cederberg Evans, Colo. Heckler, Mass. 
Chappell Evans, Ind. Hefner 
Chisholm EvilllB, Tenn. Heinz 
Clawson, Del Fary Helstoski 
Clay Fascell Henderson 
Cleveland Findley Hicks 
Cochran Fish Hightower 
Cohen Fisher Hillis 
Collins, Dl. Fithian Holland 
Conable Flood Holtzman 
Conlan Florio Horton 
Conte Flowers Howard 
conyers Flynt Howe 
CormMl Foley Hubbard 
Comell Ford, Mich. Hughes 

Hungate Melcher 
Hutchinson Metcalfe 
Hyde Meyner 
Ichord Mezvinsky 
Jacobs Mikva 
Jarman Milford 
Jenrette Miller, Calif. 
Johnson, Calif. Mills 
Johnson, Colo. Mineta 
Johnson, Pa. Minish 
Jones, Ala. Mitchell, Md. 
Jones, N.C. Moakley 
Jones, Tenn. Mo1fett 
Jordan Mollohan 
Kastenmeier Montgomery 
Kazen Moore 
Ketchum Moorhead, 
Keys Calif. 
Kindness Moorhead, Pa. 
Koch Morgan 
Krebs Mosher 
Krueger Moss 
LaFalce Mottl 
Landrum Murphy, Ill. 
Leggett Murphy, N.Y. 
Lehman Murtha 
Lent Myers, Ind. 
Levitas Myers, Pa. 
Lloyd, Calif. Natcher 
Lloyd, Tenn. Neal 
Long, La. Nedzi 
Long, Md. Nichols 
Lott Nix 
Lujan Nolan 
McClory Nowak 
McCloskey Oberstar 
McCormack Obey 
McDade O'Brien 
McEwen O'Hara 
McFall O'Neill 
McHugh Ottinger 
McKay Passman 
Madden Patman, Tex. 
Madigan Patten, N.J. 
Maguire Patterson, 
Mahon Calif. 
Mann Pattison, N.Y. 
Mathis Pepper 
Ma.zzoli Perkins 
Meeds Peyser 

Pickle 
Pike 
Poage 
Pressler 
Preyer 
Price 
Pritchard 
Quie 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Randall 
Rangel 
Rees 
Regula 
Reuss 
Rhodes 
Richmond 
Riegle 
Rinaldo 
Risenhoover 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Roncalio 
Rooney 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roush 
Roybal 
Runnels 
Ruppe 
Russo 
Ryan 
StGermain 
Santini 
Sarbanes 
Scheuer 
Schnee bell 
Sebelius 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Simon 
Sisk 
Skubitz 
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Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spellman 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Stanton, 

Jamesv. 
Stark 
Steed 
Steelman 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Stephens 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Stuckey 
Studds 
Sullivan 

Symington 
Talcott 
Taylor, N.C. 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Traxler 
Treen 
Tsongas 
Udall 
Ullman 
Van Deerlin 
VanderJagt 
VanderVeen 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Walsh 
Wampler 
Waxman 
Weaver 

NAY8-45 

Whalen 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Wiggins 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, c. H. 
Wilson, Tex. 
Wirth 
Wolff 
Wright 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Ga. 
Young, Tex. 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Archer Grassley Miller, Ohio 
Ashbrook Harkin Mitchell, N.Y. 
Bafalis Hechler, W. Va. Rou.sselot 
Bauman Holt Sarasin 
Beard, Tenn. Jeffords Satterfield 
Bennett Jones, Okla. Schroeder 
Brodhead Kasten Schulze 
Broyhill Kelly Shuster 
Burke, Fla. Kemp Smith, Nebr. 
Clancy Lagomarsino Spence 
Collins, Tex. Latta. Symms 
Crane McCollister Taylor, Mo. 
Fenwick McDonald Thone 
Gilman McKinney - Winn 
Gradison Martin Young, Fla. 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-1 

Ambro 
Boland 
Brown, Calif. 
Clausen, 

Don H. 

Pettis 

NOT VOTING-14 

Esch Matsunaga 
Hinshaw Michel 
Karth Mink 
Litton Steiger, Wis. 
Macdonald Teague 

So the 
to. 

conference report was agreed 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

Mr. Ambro with Mr. Brown of Call!ornla. 
Mr. Matsunaga with Mr. Esch. 
Mrs. Mink with Mr. Michel. 
Mr. Teague with Mr. Don H. Clausen. 
Mr. Boland with Mr. Steiger of Wisconsin. 
Mr. Karth with Mr. Hinshaw. 
Mr. Litton with Mr. Macdonald of Massa

chusetts. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the first amendment in disagreement. 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, inasmuch 
as amendments Nos. 1 through 35 relate 
solely to housekeeping operations of the 
other body in which, by practice, the 
House concurs without intervention, I 
ask unanimous consent that Senate 
amendments Nos. 1 through 35 be con
sidered as read, printed in the RECORD, 
and that they be considered en bloc. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments are as fol

lows: 
(1) TITLE 1 

SENATE 

(2) COMPENS.ATION AND MILEAGE OF THE 
VICE PRESIDENT AND SENATORS AND Ex
PENSE ALLOWANCES OF THE VICE PRESI
DENT AND LEADERS OF THE SENATE 

(3) COMPENSATION AND MILEAGE OF THE VICE 
PRESIDENT AND SENATORS 

For compensation and mileage of the Vice 
President and Senators of the United States, 
t4,809,240. 

For "Compensation and M1leage of the Vice 
President and Senators o! the United States" 
for the period July 1, 1976, through Septem
ber 30, 1976, $1,205,000. 
(4) EXPENSE ALLOWANCES OF THE VICE PRESI-

DENT AND MAJORITY AND MINORITY 
LEADERS 

For expense allowance of the Vice Presi
dent, $10,000; Majority Leader of the Senate, 
$3,000; and Minority Leader of the Senate, 
$3,000; in all, $16,000. 

For "Expense allowance of the Vice Presi
dent, $2,500; Majority Leader o! the Senate, 
$750; and Minority Leader o! the Senate, 
$750"; in all, for the period July 1, 1976, 
through September 30, 1976, $4,000. 

(5) SALAB:lEs, OFFICERS AND EMPLOYEES 

For compensation of officers, employees, 
clerks to Senators, and others as authorized 
by law, including agency contributions and 
longevity compensation as authorized, which 
shall be paid from this appropriation without 
regard to the below limitations, as follows: 

( 6) OFFICE OF THE VICE PRESIDENT 

For clerical assistance to the Vice Presi
dent, $584,065. 

For "Office of the Vice President" !or the 
period July 1, 1976, through September 30, 
1976, $146,000. 

(7) OFFICES OF THE MAJORITY AND 
MINORITY LEADERS 

For offices of the Majority and Minority 
Leaders, $239,000: Provided, That, effective 
July 1, 1975, the Majority and Minority Lead
ers may each appoint and fix the compensa
tion of an executive secretary at not to ex
ceed $24,160 per annum in lieu of $20,838 per 
annum and a clerical assistant at not to ex
ceed $20,838 per annum in lieu o! $17,818 
per annum. 

For "Offices of the Majority and Minority 
Leaders" for the period July 1, 1976, through 
September 30, 1976, $60,000. 

( 8) OFFICES OF THE MAJORITY AND 
MINORITY WHIPS 

For offices of the Majority and Minority 
Whips, $185,440: Provided, That, effective 
July 1, 1975, the Majority and Minority Whips 
may each appoint and fix the compensation 
of a legislative assistant at not to exceed 
$34,881 per annum. 

For "Offices of the Majority and Minority 
Whips" !or the period July 1, 1976, through 
September 30, 1976, $46,360. 

( 9) OFFICE OF THE CHAPLAIN 

For Office o! the Chaplain, $30,200. 
For "Office o! the Chaplain" for the period 

July 1, 1976, through September 30, 1976, 
$7,600. 

(10) OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

For Office of the Secretary, $3,064,575, in
cluding $216,530 required for the purpose 
specified and authorized by section 74b o! 
title 2, United States Code: Provided, That, 
effective July 1, 1975, ·the Secretary may ap
point and fix the compensation o! a clerk, 
legislative information, at not to exceed 
$18,120 per annum and five clerks, station
ery room, at not to exceed $12,382 per 
annum each in lieu o! !our clerks, sta
tionery room, at not to exceed $12,382 per 
annum each; and the Secretary may fix the 
per annum compensation of the editor, di
gest, at not to exceed $33,522 per annum in 
lieu of $28,992 per annum; a clerk, digest, 
at not to exceed $14,194 per annum in lieu 
o! $11,778 per annum; a bill clerk at not to 
exceed $18,120 per annum in lieu of $15,402 
per annum; an assistant bill clerk at not to 
exceed $12,080 per annum in lieu of $10,872 
per annum; an assistant journal clerk at not 
to exceed $18,120 per annum in lieu of $15,-
402 per annum; a special assistant at not to 
exceed $15,402 per annum in lieu of $14,194 
per annum; a deputy special assistant ·at 
not to exceed $14,194 per annum in lieu o! 
$12,080 per annum; seven clerks at not to 

exceed $11,778 per annum each in lieu of 
$10,268 per annum each; a delivery clerk 
(office of the printing clerk) at not to ex
ceed $10,872 per annum in lieu of $10,268 
per annum; an assistant messenger at not 
to exceed $10,268 per annum in lieu o! 
$9,966 per annum; an assistant messenger at 
not to exceed $9,966 per annum in lieu of 
$8,758 per annum; an assistant messenger 
at not to exceed $9,966 per annum in lieu of 
$7,852 per annum; and a chief reporter of 
debates at not to exceed $36,089 per annum 
in lieu of $36,000 per annum: Provided fur
ther, That the position of chief elections 
investigator at not to exceed $28,690 per 
annum is hereby abolished. 

For "Office of the Secretary" !or the pe
riod July 1, 1976, through September 30, 
1976, $775,000, including $55,000 required. !or 
the purpose specified and authorized by 
section 74b of title 2, United States Code. 

( 11) COMMITTEE EMPLOYEES 

For professional and clerical assistance to 
standing committees and the Select Cdm
mittee on Small Business, $8,934,592. 

For "Committee Employees" !or the pe
riod July 1, 1976, through September 30, 
1976, $2,235,000. 

(12) CONFERENCE COMMITTEES 

For clerical assistance to the Conference 
of the Majority and t he Conference of the 
Minority, at rates of compensation to be 
fixed ·by the Chair:ma.n of each such com
mittee, $18,425 !or each such committee; in 
all, $370,850. 

For "Clerical assistance to the Conference 
of the Majord.ty and .the Conference of the 
Minortty, at rates of compensation to be 
fixed by :the Cha.irman of each such com
mittee", $46,250 for each such committee; 
in an, for the period July 1, 1976, through 
~tember 30, 1976, $92,500. 
(13) ADMINISTRATIVE AND CLERICAL ASSIST

ANTS TO SENATORS 

For .administrative and clerical assistants 
to Senators, $45,642,178. 

For "Administnative a.nd Clerlca.l Assist
ants ;to Senators" for the period July 1, 
1976, through September 30, 1976, $11,450,-
000. 

(14) LEGISLATIVE ASSISTANCE TO SENATORS 

For legisLative ·assistance to Sena tors, $3,-
500,000. 

For "Legistwtive Assistance to Sen.a.tors" 
!or ,the period July 1, 1976, through Sep
tember 30, 1976, $900,000. 
(15) OFFICE OF SERGEANT AT ARMS AND DOOR

KEEPER 

For the office of the Sergeant at Arms and 
Doorkeeper, $13,095,160: Provided, Tha.t, 
effective July 1, 1975, the Sergeant .at Arms 
may aJPPOint and fix the compensation of the 
following pos.Ltions (a) in the computer 
center: a director, computer center, at not 
to e:x.ceed $32,616 per annum and three com
puter specialists rat not to ex.ceed $19,328 
per annum each in lieu of four computer 
specialists at not to exceed $19,328 per a.n
num each; (b) in the sena.te post office: 
sixty-seven ma.il carriers a t not to exceed 
$10,570 per annum each in lieu of sixty
•three mail ca rriers a.t not •to exceed $10,570 
per annum each; (c) •in rthe service depart
ment: .twelve messengers at not to exceed 
$8,758 per a nnum each in lieu of ten mes
sengers at not to exceed $8,758 per annum 
each; (d) seven detectives, police force, at 
not to exceed $13,288 per annum each in lieu 
of four detectives, police force , at not to 
exceed $13,288 per annum each; s tx.teen 
technicians, police force, at nQt to exceed 
$12,382 per annum each l n lieu of twelve 
technicians, police force, at not .to exceed 
$12,382 per annum each; and 409 pr.ivates, 
police force, at not to exceed $11 ,476 per an
num each in lieu of 389 priva tes, pollee 
force, a.t not to exceed $11,476 per annum 
each; (e) a clerk at not to exceed $16,308 per 
annum in lieu of a clerk at no.t to exceed 
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$13,892 per annum; and (f) if in ,the ja ni
tor's department: five laborers at not to 
exceed $4,530 per annum each in lieu of six 
lalborers ~at not to exceed $4,530 per annum 
each: Provided .furthe,r, Tha.t, ,the ~wo tPOSi
tions of spe.cial eimployee :at not ·to exceed 
$1,510 per 'annum each rB~re hereby abolished. 

For "Office of .Sergeant at Arms ·and Door
keeper" for the operi.od July 1, 1976, ·through 
September 30, 1976, $3,275,000. 

(16) OFFICES OF THE SECRETARIES FOR THE 

MAJORITY AND MINORITY 

For offices of the Secretary !or ,the Ma
jorirty and the ~cretary for the Minority, 
$296,245: Provided, Th.a.t, effective July 1, 
1975, 'and each fiscal year thereafter, the 
Secreta.rdes for :the Majority and Minority 
may each ~appoint and fix the compensation 
of an rB~SSistant during emergencies <at rates 
of compensation not exceeding, in the ag
gregate a.t any time, $20,234 per annum, for 
not more than six months in each fiscal year. 
~r "Offices of the Secretaries for the Ma

jorl!ty and Minority" for .the period July 1, 
1976, through September 30, 1976, $74,100. 

( 17) AGENCY CONTRIBUTIONS AND LONGEVITY 
COMPENSATION 

For agency contributions for employee 
,benefits and longevity compensation, :a.s a.u
thor.ized 1by law, $4,750,000. 

For "Agency ContrLbutions and Longevity 
Oompensa.tion" for .the period July 1, 1976, 
through September 30, 1976, $1,200,000. 
(18) OFFICE OF THE LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL OF 

.THE SENATE 

For salaries and expenses of the office of 
the Legislative Counsel of the Senate, $584,-
110. 

For "Office of the Legislative Counsel of 
the Senate" for the period July 1, 1976, 
through September 30, 1976, $147,000. 

(19) CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SENATE 

(20) SENATE POLICY COMMITTEES 

For salaries and expenses of the Majority 
Policy Committee and the Minor! ty Polley 
Committee, $369,055 for each such commit
tee; in all, $738,110. 

For "Senate Policy Committee", $92,500 for 
each such committee; in all, for the period 
July 1, 1976 through September 30, 1976, 
$185,000. 

( '21) AUTOMOBILES AND MAINTENANCE 

For purchase, lease, exchange, mainte
nance, and operation of vehicles, one for the 
Vice President, one for the President pro
tempore, one for the Majority Leader, one for 
the Minority Leader, one for the Majority 
Whip, one for the Minority Whip, for carry
ing the mails, and for official use of the 
offices of the Secretary and Sergeant a.t Arms, 
$40,000. 

For "Automobiles and Maintenance", for 
purchase, lease, exchange, maintenance, and 
operation of vehicles, one for the Vice Presi
dent, one for the President pro tempore, one 
for the Majority Leader, one for the Mi
nority Leader, one for the Majority Whip, one 
for the Minority Whip, for carying the mails, 
and for official use of the offices of the Sec
retary and Sergeant at Arms for the period 
July 1, 1976 through September 30, 1976, 
$10,000. 

(22) INQUmiES AND INVESTIGATIONS 

For expenses of inquiries and investiga
tions orde·red by the Senate, or conducted 
pursuant to section 134(a) of Public Law 
601, Seventy-ninth Congress, as amended, in
cluding $570,180 for the Committee on Ap
propriations, to be available also for the 
purposes mentioned in Senate Resolution 
Numbered 193, agreed to October 14, 1943, 
and Senate Resolution Numbered 140, agreed 
to May 14, 1975, $17,654,500. 

For "Inquiries and Investigations", includ
ing $143,000 for the Committee on Appro
priations, to be available also for the pur
poses mentioned in ,Senate Resolution Num-

bered 193, agreed to October 14, 1943, and 
Senate Resolution Numbered 140, agreed to 
May 14, 1975, for the period July 1, 1976, 
through September 30, 1976, $4,415,000. 

( 23) FOLDING DOCUMENTS 

For the employment of personnel for fold
ing speeches and pamphlets at a gross rate 
of not exceeding $3.88 per hour per person, 
$86,575. 

For "Folding Documents", for the employ
ment of personnel for folding speeches and 
pamphlets at a gross rate of not exceeding 
$3.88 per hour per person, for the period 
July 1, 1976, through September 30, 1976, 
$40,000. 

( 24) MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS 

For miscellaneous items, $14,184,000. 
For "Miscellaneous Items" for the period 

July 1, 1976, through September 30 1976, 
$3,550,000. -

(25) POSTAGE STAMPS 

For postage stamps for the offices of the 
Secretaries for the Majority and Minority, 
$320; Chaplain, $100; and for air mail and 
special delivery stamps for the office of the 
Secretary, $610; office of the Sergeant at 
Arms, $240; and the President of the Sen
ate, as authorized by law, $1,215; in all, 
$2,485. 

For "Postage Stamps", for the offices of 
the Secretaries for the Majority and Minor
tty, $80; Chaplain $25; and for air mail and 
special delivery stamps for the office of the 
Secretary, $155; office of the Sergeant at 
Arms, $60; and the President of the Senate, 
as authorized by law, $305; in all, for the 
period July 1, 1976, through September 30, 
1976, $625. 

(26) STATIONERY (REVOLVING FUND) 

For stationery for the President of the 
Senate, $4,500, and for committees and of
ficers of the Sena,te, $24,750; in all $29,250. 

For "Stationery (Revolving Fund)", for 
the President of the Senate, $1,125, and for 
committees and officers of the Senate, $6,200; 
in all, for the period July 1, 1976, through 
September 30, 1976, $7,325. 

(27) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS 

(28)8Ec. 101. For the .purpose of ca,rrying out 
his duties, the S·ecretary of the Senate is 
authorized to incur officia:l travel expenses 
but such expenditures shall not exceed $5,000 
during any fiscal year. The Secretary of the 
Senate is authorized to advance, in his dis
cretion, to any design~ted employee under 
his jurisdiction, such sums as may be neces
sary, not exceeding $1,000, to defray official 
travel expenses in assisting the Secretary in 
carrying out his duties. Any such employee 
shall, 'as soon as practicable, furnish to the 
Secretary a detalled voucher for such ex
penses incurred and make settlement with 
respect to any amount so advanced. Pay
ments to carry out the provisions of this 
paragra~ph shall be made from funds included 
in the appropriation "Miscellaneous Items" 
under the heading "Contingent Expenses of 
the Senate" upon vouchers approved by the 
Secretary of the Sen-ate. 
(29)SEc. 102. Effective July 1, 1975, the first 
sentence of section 105(d) (1) (A) of the 
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1968, 
as amended and modlfied, is amended to 
read as follows: "The aggregate of gross com
pensation paid employees in the office of a 
Senato·r shall not exceed during each calen
dar yea,r the following: 

"$392,298 if the population of his State is 
less than 2,000,000; 

"$404,076 if such population is 2,000,000 
but less than 3,000,000; 

"$432,464 if such population is 3,000,000 
but 1ess than 4,000,000; 

"$469,006 tf such population ts 4,000,000 
but less than 5,000,000; 

"$498,904 1f such population is 5,000,000 
but less than 7,000,000; 

"$530,312 if such popula.tton is 7,000,000 
but less than 9,000,000; 

"$564,438 if such population is 9,000,000 
but less than 10,000,000; 

"$590,712 if such popul·atlon is 10,000,000 
~but less than 11,000,000; 

"$625,140 if such population is 11,000,000 
but less than 12,000,000; 

"$651,414 if such population is 12,000,000 
but less than 13,000,000; 

"·$684,936 if such population is 13,000,000 
but less than 15,000,000; 

"$718,458 if such population 1s 15,000,000 
but less than 17 ,000,000; 

"$751,980 if such population is 17,000,000 
but less than 19,000,000; 

"$777,050 if such population 1s 19,000,000 
but less than 21,000,000; 

"$802,120 if such population 1s 21,000,000 
or more." 
(30) SEc. 103. Section 506 of the Supple
mental Appropriations Act, 1973 (2 U.S.O. 
58), is amended-

( 1) by striking out "actual transportation 
expenses incurred by employees" in subsec
tion (a) (8) and inserting in lieu thereof 
"travel expenses incurred by employees"; and 

(2) by striking out subsection (e) and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: 

" (e) In accordance with regulations pre
scribed by the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration, an employee in a Senator's office 
including employees authorized by Senate 
Resolution 60, 94th Congress, agreed to June 
12, 1975, and section 108 of this title shall be 
reimbursed under this section for per diem 
and actual transportation expenses incurred, 
or actual travel expenses i'ncurred, only for 
round trips made by the employee on official 
business by the nearest usual route between 
Washington, District of Columbia, and the 
home State of the Senator involved, and in 
traveling within the State (other than trans
portation expenses incurred by an employee 
assigned to a Senator's office within that 
State ( 1) while traveling in the general vi
cinity of such office, (2) pursuant to a change 
of assignment within such State, or (3) in 
commuting between home and office) . How
ever, an employee shall not be reimbursed 
tor any per diem expenses or actual travel ex
penses (other than actual transportation ex
penses) for any travel occurring during the 
sixty days immediately before the date of 
any primary or general election (whether 
regular, special, or runoff) in which the Sena
tor, tn whose office the employee 1s employert, 
is a candidate for public office, unless his 
candidacy in such election is uncontested. 
Reimbursement of per diem and actual travel 
expenses shall not exceed the rates estab
lished in accordance with the seventh para
graph under the heading 'Administrative 
Provisions' in the Senate appropriation in the 
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1957 
(2 U.S.C. 68b). No payment shall be made 
under this section to or on behalf of a newly 
appointed employee to travel to hts place of 
employment. This section shall be effective 
July 1, 1975.". 
{31) SEc. 104. Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, the Committee on Govern
ment Operations 1s authorized, during fiscal 
year 1976, and the transition period, July 1, 
1976, through September 30, 1976, to employ 
one additional professional staff member at a 
per annum rate not to exceed the rate for 
one of the four professional staff members re
ferred to tn section 105{e) {8) {A) of the 
Legislative Branch Appropriations Act, 1968, 
as amended and modified. 
{32)SEc. 105. The Secretary of the Senate, 
the Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the 
Senate, and the Legislative Counsel of the 
Senate shall each be paid at an annual rate 
of compensation of $40,000. The Secretary 
for the Majority (other tha.n the incumbent 
holding office on July 1, 1975) and the Sec
retary for the Minority shall each be paid 
at an annual rate of compensation of $39,500. 
The Secretary for the Majortty {as long as 
that position is occupied by such incumbent) 
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may be paid at a maximum annual rate 
of compensation not to exceed $39,500. The 
!four Senior Counsels in the Office of the 
Legislative Counsel of the Senate shall each 
be paid at an annual rate of compensation 
of $39,000. The Assistant Secretary of the 
Senate, the Parllamentarian, and the Finan
cial Clerk may each be paid at a maximum 
annual rate of compensation not to exceed 
$39,000. The Administrative Assistant in the 
Office of the Majority Leader and the Ad
ministrative Assist ant in the Office of the 
Minority Leader may each be paid at a maxi
mum annual rate of compensation not to 
exceed $38,000. The Assistant Secretary for 
the Majority and the Assistant Secretary for 
the Minority may each be paid at a maximum 
annual rate of compensation not to exceed 
$37,500. The Administrat ive Assistant in the 
Office of the Majority Whip and the Admin
istrative Assistant in the Office of the Minor
ity Whip may each be paid at a maximum 
annual rate of compensation not to exceed 
$37,000. The Legislative Assistant in the Office 
of the Majority Leader, and the Legislative 
Assistant in the Office of the Minority 
Leader, the Assistant to the Majority and 
the Assistant to the Minority in the Office 
of the Secretary of the Senat e may each be 
paid a maximum annual rate of compensa
tion not to exceed $36,500. The two com
mittee employees referred to in clause (A), 
and the three committee employees referred 
to in clause (B), of section 105(e) (3) of the 
Legislative Branch Appropriations Act, 1968, 
as amended and modified, whose salaries are 
appropriated under the heading "Salaries, 
Officers and Employees" for "Committee Em
ployees" for the Senate during any fiscal 
year, may each be paid at a maximum an
nual r ate of compensation not to exceed 
$38,000, except that the Committee on Com
merce is authorized to pay two employees, 
in addition to the two employees referred 
to in clause (A) of such section, at such 
maximum annual rate of compensation dur
ing the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, and 
the transition period ending September 30, 
1976. The two committee employees, other 
than joint committee employees, referred 
to in clause (A) of section 105(e) (3) of such 
Act whose salaries are not appropriated 
under such heading may each be paid at 
a maximum annual rate of compensation 
not to exceed $37,500, except that the two 
employees of the majority policy committee 
and the two employees of the minority policy 
committee referred to in clause (A) of sec
tion 105 (e) (3) of such Act may each be paid 
at a maximum annual rate of compensation 
not t o exceed $38,000. The one employee in 
a Senator's office referred to in section 105(d) 
(2) (11) of such Act may be paid at a maxi
mum annual rate of compensation not to 
exceed $38,000. Any officer or employee whose 
pay is subject to the maximum limitation 
referred to in section 105(f) of such Act may 
be paid at a maximum annual rate of com
pensation not to exceed $38,000. This section 
does not supersede (1) any provision of an 
order of the President pro tempore of the 
Senate authorizing a higher rate of compen
sation, and (2) any authority of the President 
pro tempore to adjust rates of compensation 
or limitations referred to in this paragraph 
under section 4 of the Federal Pay Compara
bility Act of 1970. This section is effective 
July 1, 1975. 
(33) SEc. 106. (a) section 3 under the head
ing "Administrative Provisions" in the ap
propriation for the Senate in the Legislative 
Branch Anprooriations Act, 1975, is amended 
by inserting " ( 1) " immediately before the 
text of subsection (c) and by adding im
mediately below subsection (c) the flol
lowing: 

"(2) The aggregate amount that may be 
paid for the acquisition of furniture, equip
ment, and other office furnishlings heretofore 

provided by the Administrator of General 
Services for one or more offices secured for 
the Senator 1s $20,500 if the aggregate square 
feet of office space is not in excess of 4,800 
square feet. Such amount is increased by 
$500 for each authorized additional incre
men tal increase in office space of 200 square 
feet." 

(b) The amendment made by subsection 
(a) of this section is effective on and after 
July 1, 1975. 
(34) SEc. 107. Section 3 under the heading 
"Administrative Provisions" in the appropria
tion for the Senate in the Legislative Branch 
Appropriations Act, 1975, is amended by in
serting "(1)" immediately before the text of 
subsection (a) and by adding immediately 
below subsection (a) the following: 

"(2) The Senator may lease, on behalf of 
the United States Senate, the office space so 
secured for a term not in excess of one year. 
A copy of each such lease shall be furnished 
to the Sergeant at Arms. Nothing in this 
paragraph shall be construed to require the 
Sergeant at Arms to enter into or execute 
any lease for or on behalf of a Senator.". 
(35) SEc. 108. (a) Pursuant to section 2 of 
Senate Resolution 60, 94th Congress, agreed 
to June 12, 1975, and subject to the require
ments of this section, each Senator serving 
on a committee is authorized to hire staff 
for the purpose of assisting him in connec
tion with his membership on one or more 
committees on which he serves as follows: 

( 1) A Senator serving on one or more 
standing committees named in paragraph 2 
of Rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate shall receive, for each such commit
tee as he designat es, up to a maximum of two 
such committees, an amount equal to the 
amount referred to in section 105(e) (1) of 
the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 
1968, as amended and modified. 

(2) A Senator serving on one or more 
standing committees named in paragraph 3 
of Rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the 
Senate or, in the case of a Senator serving 
on more than two committees named in 
paragraph 2 of that Rule but on none of the 
committees named in paragraph 3 of that 
Rule; select and special committees of the 
Senate; and joint committees of the Con
gress shall receive for one of such committees 
which he designates, an amount equal to the 
amount referred to in section 105(e) (1) of 
the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 
1968, as amended and modified. 

(b) (1) Each of the amounts referred to 
in subsection (a) (1) shall be reduced, in the 
case of a Senator who is-

(A) the chairman or ranking minor! ty 
member of any of the two committees desig
nated by the Senator under subsection (a) 
(1); 

(B) the chairman or ranking minority 
member of any subcommittee of either ot 
such committees that receives funding to 
employ staff assistance separately from the 
funding authority for staff of the commit
tee; or 

(C) authorized by the committee, a sub
committee thereof, or the chairman of the 
committee or subcommittee, as appropriate, 
to recommend or approve the appointment 
to the staff of such committee or subcommit
tee of one or more individuals for the pur
pose of assisting such Senator in his duties 
as a member of such committee or subcom
mittee, 
by an amount equal to the aggregate an
nual gross rates of compensation of all staff 
employees of that committee or subcommit
tee (1) whose appointment is made, ap~ 
proved, or recommended and (11) whose con~ 
tinued employment is not disapproved by 
such Senator if such employees are employed 
for the purpose of assisting such Senator in 
his duties as chairman, ranking minority 
member, or member of such committee ot 
subcommittee thereof as the case may be, or 

to the amount referred to in section 105(e) 
( 1) of such Act, whichever is less. 

(2) The amount referred to in subsection 
(a) (2) shall be reduced in the case of any 
Senator by an amo'\Ult equal to the aggregate 
annual gross rates of compensation of all 
staff employees (i) whose appointment to the 
staff of any committee referred to in sub
section (a) (2), or subcommittee thereof, is 
made, approved, or recommended and (ll) 
whose continued employment is not disap
proved by such Senator if such employees 
are employed for the purpose of assisting 
such Senator in his duties as chairman, rank
ing minority member, or member of such 
committee or subcommittee thereof as the 
case may be, or an amount equal to the 
amount referred to in section 105(e) (1) of 
such Act, whichever is less. 

(c) An employee appointed under this sec
tion shall be designated as such and certified 
by the senator who appoints him to the 
chairmen and ranking minority members of 
the appropriate committee or committees as 
designated by such Senator and shall be ac
corded all privileges of a professional staff 
member (whether permanent or investiga
tory) of such committee or committees in
cluding access to all committee sessions and 
files, except that any such committee may 
restrict access to its sessions to one staff 
member per Senator at a time and require, 
if classified material is being handled or 
discussed, that any staff member possess the 
appropriate security clearance before being 
allowed access to such material or to dis
cussion of it. 

(d) An employee appointed under this sec
tion shall not receive compensation in ex
cess of that provided for an employee under 
section 105(e) (1) of the Legislative Branch 
Appropriations Act, 1968, as amended and 
modified. 

(e) The aggregate of payments of gross 
compensation made to employees under this 
section during each fiscal year shall not ex
ceed at any time during such fiscal year one
twelfth of the total amount to which the 
Senator is entitled under this section (after 
application of the reductions required under 
subsection (b)) multiplied by the number 
of months (counting a fraction of a month 
as a month) elapsing !rom the first month 
in that fiscal year in which the senator holds 
the office of Senator through the end of the 
current month for which the payment of 
gross compensation is to be made. In any 
fiscal year in which a Senator does not hold 
the office of Senator at least part of each 
month of that year, the aggregate amount 
available for gross compensation of employ
ees under this section shall be the total 
amount to which the Senator is entitled 
under this section (after application of the 
reductions required under subsection (b) ) 
divided by 12, and multiplled by the num
ber of months the Senator holds such office 
during that fiscal year, counting any frac
tion of a month as a full month. 

(f) This section is effective on 1Uld after 
July 1, 1975. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR: CASEY 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CASEY moves that the House recede 

!rom its disagreement to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 1 through 35 inclu
sive and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

Senate amendment No. 50: Page 43, line 23 
insert: ": Provided, That not to exceed 
$435,000 of the funds remaining unobligated 
as of June 30, 1975, shall be merged with and 
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also be available for the general purposes of 
this .appropriation. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CASEY 
Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CASEY moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 50 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 58: Page 48, line 8, 

insert: "and the Legislative Branch Appro
priations Subcommittees of the House and 
Senate,". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CASEY 
Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CASEY moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment . of 
the Senate numbered 58 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate Amendment No. 59: Pa.ge 49, line 1, 

insert: 
"SENATE OFFICE BUILDINGS 

"For maintenance, miscellaneous items 
and supplies, including furniture, furnish
ings, and equipment, and for labor and mate
rial incident thereto, and repairs thereof; 
for purchase of waterproof wearing apparel, 
and for personal and other services; for the 
care and operation of the Senate Office Build
ing; including the subway and subway trans
portation systems connecting the Senate 
Office Buildings with •the Capitol; uniforms 
or allowances therefor e.s authorized by law 
(5 u.s.a. 5901-5902), prevention and eradica
tion of insect and other pests without re
gard to section 3709 of the Revised Statutes 
e.s amended; to be expended under the con
trol and supervision of the Architect of the 
Capitol in all $8,000,000, of which not to 
exceed $783,600 shall be available for expendi
tures without regard to Section 3709 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended, and shall re
main available until expended for consulting 
services, design, testing, evaluation, and pro
curement of office furniture, furnishings, and 
equipment under a pilot program devised to 
provide guidelines and criteria for future 
procurements for such items for the Senate 
Office Buildings Complex: Provided, That 
the second proviso under the head 'Senate 
Office Buildings' contained in the Legislative 
Branch Appropriation Act, 1972 (85 Stat. 138) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof, 
before ·the colon, the words 'and, in fixing 
the compensation of such personnel, the 
compensation of four positions hereafter to 
be designated as Director of Food Service, 
Assistant Director of Food Service, Manager 
(special functions), and Administrative 
Officer shall be fixed by ·the Architect of the 
Capitol without regard to Chapter 51 and 
Subchapter III and IV of Chapter 53 of title 
5, United States Code, and shall thereafter 
be adjusted in accordance with 5 u.s.a. 
5307'. 

"Not to exceed $225,000 of the unobliga.ted 
balance of the appropriation under this head 
for the fiscal year 1975 is hereby continued 
available until June 30, 1976. 

"For 'Senate office buildings' for the pe
riod July 1, 1976, through September 30, 
1976, $2,050,000." 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CASEY 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo
tion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 

Mr. CASEY moves that the House recede 
from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 59 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 60: Page 50, line 

14, insert: 
"CONSTRUCTION OF AN EXTENSION TO THE NEW 

SENATE OFFICE BUILDING 
"No part of the funds appropriated for 

"Construction of an Extension to the New 
Senate Office Building" shall be obligated or 
expended for construction, either on, above, 
or below street level, of any additional pe
destrtan entrances to the Dirksen Sena.te Of
fice Building on the side of such building 
that faces First Street Northeast, or for con
struction of additional underground pedes
·trian walkways extending from the Dirksen 
Building through the Russell Building, or 
for construction of any restaurants or shops 
on the first floor of the Dirksen Building." 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CASEY 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CAsEY moves that the House recede 

from tits disagreement to the amendment of 
the Se:nate numbered 60 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 61: Page 51, line 1, 

insert: 
"SENATE GARAGE 

"For maintenance, repairs, alterations, per
sonal and other services, and all other neces
sary expe.nses, $olJ27,300. 

"For 'Senate garage' for the period July 1, 
1976, through September 30, 1976, $34,000." 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CASEY 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CASEY moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 61 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 65: Page 53, line 4, 

insert: 
"ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISION 

"SEc. 501. (a) Whenever-
" (1) the law of any State provides for the 

collection of an income tax by imposing upon 
employers generally the duty of withholding 
sums from the compensation of employees 
and remitting such sums to the authorities 
of such State; and 

"(2) such duty to withhold is imposed 
generally with respect to the compensation 
of employees who are residents of such 
State; 
then the Architect of the Capitol is author
ized, in accordance with the provisions of 
this section, to enter into an agreement with 
the appropriate official of that State to pro
vide for the withholding and remittance of 
sums for individuals-

"(A) employed by the Office of the Archi
tect of the Capitol, the United States Botanic 
Garden, or the Senate Restaurant; and 

"(B) who request the Architect to make 
such withholdings for remittance to that 
State. 

"(b) Any agreement entered into under 
subsection (a) of this section shall not re
quire the Architect to remit such sums more 
often than once each calendar quarter. 

" (c) ( 1) An individual employed by the 
Office of the Architect of the Capitol, the 
United States Botanic Garden, or the Senate 
Restaurant may request the Architect to 
withhold sums from his pay for ren::Uttance 
to the appropriate authorities of the State 
that he designates. Amounts of withholdings 
shall be made in accordance with those pro
visions of the law of that State which apply 
generally to withholding by employers. 

"(2) An individual may have in effect at 
any time only one request for withholdings, 
and he may not have more than two such 
requests in effect with respect to different 
States during any one calendar year. There
quest for withholdings is effective on the 
first day of the first pay period commencing 
on or after the day on which the request is 
received in the Office of the Architect, the 
Botanic Garden Office, or the Senate Restau
rant Accounting Office except that-

"(A) when the Architect first enters into 
an agreement with a State, a request for 
withholdings shall be effective on such date 
as the Architect may determine; and 

"(B) when an individual first receives an 
appointment, the request shall be effective 
on the day of appointment, if the individual 
makes the request at the time of appoint
ment. 

"(3) An individual may change the State 
designated by him for the purposes of hav
ing withholdings made and request that the 
withholdings be remitted in accordance with 
such change, and he may also revoke his re
quest for withholdings. Any change in the 
State designated or revocation is effective on 
the first day of the first pay period commenc
ing on or after the day on which the request 
for change or the revocation is received in 
the appropriate office. 

" ( 4) The Architect is authorized to issue 
rules and regulations he considers appropri
ate in carrying out this subsection. 

"(d) The Architect may enter into agree
ments under subsection (a) of this section at 
such time or times as he considers appro
priate. 

"(e) This section imposes no duty, burden, 
or requirement upon the United States, or 
any officer or employee of the United States, 
except as specifically provided in this section. 
Nothing in this section shall be deemed to 
consent to the application of any provision 
of law which has the effect of subjecting the 
United States, or any officer or employee of 
the United States to any penalty or liabllity 
by reason of the provisions of this section. 

"(f) For the purposes of this section 
'State' means any of the States of the United 
States." 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CASEY 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo
tion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CASEY moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 65 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 73: Page 58, line 4, 

insert: 
"NATIONAL COMMISSION ON NEW TECHNO

LOGICAL USES OF COPYRIGHTED WORKS 

"SALARIES AND EXPENSES 
"For necessary expenses of the National 

Commission on New Technological Uses of 
Copyrighted Works, $337,000. 

"For 'Salaries and Expenses' for the period 
July 1, 1976, through September 30, 1976, 
$114,000." 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CASEY 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo
tion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
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Mr. CASEY moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 73 and concur there
ln. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 87: Page 65, line 

1, insert: 
"SEc. 708. Funds available to the Library 

ot Congress may be expended to purchase, 
lease, maintain, and otherwise acquire auto
matic data processing equipment without 
regard to the provision Qf 40 U.S.C. 759." 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CASEY 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a mo
tion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CAsEY moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 87 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re

port the next amendment in disagree· 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 101: Page 74, line 

15, strike out: "Committee on Approprl· 
ations" and insert: "Secretary". 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CASEY 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 
. The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CAsEY moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 101 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re· 

port the next amendment in disagree· 
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 103: Page 75, line 

19, insert: 
"SEc. 1106. Section 106 of the Legislative 

Branch Appropriation Act, 1975 is repealed." 
MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CASEY 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CASEY moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 103 and concur 
therein. -

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 105: Page 75, line 

23, insert: 
"SEc. 1108. Section 638a of title 31 of the 

United States Code shall hereafter not be 
construed as applying to the purchase, 
maintenance, and repair of passenger motor 
vehicles by the United States Capitol Pollee." 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CASEY 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CASEY moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 105 and concur 
therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 106: Page 76, line 

3, insert: 

"SEc. 1109. No part of any appropriation 
contained in this Act shall remain avaJ.lable 
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year 
unless expressly so provided herein, except 
as provided in section 204 of the Supple
mental Appropriation Act, 1975 (Public Law 
93-554) ." 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CASEY 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CASEY moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 106 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 107: Page 76, line 

S,insert: 
"SEc. 1110. Notwithstanding any other pro

visions of law, none of the funds in this 
Act shall be used to pay ages of the Senate 
and House of Representatives at a gross an
nual maximum rate of compensation in ex
cess of that in effect on June 30, 1975." 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CASEY 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CASEY moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 107 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to . 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report. 

the last amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 108: Page 76, line 

13, insert: 
"SEc. 1111. The Architect of the Capitol 

shall study and submit his recommendations 
to the Congress within 3 months, a plan to 
reduce by at least 50 percent the number 
of persons operating automatic elevators 
within the Capitol complex." 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. CASEY 
Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. CASEY moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 108 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider the votes by 

which action was taken on the several 
motions was laid on the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that all Members may have 
5 legislative days in which to extend their 
remarks on the subject of the conference 
report <H.R. 6950) and that I be per
mitted to revise and extend my own re
marks and include a tabulation and ex
traneous material. 

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

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was communi
cated to the House by Mr. Marks, one 
of his secretaries. 

COMMUNICATION FROM THE 
CLERK OF THE HOUSE 

The Speaker laid before the House the 
following communication from the Clerk 
of the House of Representatives: 

Hon. CARL ALBERT, 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
July 21, 1975. 

The Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER; I have the honor to 
transmit herewith a sealed envelope from the 
White House, received in the Clerk's Office 
at 4:05 P.M. on Monday, July 21, 1975, and 
said to conta.in H.R. 4035, An Act to provide 
for more effective congll'essional review of 
proposals to exempt petroleum products 
from the Emergency Petroleum Allocation 
Act of 1973 and certain proposed adminis
trative actions which permit increases in 
the price of domestic crude oil; and to pro
vide for an interim extension of certain ex
plrtng energy authorities, and a veto mes
sage thereon. 

With kind regards, I am, 
Sincerely, 

W. PAT JENNINGS, 
By W. RAYMOND COLLEY, 

Clerk, House of Representatives. 

PETROLEUM PRICE REVIEW ACT
VETO MESSAGE FROM THE PRES
IDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 
(H. DOC. NO. 94-218) 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following veto message from the 
President of the United States: 

To the House of Representatives: 
I am returning without my approval 

H.R. 4035, the Petroleum Price Review 
Act, because it would increase petroleum 
consumption, cut domestic production, 
increase reliance on insecure petroleum 
imports and avoid the issue of phasing 
out unwieldy price controls. 

H.R. 4035 would go counter to the 
Nation's need to conserve energy andre
duce dependence on imported oil. It 
would increase petroleum imports by 
about 350,000 barrels per day in 1977, 
compared to import levels under my 
phased decontrol plan. It would even in
crease imports by about 70,000 barrels 
per day over continuation of the current 
system of mandatory controls through 
1977. 

The provisions in this bill to roll back 
the price of domestic oil not now con
trolled, to repeal the "stripper well" 
exemption from price controls and to 
establish a three-tier price system which 
would require even more complex regu
lations would be counterproductive to 
the achievement of energy independence. 

The bill does contain an Administra
tion requested provision which would 
continue the coal conversion program 
through December 31st. Since coal con
version authorities authorized last year 
in the Energy Supply and Environmental 
Coordination Act expired June 30th, I 
urge rapid enactment of a simple one 
year extension of these authorities. 

Last Wednesday, July 16, I submitted 
to Congress a compromise plan to phase 
out price controls on crude oil over a 
thirty-month period. Coupled with ad
ministratively imposed import fees, this 
plan will reduce the Nation's imports by 
900,000 barrels per day by 1977. It will 
reduce our vulnerability to another em-
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bargo by adding slightly over one cent 
per gallon to the price of all petroleum 
products by the end of 1975 and seven 
cents by 1978. 

If Congress acts on this compromise 
and on other Administration proposed 
energy taxes, including the "windfall 
profits" tax and energy tax rebates to 
consumers, the burden of decontrol will 
be shared fairly, and our economic re
covery will continue. 

I veto H.R. 4035, because it increases 
our vulnerability to unreliable sources 
of crude oil and does not deal with the 
need to phase-out rigid price and allo
cation controls enacted during the em
bargo. I urge Congress not to disapprove 
my administrative plan of gradual de
control. If it is accepted, I will accept a 
simple extension of price and allocation 
authorities. If decontrol is not accepted, 
I will have no choice but to veto the 
simple six-month extension of these 
authorities now being considered by 
Congress. 

For too long, the Nation has been 
without an energy policy, and I cannot 
approve a drift into greater energy 
dependence. · 

GERALD R. FORD. 
THE WHITE HousE, July 21, 1975. 

The SPEAKER. The objections of the 
President will be spread at large upon 
the Journal and the message and bill will 
be printed as a House document. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that further consid
eration of the veto message from the 
President and the bill H.R. 4035 be post
poned until Thursday, July 24, 1975. 

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

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the report 
of the committee of conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the House to the bill 
(S. 555) entitled "An act to amend the 
Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop
ment Act.'' 

DISAPPROVING PROPOSED AMEND
MENT BY THE PRESIDENT TO RE
MOVE EXISTING PRICE CONTROLS 
RELATING TO CRUDE OIL 
Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, by direction 

of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 613 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. REs. 613 
Resolved, That immediately upon the 

adoption of this resolution the House shaH 
resolve itself into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
the consideration of H. Res. 605. At the con
clusion of general debate, which shall be 
confined to the resolution and shall continue 
not to exceed two hours, to be equally 
divided and controlled by the chairman 
and ranking minority member of the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-

merce, the Committee shall rise and report 
the resolution to the House, and the previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the resolution to its adoption or rejection. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
California is recognized for one hour. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 min
utes to the distinguished gentleman from 
Illinois <Mr. ANDERSON) pending which 
I yield myself such time as I may con
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 613 
provides for a rule with 2 hours of gen
eral debate on House Resolution 605, a 
bill disapproving the President's decon
trol program which was submitted to the 
House on July 16, 1975. 

Under the terms of the Emergency Pe
troleum AHoca.tion Act, either House has 
5 legislative days to adopt a resolution 
of disapproval of a Presidential plan. Be
cause the President's plan was submitted 
to the House last Wednesday, and the 
time began running last Thursday, this 
resolution must be adopted no later than 
tomorrow, Wednesday July 23. · 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of 
House Resolution 613, in order that we 
may discuss and debate House Resolu
tion 605. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, normally I am not op
posed to the adoption of rules which 
make it possible for Members of the full 
House to work their will on particular 
legislation. However, in this instance I 
am opposed to the adoption of House 
Resolution 613, which makes in order, as 
the gentleman from California has said, 
House Resolution 605. 

I express that opposition for the rea
son that if we adopt the rule, the reso
lution that is now before us, we are 
making it possible, in effect, for the 
House Committe·e on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce to escape what I 
think was its minimal responsibility of 
holding some kind of a hearing, however 
brief. And I express the fact that, in 
view of the 5-day period involved in the 
congressional approval or disapproval of 
plans submitted under the Emergency 
Petroleum Allocation Act, one could 
make the argument that a full-blown 
hearing could not be scheduled. But 
surely, for the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce to have come 
before us, as they did the other day, 
and suggest that they could not even 
make the appearance of holding some 
kind of hearing on legislation as funda
mentally as important as that which we 
are dealing with in House Resolution 
605, they are casting upon the Com
mittee on Rules, in asking the Committee 
on Rules to discharge them !rom any 
further responsibility of House Resolu
tion 605, a burden of making a decision 
which is not ours. 

I want to say one further thing before 
yielding, and I have one request for time. 
I would give to the gentleman from Cali
fornia one further reason why the ·res
olution should be defeated and why we 
should adopt the decontrol proposal that 
has been submitted now by the Presi
dent. I say so for the reason that many 
Members labor, I believe, under the false 

belief that if the President's decontrol 
program, 30 months' decontrol of old on 
over a period of 30 months, is approved, 
that somehow the House of Representa
tives loses control over this very impor
tant question of what to do about energy 
and specifically of what to do about the 
price of old oil. Nothing could be further 
from the truth. I point out that under 
the provisions of the Emergency Petro
leum Allocation Aot, section 4(G) (2), 
the provision says: 

The ·Bresident may prescribe an amend
ment to the regul•ation, under subsection A, 
exempting such on or product from such 
regulation for a period of not more than 90 
days. 

In other words, even though this is a 
30-month decontrol plan, if the Emer
gency Petroleum Allocation Act is ex
tended, as I think it should be, on some 
basis, the President is going to have to 
come back to the Congress every 90 days 
to seek the affirmation and the approval 
of this body or of the Congress for a con
tinuation of that proposed decontrol of 
old oil. 

We do not lose control of the question. 
We do not forfeit our responsibility or 
abdicate our responsibility by allowing 
the President's decontrol program to go 
into effect. Nothing could be further from 
the truth. The President, in the veto mes
sage that was just read-and I hope the 
Members were listening carefully to the 
penultimate paragraph of that mes
sage--said: 

I urge Congress not to disapprove my ad
ministrative plan of decontrol. If it 1s ac
cepted, I wlll accept a simple extension of 
price allocation and authority. 

And I think the President's word is 
good, that if we will accept this decon
trol plan, he will in turn accept an exten
sion over the period of the recess and 
for 60 days beyond that so that we can 
go ahead and together work out a com
promise. There is a place for compromise. 
Today's editorial in the New York Times 
said the aim must now be to enact the 
best compromise that can be achieved. 
An editorial from July 21 in the Wash
ington Post said the situation cries out 
for compromise. 

Here I think we have a basis for com
promise. Accept the decontrol plan, ac
cept and work out with the President an 
extension of the Emergency Allocation 
Act. 

As the gentleman from Ohio very 
wisely pointed out in his "Dear Col
league" letter .of July 21, pass over the 
pricing provisions of title III of H.R. 
7014. 

And then together that committee, the 
committee of the gentleman from Colo
rado <Mr. WIRTH), can work out together 
with the Committee on Ways and Means 
a sensible windfall profits tax and a re
bate plan for the hard-pressed con
sumers, and then that will allow us to 
move on, as the country wants us to, in 
trying to work out a program that will 
give us more energy and, I think, protect 
us from the kind of OPEC blackmail all 
of us want to avoid. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of lllinois. I yield to 
the gentleman from Colorado. 
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Mr. WffiTH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 

gentleman for yielding. 
I think it is important at this point to 

be sure the record is set straight in rela
tionship to hearings that were held on 
the President's proposal for decontrol. 

As the gentleman knows, the Subcom
mittee on Energy and Power has been 
considering the pricing issue for the last 
6 months and has held very, very exten
sive hearings on the subject of pricing 
relating to both old oil and new oil. 

Second, when the President sent up 
his message, we did hold hearings, and 
we heard from Mr. Zarb and Mr. Zaus
ner a week ago Monday in hearings which 
I was privileged to chair. So we did hear 
from the administration on that front. 

We have also heard from any number 
of other witnesses on the impact of the 
decontrol proposal. 

Third, there has been an extensive 
analysis done by the committee staff on 
this subject, and that is available to all 
Members. 

Finally, I will agree with the gentleman 
that we are moving toward a compro
mise. I think we will get into some dis
cussion of that when we discuss the 
President's proposal. I think many of us 
feel we may be approaching that point, 
but we are still in the situation of having 
two extremes, and we do not want to go 
to the one extreme as represented by the 
President's proposal. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, let me suggest, also for the 
benefit of the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN), who has been a very hardwork
ing member of the Subcommittee on En
ergy and Power, that I am fully aware 
of and appreciative of the efforts over a 
period of 5¥2 or 6 months that subcom
mittee has made in trying to work out an 
energy bill, and indeed we have seen the 
wisdom of that subcommittee which, by 
a vote of 2 to 1 or 10 to 5, accepted the 
proposal which is now before us in the 
form of an amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. KRUEGER). 

Had the full committee accepted the 
wisdom of the gentleman's subcommit
tee and accepted that proposal rather 
than having by a razor-thin margin of 
one vote insisted on substituting the so
called Eckhardt proposal, I think we 
would be much further along the road to 
a reasonable, sensible compromise with 
the administration on this whole ques
tion than we are at this moment. 

But I repeat that the committee did 
not--at least this is what we were told 
by the very distinguished chairman, my 
good friend, the gentleman from West 
Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS) -hold any hear
ings on House Resolution 605, which is 
the resolution that would be made in 
order once we adopt the rule. 

I am not suggesting that they have 
not considered the broad range of prob
lems that go with decontrol and the 
President's overall approach to the prob
lem in contradistinction to some of the 
approaches that the gentleman and other 
Members have urged. But I think I am 
quite correct in saying and in report
ing to the House that when the chair
man of the committee appeared before 
the Committee on Ruies, he in effect by 
this procedure asked us to discharge the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 

Commerce on this resolution and to re
port it out without hearings on the res
olution itself. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from Dlinois (Mr. ANDERSON) 
quite eloquently spells out why there 
ought to be a "no" vote on this rule, be
cause in fact there have been no hear
ings on this particular proposal. 

Now, I repeat that, and I would be glad 
to be challenged by any member of our 
committee. We have had no hearings on 
the President's decontrol plan that is 
before us today. 

We have had hearings on decontrol, 
sudden decontrol, immediate decontrol, 
and those hearings were designed to 
establish how wrong sudden decontrol is. 
We have had discussion of the President's 
plan for 25 months' decontrol which was 
submitted in the Federal Register for 
notice on the hearings but which was not 
proposed by the Congress. 

We have had studies made on 25 
months' decontrol; we have had studies 
made on immediate decontrol. We have 
had no economic studies that I am aware 
of made of the decontrol plan before us 
today. 

In short, the Congress has said that 
we do not want to even consider having 
hearings on this issue and try to get the 
facts. 

I know that there is a 5-day limitation 
under the Emergency Petroleum Alloca
tion Act for consideration of this meas
ure, but the fact that the Congress will 
not even have hearings on what is es
sentially a compromise proposal by the 
President speaks loudly to the American 
people. 

When the New York Times and the 
Washington Post criticized Congress for 
taking that closed-minded attitude, they 
were apparently correct. My friends and 
colleagues, I think it is a closed-minded 
attitude, and I will have to vote against 
the rule, of course. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. Yes, I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman says that we have had no 
hearings. How long have we known of 
the proposal of the President? 

Mr. ANDERSON of ffiinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I will yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) for the purpose 
of making, hopefully, a brief reply to the 
question of the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ECKHARDT). 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If the gentleman 
will yield, the proposal by the President 
has been before the House now for 4 
days. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. The gentleman 
knows, does he not, that under the pro
cedure of the House, we couid not have 
brought this to the fioor without its hav
ing become law before we couid possibly 
act, before we couid have hearings. The 
gentleman knows that. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If the gentle
man will yield so that I can respond to 
that, I have learned during this Congress 
that the caucus of the committee or the 

caucus of the majority can do in the 
Congress darn nearly anything it wants 
to do. 

It is my feeling that the proposal by 
a President of the United States, any 
President of the United States, ought to 
at least have the serious judgment of one 
of the committees of the Congress be
fore anything like this is brought to this 
body for consideration. 

I recommended to the Committee on 
Rules that if they wanted to grant a rule 
on this without insisting that the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce have the hearings, that they have 
the hearings, but the Committee on Rules 
said: "No, we do not want to have the 
hearings here. We will just submit it for 
disapproval and say that we are not 
interested in finding out what the facts 
are on this item." 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I would simply add to what 
has been said that a careful reading, 
I think, of the resolution itself will in
dicate, on page 2, that the plan was sub
mitted to the House on July 16, 1975, 
under a letter of such date, to the 
Speaker from the Administrator of FEA. 
The chronological sequence, then, of 
course, is that House Resolution 605 was 
introduced by the gentleman from West 
Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS) and, I think, six 
other members or seven or eight other 
members of the committee the next day, 
the 17th of July. Then, of course, on the 
18th of July we had introduced the reso
lution that is now before us, House Reso
lution 613. 

I just want to say again that I hope 
I can reasseverate the point that the 
Members, in not taking action on this 
disapproval resolution, in voting down 
the rule, are not depriving themselves 
of the opportunity to continue to exer
cise their proper responsibility and juris
diction over this important question, be
cause if we can get this out of the way 
and extend the Emergency Petroleum 
Allocation Act, the President is bound 
to come back every 90 days to the Con
gress for approval of that decontrol 
program. 

If this is not working and if some
body comes back with a better plan in 
the meantime, certainly this Congress 
ought to consider it, and I would hope 
it would. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. Yes, I yield 
to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
say that we are improving, to some ex
tent, because back on the 2nd of May 
when the notice was printed in the Fed
eral Register of what the President might 
submit by way of a 25-month plan-as 
soon as it was suggested that the Presi
dent might submit it-the chairman of 
my committee went to the committee 
with a resolution disapproving whatever 
the President might submit. That is a 
little history of his judgment of any kind 
of plan, at least in this instance, that 
might be submitted. There was no wait
ing until the day after the plan was sub
mitted. We still refused to have any 
hearings on it. 

Mr. O'ITINGER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Yes, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
just like to say, first of all, that if we do 
not pass this rule and consider this, we 
will be deprived of consideration of this 
decontrol measure since the time to act 
on that would expire tomorrow. Second, 
the President has already announced 
that he will veto a straight extension of 
the Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act, 
so that proposition is not really avail
able to us unless we override the veto. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. If the gen
tleman will suspend at this point, I do 
not know whether he was here during 
the reading of the veto message or not. 
However, I pointed out in my earlier re
marks that the President, in that mes
sage, said that if Congress does not dis
approve his administrative plan for de
control he will accept a simple exten
sion of the price and allocation authority, 
under which extension he would have to 
come back, I repeat, for approval of that 
plan again after we return from the Au
gust recess. 

So why the gentleman persists in try
ing to communicate to the House the idea 
that we are giving up some great right 
that we have, a responsibility to continue 
to be seized of jurisdiction and responsi
bility in this directiJOn, I do not know. 
The President is locked in under the kind 
of extension that he said he would ac;, 
cept, locked in to come back to thiS 
Congress. 

Mr. OTTINGER. That is a very "iffy" 
proposition and I do not think I can ac
cept the President's "if." 

The other thing is that as soon as the 
President announced he would submit a 
decontrol program, we discussed the pl'o
gram, and a week ago on Monday, I be
lieve we had before us Mr. Zarb and Mr. 
Zaus~er before the subcommittee in 
hearings at which the gentleman from 
Ohio participated, and we did make in
quiry of the administration witnesses 
with regard to this very decontrol plan 
which at that point had been announced 
but not yet submitted. So we did have 
hearings on this Presidential proposal. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. Mr. Speak..; 
er, I think it fruitless to continue the dis
cussion on that point. 

I think I am correct in my prior state
ment that hearings were not held on the 
resolution that would be made in order 
by the rule that is before us now. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1f 
the gentleman will yield, the hearings 
were -held on Friday and Monday, the 
plan was recommended on Wednesday. 
How in the world would it be possible to 
have hearings on a plan recommended 
on Wednesday 2 or 3 days ahead of the 
time, with the hearings announced about 
a week before that? 

Mr. wm.TH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. I yield to 
the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. WffiTH. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Dlinois for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, I think it is important to 
know that Mr. Zarb and Mr. Zausner, 
when they came before the subcommittee 
last Monday, agreed to withhold sub
mission of the President's decontrol mes-

sage until they had all of the backup and 
analytical data together, and submitted 
it to us on Wednesday, in a cooperative 
effort by the subcommittee and the ad
ministration to make sure that all of the 
1backup material was available. 

The important thing to note here is 
that we are talking about the problems 
that we have in this 5-day review period. 
I would remind my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle that I think some 
of the Members over there voted against -
H.R. 4035, which would have allowed us 
the luxury of 15 days. I think that the 
Members on that side of the aisle are 
making a very meaningful argument for 
that. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I certain
ly appreciate the gentleman's statement. 
I think I speak for many Members on this 
side of the aisle, that we had ample cause 
and reason to vote against that because 
the bill included a rollback on the price 
of oil, a ceiling price of $11.28, a prin
ciple with which we simply could not 
agree. -

But, Mr. Speaker, I would simply ter
minate any further discussion on this 
because we do have 2 hours allotted 
under the rule. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield to me very briefly. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. I yield 
briefly to the gentleman from Colorado. 

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

Mr. Speaker, there was one minor de
tail in the gentleman's earlier discussion 
on the Eckhardt amendment, in which 
the gentleman pointed out that it had 
passed by 1 vote---22 to 21. I should re
mind my colleague that the original vote 
was 21 to 21, with one member "present." 
So it was even closer. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. I thank the 
gentleman for his contribution. 

Again, I think this illustrates the trag
edy of this House proceeding with H.R. 
7014 in its present form, without adop
·tion of the Krueger amendment, when 
the subcommittee, after 5¥2 months of 
deliberations and study, and thinking i!t a 
good bill, came up with the decision that 
it would. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Ohio · (Mr. BROWN). 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
do not mean to be intemperate on this 
matter of hearings, and the failure of the 
committee to have hearings. 

Further, I do not often read from the 
New York Times, either, but let me read 
to the Members a paragraph from a New 
York Tlmes editorial of this morning, 
urging a compromlse on this issue and, in 
effect, supporting the President's pro
posal for a compromise. 

It reads: 
Plans for the decontrol of oil prices must 

be geared in carefully with fiscal policy to 
ensure that the economy recovers from the 
worst recession in post-war history, which 
has left heavy unemployment in its train. 
Higher oil and other energy prices and the 
extra taxes must not be permitted to impose 
such heavy burdens on the economy as to 
cause the recovery to abort. This can be han
dled by phasing decontrol in gradually
over a period of perhaps three years or more
and by assuring that during the recovery 
extra taxes collected be put back into the 
economy both by reinvestment and by re-

bates to lowest income groups hit by highe! 
energy prices. 

That is the best-kept secret about the 
President's plan in Washington and, for 
that matter, the rest of the country. The 
President proposes precisely that with a 
slight variation in the number of months, 
and in addition, proposes a rebate pro
gram and a tax program that would re
turn funds to those hit hardest by the 
rising costs of energy. 

That is why we ought to have hearings, 
because nobody mentions that crucial 
aspect of the President's plan. Nobody 
discusses it from the majority side of 
the aisle. Why can we not have that sub
mitted to the American people and to the 
rest of this Congress in full consideration 
of the plan? No. What we hear talked 
about is what happens to rising prices of 
gasoline, and so forth, and we do not 
hear on that too accurately, frankly, be
cause what the President's plan would 
call for is a 1-cent to 1%-cent increase 
in the price of gasoline by the end of this 
year. What it would call for is at most a 
7- to 7% -cent increase in gasoline by 
the end of the decontrol period, by the 
end of 1977. Instead what we get are a 
lot of economic studies put together that 
assume a $4 increase in the price of oil 
by the OPEC nations, and then they say 
that that relates precisely to decontrol. 
It does not. 

In most of these studies the assump
tion of the Arab oil price increase makes 
up 60 percent of the increase in gasoline 
costs and 60 percent of the increased cost 
of oil. When we put that into "an eco
nomic study," and then say that that is 
the impact of decontrol, we may be 
charged with misleading people, and 
that is why it would be healthy if we 
could have at least a hearing on this. It is 
too late for that. I understand it is too 
late for that. But it should have been 
done, and as a demonstration of why it is 
wrong not to have done it, we should 
vote against the rule. 

I do not expect to carry that, but it 
would show a demonstration against that 
kind of procedure. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

<At the request of Mr. ANDERSON of 
Illinois, and by unanimous consent, Mr. 
BROWN of Ohio was allowed to proceed 
for 1 additional minute.) 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

On the very important point the gen
tleman was just making, is it not true, 
with respect to the macroeconomic ef
fects of the proposed decontrol plan, that 
within the normal error range of the 
model used, as far as the impact on the 
gross national product is concerned, 
there is the possible reduction of one
half of 1 percent, and as far as ,the un
employment rate is concerned, the im
pact between now and 1977, would 
average about something less than one
tenth of 1 percent. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That is exactly 
true, and if this plan is defeated today 
the next plan which would be up in the 
next couple of days will not have much 
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more impact than that, I assure the gen
tleman. And we will continue to do that, 
I think, on the minority side of the aisle, 
and the White House, and the FEA, un
til we get some understanding of it, even 
over the lack of hearings on the other 
side of the aisle. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 
2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I do this not to dis
cuss the merits or demerits of this 
situation, but I think in fairness to our 
Committee on Rules it should be made 
clear that it was really not our resp(m
sibility to hold these hearings. Let me 
say in fairness that I think normally a 
legislative committee coming before the 
Committee on Rules requesting a rule on 
a bill that has had no hearings and no 
consideration in that committee would 
be turned down out of hand. We would 
not even have considered it. 

But we are faced with a unique situa
tion which has already been raised by 
various Members of Congress here today 
that we are limited to 5 days to take 
action, if in fact any action is going to 
be taken. I would hope. that we would 
take a lesson from this and that we do 
as quickly as possible increase through 
legislation that time to 15 days or 20 days 
or some reasonable period of time so that 
the committee can have an opportunity 
to hold hearings. But I think it is unfair 
to charge the Committee on Rules as 
being unfair here today by the fact that 
we did not hold the hearings, because 
we were faced with what in essence was 
a fait accompli, so to speak, and we 
would have to act today, and no later 
than tomorrow, or we would have no 
opportunity to do that. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 
. Mr. SISK. I yield to my colleague, the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN). 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, as 
the gentleman on the Rules Committee 
knows, I suggested to the committee that 
they not grant a rule until the Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee had 
held its hearings, and failing that I sug
gested I concur fully that it is not the 
responsibility of the Rules Committee 
to hold those hearings that should have 
been held by the substantive committee 
of jurisdiction. 

Mr. SISK. Unfortunately, as I say, we 
are confronted with this very strict limi
tation. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SISK. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman confirm this point? As I 
understand the argument on the other 
side, since we have a 90-day comeback 
with respect to the deregulation pro
posals of the President, we need take no 
aotion to disagree now. But if we did that 
we would then have the worst of all 
worlds. We would either let oil prices go 
up to $13.50 and place a tremendous 
burden on the consumer or else at the 
end of the 90 days we simply refuse to 
further ratify at that point and old oil 
is held at $5.25 and new oil goes up to 
the OPEC price. 

It seems to me under those conditions 
we give no certainty for investment and, 
therefore, bring in no additional new oil 
and at the same time we place an enor
mous burden on the consumer. It seems 
to me that is the worst of all worlds. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself 1 additional min
ute in order to reply to the gentleman 
from Texas who suggested if we do not 
disapprove the President's decontrol plan 
we would have the worst of all worlds. If 
I understood the gentleman accurately 
he said that is because the oil is going to 
go up to $13.50 a barrel, but my under
standing of the President's decontrol 
plan is that if there is decontrol of oil, 
and there is the 13-month period in 1972, 
it is decontrolled at the rate of 3.3 per
cent a month starting September 1, 1975, 
in other words in 3 months, after which 
time the President would have to come 
back to the Congress for reapproval of 
his plan. We could only decontrol10 per
cent of the old oil and we are not going 
to have an immediate movement up to 
$13.50 of this old oil. Any decontrol is 
going to be based on 30 months, so how 
can the gentleman suggest that before 
the President has to come back again to 
the Congress we would have oil shooting 
up to $13.50 a barrel? 

Mr. ECKHARDT. If the gentleman will 
yield, the gentleman is absolutely correct 
about the percentage per month of old 
oil which is released, but there is a rela
tively short period of time for the release 
of that old oil and, therefore, it becomes 
a greater and greater mix of new oil 
which is at $13.50. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. The price 
of new oil is up there now. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Precisely. That is 
precisely the reason Congress should deal 
with this program rather than cutting 
off its authority to do so except by nega
tive action with respect to the President's 
plans. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Tilinois. I cannot 
see, I will say in final reply and appar
ently my point has not been very well 
made, how Congress by permitting this 
decontrol program to become effective is 
losing control. If we extend the Emer
gency Allocation Act we will still have 
the authority we need. 

Mr. Speaker, I am going to vote against 
this rule as a matter of principle, know
ing full well it will probably be adopted 
anyway; and, failing that, I intend to 
vigorously oppose the resolution of dis
approval it makes in order-House Reso
lution 605. 

The major principle involved in this 
rule, as I see it, is that one of our stand
ing committees, the Interstate and For
eign Commerce Committee, has abdi
cated its responsibility to hold even 1 
day of hearings on the President's 
decontrol plan which this resolution 
would veto-and instead has asked the 
Rules Committee to discharge it of its re
sponsibility and send this to the House. 
But that is not all. When did the Inter
state and Foreign Commerce Committee 
instruct its chairman to request such a 
special rule? The fact is, the chairman 
first appeared before our committee back 
on May 19 to inform us that he had been 
so instructed. What is unusual about 
that? Well, what is so unusual is that the 

committee issued those instructions some 
2 months before the President announced 
the plan which this resolution seeks to 
disapprove. In other words, the commit
tee not only prejudged a plan it had not 
yet seen, but after it had seen the plan 
it refused to give it the benefit of its 
collective consideration or judgment. 

Now, I am sure it will be argued that 
the time frame for disapproval in the 
Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act---5 
legislative days-was not sufficient time 
to review the President's plan and thus 
this unusual action was warranted. 
Granted, 5 days is not a sufficient period 
to go through the entire process of hold
ing lengthy hearings and drafting a com
prehensive committee report. But, it cer
•tainly did provide sufficient time for an 
abbreviated consideration of the Presi
dent's plan-a 1-day hearing followed by 
a committee vote and brief statement if 
not report. Is that too much to ask? I 
think not. And yet the committee made 
no attempt to even give us the benefit 
of. such a consideration. Instead, we are 
bemg asked under this rule to digest 
and accept all of what may or may not 
be developed concerning the decontrol 
plan in the brief 2 hours of debate pro
vided by this rule, and then, to immedi
ately make· up our minds and vote this 
resolution up or down. 

Mr. Speaker, I think we deserve more 
of our committees. I think our commit
t~e~ .s~ould be discharging their respon
slbilltles rather than begging the Rules 
Committee to c;lischarge them of their 
responsibilities. The Rules Committee is 
certainly in no position to recommend 
one way or another on this resolution of 
disapproval; and you can search the re
port on this rule (H.R. 94-372) in vain 
for any explanation of the President's 
decontrol plan or least of all, why it 
should be disapproved. 

The fact is, the best we can do for a 
reason to adopt the resolution of disap
proval is to carefully read the preface to 
the "resolved" clause of House Resolu
tion •605. That preface consists of three 
"whereas" clauses totaling 14 lines and 
110 words. So, let us examine those 14 
lines for some clue as to why the Presi
~ent's plan should be disapproved, keep
mg in mind, of course that this resolution 
was never considered or voted by the full 
committee and only bears the names of 
14 of the 43 members on the committee. 

The first "whereas" clause criticizes 
the President for taking "administrative 
action unilaterally without awaiting en
actment of legislation which is at present 
under active and intensive consideration 
by the Congress." The clause goes on to 
state that such action is inconsistent 
with and endangers the possibility of the 
development of a comprehensive and 
rational energy program. Mr. Speaker 
this clause can be easily dismissed o~ 
several counts. First, the President is 
acting quite properly under authority 
granted to him by the Congress in the 
Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act of 
1973-Public Law 93-159. Second, far 
from not waiting for the Congress to act, 
the President has waited patiently for 6 
months--even though the Democrats had 
promised a comprehensive energy pack
age in 3 months--and he has bent over 
backward to compromise, only to be met 
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by uncompromising political gamesman
ship designed to score points rather than 
to produce energy. 

Finally, far from moving toward any 
comprehensive energy program, the Con
gress is wandering all over the ball park 
in search of points, no matter how incon
sistent and contradictQry those plays 
might be. On the very same day last week, 
we had before us two bills--one to roll 
back the price of new oil to $11.28 and 
another to roll it back to $7.50 a barrel. 
Both these proposals in turn would fur
ther decrease domestic production and 
thus increase our foreign dependence, 
even though in yet another energy bill 
approved last month we voted to put a lid 
on our imports. And all the while, our 
domestic consumption continues to in
crease as the economy begins to recover. 
Mr. Speaker, I defy anyone in this Cham
ber to explain to me what the compre
hensive energy program of the Democrats 
is? I have yet to see it. 

Moving on to the second "whereas" 
clause, Mr. Speaker, we learn that a good 
reason to disapprove the President's plan 
~s that energy price increases over the 
last 2 years have contributed to infla
tionary pressures .throughout the econ
omy. Now, I do not think anyone will 
·argue with that statement, but I hardly 
think that can be blamed on a plan which 
has not been implemented. Everyone 
recognizes that it is mainly attributable 
to the fourfold increase in oil prices im
posed by the OPEC countries. All this 
has taken place without the help of the 
President or the Congress. Perhaps in 
fairness to the resolution we should read 
this in connection with the final 
"whereas" clause which charges that the 
President's plan over a 30-month period 
"would permit precipitous increase in 
domestic crude oil prices, which would 
retard economic recovery, and threaten 
to produce broad scale hardships." Mr. 
Speaker, I might be inclined to agree 
with that if what we were discussing here 
was an immediate lifting of all controls 
on old oil for that, indeed, would retard 
the recovery and impose unacceptable 
inflationary costs on the A,merican peo
ple. But, no, that is not what is called 
for in the President's plan. The stretch
out of the decontrol program over 30 
months will bring minimal adverse ef
fects to our economy while increasing 
domestic energy production and decreas
ing our dependence on foreign oil. Un
der the President's plan, the average 
price of petroleum will increase by about 
1.5 cents by the end of this year and 
reach 7 cents per gallon by January of 
1978. The increased cost per household 
will average $114 by the end of 1977. The 
impact on both the GNP and unemploy
ment will be about one-tenth of 1 per
cent 'between now and 1977. The fact is, 
Mr. Speaker, if we do nothing about our 
domestic energy supply, the American 
people wiU still be paying higher energy 
costs, only those dollars will be flowing 
abroad and will not remain here to be 
recycled through our economy. 

Mr. Speaker, we are going to· hear a 
lot of talk here today about the economic 
costs of the President's program. We are 
deluding the American people if we do 
not admit that any eifective domestic en-

ergy program will require some sacrifice. 
That was just as true of the original 
Ways and Means energy bill and of the 
original Interstate Energy Subcommittee 
bill. But we must be willing to look at the 
broader picture and its implications. 
What are the foreign policy implications, 
for instance? If we continue to play 
games instead of making the tough, and 
politically unpallatable, decisions, the 
fact is that the OPEC countries will lit
enally have us over 'a barrel. And these 
foreign policy questions are not without 
their economic consequences. Keep in 
mind that the last Arab oil embargo 
caused 500,000 unemployed and a drop of 
$10 to $20 billion in our GNP. Today we 
are even more dependent on foreign oil 
and without ·an effective and comprehen
sive domestic energy program in place 
today, that dependence is going to dra
matically increase as the economy picks 
up. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, I reject 
this rule and I reject the resolution of 
disapproval it makes in order, as well as 
the skimpy justifications contained' in 
the preface of that resolution. When the 
chairman of the House Budget Commit
tee appeared before our Rules Commit
tee on this matter he said, "We need this 
resolution to maintain the status quo". I 
would suggest, Mr. Speaker, that this 
country cannot afford another 6 months 
of status quo stalling on energy from this 
Congress. Let us permit the President's 
decontrol program to go into effect now; 
if the Congress can come up with some
thing better later, then fine-there is no 
reason why it cannot then supersede and 
supplant the President's program. In the 
meantime, if we have no energy progr;am 
in place, the theme song of this Con
gress might as well be, "I've got plenty of 
nothing." And come another oil embargo, 
those words are going to take on added 
significance, ·and the American people 
will not be happily humming along with 
us. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 min
ute to the gentleman from Colorado <Mr. 
WIRTH). 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Speaker, I think 
three points have to be made in response 
to some of the allegations which have 
been made. First, we have heard a great 
deal of discussion about compromise. I 
do not think there is any kind of com
promise if the House is asked to lie down 
and play dead in the face of the Presi
dent's proposal. There has to be move
ment on both sides. The President's pro
posal does not represent movement on 
both sides. 

Second, we have been told about a 
windfall profits tax; for 6 months we 
have been talking about such a tax, but 
we have yet to see the specifics. It is 
much too dangerous for Congress to 
decontrol old oil without a tax being in 
place, or at least in agreed upon form. 

Third, the proposal sent up by the 
President has itself not had hearings. 
The proposal which the President sent 
up earlier did have hearings, and called 
for 25 months decontrol and had no cap 
on it whatsoever, which is a very dif
ferent proposal from the one we have 
now heard. Let me repeat, then, that 
this proposal, submitted by the Prest-

dent, has not had hearings. I think what 
we see here, by both the House and the 
administration, is movement on both 
sides (as both sides understand the is
sues) toward a compromise. If we all 
had hearings on every idea we'd be here 
until all of our oil runs out and we all 
freeze to death. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, does the 
gentleman from Illinois desire to yield 
further time? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I have no further requests for 
time. 

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
The SPEAKER. Pursuant to House 

Resolution 613, the House resolves itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the resolution <H. Res. 605) 
disapproving the proposed amendment 
by the President to remove existing price 
controls relating to crude oil. 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itse~f 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on .the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the resolution <H. Res. 605) 
with Mr. McKAY in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu
tion. 

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
gentleman from West Virginia <Mr. 
STAGGERS) will be recognized for 1 hour, 
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
BROWN) will be recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. · 

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. 

The Chair announces that pursuant 
to clause 2, rule XXIII, he will vacate 
proceedings under the call when a quo
rum of the Committee of the Whole 
appears. 

Members will record their presence by 
electronic device. 

The call was taken by electronic 
device. 

QUORUM CALL VACATED 

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred Mem
bers have appeared. A quorum of the 
Committee of the Whole is present. Pur
suant to rule XXIII, clause 2, further 
proceedings under the call shall be con
sidered as vacated. 

The Committee will resume its busi
ness. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS). 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself whatever time I may require. 

Mr. Chairman, I listened with great in
terest to the colloquy on the rule. Many 
times I was tempted to rise and try to 
correct what I thought were misrepre
sentations to the House. 

They were not intentional, I do not be
lieve, because I have great faith andre
sp~ct for the gentleman from Illinois 
<Mr. ANDERSON) and I have great respect 
for the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
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BROWN) . But I would like to point out 
that we are not being asked to consider 
a legislative proposal. This is simply a 
question of whether to disapprove the 
proposal submitted by the President 
which calls for lifting price controls on 
petroleum over the next 30 months. 

There have been adequate hearings on 
this subject matter. And on the basis 
of those hearings the committee has rec
ommended a pricing policy in H.R. 7014 
which runs counter the President's cur
rent proposal. 

The gentleman from Illinois talked 
about compromise. I do not know who 
he is talking about compromise with, be
cause no one has talked to me and, so 
far as I know, no one has talked to the 
chairman of the subcommittee. Who are 
they going to compromise with? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAGGERS. I will yield just 
briefly to the gentleman. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

On Saturday afternoon, representa
tives of the subcommittee and the full 
committee met with Mr. Zarb, on Sunday 
evening they met with Mr. Zarb, and last 
night they met with Mr. Zarb. We have 
been, unfortunately, unable to get any
one out of the leadership on the Demo
cratic side of the aisle to those meetings. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Did the gentleman 
ask me? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, it 
was not a meeting that I called. It was 
called on that side of the aisle. 

Mr. STAGGERS. For Mr. Zarb? 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Zarb was 

asked to attend the meeting. 
Mr. STAGGERS. I see. But this thing 

of compromise has to be a two-way 
street, the gentleman knows. We are 
dealing with a President who was never 
elected by the people of the United 
States, yet he is ruling by a one-man 
rule now, by veto. He is thwarting the 
majority of the people of this Congress 
time after time after time, and the dem
ocratic form of government was not 
meant to be that way. It was not meant 
to allow one man to thwart the will of the 
House or the will of the Senate or the 
will of the Congress, the majority. But 
he has been doing that on great issues 
which affect America desperately, and 
I think the time has come that the 
American people know it. 

Mr. Chairman, I have just returned 
from traveling in eight counties of my 
district, and one of the great issues is 
the high cost of gasoline. In January 
1973, gasoline was selling across America 
at the general price of 35 cents a gallon. 
What are we paying for it now? Up in 
the sixties. And yet they want more. 
Every cent they raise it means a billion 
dollars to those who produce it. 

Do the Members know what this res
olution does? If we do not override it, 
America will be looking at this Congress 
and wondering why we are here, because 
what it will do is raise the price of 40 
percent of our crude oil to $13.50 a bar
rel, over a period of 30 months, and after 
that it does not say anything. It can go 
through the ceiling to $100 a barrel, or 
anywhere it wants to go. The President 
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has not said where it will go, and the 
Members here do not ~now where it 
will go, and I will say that I do not know 
where it is going to go. I do not believe 
any man in this House can say where 
the price will go. 

If this price is allowed to go up, every 
farmer is going to say, "Why are you 
raising the cost of gasoline I have to put 
in my tractor, the cost of propane I have 
to use, the cost of fertilizer that comes 
from crude oil?" He is going to say the 
Congress abdicated their duty and 
turned it over to the President who was 
not even elected by the people, who is 
ruling this country now by veto. 

The cost of coal will skyrocket as oil 
goes up, because the oil companies own 
80 percent of coal in America. 

A lot of people say, "Why is coal going 
up? Why is there no ceiling put on that?" 

There should be a ceiling put on coal, 
just the same as there is on oil. 

Natural gas will go up with it, and 
nearly all the homes in this land and 
in the large cities are captives of those 
companies because they have their pipes 
in the homes and whatever they charge 
they are going to have to pay. 

I do not see how any Member in this 
Congress can not vote for this resolution 
to disapprove the President's message. 
I just cannot see how they can do it 
and go back and tell their people tl-J.ey 
are representing them. I know I would 
have a hard time doing it in my district. 
They would say, "You are representing 
the big oil companies in America, and 
we will send somebody down who will 
represent us." 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, for the benefit of the 
chairman of the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, I will state that 
I rise in strong opposition to this resolu
tion of disapproval. I urge my colleagues 
to reject it and to take advantage of this 
excellent opportunity to finally move pos
itively on the issue of energy. 

Let me briefly describe the elements 
of the President's proposal that this res
olution seeks to disapprove. 

First, the President would provide for 
the decontrol of old oil, that is, oil cur
rently price-controlled at $5.25 per bar
rel, over a period of 2 Y2 years or 30 
months. 

Second, the President's proposal would 
place a ceiling of $13.50 on all oil, 
whether presently controlled or uncon
trolled. Both old and new oil would be 
limited in their ability to rise in price 
beyond $13.50. So whatever the OPEC 
prices went to, oil in this country would 
go to $13.50. 

Third, the President recommends that 
Congress should enact a tax rebate 
structure and a windfall profits tax to 
reduce any potential impact on consum
ers that the decontrol plan would have. 
The President has no authority under 
the Emergency Petroleum Allocation 
Act to mandate that by fiat. Our commit
tee cannot mandate it in H.R. 7014. It 
must be proposed by the Committee on 
Ways and Means to be enacted or it can 
come back from the other side of the 
Capitol when that body has completed its 
consideration of the so-called Ways and 

Means Committee bill that is now before 
it and which we had an opportunity to 
work on in this Chamber about a month 
ago. 

As I have indicated, the proposal pre
sents a unique opportunity for the Con
gress to finally move forward with posi
tive action on an energy program and 
to reach a viable compromise with the 
President, the type of compromise called 
for by the Washington Post in its edi
torial yesterday. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
~r. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 

I will say to the gentleman from Texas 
I will yield when I finish my statement. 
If the gentleman will be patient with me 
I will be glad to spend as much time with 
him as I can. 

Mr. Chairman, the President has gone 
a long, long way in attempting to satisfy 
the diverse attitudes and interests of 
Congress on the question of price con
trols. Let me briefly review how far the 
President has come in moving toward 
Congress on this issue. 

In his January energy message the 
President called for immediate decontrol 
of all old oil by April. 

However, Congress strongly objected 
to this on the basis of the potential neg
ative impact on the economy of decon
trol. 

Responding to those objections, the 
President changed his immediate decon
trol plan to a plan for gradual decontrol 
over a 25-month period, a plan which 
was not offered to the Congress, but was 
presented in the Federal Register for no
tice and comment. 

The President put it in the Federal 
Register, even though the extensive an
alysis the President had done and which 
had been performed by the Federal En
ergy Administration indicated that the 
impacts on immediate decontrol would 
not be great. 

This phased decontrol plan was pub
lished in the Federal Register on May 1. 
Then, when he discovered that the Con
gress was still dissatisfied with his ap
proach because of the threatened OPEC 
oil price increase that has not occurred 
yet, but is still threatened for some time 
this fall, the President not only length
ened the time period for decontrol from 
25 to 30 months, but also added a cap of 
$13.50 beyond which the price of domes
tic oil could not go. 

Thus, the President has moved from 
immediate decontrol of old oil to a 25-
month decontrol, and finally, to a 30-
month decontrol with the addition of a 
$13.50 cap or ceiling on old oil prices. 

This is certainly a long way from 
where the President started in January, 
and I ask the Members, in fairness, where 
has the Congress moved from? The Con
gress has moved from a position of "No, 
we do not want decontrol. In other words, 
we will just leave the system as it is." 

That is the system that creates the 
entitlements program, which forces com
panies that have invested in the past and 
currently have been investing in the pro
duction of oil in this country, to pay 
entitlement fees from their own funds to 
those companies which invested in for
eign oil production. 
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That is the program with which the 
Congress started out, and they want it 
to continue. They want us to pass in a bill 
from the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, a program not only 
which is to continue the present pro
gram, but is to roll back the prices of 
oil to something unrealistically low. 

Mr. Chairman, that is how far the 
Congress has come. I would submit to the 
Members that that is not much move
ment toward compromise. 

The FEA analysis of the President's 
30-month decontrol plan indicates that 
with the phased decontrol of old oil, the 
decline in domestic production will be 
arrested, and by 1985 there will be an 
estimated 1.4 million barrels more per 
day in domestic supply. The President's 
program increases the production of 
domestic oil. Is that what we want to do 
or is it not? 

In addition, import savings of approxi
mately 363,000 barrels per day will re
sult. Both of these trends will reduce our 
dependence upon OPEC price and supply 
policy and significantly reduce the im
pact of a future Arab oil embargo. 

I might say further that it will very 
likely reduce the prospect of a sharp Arab 
price increase this fall because we are on 
our way to stimulating both production 
of domestic oil and consumption conser
vation. Those are twin objectives that 
will reduce our dependence on foreign oil. 

For example, the 1977 cost of an em
bargo without the program would be ap
proximately $33 billion, whereas the cost 
of an embargo with the President's pro
gram would be approximately only $12 
billion. By 1985, the cost of an embargo 
without the President's program would 
be $110 billion. 

We talk about economic impact on the 
United States and what we could be 
doing to the cost of oil to the consumer. 
If we do not have some kind of program 
that will encourage the production of 
domestic oil, the economic impact of an 
embargo is going to be immense, whereas 
with the program, by 1985 there would be 
essentially no cost to the United States of 
an Arab oil embargo. 

Of additional importance is the fact 
that without the President's program, in 
1977 approximately $2 billion more 
would flow out of the economy to the 
OPEC nations. By 1985 this additional 
dollar outflow would be $50 billion with
out the President's program. 

The economic impacts of the Presi
dent's decontrol plan are minimal. 
:Petroleum prices to the refiners an;c:I 
hence to consumers will increase but not 
by the amounts that have continually 
been stated in the past week's debate. 
Gasoline prices will increase gradually 
over the two and a half year decontrol 
period to a rotal increase of 7 cents per 
gallon by the end of 1977, while total 
additional costs per household will be 
about $114 annually. 

In macroeconomic terms, the FEA 
analysis indicates that the decontrol 
plan would insignificantly affect unem
ployment levels in 1975 and 1976, and 
would increase the unemployment rate 
by only 0.1 percent in 1977. The. infi,ation 
mte would increase lby 0.5 percent-half 
a percent-by the end of 1977. However, 

with the President's requested windfall 
profits tax and import fees rebated to 
the lower and middle income con
sumers-and that is that secret part of 
this plan, and which never seems to get 
much attention with the proposal-the 
impacts to the middle and lower income 
consumers would be muted on those 
least able to incur the additional costs. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, 
would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
have advised the gentleman that I would 
be happy to yield to the gentleman after 
I have completed my statement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself 3 additional minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, as I say, those impacts 
would be muted on those least able to 
incur the additional costs of petroleum 
going to $13.50 cap, if, in fact, that is 
where it goes. 

Although GNP would decrease by ap
proximately $1 billion in 1976 and $5 
billion in 1977, compared to what it 
would have been, ·appropriate fisc:al and 
monetary policies would completely off
set these decreases. 

And I do not make that statement on 
my own but, rather, that is the state
ment of the joint economic study, 
buried within that study, of course, but 
nevertheless there. 

Thus, the impacts are small, particu
larly when the potentially drastic ef
fects of an embargo are considered. 
These impacts are indeed lilght and bear
able if in the process of coping with 
them we remove ourselves from the 
stranglehold of OPEC and the threat of 
future embargoes. 

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, it is 
clear that Congress has a unique oppor
tunity here to compromise and to move 
forward on a positive energy program. 
The decontrol plan of the President has 
been modified extensively from the plan 
he first suggested in January to satisfy 
congressional critics. The plan would 
not have significant impacts on the 
economy, would stimulate production 
and, most importantly, would move to 
reduce our extensive dependence upon 
foreign oil. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to take advantage of this opportunity 
and to reject House Resoultion 605. 

I am now delighted to yield to my col
league, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
ECKHARDT). 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman in 
the well knows, ordinarily when a Presi
dent has a major tax bill like, for in
stance, a windfall profits tax, it is em
bodied in some piece of legislation which 
the President ordinarily requests the 
chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of a committee to introduce in his 
behalf. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
let me just say to the gentleman from 
Texas-and I am speaking on my own 
time-that---

Mr. ECKHARDT. 'Mr. Chairman, 
would the gentleman from Ohio please 
permit me to finish? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
may I have order? I refuse to yield 
further. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will state 
that the gentleman from Ohio has con
trol of the time. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
first may I respond to the first part of 
the gentleman from Texas' statement. 
No, I do not know that, because this 
President has never submitted, and has 
indicated through his staff that he does 
not consider it appropriate for a Presi
dent to submit, to the Committee on 
Ways and Means, the precise legislative 
language of any bill that would be con
sidered by the Committee on Ways and 
Means for a tax bill, because he feels that 
that ought to be written in the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. 

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

Mr. BROWN. He has submitted gen
eral guidelines from time to time on 
those items which he prefers, and he has 
done so in this case. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Will the gentleman tell me what per
centage of plow-back exists in such bill 
and at what point in price such tax ap
plies under any suggested program which 
the President is now asking for? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I might say to 
the gentleman that the proposal that the 
President initially submitted in January 
called for a windfall profits tax, a plow
back, and rebate. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself 4 additional minutes. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. KETCHUM. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I have been most in
terested in the debate. When the gentle
man asked the question about the pro
posal on the part of the President, it is 
my understanding he did submit a pro
posal somewhat around January 15 in 
his message. But the point is that all 
throughout the talks on the Committee 
on Ways and Means energy bill-and 
that is the committee that should 
write the windfall profits provision-all 
through that debate we were denied the 
opportunity to present any form of pro
gram for windfall profits. Right up to 
the very last meeting of the Committee 
on Ways and Means, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. CONABLE) insisted that 
that proposal, or at least some broad 
guidelines, be introduced into that bill. 
That was not done, so I can hardly see 
how it could be questioned now. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Florida. 

Mr. FREY. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

I think, if I am not mistaken, in the 
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message of January 15 on page 15, sec
tion 3, if the gentleman had read it, is 
contained basically the windfall profits 
tax and what he intended to do in the 
general outline of it. But it is right there 
to see. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. MT. Chairman, I 
would like to continue with my state
ment so that I can read to the Members
which I do not ordinarily do--:.-from an 
editorial of the Washington Post of 
July21. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman intends to read, I may intend 
to make a point of order under the rules 
of the House. 

The CHA.mMAN. The gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. BRoWN) has the time. If he 
chooses to yield, he may. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
the editorial in the Washington Post of 
July 21 says: 

Plainly, the situation cries out for com
promise. Just as plainly, it is difficult to see 
exactly how a compromise can be struck be
tween two parties so diametrically opposed in 
their approach, with one wishing to tighten 
oil price controls and one wishing to loosen 
them. In our view, the President has the best 
of this particular agreement. While seeking 
to soften the impact of further increases in 
the price of oil, he would adhere to some dis
cipline in consumption of oil in furtherance 
of a sensible, long-range effort to free this 
country from a dangerous over-dependence 
on foreign suppliers. By contrast, the Demo
crats in Congress are offering a permissive 
quick fix in the form of temporary relief from 
higher prices for on products at the cost of 
heightening consumption and thus increas
ing American reliance on the whim of for
eign on producers. 

This is not me telling the Members 
what I think of H.R. 7014, or supporting 
the President's effort at compromise. 
This is The Washington Post's view. 
They go on to say the following: 

The Democrats do not have to accept the 
President's formula. But they should seek a 
compromise on this question within the 
framework of his general approach. The 
President, for his part, is going to have to 
take into account congressional concern over 
the assorted economic lll-affects of even mod
est, gradual increases in domestic on prices 
as a result of easing off the controls. In short, 
the best way to find room for compromise is 
to widen the area of the negotiation beyond 
the narrow question of on prices. When the 
issue is seen in broader economic terms it 
becomes possible to visualize a tradeoff that 
would permit the President to slack off oil 
price controls but require him to come for
ward with positive measures, centering on 
tax relief of one form or another, in order 
to cushion the economic shock of more ex
pensive oil. There is probably no perfect for
mula that wlll entirely satisfy either side. 
Without some urgent and constructive ef
forts to find some accommodation, however, 
inexorable events will make the decision for 
both Congress and the President and the 
predictable consequences of that could be 
calamitous for both. 

The opening paragraph of the New 
York Times editorial today says: 

The politically motivated impasse between 
Congress and President Ford on the domes
tic control of ou prices is threatening to 
leave the country and the consumer in an 
intolerable situation. Mr. President, the time 
has come for compromise on this issue. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Wyoming (Mr. RONCALIO). 

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Chairman, I have 
been listening for better than an hour 
to the eloquent pleas for compromise 
from my good friends on the Republican 
side of the aisle and I hope my remarks 
can influence possibly one or two friends 
on that side. 

We do not think there has been com
promise. We do not think there was com
promise from the President on any one 
of the last 5 or 6 vetoes. Where was the 
compromise on the veto on strip mining? 
Congress gave in on several substantial 
matters, but on repassage, again a veto 
resulted. 

Where was the compromise on the bill 
for $60 million to promote tourism in 
America this year? There was no com
promise in that veto. 

What this country must have in addi
tion to continuing a high profit for the 
exploring for domestic oil, is a semblance 
or appearance from which people can 
perceive that something is being done 
to keep prices down. Where was the At
torney General and where was President 
Ford on the 4th of July when every ma
jor oil company in America just coinci
dentally took a 2-cent to 5-cent per gal
lon price increase on the same weekend 
celebrating the independence of our glo
rious country? How contrived can price
fixing be and still avoid prosecution? 

So I will not belabor the point. We 
are at an impasse. Everybody is involved. 
But there has not been White House 
compromise, I will sa8 to my friends 
from the Republican Party, and there is 
not compromise in this President's 
proposal. 

We have to keep struggling to find 
some basis that lets the common man 
feel he has a voice in the action, and 
someone is speaking for him. No one is 
speaking for the consumer any more. We 
ought to be here singing a requiem for 
the death of the free enterprise system 
when 80 percent of our strippable coal 
leases now are owned by the same com
panies who control virtually all sources of 
our energy-gas, coal, oil. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Colorado <Mr. WIRTH), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. WffiTH. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from West Virginia for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Ohio has spent a great deal of time dis
cussing the great new compromise which 
has been made by the President as if 
nothing has been done on the House side 
whatsoever. The gentleman correctly 
points out the President has moved from 
abrupt decontrol to a 25-month and now 
30-month decontrol. It is appropriate 
that the gentleman should recognize 
that the House passed a bill on the floor a 
year ago to roll back the price of new 
oil to $4.25 and is moving now toward a 
more moderate middle ground position. I 
suspect we will begin to see both sides 
moving toward the center. 

Now, it is important that both sides be 

aware of the two predominant issues. The 
first is the price of old oil and the second 
is the price of new oil. On the price of 
old oil the administration has suggested 
a decontrol measure over 30 months. 
Many of us on the Democrat side feel 
that it is very difficult for us to j11'3tify 
providing more revenues to companies 
for old oil when they found that oil for 
minimal cost. Decontrolling over a short 
period of time will provide major rev
enues to the large oil companies that are 
already making a great deal of money. 

The question of old oil is the timetable 
of how we are going to decontrol old oil. 
A number of proposals have been made 
on our side, have been agreed to in the 
Eckhardt and Krueger amendments. 

On the question of new oil the admin
istration is insisting on a $13.50 lid on 
new oil. There is absolutely no justifica
tion for a price that high. There was no 
testimony given to the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce, the Sub
committee on Energy and Power, chaired 
by the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
DINGELL) which would justify a -$13.50 
ceiling. That is much too high for the 
consumer and much too great a return 
to the oil companies. 

The administration continues to insist 
that there is a need for a high price to 
conserve fuel, but again the evidence does 
not exist that a high price at a level like 
$13.50 is going to provide a conservation 
effect. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Colorado has expired. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 additional minute to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. WffiTH. Mr. Chairman, the final 
point that has to be made is that there 
is not evidence that a price as high as 
$13.50 is going to provide a conservation 
effect. There is no reason why we in the 
Congress would be voting for as high a 
price as $13.50. 

Mr. Chairman, I think all of us be
lieve it is time for agreement, all of us 
can agree it is time to work this thing 
out, but let us not talk as if one side, 
the White House, is giving. The Demo
crats on this side of the aisle are also 
giving. It is time to come to an accommo
dation on the deregulation of old oil and 
on the lid for new oil. Those are the 
two measures at issue in the President's 
message on decontrol. 

Mr. Chairman, I stand in support of 
the resolution we are voting on today. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia (Mr. REES). 

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, I would urge 
a no vote on this resolution, as I think 
again we are doing just what we have 
been doing all year. We are getting in a 
rather inflexible position in the veto 
game and this time we are playing the 
veto game in the middle of July. On the 
very important issue of energy we are in 
a situation where all controls are going 
to go off and we have no compromise on 
either side. We have to start someplace 
to develop a consensus. 

In reading the President's message I 
think the White House has made maey 
changes in new energy pricing policies 
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and good changes since January. In Jan
uary the White House wanted to decon
trol old oil immediately, which would 
have greatly increased an already high 
inflation rate exacerbated our recession. 
The President was very much opposed to 
a cap on the price on any oil and he had 
no plan to return the money back to the 
people who would be most hurt by paying 
for the price of oil. Here now we have the 
President's proposal. The President puts 
a cap on of $11.50 to the producing of 
new oil and then deregulates old oil over 
a 3-month period. 

I think he has gone a long way. He has 
not come all the way. If I were writing 
this, I would probably add at least an
other 12 months on to the deregulation 
period. I might run the cap down to 
$10.50, but I would not run it down any 
further. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a correction of 
the figures? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
California refuses to yield. 

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, I just think 
when we have the ability to start defin
ing the area of negotiations, we should 
start negotiating and come out with a 
compromise plan that we can all live 
with. 

I think a lot of progress has been made. 
I think it is wrong to be playing legisla
tive hardball at a time like this by pass
ing resolutions, vetoing the President's 
plan, and we are asked to override vetoes. 
We have an area that has been defined 
for compromise. I think we ought to shed 
some of our own egos and start com
promising on both sides something that 
will help solve the problem we have 
today. 

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

Mr REES. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. OTTINGER.. Mr. Chairman, why 
does the gentleman want to see the price 
of oil go up to the world price of $13.50 
at all? 

Mr. REES. Well, it is $11.50 with a $2 
cap, but I would say we have to eventu
ally deregulate old oil and we should get 
old oil up to that price because of the 
problem the overall market has withal
locations. 

I think there has to be more or less a 
uniform domestic price of oil across the 
board. In fact, this is why I like the Pres
idential cap of $13.50 because it restricts 
the price from following the OPEC price. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has again 
expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield the gentleman 1 additional min
ute. 

Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. REES. I yield to the gentleman 

from Ohio. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio Mr. Chairman, 

I want to say that I thank the gentleman. 
The two of us are members of the 89th 
and % club. We came to Congress on the 
same day, and we have had some success 
in staying until now. 

I compliment the gentleman because 
he has been burned with the fire in this 
circumstance. It was he, along with 
others on this side of the aisle on the 

minority side, who put together the com
promise on the housing bill. After we 
proceeded to play this game of chicken, 
we came out with a sound compromise, 
except that in that problem, as in this 
one, we wasted 6 months. 

Mr. REES. Yes, and the sound com
promise meant $10 billion worth of 7%
percent-interest money to build new 
houses, and it is now law. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And we have 
made some progress in that area. This 
is where we need some progress also, 
and we can make it through some kind 
of compromise effort. 

Mr. REES. I hope we can reach a com
promise. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ECKHARDT) • 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I only 
take this time to clarify the figures. The 
figures the gentleman in the well used 
for price, as I understood it, was the 
price of $11.50. The error he makes
and the gentleman is usually an ex
tremely ·careful man with figures and 
economics-is that the price is $11.50 
plus a tax of $2, making $13.50. 

But, the trick of the situation is that 
the ceiling is placed at $13.50 at a time 
prior to the time that the Ways and 
Means Committee has had time to put 
into effect a tax, so what we are per
mitting to happen is that the price of 
new oil can go to $13.50, not $11.50, so 
as to place the entire burden on the 
people of the United States. There may 
or may not be a tax. 

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. I will yield to the 
gentleman because he deserves to be 
yielded to. If I have been in error, I 
want him to correct me. 

Mr. REES. We are only talking about 
an area of compromise. I think the limit 
should be $11.50. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I refuse to yield fur
ther. I am merely trying to correct facts, 
not argue the question. 

Mr. O'ITINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, this 
is in fact no compromise, it seems to me. 
Am I correct that the President said that 
he will not accept $14.30; he will not 
accept a direct extension of the Emer
gency Petroleum Allocation Act? He 
says: 

Take this or I will not accept anything 
else. Take it or leave it. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. The gentleman is 
absolutely correct. Indeed, our bill, H.R. 
4035, would do what the gentleman from 
California is talking about. It would 
place a $11.28 ceiling and it would pro
vide for the continuation of the present 
allocation law until we have had an op
portunity finally to settle the question. 

Mr. OTTINGER. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. WYLIE). 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to House Resolution 605. This 
resolution is a classic example of the de-

pressing state of affairs regarding the 
serious petroleum problem facing the 
United States. It is a resolution of dis
approval. It is easy to say no, and it is 
much more difficult to act affirmatively. 

The no-action impasse situation which 
we find today will only be aggravated 
if House Resolution 605 is approved, in 
my judgment, and H.R. 7014 is passed as 
reported. A rejection of gradual decon
trol and a rollback of crude oil prices 
may have some short-term political ap
peal, but continuation of such a policy 
can only result in long-term economic 
and political disaster. 

There indeed might be some tem
porary consumer relief from high petro
leum product prices, but we would pay 
and pay dearly for the resultant ex
panding oil consumption and the con
current increased dependence on the 
volatile mood of the oil sheiks. The two 
oil measures before us today only post
pone the inevitable and thereby will 
make coming to grips with the oil reality 
more unpleasant for the delay. 

We must cut oil consumption, reduce 
imports, and increase domestic produc
tion. As unpleasant as this approach 
may be, there is no other way out of or 
around this dilemma over the next few 
years. The time to bite the proverbial 
bullet has arrived, instead of deluding 
our constituents and ourselves into be
lieving that we can wave a legislative 
wand and make the oil crisis get bet
ter or go a way. We cannot, and there is 
no painless, cheap way out of our pre
dicament. Within the next 25 to 40 
years the world's oil well will run dry, 
barring a major unforeseen technologi
cal breakthrough. During that same time 
frame, demand for petroleum will con
tinue to increase. It does not take an 
economic genius to realize that rising 
aggregate demand and falling supply 
can only result in oil prices that will 
continue going up and up. 

This week we can do one of two 
things. We can pass the two oil policy 
charades before us today and subject 
the people and industry to an adminis
trative monstrosity that soon will cause 
long Enes at gas stations and impose 
reams of red tape and bureaucratic im
position on a significant segment of the 
business community. At the same time, 
we will become increasingly more sus
ceptible to Arab passions and oil boy
cotts. The alternative is to use the ad
mittedly imperfect device of the market
place and its pricing mechanism to re
dLce demand and encourage domestic 
oil recovery and exploration. 

I do not feel we can remove all con
trols today without serious economic im
pact. But phased decontrol over a 30-
month period makes a lot of sense to 
me, with a windfall profits tax and a 
plowback provision. I feel the Presi
dent's approach would move the Nation 
toward less dependence on foreign oil. 
It will accomplish these necessary ends 
without the swarm of bureaucrats to 
administer economic regulations. Realis
tically, this approach w111 cause some 
immediate pain to the American peo
ple, but may I respectfully suggest that 
it will not be nearly as burdensome over 
the long haul as trying to maintain a lid 
on domestic crude oil at $5.25 a barrel, 
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and most Americans are smart enough 
to see that. 

To me, a no vote against House Reso
lution 605 is responsible and in the Na
tion's best interest. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Arkansas. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, 
there is no energy shortage, only a 
shortage of know-how to convert known 
energy sources to economic uses. 

Two basic arguments have emerged 
from the debate on the various energy 
bills we have considered in this session. 
One argument is that we must decontrol 
the price of oil and gas to insure eco
nomic incentives for exploration of ad
ditional sources. The counter argument 
maintains that we must regulate the 
price of oil and gas because we are so 
dependent upon them and that to allow 
inflated petroleum prices will further 
multiply our economic troubles. .. 

Neither position, in my estimation, 
takes into consideration the possibility 
or the necessity for change in the direc
tion of our energy policy. 

We have become far too dependent 
upon oil and gas. It is a mistake to con
tinue this dependence with legislation 
and national programs tha,t will prolong 
such a policy. Oil and gas are important, 
but they are finite fuels. 

I believe it is time for a change of di
rection to a national policy which moves 
away from oil and gas dependence to a 
mixed energy base, including, but not 
limited to, cellulose, coal, solar, nuclear, 
geothermal, hydrogen, oil, and gas. 

Mr. Chairman, America must kick the 
oil and gas habit. 

I will vote to disapprove the Presi
dent's order on oil decontrol and will 
vote to override his vetx:> of the oil price 
control bill because to do otherwise 
would be to continue in the same direc
tion that has made us dependent on oil 
and gas. 

The power that oil and gas interests 
wield in this country has restrained the 
natural development of nuclear power 
and thwarts the development of our coal 
potential. A 1971 report of the House 
Small Business Committee stated that 
the major oil companies account for 72 
percent of the natural gas production 
and reserve ownership, 30 percent of the 
domestic coal reserves, and over 20 per
cent of the domestic coal production ca
pacity, over 50 percent of the uranium 
reserves, and 25 percent of the uranium 
milling capacity. 

The report also pointed out that the 
major oil companies were acquiring oil 
shale and tar sands, as well as wruter 
rights, throughout the country. 

With such a degree of control, it is no 
wonder that our research and develop
ment of alternative sources of energy 
have been stymied. 

We have become the victims of the 
major oil companies' domination of the 
supply of energy. Such domination, 
along with their stronghold on the 
transportation and distribution net
works, appear to me to be a sufficiently 
strong argument for continued regula
tion of the oil industry. This domina
tion also prompts me to suggest that the 
lack of competition in the oil industry 

may well establish the need fOT new 
antitrust laws. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. CONTE). 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
MassachuSetts (Mr. CoNTE). 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, as the 
sponsor of an identical resolution, I rise 
in support of House Resolution 605, a 
resolution disapproving the administra
tion's plan to decontrol domestic oil 
prices. Last Wednesday, as soon as Ire
ceived notification that the administra
tion had formally proposed its decontrol 
plan, I introduced House Resolution 604, 
which has been cosponsored by 24 other 
Members. My resolution is identical in 
intent, and only slightly different in 
language. 

I oppose the President's oil decontrol 
plan out of a deep sense of conviction 
and urgency. I am very concerned that 
any release on oil prices at this time 
would halt economic recovery in New 
England, put us back into a recession, 
increase unemployment, and further im
pose disproportionately high energy 
costs on the northeast sector of the 
Nation. 

Just last month, the Federal Energy 
Administration's New England regional 
office released a report that demon
strated the urgency of maintaining price 
controls. 

In New England, 85 percent of all en
ergy consumed comes from oil. This 
overwhelming dependence on oil is un
matched in any other part of the coun
try. Any increase in the price of oil would 
hit New England hardest. 

The conclusion of the FEA report is 
. chilling. This study compares the prices 

paid for energy by the end user-in New 
England-to those in the United States 
as a whole. It concludes: 

In 1974 the prices paid for energy were 35 
percent higher in New England than in the 
United States. This is an increase over the 
1973 differential of 32 percent and the 1972 
differential of 28 percent. 

The report also compares the cost of 
energy in New England with the rest of 
the United States: 

In New England were taken out of the 
U.S. figure, in 1974 the energy prices in New 
England would exceed those in the rest of 
the United States by 38 percent. 

Every time oil prices go up in New 
England, it becomes more difficult for 
our industries to compete in national 
and international markets. I see this 
every day in my own congressional dis
trict. I have over a dozen paper mills 
which compete with Canadian imports 
and with Wisconsin rrllls that consume 
cheap, price-controlled natural gas. 

I have several hand tool industries that 
must compete with cheap imports from 
Japan, Korea, and India. I have rose 
growers and other greenhouse producers 
that compete with farmers in California 
and Florida. 

Every time I see the price of oil in
crease, these industries in my district lose 
another bit of their competitive edge
while their cost of doing business in 
Massachusetts has gone up again. Higher 
fuel prices are forcing some industries to 

close or move away. One example is car
nation growers in Massachusetts. There 
used to be dozens of these flower grow
ers in the Bay State, but the high cost 
of heating greenhouses year-round, 
along with a flood of cheap imported 
carnations from South America, has put 
almost every carnation grower in Massa
chusetts out of business. 

In terms of dollars and cents, the ad
ministration's oil price decontrol plan 
would have a devastating effect on the 
people of Massachusetts. The Massachu
setts Energy Policy Office estimates that 
decontrol would cost Massachusetts fam
ilies more than $200 a Year. There are 
many people who can afford to pay that 
amount and more. But there are also 
thousands upon thousands of Massachu
setts and New England families who have 
oeen clobbered by recent price hikes and 
the tariff and cannot afford to pay any 
more for fuel. Last winter, even though 
the weather did not get too cold, I heard 
from many of these people-especially 
those who are retired, disabled, handi
capped or too old to go back to work. 
Many can afford to heat only one room in 
their house when it gets cold. Many oth
ers, even as they suffer with arthritis and 
other disabilities, can only afford to heat 
their home up to 60 degrees--or less. 

For these people, any oil price decon
trol plan at this time represents a cruel 
and callous disregard of their plight by 
the Federal Government. 

Overall, decontrol would cost Massa
chusetts almost $1 billion a year. Such 
an impact on a State with less than 6 
million people is unconscionable. 

Mr. Chairman, 2% years ago, the 
major oil companies were telling the 
House Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee that they would insure a 
plentiful supply of oil for the United 
States if they got $4.50 a barrel. Last 
year, the oil barons and the administra
tion told Congress that $7.50 a barrel 
was their long-term price objective. 

Now the plan is to jump up the per
missible price of domestic oil to $13.50 
a barrel-a totally inexcusable and un
justifiable rip-off on the American con
sumer and a shameful genuflection to 
the price-fixing power of the OPEC 
nations. 

Mr. Chairman, I am getting tired of 
hearing the major oil companies say that 
they need these outrageously high prices 
to pay for the costs of exploration and 
production when just a year or two ago 
they came to the Congress crying that 
they needed just a fraction of the pro
posed decontrolled price. And then, at 
the same time, I see Mobil Oil Co. buying 
up the parent corporation of Montgom
ery Ward for $400 million and Gulf Oil 
Co. trying to buy the Ringling Brothers 
Circus for $100 million. So what do we 
believe--what the oil barons say or what 
they do? 

Mr. Chairman, I am very dismayed by 
this proposal to decontrol oil prices. It 
comes at a time when the administra
tion has imposed stiff oil import tariffs, 
which also discriminate especially hard 
against New England. It comes on the 
verge of a severe natural gas shortage 
this winter, that will certainly send de
mand for imported oil skyrocketing as 
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Midwestern and Southern industries and 
utilities find they suddenly must switch 
from gas to fuel oil. And this proposal is 
also concurrent with another equally 
foolhardy idea-the program of the 
House majority leadership to impose oil 
import quotas on the Nation. 

If all these matters come to pass-price 
decontrol, continued tariffs, natural gas 
shortages, and import quotas-this is 
going to be a disastrous year for New 
England and the entire Nation as well. 
These proposals would guarantee fuel 
shortages, long gas lines and skyrocket
ing prices. 

I urge my colleagues to examine the 
impact of oil price decontrol on New 
England and on their own district. And 
then I urge them to vote for this resolu-
tion. · 

For the record, I submit the report of 
the FEA New England regional office on 
regional price differentials for energy 
and a factsheet on the impact of decon
trol prepared by the Massachusetts en
ergy policy office. 

Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Chairman, wlll 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to associate myself with the remarks 
of the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. CoNTE) , and I will ask this question 
about the gentleman's concern about 
New England and his understanding of 
the effects of decontrol. 

We have heard a number of rather dev
astating economic objections as to the 
cost per family of decontrol. We heard 
one recently of $900. 

Does the gentleman have any idea of 
the projected cost per family in New 
England, for example? It will be, we can 
fairly say, devastating. I think the 
gentleman will agree with that. 

Mr. CONTE. To answer the gentleman, 
I think it is devastating. The projected 
cost per gallon for fuel oil would be a 
little over 7.5 cents and for gasoline it 
would be a little over 7.5 cents. 

Mr. MOFFETT. Is the gentleman 
aware of the impact on utility bills, for 
example? 

Mr. CONTE. Definitely. Right now, 
with the adjusted fuel cost added to the 
.electric bills, it is about $200 a month for 
the utility bill for our all-electric home, 
and this would tack on at least another 
$50, which is much more than the mort
gage payments, the principal and inter
est payments on the mortgage that a per
son has to make of his home today. 

Mr. MOFFETT. There would be a 
similar devastating effect on the cost of 
home heating oil and gasoline; is that 
correct? 

Mr. CONTE. It would be 7.5 cents a 
gallon, at least. -

Mr. MOFFETT. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. COLLINS) . 

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
as I heard my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
CoNTE) discuss energy, I was reminded 
of the time that the people in this coun
try were primarily dependent upon whale 
oil. Whale oil came from the sailing ships, 
the schooners, and oil ships out of New 

England. They eventually raised the price 
of whale oil so high that America devel
oped a wonderful substitute. They dis
covered kerosene. When they found kero
sene, through the American incentive 
and genius, they began to develop more 
and more oil derivatives, and it was be
cause the price of whale oil got so high 
that the American inventive genius be
gan to utilize oil more and more. 

If we make the price of oil too high we 
will see that American industry will de
velop substitutes; they will find other 
sources as alternates. But I will tell the 
Members this: If we make the price of 
oil and gas too low we will put every
body in America out of work. 

Remember this, when we talk about 
energy, that 50 percent of the energy is 
for industry. Fifty percent of oil and 
gas creates jobs through industry. 

We talk about the old man standing 
out in the cold and in the back bedroom .. 
needing three overcoats to keep warm. 
But the real problem is: Will we have 
enough energy to keep our factories op
erating? As I say, 50 percent of our en
ergy is used for industry. 

Where does this energy come from? 
I will tell you where the energy comes 
from. Forty-six percent of this energy 
comes from oil; 30 percent comes from 
gas. Overall we are talking about 76 per
cent coming from the oil and gas we pro
duce. 

I have some figures here that we should 
evaluate. We seem to forget that we are 
not drilling enough oil in America, but 
are draining much of our oil reserves 
that we have in this country. We are 
overlooking the Arab oil countries. No 
one talks about the Arab oil countries. 
But the reason we went to $11.50 oil is 
because the Arab countries decided they 
would sell their oil for $11.50. If we think 
that $11.50 oil is too high, then I would 
suggest that when we are working on 
these compromises that if we put an em
bargo on all Arab oil, and we tell them 
we will not pay the Arabs $11.50. Then 
we could wait to see what happens. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, 
would the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
I would rather complete my statement, 
because of the time limitation. 

But if we want to keep America work
ing, then we should go back and face 
reality because this country does not 
have adequate oil in reserve. We only 
have 5 percent of the world's economic 
oil reserves. It is more expensive today 
for us to develop oil fields in this country. 
What we have been doing in recent years 
is reaching in and using our past oil re
serves. We have got to start drilling and 
drill more. 

Let us see what will happen if we go 
in and start actively drilling. By 1980, 
according to. the American Petroleum 
Institute, we could be producing 700 mil
lion barrels of oil. This would not be pos
sible if we have price controls. 

We can produce in this country 700 
million barrels of oil, and also we would 
be creating 10 billion barrels of oil proved 
reserves. 

It is time we started thinking about 
crude oil reserves, because we have got 
to have crude oil reserves provided for 
in the future. We have many dreams, 

but we keep talking about oil. I heard 
someone mention just a few moments 
ago-coal. They did not tell us how fast 
the price of coal has been going up, and 
we all agree to let it go up because we 
want more coal. Even though it creates 
only 18 percent of our energy, coal prices 
are going up. 

I would like to refer to the metallurgi
cal price of coal which in 3 years has 
gone from $15 to over $100. That is a 
six times increase. I would also like to 
remind my colleagues that when they 
talk about the big oil company profits 
last year, no one talks about how oil 
companies slumped tremendously lower 
this year. 

In other words, we need to think about 
averages, but the big rising average is 
the cost of drilling, and the costs have 
gone up. 

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

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. 

I wonder if my distinguished colleague, 
when he is figuring the necessary ·price 
for oil in the United States in order to 
bring it in is averaging in whale oil. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. ADAMs) a member of 
the committee. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, what I 
am greatly concerned about it--and I 
will direct my argument in this part of 
the discussion to-the economic effects 
of what the President's proposal does 
to the presently very weak economy of 
the United States. 

My colleague, the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), and I have cir
culated to the Members of the House a 
Dear Colleague letter that reflects the 
most recent information we have on what 
the effects of the President's program 
will be. Some of the Members have said, 
"You know, Congressman ADAMs, we have 
heard you make the same speech about 
three times now in the House in the last 
2 weeks." 

I will respond to my colleagues that 
the reason for my emphasizing these 
potential dangers is that we are under 
constant attack by the Administration 
to decontrol prices. We did not ask for 
this particular proposal. This particular 
proposal was a purely political, tactical 
move dropped right in the middle of the 
House's consideration of what we should 
do with oil prices. The President is say
ing "If there is going to be any con
tinuation of the allocation system in the 
United States, then I, the President, am 
going to take the powers and create a 
law by regulation under the FEA that 
will raise the price of oil." 

That has been the sole policy of the 
Administration since the beginning of 
this fight began in 1973. I have the 
speeches here where a number of us 
warned in the fall of 1973 and in the 
spring of 1974 when this House first 
began considering energy prices that we 
were going to have to use our domestic 
resources of oil to protect our people 
until new energy sources are developed, 
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or else we will take· this oil-based econ
addition to throwing it into a recession, 
we will have inflation at the same time. 
omy and throw it into a recession. In 
And people said we cannot have inflation 
and recession at the same time, but that 
is precisely what the oil increase in 
prices in 1973 and 1974 did to this 
economy. 

I am now going to stand in this well 
again and remind my colleagues that 
back in the spring of 1974, as we at
tempted to suspend the rules of the 
House and pass yet another energy bill, 
I warned the Members that they were 
going to find themselves in a severe elec
tion problem when they go into the elec
tions of November 1974. They pooh
poohed me. Some said it was a naked 
political threat, and a lot of other 
things. It was not a naked political 
threat. I was not and I am not threaten
ing anybody. I am just trying to explain 
what occurs when one gets up on the 
stump and tries to explain, in light of 
what we have seen happen to our people 
in this last year, that prices are again 
going to go up, and again, and again. 
What is going to happen is another 
massive shift of income from consumers 
who would buy other products, the prod
ucts of people whom all of us represent, 
into the oil industry again. 

I am just pleading with the Members 
not to do this. We are trying to discover a 
compromise plan. We have had meetings 
over the weekend and we will continue 
to have meetings. What we are trying to 
insure is that we phase into this economy 
something that will keep us from h aving 
very bad economic effects. 

It has not, however, been easy. For ex
ample, it took us 2 days to get analy
sis of the President's plan because the 
FEA figures referred to by my colleague, 
the gentleman from Ohio, are simply in
correct. They are based on assumptions 
that are not correct. If we take the base 
assumption of where we are today, in 
other words with $5.25 old oil and with 
no control on new oil at all, and try to 
measure the impact of the President's 
program of decontrolling the price of old 
oil and setting the so-called $13.50 cap, 
which is not a cap because it includes the 
$2 tariff added to the world price, we 
get these effects. 

We can argue about whether or not 
one model is somewhat higher or lower, 
but there is no doubt about the economic 
disaster we have just experienced in 1973 
and 1974. All I ain saying is that it is 
going to happen again in about the same 
basic system. We are going to increase 
unemployment. 

We say by 800,000. If others want to 
argue that it is 700,000 as against 800,000 
and ignore the fact that with either 
model it is going to increase under the 
President's proposal, all I can say is we 
are going to have to explain this in
creasing unemployment when we go 
back to our districts. 

We are going to have to explain to 
our unemployed and to their families in 
our areas why we have allowed the price 
to be raised and have them become un
expployed. We are going to have to ex
plain to the consumers raising the prices 
2 percent. Again, if we argue whether it 

is 1. 78 percent or 2 percent, we are miss
ing the central issue which is of greatest 
concern to our constituents. 

Right now we have infiation down at 
a pretty flat level, but we are going to 
have to expect it to increase again if we 
raise up oil prices in our oil-based econ
omy. We are going to take more money 
out of the gross national product. In 
other words, the money that went to 
people through the tax rebate and more 
will be taken a way again. We agreed to 
the tax cut in order to stimulate the 
economy. The President's program will 
take the stimulus out. 

The President's program will drop the 
bottom right out of the economy. You 
don't need any great econometric model 
to understand that very obvious fact. If 
we increase fuel costs, we will increase the 
cost of materials that go into housing 
and increase the transportation costs of 
those materials. And we will certainly 
increase the day to day costs of our con
stituents who drive to work. 

We have gotten our people away from 
mass transportation systems and scat
tered them into the suburbs. The aver
age workingman h as to have gasoline 
and his demands get pretty inelastic when 
he has to go back and forth to work. If 
we then raise the price of gasoline, he 
has to ask for an additional increase in 
wages because that is the only way he 
can pay it. 

Some have estimated that it could 
eventually cost the average American 
family $700 to $900 a year in additional 
expenses if we allow this kind of pro
gram to take effect. The people do not 
have this kind of it. There will come a 
point when they will have to stop work
ing at the jobs because they do not have 
and can no longer afford the cost of it. 

It is true oil is a diminishing resource. 
Anyone who claims that price increases 
will bring oil production up to take care 
of our future needs of America knows 
that cannot be so. 

What we are attempting to do is grad
ually phase in limited higher prices so 
we can begin to shift our people and our 
economy away from a total oil depend
ence. We need to move people into dif
ferent kinds of transportation than the 
present automobile; we need to begin 
to move back out of the petroleum-based 
fibers as a great many people in the cot
ton areas of the United States should be 
aware; and we need to get people off the 
petroleum-based fertilizers and off the 
use of butane gas. 

I would close my remarks by saying 
this. We have just had a veto by the 
President of our willingness as a Con
gress to allow the price of oil to go to 
$11.28 just to extend the Allocation Act, 
and he will not even do that. So when we 
talk about trying to compromise, we have 
to keep in mind what we have already 
attempted and seen vetoed. Now we have 
before us this program which was jam
med into the middle of our debate on 
H.R. 7104 and we have had to stop that 
debate, to ·deal with this pressing prob
lem. I urge my colleagues to support the 
resolution disapproving the President's 
decontrol plan and move forward with 
our consideration of H.R. 7014. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to address my
self to the studies to which the gentle
man from Washington referred. The 
analysis by the staff of the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL), I think, is 
not a totally accurate representation of 
the economic impact of decontrol, due 
to a number of erroneous assumptions of 
consumer rebates and the effect of de
control on energy prices. 

Unlike the analysis prepared by FEA, 
the so-called Dingell analysis excluded 
any consideration of rebates of excise 
taxes or windfall profits taxes, which are 
literally billions of dollars annually. 
Furthermore, that analysis modified the 
base case economic forecast by arbi
trarily reducing energy pric"es by about 
50 percent. Since the case with decontrol 
assumed the full price increase on top of 
the base, this modification resulted in a 
fourfold overestimate of the true in
crease in energy prices due to decontrol. 

Mr. Chairman, it is obvious that these 
impacts of phased decontrol are overesti
mated, even compared with past analyses 
by the Dingell staff. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. I did not get which re
port the gentleman is reading from. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I will yield in 
just a minute. 

Mr. Chairman, for example, in the 
committee's report entitled "Major Ef
fects of Decontrol on Domestic Oil 
Prices," on page 15 their analysis indi
cated that immediate decontrol and the
addition o.f a third dollar import fee 
would reduce GNP by the end of 1977 by 
$4.2 billion. Yet in their latest estimate 
of phased decontrol with no increased 
tariffs, they now estimate a $26 billion 
decrease. 

I find that not quite in bounds. , 
Mr. Chairman, from a book entitled 

"Elasticity of Demand for Gasoline Pur
chases of the Energy Resources Co., Inc." 
The figures for gasoline elasticity esti
mated by a number of different studies 
are as follows, and these relate to a 1-
percent increase in price, as opposed to 
a percentage of 1 percent, or whatever 
decrease in demand. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself an additional 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, the Charles River and 
Associates estimate is somewhere be
tween two-tenths and 1 percent full per
centage elasticity for 1 percent demand. 

DRI is a 0.28 percent. 
Houthakker is 0.47 percent, with the 

highest study of Houthakker 0.82 per
cent. There is an elasticity factor related 
to the increase in price and the demand 
for the use of gasoline. 

I would suggest to my friend, the gen
tleman from Washington, that that 
elasticity exists. 

Now, one of the reasons for higher 
prices clearly is reduction in gasoline 
consumption which comes from the use 
of smaller cars, which comes from the 
use of carpooling, which comes from 
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the use of public transportation. Those 
kinds of savings, plus just driving slower, 
creates savings that is part of the objec
tive of anything that allows the price of 
gasoline to go up. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I will in a 
moment. 

Mr. Chairman, in addition to the en
couragement of the production of gaso
line, so we have both effects, conserva
tion of consumption and production of 
gasoline. The hope is that we will be able 
to get by with our own resources one of 
these days. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I did not 
hear whether that was "River" or "Rip
per" that had the study on the elasticity 
of gasoline. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Charles River 
and Associates. 

Mr. ADAMS. Well, in the River state
ment, what I am curious about is did the 
FEA, if this is true, skew the pricing 
system on the barrel in favor of gasoline 
and against residual fuel oil fertilizers, 
if this was having that price effect? 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the chairman of the 
subcommittee, the gentleman from Mich
igan (Mr. DINGELL). 

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to my friend 
from Washington for the purposes of 
making a comment. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I wanted 
an answer to my question to the gentle
man from Ohio. If this was the system 
where he was going to have electricity 
in gasoline why did they skew t:Q.e price 
in favor of gasoline~ Why did the FEA 
do that with the so-called tilt toward 
gasoline by pricing it at lower prices than 
comparable parts of the barrel? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The presump
tion was that this is an area in which 
savings could be made. 

Mr. ADAMS. No, it is just the opposite. 
They should not have tilted it that way. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I agree 
with my friend from Washington, but 
regretfully decline to yield further. 

Mr. Chairman, we have here before us 
a most curious situation. I have great 
respect for my friend from Ohio, who is 
a man of considerable intelligence and 
ability, but the hard fact of the matter 
is that the gentleman from Ohio has 
been reading from the wrong study. The 
study that we have made with regard to 
the administration's decontrol program 
is an entirely different document. That 
study is entitled, "Analysis of the Presi
dent's July 17, 1975, Program to Decon
trol Domestic Oil." 

The study from which the gentleman 
from Ohio has been reading is a study 
made by the staff of the Subcommittee 
on Energy and Power which relates to 
the consequences of immediate decontrol 
of old oil. Parenthetically, for the bene
fit of my friend from Ohio, I would advise 
the committee that in either event the 
effect upon the economy is calamitous. 

In order to ascertain the consequences 

of the President's proposal, we brought 
Mr. Zarb before the Subcommittee on 
Energy and Power to have them testify 
regarding the President's proposal for 
decontrol of old oil. Mr. Zarb told the 
subcommittee that at that time no 
macroeconomic studies had been made. 
He promised that those studies would be 
made available to the House on the fol
lowing day. They were not made avail
able to the House. The hard fact of the 
matter is that when this plan was for
mulated the administration did not know 
what the economic consequences of that 
plan were. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I might say to 
the gentleman that Mr. Zarb did not ap
pear before our committee after this plan 
had been submitted. He appeared before. 

Mr. DINGELL. At the time of Mr. 
Zarb's appearance, the President had 
announced the details of the proposal. At 
that time, Mr. Zarb did not have any 
macro-economic studies of the impact 
on employment, on the cost of living, or 
any of the other important social impacts 
of this proposal. As a matter of fact, this 
analysis was not submitted to us until a 
day after the plan had been submitted 
to the House. We had to chase the FEA 
all around Robin Hood's barn to get the 
information from them. 

Mr. Chairman, the House should sup
port and adopt House Resolution 605. 
The House has a responsibility to act 
within the very constricted 5-day period 
allotted for review of the President's de
control proposal. What does the Presi
dent's proposal do? It raises all oil in 
this country to $13.50 a barrel, in 2% 
years. -

Now, we are working on legislation, 
H.R. 7014, which is a congressional 
proposal for the continued control of 
petroleum prices and for their orderly 
decontrol. I think the Congress has the 
responsibility to act in this area. I think 
we have a responsibility to say to the 
President, "We are working on this and 
we will make progress toward the enact
ment of legislation to see to it that de
control takes place according to the will 
of the elected representatives of the 
people." 

The decontrol proposal suggested by 
the President is not a policy of this kind. 
It gives a windfall of the most enormous 
proportions to the big oil producers. It 
cannot satisfy the criteria for a just and 
equitable oil pricing policy. 

The President has claimed that his de
control plan will have only a minimal ad
verse effect upon the economy. He has 
taken gasoline impacts as the basis on 
which we are to judge his plan. In point 
of fact, under his plan gasoline would 
experience a 7% or 8 cent cost increase 
in about 2% or 3 years. That is an in
crease of 14 percent. And a 14-percent 
increase on gasoline prices also means a 
14-percent increase in every petroleum 
product used in the economy. I say that 
is too much, and I say it is not reporting 
fairly to the people on the consequences 
of the President's decontrol plan to talk 
in terms of gasoline prices and pennies 
per gallon increases. 

The President has submitted to us an 
economic analysis. As I previously indi
cated, that analysis was not provided un
til the day following the submission of 
the proposal to the Congress or, in other 
words, after 20 percent of the time for 
congressional review had expired. Never
theless, the staff on the subcommittee-
and I want to say they did an outstand
ing job and they are an outstanding 
staff-evaluated the FEA analysis. The 
subcommittee staff analysis convincingly 
demonstrates that the FEA analysis of 
the President's proposal is both inade
quate and misleading. The FEA analysis 
depends upon a number of assumptions, 
which are hypothetical, at best, and, at 
worst are totally false. The FEA makes 
a number of assumptions one of which is 
that no OPEC price increases will oc
cur. OPEC has already told us what they 
propose in the fall. The FEA analysis as
sumes that the Congress will enact a 
windfall profits tax, a tax which has 
never been spelled out by the adminis
tration in any legislative form. FEA as
sumes that the unspecified windfall 
profits tax will rebate to consumers tax 
revenues to offset the adverse impacts 
of the administration's decontrol pro
posal. Our subcommittee staff accepted 
these administrative assumptions but 
compared the President's decontrol plan 
to a base case of continued controls. I 
would commend the subcommittee's 
analysis to my friend, the gentleman 
from Ohio, because the reading will bene
fit him greatly. Perhaps after he has read 
the analysis he will have an appreciation 
of what the staff has actually said, be
cause regrettably my friend and col
league, the gentleman from Ohio, was 
reading from the wrong analysis. 

The FEA analysis is deficient for other 
reasons. FEA assumes that increased 
crude oil prices will not raise the price of 
natural gas and coal. Even more incred
ibly, the FEA assumes that higher crude 
oil prices will in fact result in a decrease 
of coal prices at the rate of 1.2 percent. 
One must ask, are they detached from 
reality? What is the basis of the assump
tion that coal prices will decline as oil 
prices skyrocket? Simply that higher 
crude oil prices will so bankrupt the econ
omy and depress demand that the econ
omy will not be able to pay for coal, and, 
therefore, coal prices will decline. 

Perhaps that is a valid assumption, be
cause this proposal is going to have a 
disastrous effect upon the economy. 

As an aside, one might ask how the 
President can justify a short-term policy 
of higher crude oil prices and higher 
profits to crude oil producers, to encour
age production of more petroleum, when 
that same policy will mean lower prices 
for coal and lower prices to coal pro
ducers, and thereby discourage coal pro
duction in the United States. This points 
up some of the curious aspects of the 
President's program. Encouraging in
creased coal production should be our 
long-term policy and we should not 
jeopardize it in pursuit of a short-term 
crude oil policy. 

The administration has long contended 
that crude oil price increases have no 
perceptible impact upon natural gas and 
coal prices. The experience of recent 
months has indicated that this is false. As 



July 22, 1975 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 23973 

I have indicated, in its zeal to support 
the President's decontrol plan, the FEA 
has actually assumed that crude oil price 
increases will bring about coal price de
creases. Such an assumption skews the 
whole analysis of the administration and 
raises some questions in the mind of an 
honest man as to the competence of the 
makers of the FEA analysis and, perhaps, 
as to their intellectual honesty. 

The base case selected-and this is not 
apparent in the President's message
is a 60-month decontrol scenario. What 
the FEA has done in its analysis of the 
cost of the President's decontrol plan has 
been to compare 2%-year decontrol of 
petroleum against 60-month decontrol. 
This is a most curious comparison, and 
certainly not one that will withstand 
scrutiny. 

It is plain that selection of this sce
nario as the base case skews the whole 
result of the analysis because the ad
ministration assumes that the prices of 
energy are going to go up at the rate of 
10 percent a year under the base case. 
The President's decontrol plan is pro
jected by the FEA to produce an 11-per
cent-per-yeal' increase. Thus FEA's 
analysis is based upon an incremental 
increase in energy costs of only 1 percent. 
This is a most curious kind of yardstick 
for a most .curious kind of analysis. 

Let us now go to the analysis that the 
subcommittee staff has made of the eco
nomic consequences of the President's 
plan. FEA says that unemployment is 
only going to increase .2 of a percent. The 
staff of the Subcommittee on Energy and 
Power has come up with figures that in
dicate unemployment is going to in
crease .8 of a percent, meaning we will 
have 800,000 more workers unemployed 
in this country. That, parenthetically, is 
nearly 2,000 unemployed workers per 
congressional district. 

The President's figures assume that 
real gross national product will be de
pressed 0.84 percent. The Subcommittee 
on Energy and Power analysis projects a 
decrease in real gross national product 
of 2.86 percent. 

Regarding wholesale prices, the FEA 
study says there will be a 2.40-percent in
crease. The subcommittee's study says 
there will be a 6-percent increase. 

On consumer prices, there will be a 1.3-
percent increase, according to the FEA. 
There will be a 2.04-percent increase in 
consumer prices according to the sub
committee's study. 

FEA projects that housing starts will 
be down 4.68 percent under the Presi
dent's decontrol program. If this does 
not encourage the Members to vote 
against the proposal, I do not know what 
will. However, the subcommittee's study 
projects a 15.92-percent depression in 
housing starts. 

Let us take auto sales. The FEA anal
ysis shows it depresses auto sales 3.31 
percent. But the subcommittee's study 
shows a 9.65-percent depression, almost 
a 10-percent depression, in auto sales. 

Mr. Chairman, this proposal by the 
President should be rejected. House Res
olution 605 should be adopted, and then 
we should go forward on the writing of an 
intelligent, meaningful program, based 
upon careful consideration of the facts 
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based upon concern for all factors, the 
human fa-etor, employment, energy costs 
to the consumer, as well as the likely 
effects in terms of energy use. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, I have the greatest of 
respect for my colleague and chairman 
of the subcommittee, the gentleman from 
Michigan <Mr. DINGELL), and I have 
great respect also for the staff. I appreci
ate the gentleman's remarks, and I know 
that he means what he says, particularly 
when his voice gets in that range. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I will just say to 
the gentleman from Michigan that one 
of the reasons coal will not go up in 
price is because 80 percent of the coal 
in this country is currently under long
term contract. Only 20 percent of it is 
not under contract. That 20 percent may 
tend to go up in price, but the coal that 
is contracted for cannot go up. 

The thing I find curious about my 
committee's report, which I, of course, 
did not see until after it came out, was 
that in the original report, which was 
published some 2 weeks ago or therea
bouts, on immediate control, the impact 
on the gross national product was as
sumed to be something like $4.2 billion. 

From a base of $881.9 billion, under 
immediate decontrol it would reduce the 
gross national product to $877.7 billion. 
However, then when we get to gradual 
decontrol, which it seems clear to me 
would not have quite the same impact, 
the impact is reported as 2.86 percent, 
as the chairman notes accurately, and 
that amounts to $26 billion. 

Suddenly gradual decontrol has a more 
adverse impact than immediate decon
trol, and I must say that I just do not 
understand that. It seems to me that 
there is something wrong with those fig
ures on one side or the other, and that 
is why I have some question about it. 

The fact of the matter is that neither 
report takes into account the question of 
rebates of excise taxes to the poor and 
middle class, and neither report takes 
into account the prospect of the use of 
monetary policy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) has ex
pired. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
1 additional minute to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) . 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, with all 
due respect to my good friends and col
league, the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. 
BROWN), for whom I have the highest 
regard and greatest affection, the hard 
fact of the rna tter is that our staff used 
the FEA model. We used the FEA figures, 
and we used the Harvard-DRI model, 
which was used by FEA. 

The gentleman refers to coal prices. 
Long term coal contracts have an esca
lator built into their prices. Every time 
the cost of living goes up, as the Con
sumer Price Index goes up, these long 
term coal contracts go up. The cost of 
living goes up as oil and petroleum prices 
increase. Petroleum price increases have 
been the largest single contributor to de
pression and inflation in this country. 

We have fairly used the same model as 
FEA, and we have made all of our as-

sumptions available. We did it in 4 days. 
We made all the haste we could so that 
the facts would be made available to 
everyone, including FEA and my good 
friend and colleague, the gentleman from 
Ohio <Mr. BROWN) on the other side of 
the aisle. 

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

Mr. DINGELL. Yes, I yield to the gen
tleman from Washington. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, we really 
are concerned about the information re
ferred to by our colleague, the gentleman 
from Ohio <Mr. BROWN), for whom we 
have great affection. 

I just read from the elasticity report 
which was given by FEA. Reading the 
report demonstrates why we question the 
FEA figures. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Michigan <Mr. DING ELL) 
has expired. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. ADAMs). 

Mr. ADAMS. I questioned the gentle
man about the tilt on the barrel. We have 
some considerable doubt that FEA is do
ing a very good job in this. 

When the gentleman quoted from a 
report on gasoline elasticity I asked him 
the name of the people because I could 
not believe he was quoting from the same 
source I have in my hand. He quoted some 
figures with respect to elasticity and that 
FEA had based a report on it. 

I finally got the underlying report 
about 2 minutes ago and on page 46, it 
comments on the whole range of studies 
on elasticity of gasoline which have been 
used to show that raises in price will 
lower consumption and so on. 

It concludes an examination of these 
studies with the following comment: 

This makes evaluation difficult. It leaves an 
unusually large role to the judgment of the 
reviewer. Any conclusion stronger th an quali
fied ignorance 1s suspicious. 

Mr. Chairman, I just do not think we 
ought to quite be using this kind of re
port as a basis for making the assumption 
that if we raise the price of gasoline, we 
are going to lower consumption and that 
we are just going to shift money from 
gasoline users to others. I certainly would 
not be prepared to argue here that the 
President's proposal should be adopted, 
based on this kind of study, because I 
think we ought to have a stronger basis 
for decision than qualified ignorance. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Let us just look 
at the statistics in one area of elasticity. 
This will increase the price of gasoline. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Washington <Mr. 
ADAMs) has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself an additional % minute. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN). 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Since the Arab 
oil embargo, the acceleration in the 
small-car trend in this country has been 
pronounced. Small cars have accounted 
for about 45 percent of the total industry 



23974 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 22, 1975 

sales for the 1975 model year through 
July31. 

That is a sharp increase from 35 per
eent, as I reeall, from the previous year. 
That is a factual bit of information on 
elasticity. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has again expired. 

M.r. BROWN of Ohio. I yield myself an 
additional % minute. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know what 
assumptions were used with reference to 
elasticity in the studies by my colleague 
from the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, but I would call the 
gentleman's attention to page 7 of the 
new report, which says that gradual de
control, costs the GNP $26 billion, and 
then on page 15 of the old report it says 
that immediate decontrol costs $4.2 bil
lion. Those two figures just do not square. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. COLLINS). 

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
in this extensive debate that we have 
heard for many days, we always over
look speaking of what we pay the Arabs 
for oil, and we seemingly are concen
trating on what we can do to underpay 
our own Americans. But if we start with 
basic mathematics, what is it we are 
talking about in crude oil? Let us take 
crude oil at $11.50 a barrel-and we seem 
to be glad to pay the Arabs $11.50 a 
barrel-let us just suppose we start pay
ing the Americans $11.50 a barrel for 
crude oil, which seems very fair .to me. 
There are 42 gallons in an oil barrel. 

A price of $11.50 a barrel for 42 gallons 
means a raw gallon of gasoline is 27 
cents. In other words, when we talk about 
the cost of gasoline, we are talking about 
27 cents that the raw crude oil costs. 
We can all get on the floor and talk 
extensively about how gasoline is desired 
by the American public. And, as we cam
paign a year from now we can talk about 
how we would like to have a loaf of bread 
for a nickel, or many would like to have 
a bottle of beer for a nickel, or we would 
all like to be able to buy a new auto
mobile for $600. But the fact of the 
matter is that we have inflation in 
America, and the reason we have it is 
because we have been the biggest spend
ers in the history of the world. We have 
overspent our budget by $100 billion and 
are facing a $100 billion deficit. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
if the gentleman will yield, when the 
gentleman talks about a loaf of bread, 
I remember hearing that a loaf of bread 
would cost $1 a loaf. 

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. We could pay 
that for bread. I am glad the gentleman 
has mentioned that, because inflation af
fects all commodities. But we have to 
remember that gasoline will cost more 
since we must pay for what it costs to 
produce it. 

Yesterday I picked up the Oil Jour
nal, and I read about the big discovery 
1n Mobile, Ala., where they had to drill 
to a depth of 16,000 feet. I remember 
back when they found oil in east Texas, 
that they could find good oil and good 
oil sand at around 3,000 feet. It did not 
cost much to drill for it, but when you 

have to drill to find oil at a depth of 
16,000 feet, you really have to pay geo
metrically more, and that it why it re
quires $11.50 a barrel. 

Up in Alaska, it has been suggested to 
roll that Alaskan oil back to not more 
than $8.50 a barrel. You cannot produce 
most Alaska oil for less than $10, and 
some of it will go $10.50, and $11. Other
wise you are going to have to leave the 
oil in Alaska. 

I always like to discuss Sprayberry 
production in west Texas. We know that 
oil is there, but we know we cannot pro
duce it on any basis less than $10; that 
is what it takes to produce Sprayberry, 
because it is heavy rock, it is a slow flow
ing oil, it is not a very thick sand. 

When we talk about going back and 
producing these inactive oil reserves, we 
are simply going to have to pay the addi
tiona! price as we go along. 

When we talk about the fact that it 
costs more, I can tell you why gas and 
gasoline cost more. It is because it costs 
more to discover and produce the crude 
oil. 

In potential new crude oil, we have 
been talking about the tar sands, and the 
tremendous reserves if we could produce 
it. 

Sun Oil Co. went up to Canada and 
spent $300 million, did an extensive job 
of developing a refinery and trying to 
recover oil from these sands. They lost 
money every year, every year, every year. 
I think their losses went up to $80 mil
lion, until the market finally started 
paying them a fair price, and last year 
they turned the corner and got in the 
black. 

So we have to pay a fair price in order 
to get anywhere if we are going to pro
duce more oil, and particularly more 
American oil, so we can be self -sufficient. 

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

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Texas for a question. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman knows something about 
Sprayberry oil, but I would assume the 
gentleman from Alaska also knows a lot 
about the Prudhoe Bay oil. Does the gen
tleman in the well not recall that the 
gentleman from Alaska said that can be 
produced for $7.55 a barrel, and that the 
limitations are at the wellhead? 

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. I remember 
the gentleman from Alaska said that all 
of the estimates in Alaska have been 
more than doubled. He said when they 
originally built that pipeline, they 
thought they could do it for $900 million, 
and they found that it cost $7 billion. 
The oil is not yet flowing in Alaska. When 
it gets flowing and they finally thaw it 
out, they are going to find it is going to 
cost $10. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. If the gentleman will 
yield further, the gentleman is correct 
in that the first estimates were around 
$4, so $7.55 comes pretty near double, 
but still $7.55 is still a good deal less than 
$13.50. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 2 additional minutes to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. COLLINS of Texas. I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The fact of the 
matter is that all of the oil in Alaska, 
pray God, does not come from Prudhoe 
Bay. There is additional oil in Alaska 
besides Prudhoe Bay which is going to 
be considerably more expensive. I have 
a figure on the Alaskan oil from a study 
made by one of the companies investing 
there, which gives the price that squares 
with the price given by the gentleman 
from Alaska, who is not on the floor at 
the moment. But they go on in this 
study and say: 

The same cannot be said for other fields 
in Northern Alaska. We have a partial in
terest in a field about 20 miles west of Prud
hoe called Kup River Sands, a part of the 
so-called Coleville area .... 

And it goes on to say that in their 
opinion that would be a great deal more 
expensive to bring in. If we are going to 
make that oil productive, those areas 
productive, we are going to have to take 
into account the fact that it will cost a 
little more than Prudhoe Bay. 

I think the gentleman missed my point 
about the $1-a-loaf bread. The fact of 
the matter is that we had dire predic
tions, if the gentleman will recall, a 
couple of years ago about $1-a-loaf bread. 
We did not have $1-a -loaf bread when 
it was all said and done, because we have 
increased the production of wheat, and 
that is exactly the thing we have to do 
in the whole oil area. That is exactly 
what the President's program is designed 
to try to accomplish. 

I had a letter the other day from an 
investor in small wells in a conventional 
site in this country, and his comment 
was that he also invested in beef. He 
said, "Some years ago you guys in Con
gress tried to freeze the price of beef." He 
said, "As I recall, beef got very expensive 
and disappeared from the marketplace. 
Then you took off the price of controls 
of beef, and now beef has come down 
in price and there is plenty of it in the 
marketplace." 

The same economics, it seems to me, 
might very well apply to oil if we would 
have the confidence to use that eco
nomics. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT). 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish it were possible-and perhaps it is
for me to address both sides of the aisle 
and to address everyone as Members of 
Congress who have a responsibility as 
Congressmen to retain authority to make 
the decisions that we are called upon to 
make here, because I believe that our 
branch of Government is the best gage 
of the collective will of the people. That 
is what we are supposed to do. We are 
not called upon to give the President 
authority to set down a plan and then 
relegate to ourselves only the authority 
to veto it. We have the responsibility 
under the Constitution to establish what 
the policy of this Government should be, 
and that is the only manner in which 
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the collective will of the people can ever 
be expressed. 

Of course, I grant that ultimately there 
may have to be compromise, but there 
cannot be the establishment at the out
set of the collective will of the people 
based upon one-third of Congress, plus 
one, plus the President of the United 
States. 

That. is not the way we act if we per
form our duty as the prime and original 
creator of national policy embodied in 
law. Therefore, I urge Members to reject 
this decontrol measure by the President 
and vote for the resolution before us. 
We will then have the opportunity to 
decide whether two-thirds of this House 
is going to override the President's veto 
on H.R. 4035. I think w~ should. We may 
not be able to do so. That is the way 
the Constitution says we must proceed. 

If we cannot do so we already have 
a resolution directly from the Rules Com
mittee for S. 1849 to be taken from the 
Speaker's table which is a further com
promise. It is a compromise that says 
"Mr. President, we have not been able 
to override the veto with respect to what 
seemed to us to be a reasonable protec
tion of the status quo at no more than 
$11.50 for new oil and the continuation 
of the allocation progam to hold old oil 
at $5.25 until we can ultimately decide 
this issue under the bill H.R. 7014. We 
have not been able to do that, so we 
come to you again with a second com
promise and ask you to give us a kind 
of temporary restraining order, give us 
an order that will prevent irreparable 
damage to the economy in the mean
time." 

That is all we want. Now, is that not 
a reasonable way to proceed? 

How is it, the President can say 
say that we would, by making such sug
gestion to him and sticking to it--how 
can he say we have brought down the 
economy if the control goes off because 
of his vetoes and because we have not 
merely surrendered to his will? 

I say the President's position is like 
Samson at the pillars of the temple, will
ing to pull the pillars down on both our 
heads unless he gets his way without 
change. 

I suggest to the Members on this ques
tion of compromise: It has been said we 
are not compromising. I have before me 
a letter that has come from the staff 
of the Federal Power Commission 
addressed to the Honorable WARREN G. 
MAGNUSON, dated July 21, 1975, in re
sponse to the request of Chairman Nas
sikas to give the Senate a measure of 
the cost of producing replenishment on, 
in short, new oil, in short, that type of 
oil that the President would permit to go 
up to $13.50. 

Mr. Chairman, I include the complete 
letter at this point. The letter is as 
follows: 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.O., July 21, 1975. 

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR CHAm MAN MAGNUSON: I 8Jll pleased 
to forward the attached cost analyses pre-

pared by me in response to your letter of 
July 15, 1975, requesting the following: 

(1) An alternative to the study transmitted 
on June 26, using the same data and analy
sis but including Alaska as well as the lower 
48 states. In order to assure that these com
putations are conservative, we would request 
that only one-half of the reported reserves 
in Alaska be used in the computation. In 
addition, please assume a Federal Income Tax 
11ab111ty equal to 10 percent of gross in
come on the value of crude oil produced. 

{2) An estimate of the cost per mUUon 
Btu's of producing new hydrocarbons, 
whether crude oil or natural gas. Such a 
.computation would avoid the difficult allo
cation problems of joint costs between the 
two fuels. Please base this estimate on the 
five-year average of expenses, reserves addi
tions, and production. Again, please utilize 
one-half of the Alaskan reserve additions 
in the computation and assume a Federal 
Income Tax llabtlity of 10 percent of gross 
income from crude oil and natural gas sales. 

(3) We would also request the Federal 
Power Commission Staff Analysis of the esti
mated cost of production of old domestic 
crude oil, which is based on 1972 data. We 
should also appreciate any help you can give 
us in trending these costs forward to reflect 
current 1975 costs. 

The results of the foregoing analyses (1), 
{2) and (3) are $5.49 per barrel, $4.14 per 
barrel and $2.96 per barrel, respectively. A 
discussion of possible trending methods is 
provided in the attached analysis. 

I will be pleased to answer any questions 
you have regarding the staff analysis. 

Sincerely yours, 

Supervisory 
Specialist. 

LoUIS J. ENGEL, 
Regulatory Gas Utility 

[ScHEDULE No.1) 
COST OF FINDING AND PRODUCING A BARREL OF 

NEW CRUDE OIL-TOTAL U.S.l 
LINE NUMBER, ITEM DESCRIPTION, SOURCE, AND 

UNIT COST PER BARREL 
1. Oll well drilling cost, schedule 3, $0.43. 
2. Lease acquisition cost, schedule 3, $0.37. 
3. Production fac1llties, schedule 3, $0.27. 
4. Subtotal, $1.07. 
5. Dry hole drilling cost, schedule 3, $0.21. 
6. Other exploration cost, schedule 3, $0.19. 
7. Exploration overhead, schedule 3, $0.05. 
8. Subtotal, $0.45. 
9. Operating expense, schedule 3, $0.88. 
10. Casinghead gas credit, schedule 3, 

{$0.61). 
11. Return on working capital, schedule 

3, $0.12. . 
12. Return on investment, schedule 3, $2.28. 
13. Royalty at 16%, schedule 2, $0.80. 
14. Subtotal, schedule 2, $4.99. 
15. Total including income tax a.t 10% of 

gross income, $5.49. 

1 Includes Alaskan data to the extent that 
50% of Alaskan oil additions were included 
in the productivity estimate. 

COST OF FLOWING OIL 1 

Production cost: 2 Per barrel 
1. Cash expense------------------ $1.02 
2. DD&A ------------------------- 0. 48 
3. Return------------------------ 0.74 

Total ----------------------- 2. 24 

Exploration and development allowance 
(E&D): a 

4. Expense ----------------------- 0.34 
5. Return------------------------ 0.11 

Total ------------------------ 0.45 

6. Total, production & E & D------- 2. 69 
7. FIT computed as 10% of line 7___ o. 27 

Total ------------------------ 2.96 
What does the staff report over signa

ture of Louis J. Engel, supervisory reg
ulatory gas utilities specialist? They tell 
us the cost of finding and producing a 
barrel of new crude oil, and it sets out 
each of the line items contained therein, 
as $5.49 per barrel. It states the cost of 
flowing oil-and it puts down all the 
items contained in such cost--is $2.96 
per barrel. I ask the Members: Have we 
made a compromise? 

We have asked in H.R. 7014 for a basic 
price of $7.50 which would allow for any 
possible increase in inflationary costs. 
In addition to that, for especially costly 
oil we have asked for an average price 
of $8.50, which is sufficiently flexible so 
that if Prudhoe Bay oil can be brought 
in at $7.55, the North Slope oil can be 
brought in at up to $11. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from North Carolina <Mr. 
MARTIN). 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, once 
more it is necessary to call for the appli
cation of plain old commonsense to our 
energy problems, an element lacking in 
so. much of the legislation brought be
fore this House. Those of us who today 
vote to let stand the President's phased 
decontrol of oil prices and then against 
the bill, H.R. 7014, with its new price 

1 Cost of flowing oil is estimated on a basis 
comparable to the cost of flowing gas, under 
past Commission approved methods, in Com
mission Notice Issuing Staff Rate Recom
mendation and Prescribing Procedures, is
sued September 12, 1974, in Docket No. R-
478. (See Notice Appendix B, summary, 
Schedule No. 1-A, Column (e)). Method 
further combines operations of Independent 
Producers, Pipeline Affiliates, and Pipeline 
Producers which were reported in subject 
docket in year 1972 for the Lower 48. 

2 Production costs are based on current 
year 1972 operations on leases producing es
sentially oil only or leases producing oil and 
casinghead gas. Leases producing both on 
and gas-well gas (combination leases) were 
excluded from study because of the complex
ity in allocation procedures. Allocation of 
joint product oil and casinghead gas costs 
was made on the basis of relative costs, i.e., 
through consideration of what it would cost 
to produce the products singly as measured 
by the cost of separate product gas-well gas 
and single product on. 

a E & D costs are based on current expendi
tures for essentially unsuccessful costs. E & D 
costs are first assigned, and the remainder 
allocated, on the basis of the respondence 
reported intent as between gas reservoir and 
oil reservoir operations. Costs for oil reser
voir operations were then allocated between 
on and gas current production, as measured 
by Btu content, after the oil Btu's had first 
been modified by a multiple of 25. The result
ing with E & D cost for oil was then imputed 
to production of on on the subject lease 
types. 
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controls and price rollbacks are exercis
ing that much needed commonsense. 

While we all recognize there is no im
mediate, worldwide oil shortage in spite 
of oil being a finite commodity, we have 
in this country a genuine shortage of oil 
that is cheap to get out and to the con
sumer. We are kidding either or both of 
ourselves and our constituents when we 
say that with a simple stroke we can as
sure America of all the oil we want at a 
price we wish to pay. That cannot be 
done. It is something made impossible 
by geology, diplomacy, and economics. 
We are yet to face the harshest reality 
that there will be an end to the world's 
oil and as we approach the end the trend 
will be one of constantly higher prices 
because each new gallon will be produced 
in more difficult terrain by more difficult 
methods. We must recognize that our 
constituents' children or grandchildren 
will sooner or later be unable to buy gas
oline to drive to the beach. Hopefully 
there will be other fuels or other means, 
although there is no present guarantee 
of that. 

We cannot guarantee by legislation 
perpetually plentiful cheap oil any more 
than we can legislate sunny weekends 
in spite of the fact our constituents would 
want both. Constituents are smart 
enough to recognize a self -congratula
tory press release about assured sunny 
Sundays for what it would be. They are 
learning enough about energy realities 
to begin to question pie in the sky bills 
for what they are. 

By allowing phased decontrol of oil, 
subject of course to excess profits taxes, 
we would back Government one more 
step out of the energy market. These in
trusions by government are only ag
gravating our energy afflictions. By 
letting the Emergency Petroleum Alloca
tion Act's entitlements program die we 
would do the same. 

The entitlements program is a classic 
example of governmental intrusion mud
dying the situation. It removes any in
centive to be competitive by way of using 
domestic oil instead of foreign oil since 
the program makes producers of domes
tic oil share it-or its cost benefit-with 
those producers who rely on imports. We 
created that program to help the ''little 
guy" if-that is-multi-millionaire 
refiners of foreign oil are little guys. It 
removes the incentive to produce oil here 
when it removes the economic disadvan
tage now implicit in trying to market 
products made from foreign expensive 
oil. 

Likewise, retaining in perpetuity price 
controls on cheaper "old" oil removes the 
incentive to produce products from that 
resource instead of from more expensive 
"new" oil. Thus controls, by their very 
being, have rapidly tilted us toward prod
ucts containing a higher per.centage of 
"new" than of "old" oil and more foreign 
oil than domestic. 

By patting ourselves on the back say
ing we have protected consumers we have 
penalized consumers and the presently 
popular legislative initiatives are more 
of the same. 

We need do only two things. We should 
phase out controls. That will restore a 
degree of competition and leave alloca
tion in the free market. And, we should 
enact an excess profits tax to be ~;ure 

that decontrol does not result in uncon
scionable windfalls to producers beyond 
their legitimate profit margins and capi
tal requirements. The longer we delay do
ing this by grandstanding and by ad
vancing the idea that we can have as 
much as we want for as little as we want 
to pay, the longer it will be before we 
approach a real solution of our energy 
problems. 

The President and the conservatives 
in Congress believe that energy inde
pendence-reliance on American instead 
of foreign petroleum-is essential, even if 
that means paying more in order to get 
more oil produced in this country. 

The congressional liberals have as their 
sole objective to roll back prices of 
American crude oil. Ironically, that 
will not lead to lower prices at the 
pump. It works this way: If we dis
courage oil production in this country by 
clamping on lower crude oil profits, 
then, in order to meet demand, more oil 
will have to be imported. Since imported 
oil now costs more than American on, 
that means that consumer prices at the 
pump will be higher-not lower. In short, 
if we pay less for American oil we will 
have to buy more of the higher priced 
foreign oil. 

That is what decontrol is all about
to let the free market work so we will not 
have to import so much. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
count. Fifty Members are present, not a 
quorum. 

The Chair announces that pursuant to 
clause 2, rule XXIII, he will vacate pro
ceedings under the call when a quorum 
of the Committee appears. 

Members will record their presence 
by electronic device. 

The call was taken by electronic device. 
QUORUM CALL VACATED 

The CHAIRMAN. One hundred Mem
bers have appeared. A quorum of the 
Committee of the Whole is present. 

Pursuant to the provisions of clause 2, 
rule XXIII, further proceedings under 
the call shall be considered as vacated. 

The Committee will resume its busi
ness. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. BROWN). 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I yield myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, in the interest of pour
ing oil on troubled waters, just to make a 
bad pun, I would like to read to my col
leagues from the editorial page of today's 
New York Times. 

This is a source from which I do not 
alway find great comfort, but it is a 
source from which today I find what I 
consider to be good advice to the Con
gress and the President. 

The editorial is headed: "Impasse on 
Oil" and it reads as follows: 

The politically-motivated impasse between 
Congress and President Ford on control of 
domestic petroleum prices is threatenfng to 
leave the country and the consumer in an 
intolerable situation. 

Yesterday Mr. Ford vetoed a price-rollback 
b1ll passed by Congress; it appears that Con
gress in turn wm not accept the President's 
own proposal, which moves in the opposite 
direction, for gradual decontrol of all oil 
prices. As existing control authority expires 

Aug. 31, the result--unless something is done 
soon-will be that domestic oil prices, stimu
lated by a probable further increase in the 
OPEC price later this year, could seriously 
inhibit economic recovery. 

Under the circumstances, it seems to us 
that a compromise could sensibly be reached 
envisaging gradual decontrol accompanied 
by increase in gasoline taxes, with special 
rebates for the hardest-hit segments-of-the 
population, accompanied by tax and plow
back provisions to insure against windfall 
profits for the industry and to encourage 
reinvestment in energy production. 

The issue is no longer whether to conserve 
oil and reduce American and Western vul
nerability to the oil cartel, but how best to 
accomplish that purpose with greatest equity 
and least damage to production, employ
ment and the anti-inflation effort. Economic 
recovery is almost certain to send American 
oil imports shooting upward again, unless 
restricted by higher gasoline taxes or a price 
rise as a result of phased decontrol-or both 
in coordination. 

The same time, increased domestic pro
duction of oil, and encouragement of the 
more secure foreign sources, should also 
be a basic objective. Government should 
seek to ensure that higher profits resulting 
from rising oll prices will be rein vested in 
the development of new energy sources. 

Plans for the decontrol of oil prices must 
be geared in carefully with fiscal policy to 
ensure that the economy recovers from the 
worst recession in postwar history, which 
has left heavy unemployment in its train. 
Higher oil and other energy prices and the 
extra taxes must not be permitted to im
pose such heavy burdens on the economy 
as to cause the recovery to abort. This can 
be handled by phasing decontrol in grad
ually-over a period of perhaps three years 
or more-and by assuring that during the 
recovery extra taxes collected be put back 
into the economy both by reinvestment and 
by rebate to lowest income groups hit by 
higher energy prices. 

The probable burden of higher oil prices 
is so great-likely to amount of $30 billion 
or more-that it is urgent that tax plow
backs and rebates be supplemented by a 
lower general tax schedule to cushion the 
economy against the impact of oil decontrol. 

It is a tragedy that Congressional action 
can only be obtained by a Presidential threat 
of sudden decontrol. But 21 months have 
passed passed since the oll embargo that 
made clear the need for an effective conser
vation and development program. The aim 
now must be to enact the best compromise 
that can be achieved. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of House Resolution 605, a res
olution disapproving the amendment to 
the Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act 
submitted to the House on July 16, 1975, 
by the Federal Energy Administration. 

As a member of the Energy and Power 
Subcommittee I have been working to 
achieve congressional action on a re
sponsible energy bill. Our committee be
gan work on this problem in February of 
this year and the fruits of this effort, 
H.R. 7014, is scheduled to come to the 
floor of the House for further considera
tion later today. I regret that it has 
taken our committee the best part of 5 
months to bring an energy bill to the 
floor, but such is the case and I nonethe
less feel that the Congress should com
plete its action on H.R. 7014. 

In this regard, the phaseout of old 
oil price ceilings, as proposed by the 
Federal Energy Administration on July 
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16, 1975, comes at an extremely inoppor
tune time. That is to say, it intervenes 
while we are literally in the middle of 
considering the "energy bill," H.R. 7014. 
In fact, the pending business of the 
House, when we resume our consideration 
of H.R. 7014, will be my amendment, 
which is designed to place a price ceiling 
on oil prices, place a stringent windfall 
profits tax on oil producers, provide an 
appropriately strong incentive for the 
discovery and production of new oil re
sources and, most importantly, to pro
tect consumers purchasing power by re
distributing windfall profit tax revenues 
to middle- and low-income consumers. 
It is my strong feeling that the House 
should complete working its will on 
H.R. 7014 before the President or the 
Federal Energy Administration inter
poses such a decontrol amendment on the 
Congress. 

I would be remiss in my remarks, Mr. 
Chairman, if I did not take this oppor
tunity to recognize the considerable dis
tance the administration has come in 
modifying its original energy proposals 
in the interest of shaping a responsible 
compromise that will meet the energy 
needs of the American people. 

However, under the circumstances, I 
cannot support the FEA amendment of 
July 16, 1975, and will accordingly vote 
"yea" for House Resolution 605, the reso
lution disapproving the 30-month decon
trol of old oil proposed by FEA. 

Instead, I will continue to work for a 
responsible legislative solution to meet
ing the needs of our hard-pressed con
sumers and toward achieving the goal of 
energy independence. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to the 
minority leader, the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. RHODES). 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, there are 
several things that I think Members 
agree on, no matter what side of the 
aisle they are on and no matter what 
their previous thoughts might be. I think 
one of those things is that we ought to be 
doing something, we ought to be moving, 
toward a positive solution of our energy 
problem. We cannot continue to do 
nothing, and I think that is what we are 
going to be doing today. 

Unfortunately, I think the Members 
are probably going to vote down this 
proposal of the President. It will be an
other item in the negative record of this 
Congress. 

As a matter of fact, the President has 
been trying to get the Congress to move 
ever since it convened. The people on my 
right have been saying, "Vote this down 
and give us time to do something con
structive." 

My query is, How much time do we 
need? 

I remember December 1974 when an 
emergency energy bill was brought out 
of this very fine committee headed by 
my good friend, the gentleman from West 
Virginia <Mr. STAGGERS) , and we strained 
mightily. I think that about on Christ-
mas Eve we adjourned, having pro
duced nothing, not even a mouse. 

Since that time, and in this Congress, 
the President of the United States has 
sent a plan to the Congress and asked for 
the plan to be enacted. Nothing was. 

In order to get some movement, he 
announced that he would put a $1 fee on 
imported crude oil-$1 a barrel. Still 
nothing happened, so he did put the tax 
on. When he was going to put the second 
dollar per barrel on, he was persuaded 
by Members of the House and Senate that 
if he only would forebear, there would be 
some movement. There was not any 
movement, so the President put the sec
ond dollar on. Then, in an attempt to 
get some sort of action, the President 
sent us a plan for decontrol of old oil. 

It is no wonder that people call this 
Congress the "seat-belt Congress," be
cause in order to get Congress to move, it 
has to have a belt in the seat every now 
and then. Unfortunately, that has not 
worked. 

Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I just say to 
my good friends on the right that if we 
seem to be pressing them, it is because 
we are. It is very important to the econ
omy of this country-not only today but 
for years to come-that we produce more 
oil domestically than we are now produc
ing. 

The production from the old oil fields 
is going down. Everybody agrees to that. 
How do we get it to come back up? Even 
more importantly, how do we get oil to 
be brought into production from new 
wells which will take the place of the old 
oil which is not being produced? We cer
tainly do not do it by rolling back prices, 
and we certainly do not do it by clinging 
to a two-tier system of oil which is out
moded and which has already proven it 
will not do the job. 

No. Instead of that, I think we need 
to give people the incentive to produce 
more old oil-both old and new oil. 
Again, however, the record of this Con
gress is completely negative. Instead of 
encouraging production we repealed the 
depletion allowance, which has had the 
effect of idling drilling rigs which would 
otherwise be put to work finding new 
oil. 

This is a very dismal record, and I 
think we are going to add to this lack of 
luster today by voting down the Presi
dent's reasonable plan for decontrol. 

This plan calls for decontrol of old oil 
over a period of 30 months; that is 2% 
years. It calls for a cap of $13.50, which 
is about what the world price is today, 
and which, incidentally, is a concession 
made by the administration because the 
administration had previously said that 
it was not in favor of the cap. This plan 
does contain a cap, but I think, even more 
importantly, this plan has to be reviewed 
every 30 days. We do not set the thing 
in concrete now. 

Mr. Chairman, that is one reason I 
wonder why we are so worried about it. 

What I would like to do, and I make 
this proposal very seriously-! know 
there are probably the votes in this 
House to disapprove the President's 
plan-but what I would like to do is this: 
I think the President should immediate
ly, or at least as soon as possible, submit 
another plan. But I would hope that that 
plan would be submitted only after the 
majority and the minority and the Presi
dent have gotten together on a plan that 
could be approved. I do not want him 
to send another one up here which will 
be brought up within 5 days for disap-

proval, because that just adds to the 
stalemate which we already have. There 
is no reason to do that. 

The country does not deserve it. The 
country does not want it. What the coun
try wants is some safeguard against our 
having either to keep importing more 
and more oil from the OPEC countries, 
or running out of oil. It is about that 
simple. 

The choices we have are either to pro
duce more domestically, to import more 
from the OPEC countries, or to ration. 
Those are really the three alternatives. 
Do not let anybody tell you there is a 
fourth, because there really is not. So 
what we are doing here today is just add
ing to the stalemate. 

I sincerely hope we can get together 
after this is over, Mr. Chairman, some of 
us, and see if we cannot possibly work 
out some sort of a compromise plan so 
that we can all work together as Ameri
cans, as Members of this body, and try 
to do something about this situation. 

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

Mr. RHODES. I will yield to the gen
tleman from Connecticut if the gentle
man has an answer to my question. 

Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Chairman I cer
tainly cannot speak for the distin~ished 
chairman, the gentleman from West 
Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS) but I would sim
ply ask the distinguished minority leader 
if that gentleman is aware that there has 
been a great deal of activity on this side 
to compromise with the President? 

Mr. RHODES. Of course. 
Mr. MOFFETT. And in fact, the pro

visions imposed in H.R. 7014 are in many 
ways a compromise. We are talking about 
a rollback now to $7.50 or $8.50 for high
er priced oil as being unreasonable, but 
at the same time we are talking about 
the oil companies having plenty, having 
a reasonable return at $5. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman from Connecticut is now making 
a speech, and I did not yield to the gen
tleman for that purpose. 

H.R. 7014 has nothing whatsoever to 
do with what is at hand before us to
day. 

Mr. MOFFETT. But it does have to do 
with the gentleman's assertion about 
Congress not doing anything on energy. 

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

Mr. RHODES. I yield to the Chair
man, the gentleman from West Virginia 
(Mr. STAGGERS) . 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman I 
would like to say to the minority leader, 
the gentleman from Arizona <Mr. 
RHODES) and of course I thank the gen
tleman for yielding to me, that I would 
be willing to meet with the President or 
any of his advisers, and the minority, at 
any time, at any place, and we wlll be 
available. I am sure that if I ask any 
members of our committee that they will 
be glad to do so, because we have to work 
out something. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to assure the gentleman from West Vir
ginia that I feel sure this can be done. I 
have known the gentleman from West 
Virginia for many years, and I respect 
the gentleman, and I am serious in hop
ing that we can do this. 
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But, in the event that this does not 

occur, then let me give the Members this 
little scenario; that if we keep growling 
at each other and August 31 oomes 
around, then we will not have any con
trol over oil at all, and very precipitous
ly the price of oil will go up through the 
ceiling. 

I think that is something that no Mem
ber of this Congress on either side, or 
any President, ought to allow to occur. 

No one really knows what that will do 
to the economy, but it cannot be good. 

At this moment we find ourselves about 
ready to bottom out as far as the reces
sion is concerned, and about ready to get 
the country on the way back up again as 
far as he economy is concerned. We 
cannot afford to gamble with our econ
omy by a sudden decontrol of old oil. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I certainly hope 
that the Congress will attempt to reach 
a compromise. 

Further, Mr. Chairman, I wish to thank 
the Members of this body for their atten
tion. I assure them again that as a Mem
ber of the minority, that I stand ready 
to compromise with them, so as to make 
sure that we will be able to do the job 
that needs to be done to produce more 
domestic oil, to produce it at a reasonable 
price, and to provide the people of our 
country with the energy that is needed to 
keep this economy going. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. MoFFETT). 

Mr. MOFFET!'. Mr. Chairman, the 
White House propaganda machine has 
been busy assuring the American people 
that the "price tag" for full decontrol
gradual or immediate-is only 7 cents 
per gallon of gasoline. This 7 cents per 
gallon at the pump theme, held over from 
a previous FEA evaluation of decontrol 
under totally different circumstances, is 
misleading for three reasons: 

First, it intentionally understates even 
the increase in raw material costs for 
each gallon of petroleum product after 
decontrol; 

Second, it intentionally takes no ac
count of add-ons to price apart from raw 
material costs after decontrol; and 

Third, it intentionally diverts public 
attention from the fact that decontrol 
will inflate not only gasoline but utility 
costs, food bills, and the price of every 
other consumer it·em. 

One. Even on a crude oil/raw material 
basis, petroleum prices will rise by 9 cents 
per gallon, more than 20 percent above 
the White House estimate. Because of 
price controls on domestic crude oil, the 
average price of all crude oil-foreign and 
domestic-used by U.S. refiners is sub
stantially below the OPEC-decon
trolled-price level. FEA's latest Energy 
Review reported an average U.S. cost for 
March of $9.30 per barrel with an im
port cost of $13.17, a difference of almost 
$4 per barrel. 

FEA's Energy Review also contained 
an extensive discussion of crude oil pric
ing which acknowledged that decon
trolled domestic crude would rise to 
OPEC levels. The same discussion 
pointed out that FEA's March figures
the latest available-did not take lnto 

account the second dollar of the Presi
dent's fee which would raise the import 
cost $1 to over $14 per barrel and have 
approximately a $0.60 impact on average 
U.S. costs which consist of 60 percent 
imported and dec on trolled crude oil. 
Given these adjustments, tlie current dif
ference between U.S. average cost and 
world costs is almost certainly in excess 
of $4 per barrel. Even if decontrolled 
domestic prices were held to $13.50 per 
barrel by the President's decontrol plan, 
the decontrolled average would be over 

-$13.50 since substantial imports would 
continue. Thus, at an absolute minimum, 
decontrol would increase crude oil costs 
by over $3.50 per barrel over existing U.S. 
average levels. 

Each barrel of crude oil contains 42 
gallons which can be processed into ap
proximately 40 gallons of product. Each 
$1 increase in crude oil costs add 2¥2 
cents to the raw material cost of petro
leum products. A $3.50 per barrel crude 
oil increase thus means almost a 9-cent
per,..gallon increase in the raw material 
cost of each petroleum product. 

These facts are no secret to FEA. 
FEA's 7-cent-per-gallon figure was ac
tually computed in May before the sec
ond dollar of import fee was imposed. 
That figure is being played again now 
without any tie to reality. 

Second. Inevitable increases in refiner 
margins will swell the gasoline increases 
to about 14 cents per gallon. Major re
finers have continuously claimed that 
domestic price controls have made their 
refinery operations unprofitable and pre
vented them from passing on increased 
costs of refinery operations. They have 
estimated these increased nonproduct 
costs as about 15 percent of the total in
crease of raw material costs since May 
1973. These nonproduct costs include fuel 
for refining operations and thus can be 
expected to rise proportionately with 
refinery costs. 

Given decontrol, the total increase in 
raw material costs from May 1973 levels 
would be about 25 cents per gallon. An 
additional15 percent would be 3.75 cents 
per gallon. Without controls this extra 
3. 75 cents would be passed on to con- . 
sumers by refiners on top of the 9-cent
per-gallon increase in raw material 
costs. And decontrol would also permit a 
rise in service station margins to ac
commodate to lower volume at higher 
prices. 

Taken together, the increase in re
finery and service station margins would 
almost certainly result in doubling the 
White House 7-cent-per-gallon estimate. 
A cynical man might indeed think the 
White House had chosen 7 cents on the 
theory that the public always discounts 
Government claims by half. 

The alleged gasoline increases would 
apply to all petroleum products, as well 
as coal, unregulated natural gas and all 
consumer products with an energy com
ponent. Perhaps the slickest understate
ment of an in the White House presenta
tion is the exclusive focus on gasoline. De
control is not an excise tax. It will hit 
the prices of all petroleum products in
cluding home heating oil and residual 
fuel for electricity. And while 7 or even 

14 cents may seem like a modest increase 
in the pump price of gasoline which is 
already boosted by Federal and State 
taxes, the same 7 or 14 cents is a whop
ping percentage increase in home heat
ing oil, diesel fuel, jet fuel, and residual 
fuel. 

In addition, increases in the cost of 
petroleum energy permit a windfall for 
coal and unregulated natural gas. And as 
total energy costs rise, industry must 
pass energy costs on to all consumers. 

To put it bluntly, 7 cents on gasoline 
may play in Peoria but it is a magical 
mystery tour unrelated to the reality the 
White House is trying to foist upon the 
American public. The least the Govern
ment can do in an issue of this kind is to 
come clean with the people, rather than 
replaying irrelevant tunes as the time for 
constructive action goes by. 

I urge adoption of this resolution, a 
feature to do nothing less than stave off 
the most destructive economic move by 
Government in recent memory. 

Mr. ~TAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. JONES). 

Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. Mr. Chair
man, I rise to oppose House Resolution 
605. 

Our time is just about up. We can sit 
around this Chamber, and speculate on 
this energy scenario or that one. We can 
wrap ourselves in the rhetoric of respon
sibility, while we abdicate all semblance 
of responsibility. 

I believe the time has come for com
promise, and compromise in a construc
tive, conscientious manner that will pro
duce positive results. 

The President and the Congress can 
spend the next 2 weeks deciding who will 
be blamed for an immediate decontrol of 
old oil prices on September 1. I do not 
consider that responsible or responsive 
government. 

Our goal should be to fashion an ap
proach that the President will accept, the 
Congress will accept, and most impor
tantly, that the people of the United 
States will accept. 

I do not favor everything in the Presi
dent's decontrol plan. I would prefer a 
longer phaseout. I would prefer that the 
President spell out the details of the 
windfall profits tax, but then I believe 
Mr. Chairman, Mr. ULLMAN, can lead us 
to a proper resolution of that item. 

I would prefer that the President im
mediately remove the $2 per barrel on 
imported oil. The House voted for re
moving this tariff in H.R. 6860. 

But on the whole, this is a sound ap
proach. It is certainly better than spin
ning our wheels, waiting for an act of 
God. God helps those who help them
selves, and that is exactly what we must 
do here today by opposing the disap
proval resolution. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from California (Mr. Moss). 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I agree with 
the remarks that were just made in the 
well by the gentleman from Arizona, the 
distinguished minority leader, Mr. 
RHODES, that "if we keep growling at 
each other the way that we have that 



July 22, 1975 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 23979 
that is not the way to do the job that we 
must do." 

But I would just also suggest that to 
keep telling the Congress every time we 
move on a piece of energy legislation 
that it is going to be vetoed, that that 
is not the way to do it, either. I want to 
remind the Members of this Committee 
that it is probably composed of more new 
Members than any Congress in the last 
quarter of a century, and that it reflects 
losses on the other side, not on mine. 

I recall the debate in December of 
1973 and the continuing debate early in 
1974 on the passage of what, in my judg
ment, was an excellent piece of energy 
legislation, which was vetoed by the 
President. The Congress came back and 
passed very promptly another piece of 
legislation which, in my judgment, was 
not as good for the people, for the econ
omy of this Nation, as the legislation 
which was vetoed by the then President, 
Richard Nixon. 

I assure the gentleman that that is 
the chronology. We did pass the bill, and 
it was vetoed. 

We now have before us a bill on the 
floor of this House, H.R. 7014, that is a 
very important piece of legislation, and 
we should continue to do the job of 
writing that legislation. We ought to 
adopt the resolution here today so that 
we do not in effect delegate to the Presi
dent the authority to write the legisla
tion, because failure to adopt the dis
approval resolution would be giving the 
President the role of the principal legis
lator in this Nation. I do not think that 
was the role envisioned by the framers 
of the Constitution, and certainly it does 
not comport at all with my responsibili
ties as a Member of Congress, as I under
stand them. We are to be legislators. 

Let us now take a look at the wisdom 
of always following exactly what the 
President wants. Many of us here served 
with the President, and we served with 
him over extended periods of time. He 
served in this House for 25 years before 
assuming the duties of the Office of the 
Vice Presidency. Of those 25 years, 23 of 
them were in the minority, not the ma
jority, and I have listened to him many 
times give sound advice to the people on 
his side of the aisle as to how they should 
cast their votes if they wanted to come 
back. And they did not take his advice 
and somehow in far greater numbers 
they succeeded in surviving. 

So I would say to the President, "Sir, 
if you are to come back, perhaps you 
should listen a little more carefully to 
the views of those on this side of the 
aisle and less to some of the persons 
you have around you advising you on 
energy." 

I think that the Administrator of FEA, 
Mr. Zarb, is a most pleasant individual, 
but I do not think his experience in the 
field of energy begins to match the years 
that I have worked on energy. And I do 
not think the experience of the Secre
tary of the Treasury begins to match 
mine. I do not find that I stand in any 
awe of Secretary Simon. And, strangely, 
I find I stand in no awe of the back
ground or experience of Secretary Mor
ton with whom I also served in this 
House. They are both competent men-

of that I have no doubt-dedicated men, 
but in the instances of recommending to 
this House, I find that I am in vigorous 
disagreement with them, and I think 
that I am disagreeing because I am 
anxious that we not undertake the dam
aging blow to the economy of this Na
tion that would inevitably follow the 
approval of the President's plan. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
it gives me great pleasure in a spirit of 
compromise, which I hope this House will 
come to, to yield 2 of our 3 minutes re
maining to my Chairman, the gentleman 
from West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERs), so 
that he may yield time to the majority 
leader, the gentleman from Massachu
setts <Mr. O'NEILL). 

Mr. STAGGERS. I thank the kind 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 4 minutes to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
O'NEILL) the majority leader. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, I have 
to agree with the minority leader that 
this is no time to be growling. 

Actually, as I look at the history of 
energy in this Congress, if President 
Nixon had signed the bill in 1973 that he 
vetoed, we would not be in the problem 
we are in today. 

But how much legislation have we 
passed and what have we done on ener
gy? If we check the record we will find 
the 93d Congress passed 43 specific pieces 
of legislation concerning energy. Has the 
problem been solved? Of course the prob
lem has not been solved. 

But what does this piece of legislation 
do? The President is proposing to end 
price control on oil and let oil prices rise 
to $13.50 per barrel, four times the level 
for oil 2 years ago. 

This legislation tells the American 
public that the Congress is opposed to 
such unwarranted high prices as these. 
We cannot stand an increase of this type. 
Price decontrol, which the President 
wishes to impose on the American con
sumer, would cost an estimate of $20 to 
$50 billion out of the consumers' pockets. 

We passed a bill this year to give a $20 
billion tax rebate to try to stimulate the 
economy. I hope the recession has bot
tomed out and that we can get down to 
the unemployment figure the Republi
cans think is a magic figure, of some
where around 8 percent this year. Per
sonally, I think it is a ghastly figure, but 
our tax program has played a part. The 
President's decontrol plan would scuttle 
the programs for economic stimulation 
that this Congress has passed. The price 
of gasoline, home heating fuel, electric 
bills, all would rise immediately. We 
know that. The ripple effect for the econ
omy would make everything far more ex
pensive, and believe me inflation would 
soar. 

The President's program would make 
the oil companies richer than Croesus, 
yet the companies give no assurance that 
production will increase significantly
no assurance. As a matter of fact, if we 
increase the price to $13.50, 5 years from 
now, there would be 1 million gallons of 
gas a day extra, just about 2.5 percent of 
what we would be using at that time. 

I do not understand why the Presi
dent has acted in this fashion. As a 
matter of fact, he said to the leader
ship: 

This is not .a Democratic problem. This 
is not a Republican problem. This is an 
American problem. 

And I agree that it is an American 
problem. 

I agree that it is a hard piece of 
legislation, that it is parochial, that 
everybody from every section of the 
country wants to protect the area from 
which he comes. It is hard to write a 
national bill, but basically we want to 
curb the recession, we want to stop 
the inflation, and this bill would make 
both run wild. 

I think we will be doing the right 
thing here today. I support the resolu
tion. This resolution only gives more 
time. We have to put aside party politics 
on this matter and we have got to sit 
down and compromise, but we are not 
going to sit down and compromise given 
the attitude some people have taken 
in this House. I think it comes mostly 
from the other side of the aisle, because 
they see it as a political issue. This is 
much bigger than a political issue. I 
think the right thing for this Congress 
today is to support this resolution. 

I thank the gentleman from Ohio for 
yielding the 2 minutes to me. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
as I understand it the gentleman from 
Ohio has 1 minute remaining and he 
would like to reserve his time in view of 
the fact that he has yielded time to the 
other side. He would prefer that the 
chairman, the gentleman from West Vir
ginia, take some time now. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Ohio. The 
gentleman has been very generous and 
very kind. 

I wish als·o to thank the minority 
leader, the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. RHODES) for his comments. I am 
sure that I can reciprocate by saying 
that it is most commendable of the 
geDJtleman trying to do what is right. 

Mr. Chairman, I just think that the 
time has come when we must act to
gether as a group and not as politicians 
elected by one party or the other. I came 
to the Congress with the President of 
the United States 27 years ago. I know 
the President. I respect him. I have sup
ported him when I thought he was right 
and especially on many of his foreign 
policy initiatives earlier this year. 

I think that in this case our analysis 
shows that the President's proposal will 
add, as has been said, 800,000 unem
pleyed people and of that, some 2,000 in 
each district. 

The consumer price would go up an 
additional2 perceDJt. 

The gross national product would go 
down $26 billion. 

Housing starts would be off 15 percent. 
Automobile sales would be down 1 mil

lion units, at 9.6 percent. 
These are shocking :figures. I say that 

the President has either been seriously 
misled by his advisers, or he has totally 
abandoned the citizens of this Nation, 
Which I know he would not want to do. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I put the blame on 
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tfi:lose who have advised the President 
to send this up when we are trying to 
work out this very serious problem. 

As was said, we have had one major 
energy ::>ill that was vetoed by President 
Nixon. We have had one bill that has 
been vetoed by President Ford. 

I would like to just say to the House 
that we are in a serious situation. I pre
dict that within 2 years, if we do not 
have some protection for the Americ,an 
people, th81t we will either have n131tion
alization of oil or we will have a revolu
tion in America. I believe this is entirely 
possible. By traveling among my people, 
I know of no subject which has aroused 
the passions of the people of this coun
try more than current energy prices. 
They do not believe the assertions that 
have been made in the news media that 
we have to raise these prices even to 
greater levels as we have been asked to 
do. When I go back to my home and 
they tell me that the retailers tell their 
people they have to stay open longer 
hours, that they are supposed to sell 
more gasoline, how can we tell them they 
may also raise prices? 

So I just say it is a serious situati'on. 
I would urge every Member of this 
House, and this is beyond party, because 
all America is watching what we do to
day and it will be reflected in future ac
tions; so I urge a vote for disapproval of 
the President's proposal. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield the remainder of the time to the 
gentleman from Illinois, who I trust will 
not growl in the remaining time. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, as I promised in my statement on 
the rule, I rise to oppose the adoption of 
this resolution of disapproval with all of 
the force that I can muster. 

I have been sitting in this chamber now 
for 2 days listening to what is becoming 
a totally irrational debate. While ab
horring the high unemployment and eco
nomic downturn caused by the OPEC 
embargo, the Congress is giving every 
indication of passing an energy bill which 
will certainly create a self-imposed em
bargo much more serious and pervasive 
than anything the OPEC nations could 
dream up. We are planning to roll back 
prices of oil, remove incentives for pro
ducing oil and if H.R. 6860 makes it 
though the other body and conference, 
to impose tough import quotas. In its en
tirety, the congressional plan is suicidal. 
It provides absolute assurance that we 
will have a self-imposed energy shortage, 
loss of jobs, soaring energy prices and 
economic and social turmoil. In this short 
term, we continue driving our cars, heat
ing our homes, running our air condi
tioners as though nothing is the matter. 
Business as usual. However, it is like 
eating candy bars-the hunger pangs go 
for a while but the hunger comes back. It 
seems as though the experiences of the 
last 2 years would keep us from giving 
any credence to such a disastrous policy. 
I would hope that we come to our senses 
quickly. 

The plan we have before us now is a 
reasonable way to proceed, it seems to 
me. It would help to encourage the addi
tional production that we desperately 
need. Its only deficiency seems to be that 
it comes from the other end of Pennsyl-

vania. The question that we face here 
today is can we consider it on its merits 
or are we going to get so hung up on our 
own need to produce our own policy, 
which under the provisions of H.R. 7014, 
unless it can be amended, would be ut
terly disastrous. 

Mr. Chairman, the major objection I 
have to the current direction this Con
gress is taking is the total lack of concern 
for maintaining domestic production in
centives. Rolling back prices is certainly 
an attractive way to appeal to those who 
want to knock off the big oil companies 
and their supposedly exorbitant profits. 
I have no desire to fatten their purses 
either. But when they testify that the 
incentives are not there and domestic 
production will continue to decline un
less pricing policies are changed, it is 
ridiculous for us to attempt to rollback 
prices when there is a far better way of 
dealing with the problem of oil company 
profits. 

The President's program calls for a 
gradual decontrol of old oil with the ex

·cess profits produced by these decontrol 
efforts being taxed and rebated to the 
consumers. Further, the President has 
compromised with the Congress in rec
ommending a ceiling of $13.50 for all 
domestic crude, excluding stripper well 
oil. 

The program before us now will in
crease domestic production by about 1.4 
million barrels per day in 19,85, most of 
this increase coming in the years after 
1980-it takes a long time to bring on 
new sources. But each million barrels of 
oil per day that we produce means job 
security for about 900,000 workers. With
out that energy, they would lose their 
chance to work, as we learned in the 
OPEC embargo of a couple of years ago. 
Long-term stability instead of short-term 
convenience is what we are talking about 
here. I would hope that today we opt for 
the former. I urge adoption of the Presi
dent's program. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I just 
would take the last minute to say that 
the vote is aye on disapproval of the 
President's proposal, so I urge every 
Member of this House to vote aye on the 
resolution. 

I would say, as the gentleman from 
Dlinois (Mr. ANDERSON) who has just ap
peared in the well has said, that this is 
a nonpartisan issue; it is one that affects 
all of this land, and I hope every Member 
will seriously consider that fact when he 
votes and vote aye on the resolution. 

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Chairman, it will 
soon be 2 years since the beginning of 
the Arab oil embargo. The embargo, fol
lowed by the huge price increases by the 
oil producing nations, demonstrated that 
our Nation must achieve energy inde
pendence. 

Despite the passage of almost 2 years, 
the Democratic-dominated Congress has 
failed to come up with any real answers 
to our energy problem. It has talked, de
layed, and procrastinated month after 
month, avoiding the hard decisions that 
must be made. 

Unable to devise a solution of its own, 
the Congress instead has spent valuable 
time blocking the administration's en
ergy program. The b111 before us today
House Resolution 605-is another exam-

pie of the same congressional inaction 
and obstructionism. 

Those who are looking for positive so
lutions to the energy problem will find 
nothing worthwhile in House Resolution 
605. It will not develop any new energy 
resources or help provide any more pow
er. Instead. it will stop the President 
from taking an important step toward 
energy independence by preventing him 
from implementing his plan to deregulate 
domestic crude oil prices. 

Decontrol is desperately needed. By 
mandating unrealistic price ceilings on 
domestic crude oil we are locking our
selves into permanent energy shortages. 
We must not allow this to happen. 

Decontrol would help provide the in
centives that are needed to increase do
mestic oil production and achieve energy 
independence. It would stimulate the 
production of domestic oil and thereby 
lessen our dependence on foreign oil. 

Without decontrol our domestic crude 
oil production will continue to decline. 
With decontrol, production will rise 
sharply. Under the administration's 
gradual decontrol program it is estimated 
that domestic production would increase 
by 200,000 barrels per day by 1977. By 
1985, estimated production would be 5 
million barrels per day higher than the 
amount if the present controls are con
tinued. 

It is time to end the liberal rhetoric. 
The American people need more oil and 
gas, not more talk and obstructionism. 
House Resolution 605 should be defeated. 

Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in strong support of 
House Resolution 605, a resolution dis
approving the President's oil price de
control plan. 

I commend my distinguished colleague. 
Mr. DINGELL, and the members of the 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com
mittee for their excellent analysis of the 
President's decontrol plan-an analysis 
that had to be prepared in a very short 
length of time. 

One of the most important findings of 
the staff of the Subcommittee on Energy 
and Power was that the FEA analysis 
which accompanied the President's plan 
contained "serious conceptual and tech
nical errors." An accurate analysis of 
the administration plan would have in
cluded a "base case" of continued cur
rent oil price controls throughout the 
period of comparison. However, the base
line data developed by FEA allows a 60-
month decontrol program as the back
ground for comparing the President's 
30-month phaseout plan. The choice of a 
base case including gradually rising en
ergy prices obviously minimizes the un
favorable economic impact of the 
President's plan. 

Mr. Chairman, it has often been said 
that statistics can be developed to sup
port almost any hypothesis. 

However, when the statistics have a 
bearing on a decision affecting the 
Nation's economy and the lives of every 
man, woman, and child in the country, 
Congress has an absolute right--and 
indeed a responsibility-to demand ac
curacy and objectivity. What we have 
received, instead, is a statistically engi
neered attempt to pull the wool over 
the eyes of the Congress and the Amer-
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ican people about the real effects of the 
President's oil decontrol plan. 

While the FEA has described the ef
fects of the President's program as 
"negligible," the real effects will be 
calamitous. 

Mr. Chairman, let me provide a few ex
amples of how the FEA analysis under
shoots the mark. 

First, in the vital area of unemploy
ment-which has been a subject to which 
we have all devoted considerable atten
tion in recent months-the FEA projec
tion envisions a gain of 200,000 additional 
unemployed workers. The Subcommittee 
on Energy and Power, however, has de
rived a figure of 800,000 additional un
employed by the fourth quarter of 1977, 
resulting from the President's decon
trol program. In my view, the difference 
of 600,000 workers is a significant dis
parity that should raise serious questions 
in the minds of my colleagues about the 
validity of the rest of the FEA analysis. 

Second, the FEA has seriously under
estimated the loss of real gross national 
product. The subcommittee estimates a 
$26 billion loss, representing a 2.86-per
cent decrease in real GNP. The subcom
mittee also projects a 2-percent growth 
in consumer prices from the adminis
tration's plan, as well as a 15.9-percent 
decrease in housing starts and a 9.6-per
cent decrease in auto sales. 

Mr. Chairman, the charade disguised as 
an economic analysis and presented to 
this Congress for consideration by the 
Federal Energy Administration also un
derestimates the increased costs per 
household by a factor of tw~$114 per 
household as opposed to the subcommit
tee's estimate of $230, which itself does 
not include the possible induced price 
rise of other energy resources. FEA has 
also failed to take into account the fact 
that rising oil prices will almost cer
tainly cause an increase in the price of 
natural gas and coal. In the case of na
tural gas, it has historically risen .65 
percent for every 1-percent increase in 
the price of oil. Coal has historically 
risen 1.2 percent in price for every 1-
percent increase in the price of oil. 

T'here is no arguing with the reality 
tha,t oil is the price leader on the U.S. 
energy scene. The price tie-in between 
various energy resources is based upon a 
factor called Btu equivalency. The price 
of a Btu contained in a barrel of oil sets 
the price of a Btu of coal energy and 
energy from natural gas, although the 
latter increases to a lesser extent be
cause of long-term contracts and regu
lation of interstate sales. However, it 
would be a serious error to assume that 
coal and gas prices will not rise as a 
result of the President's decontrol pro
gra,m. In my view, not including data on 
this assumption leaves the FEA open to 
a charge of misrepresentation in its sta
tistics-a misrepresentation that is com
pounded by the technical errors I have 
cited earlier, and which misleads the 
Congress and dupes the American people. 

Mr. Chairman, the administration is 
using a forceful approach in trying to 
force Congress to adopt a 30-month oil 
price control phaseout. We have been of
fered the "choice," between the Presi
dent's program and an immediate de-

control of all oil prices on September 
1-a decontrol that will come about be
cause the President vetoed the extension 
of the Petroleum Allocation Act passed 
by the Congress. This is "power politics" 
of the worst sort because it tests the 
muscle of the administration at the ex
pense of American consumers. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress must face up 
to the administration on this issue. Why 
should we be railroaded into accepting a 
plan that will put the economy into a 
tailspin and benefit only the oil com
panies? We have before us legislation 
that will provide for a gradual increase 
in "old" oil prices from $5.25 to $7.50 per 
barrel, and a rollback of "new," "strip
per," and "released" oil from its ex
orbitant level of $12 plus per barrel 
down to $7.50. Production from high-cost 
wells will be priced at $8.50 per barrel. 
This legislation, H.R. 7014, deserves our 
support-especially in light of the ad
ministration's attempt to ram its own 
decontrol plan down the throats of the 
Congress and the American people. 

Mr. Chairman, earlier this year, the 
President pledged his cooperation with 
the Congress to develop a rational and 
fair national energy policy. I hope the 
President will remember that pledge and 
allow this House time to complete its ac
tion on its own energy legislation before 
oil price controls expire. National energy 
policy cannot be an either/or situation. 
It is an issue of such magnitude and im
portance that it demands nothing less 
than our very best mutual efforts. The 
public will not be served if the develop
ment of energy policies disintegrates into 
a petulant standoff between the Congress 
and the administration. We must work 
together to resolve this problem. I hope 
that the President will remember his own 
statement about the value of cooperation 
and the senselessness of confrontation. 
Now is the right time for the administra
tion to put this philosophy to work for 
the benefit of American consumers, for 
the stability of our economy, and for the 
compelling national interest. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues to 
join with me in supporting House Reso
lution 605, and I hope that they will also 
join me in supporting the legislation on 
which we are currently working to set a 
rational pricing policy for American en
ergy consumers and producers. 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Chairman, 
I oppose House Resolution 605 which 
would disapprove the President's plan to 
deoontrol oil prices gradually over a 30-
month period subject to a $13.50 cap and 
a windfall profits tax with plowback pro
visions and tax rebates for low-income 
energy users. 

I do so not only out of a growing sense 
of frustration over the inability of the 
Democratic leadership in Congress to 
enact a comprehensive and effective na
tional energy policy but also because I 
believe the President's latest attempt to 
compromise with the Congress in ·,:;olving 
our energy problems represents a far 
better solution than the mishmash of 
ineffective proposals which have been 
offered to counter it. 

Almost 2 years have passed since the 
Arab oil embargo forced us to face up to 
the reality of our dependence upon for-

eign sources for as vital a resource as 
petroleum. Yet, in this time period the 
Congress has done little except to pass 
legislation which helped us to live with 
the problem rather than attempt to re
solve it. 

We are now faced with the August 31 
expiration date of the Emergency Petro
leum Allocation Act of 1973 under which 
domestic "old" oil which constitutes 
about two-thirds of our domestic produc
tion is subject to a price ceiling of $5.25 
per barrel. 

Obviously, the effects of immediate de
control of oil prices would be severely 
disruptive on our already seriously trou
bled economy. For this reason, I chal
lenge my colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle to put an end to partisan dis
putes and compromise with the admin
istration in working out the details of an 
effective energy program which will lead 
to our eventual self-sufficiency. Defeat 
of this bill today would represent a posi
tive attempt to do so rather than con
tinuing the present pattern of mere neg
ative reaction to the President's pro
posals. 

Mr. MACDONALD of Massachusetts. 
Mr. Chairman, as a cosponsor of House 
Resolution 605, it is my hope that the 
House will pass the disapproving reso
lution for the President's plan to de
control domestic old oil prices over a 
period of 30 months. There has been a 
great deal of information submitted on 
this subject by my colleagues, and there 
is perhaps little factual data I can add; 
however, I would like to mention three 
areas which are of particular concern 
to me in the President's decontrol plan. 

First, President Ford has stated that 
the effect of his plan on the American 
economy will be minimal. As my col
leagues on the Commerce Committee 
have stated, the facts and figures on 
which he bases this estimation are at 
best misleading and at worst plain mis
truths. The truth is that the President's 
decontrol plan will have a very signifi
cant adverse impact on the American 
economy. In fact, any decontrol plan will 
have an effect on the economy, but the 
particular error in the President's plan 
is that it attempts to decontrol over a 
30-month period. I feel strongly that this 
period is not long enough to allow the 
American economy to adjust to the sud
den price increases. Other Members of 
Congress have proposed 5-year decontrol 
plans, and while I do not agree with this 
policy, these plans at least allow for 
gradual price increases over an extended 
period of time. A 30-month decontrol 
plan would have a disasterous effect on 
all businesses directly dependent on oil 
and would have a significant rippling 
effect on all other industries in the Na
tion. The Commerce Committee analysis 
which I might add was expertly done i~ 
such a short period of time, indicates 
that the President's plan would increase 
unemployment by 800,000, increase con
sumer prices by 2 percent, and decrease 
housing starts by 268,000 units. This im
pact on the economy is not what I term 
as minimal. 

Additionally I would like to add that 
although the Members of this body may 
be tired of hearing about the problems 
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of New England, the President's decon
trol plan would affect the New England 
economy much more severely than it 
would the American economy as a whole. 
As most Members know, New England is 
dependent on oil .for the vast majority 
of its energy needs; and thus a plan to 
decontrol-especially in such a short 
period of time-will have a crippling ef
fect on an economy that .is already 
laboring under a 12-percent unemploy
ment rate. 

Second, President Ford has urged the 
adoption of his plan because it is a neces
sary step to assure energy independence 
for this Nation. This is a half truth at 
best, and I hope my colleagues will not 
be deceived into believing this. There is 
no reason to believe in the FEA figures 
that a 30-month decontrol plan will 
increase oil production in the short run. 
I do not doubt that his phin will increase 
production to some extent in the long 
run, but there is no need to do so in such 
a short period of time and further weak
en a struggling economy. 

I personally feel that a decontrol plan 
is not needed to provide a sufficient in
centive for increased oil production. And 
while this is not the issue of debate here, 
the point to be remembered· is that 
perhaps decontrol would increase pro
duction in the long run but certainly not 
in the short run. Thus in this regard a 
30-month plan is not going to be any 
better than a 5-year decontrol plan. 

Another point that I would like to bring 
out deals directly with the plan to de
control over any period of time. If do
mestic oil prices are decontrolled .they 
would obviously rise to the market price, 
in other words the price imposed by the 
OPEC nations. This fact is alarming in 
itself because there is certainly nothing 
in the OPEC pricing scheme that resem
bles a market as we understand that 
word. But this matter would be further 
aggravated by the misplaced incentives 
of the American oil companies in any de
control plan. With decontrol, it would 
no longer be in the interest of the Amer
ican oil companies to gain a low price for 
oil produced by OPEC nations. In fact, 
the higher the price for OPEC oil, the 
higher the price the oil companies would 
be able to charge for domestic oil. Thus, 
it will be in the best interest of the oil 
companies to join with the OPEC na
tions in increasing oil prices. This is a 
dangerous coalition to create. Even with 
a windfall profits tax provision, Congress 
will be hard pressed to effectively correct 
this situation. 

One last point is the strategy that 
President Ford is developing on the oil 
pricing situation. As my colleagues fully 
realize, the Mandatory Allocation Act 
which I authored in the 93d Congress is 
due to expire on August 31. I do not need 
to tell anyone here what that will mean 
for the American economy. Even Presi
dent Ford recognizes the catastrophic 
consequences of this action; and yet, the 
President continues to play politics as we 
move closer to the August 31 deadline. 
President Ford has submitted his 30-
month decontrol plan, in what he terms 
a compromise measure. This compromise 
is rhetoric at best and I feel it is in di
rect opposition to the beliefs and needs 
of the American people. 

In the last 2 weeks Congress will have 
submitted a number of bills which I 
consider are viable and comprehensive 
solutions to this Nation's energy prob
lems. President Ford has indicated that 
he will veto them all. We recently wit
nessed the veto of H.R. 4035, which ex
tended the Mandatory Allocation Act to 
December 31 and also rolled back the 
price of new oil. President Ford has indi
cated that he will also veto a simple 
mandatory allocation extension. It also 
appears obvious that President Ford 
would veto the Commerce energy bill, 
H.R. 7014, with any oil rollback price 
provision. This is certainly not a spirit 
of compromise-the truth is that he has 
not and will not compromise at all. 

It remains to be seen what ploys Pres
ident Ford will be using in the next few 
weeks but the fact is that despite all the 
rhetoric, President Ford's 30-month de
control bill is not an equitable solution 
to the oil price situation. The bill will 
create serious dislocations in our econ
omy at a time when we can least afford 
it. 

Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of House Resolution 605 and at 
the same time want to urge my col
leagues to override President Ford's veto 
of the related Petroleum Price Review 
Act. This veto is yet another example 
of this administration's insensitive and 
disastrous economic policies. 

The vetoed bill would have extended 
the Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973 for 
another 4 months so that the price of 
old domestic oil-from wells in existence 
in 1972-would remain controlled at 
$5.25 a barrel. At a time when economic 
indicators suggest that we are slowly but 
finally beginning to reverse the financial 
slide of the past few years, the last thing 
the President of the United States should 
be doing is taking negative actions that 
raise prices and increase unemploy
ment-and we should not let him. 

Numerous private groups and organi
zations, congressional committees, and 
executive offices have all warned that 
the decontrol of domestic oil would have 
a highly destructive effect on our econ
omy. While estimates vary somewhat on 
how devastating that effect would be, the 
immediate result would be that con
trolled oil would skyrocket to the levels 
of new and imported oil, now in excess 
of $13 a barrel. The recent astronomi
cal rise in the price of imported oil by 
the OPEC countries has demonstrated 
all too clearly the disastrous "ripple" 
effect of such increases. Can we tolerate 
a 140-percent rise in the price of domes
tic oil which could very well result in an 
additional 800,000 unemployed, 100,000 
fewer housing starts, and a drop of about 
$20 billion in our gross national product? 

It is my urgent hope that my congres
sional colleagues will recognize the seri
ousness of decontrolling oil. I hope the 
magnitude of this matter will be carefully 
weighed by each Member when we are 
asked to override this veto on Thursday. 
Energy legislation must not be enacted 
at the expense of our fragile economy. 
On the contrary, since our depressed eco
nomic situation exists to a great extent 
because of the energy crisis, both these 
problems must be solved jointly. Con
gress is presently very close to passing 

comprehensive legislation that would 
combat many of our energy-related prob
lems. 

Let us carefully and properly exercise 
the responsibility we have, as representa
tives of the people, by enacting energy 
legislation that would reduce our con
sumption and at the same time boost 
the economic health of our country. Let 
us call upon the President to recognize 
that as an unelected head of the execu
tive he has an especially acute responsi
bility to be responsive to all Americans. 
Let us call upon him to reject the indis
criminate raising of the price of gasoline 
and oil. Let us remind him that such 
actions only increase the personal hard
ship caused by our already high unem
ployment and recessionary rates. And, 
finally, let us call upon the American 
people to voice their opposition to Presi
dential vetoes that increase unemploy
ment, raise prices, and worsen the al
ready heavy burden that has been placed 
upon all Americans, and especially upon 
those who can afford it least. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge passage of House 
Resolution 605. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, like 
others among us, I have been sitting here 
and listening while various of my col
leagues address themselves to the matter 
of House Resolution 604. What disturbs 
me is a failure on the part of some of 
us to recognize and be serious about 
solving the central problem we face. That 
problem is the decline in domestic oil 
production. In fact, it appears from the 
debate that the majority party would 
rather produce a political issue than a 
solution to the problem. 

I am sure no one among us desires 
a future characterized by powerless cars 
and unheated homes. Yet this is a mild 
form of the impending disaster we can 
look forward to unless action is taken to 
remove price controls of domestic crude 
oil. 

I have heard fine words, bravely spoken 
against our Nation's increasing depend
ence on foreign oil. Yet these same de
fenders of our ' national sovereignty can
not find it in themselves to support a 
practical solution to these problems. 
That solution has been proposed by the 
President. It is a solution which allows 
for the fact that oil under our American 
soil is being left there because Govern
ment controls have made it unprofitable 
for companies to pump it up. 

In my district in Maryland, alone, 
there is hardly a single profession which 
is not dependent on an available and 
ready fuel supply, nor is there one which 
will not soon be jeopardized unless that 
supply is increased. The problem is not 
merely an academic one for them. We 
are not only talking about long lines at 
gas stations and slightly higher gas bills. 
We are talking about truckers whose ve
hicles will not run, watermen whose 
boats will not move, and farmers and 
businessmen whose livelihoods have been 
placed on death row. They and their 
workers will be the first victims of the 
energyless country we will live in should 
we fail to sustain a program of stimu
lating production and energy conserva
tion by gradually decontrolling gas and 
oil. I have no grief for the oil compa
nies, but I do indeed have a great deal of 
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concern that the people I represent have 
adequate energy supplies. 

It is a myth to hold, as the supporters 
of House Resolution 604 appear to do, 
that any national economy this side of 
reality can prosper and at the same time 
place limits on production. If controls 
have taught us anything, it is that Con
gress cannot repeal the economic law of 
supply and demand. Controls have 
proven to be a joke-a cruel joke. Those 
of my colleagues who originally sup
ported those controls are now presented 
with an opportunity to make amends by 
voting against House Resolution 604. I 
would urge them to do so. 

Mr. ROYBAL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of House Resolution 605, which 
would disapprove the President's pro
posal to decontrol oil prices over a 30-
month period. 

The action we take here today will 
profoundly affect the economic well
being of our country for years to come. 
The President proposes to allow the 
price of old oil now priced at $5.25 per 
barrel to rise over a 30-month period to 
$13.50. The effect of the President's pro
posal on our country's economy would 
be devastating. 

The administration contends that the 
effects of the 30-month decontrol would 
be minimal. But a congressional study 
shows that by the fourth quarter of 1977, 
the President's proposal will cause 800,-
000 more people to be unemployed, in
crease consumer prices by 2 percent, de
crease housing starts by more than a 
quarter million, and decrease automobile 
sales by 1 million units. I find it difficult 
to believe that the Congress could vote to 
inflict such a program on a NaJtion that 
already suffers from unemployment in 
excess of 9 percent and inflation that has 
played havoc with the consumer's real 
disposable income. 

The administration would have us be
lieve that we need higher oil prices to 
spur a conservation program. But the 
truth belies the administration's rhetoric. 
Gasoline usage is relatively inelastic. 
Prices have already risen 70 percent over 
their 1973 levels, and yet FEA reports 
that gasoline consumption is still rising. 
The vast majority of Americans are tell
ing us that they will continue to buy 
gasoline at any price and cut their ex
penditures elsewhere. 

The effect of this decision will be are
duction of the amount spent on consumer 
goods, and an increase in the profits of 
the oil companies. The only people who 
may cut their consumption are the poor. 
I feel a policy which places the burden 
of energy crisis on one segment of our 
society to be reprehensible. 

Finally, the administration would have 
us believe that the American consumer 
should pay $13.50 per barrel for old oil 
so that the oil companies will have 
enough capital to explore for new sources 
of energy. The oil which is the subject 
of this resolution was easily found and 
inexpensively recovered. A few years ago, 
it was profitably sold at prices averaging 
$3 per barrel. At its present price of $5.25 
per barrel, it already produces a windfall 
return. At $13.50 per barrel, the profit 
would be ludicrously tmconscionable. 

Even the oil companies never expected 

such an astronomical return on their in
vestment. A few years ago, they testified 
before the Interstate Commerce Commit
tee to the effect that a price of $4.50 per 
barrel would be sufficient for them to 
meet their capital needs. Just last year 
they indicated that they needed $7.50 per 
barrel. The administration's pricing pol
icy would legislate profit margins we 
now associate with robber barons and 
foreign cartels. 

Mr. Chairman, we need to view our old 
oil as a national resource which is allow
ing the consumer to enjoy lower prices 
while we search for other energy alterna
tives. We know that the price of energy 
will rise in the future. We know that we 
must set to work to develop acceptable 
energy alternatives. But there is no rea
son to inflict any additional price in
crease on a citizenry that is already suf
fering from recession and unemploy
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate on the resolution having expired, 
under the rule the Committee rises. 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. McKAY, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the reso
lution <H. Res. 605) disapproving the 
proposed amendment by the President 
to remove existing price controls relat
ing to crude oil, pursuant to House Reso
lution 613, he reported the resolution 
back to the House. 

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the 
previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-yeas 262, nays 167, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

Abdnor 
Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Alexander 
Ambro 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Andrews, N.C. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzlo 
Ashley 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Badillo 
Bafalis 
Baldus 
Barrett 
Baucus 
Beard, R.I. 
Bedell 
Bennett 
Bergland 
Biaggi 
Biester 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Blouin 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonker 
Bowen 
Brad em as 
Breckinridge 
Brodhead 

[Roll No. 417] 

YEAB-262 

Burke, Calif. Emery 
Burke, Fla. Eshleman 
Burke, Mass. Evans, Colo. 
Burlison, Mo. Evans, Ind. 
Burton, John Evins, Tenn. 
Burton, Phillip Fary 
Byron F ascell 
Carney Fisher 
Carr Fithian 
Carter Flood 
Chisholm F lorio 
Clay Foley 
Cohen Ford, Mich. 

· Collins, m. Ford, Tenn. 
Cont e Fount ain 
Conyers Fraser 
Corman Fulton 
Cornell Fuqua 
Cotter Gaydos 
Coughlin Giaimo 
D' Amours Gilman 
Daniels, N.J. Ginn 
Danielson Gonzalez 
Delaney Green 
Dellums Gude 
Diggs Haley 
Dingell Hall 
Dodd Hamilton 
Downey, N.Y. Hanley 
Drinan Hannaford 
Duncan, Oreg. Harkin 
Early Harrington 
Eckhardt Harris 
Edgar Harsha 
Edwards, Calif. Hawkins 
Eilberg Hayes, Ind. 

Hays, Ohio Mink 
Hechler, W.Va. Mitchell, Md. 
Heckler, Mass. Moakley 
Hefner Moffett 
Heinz Mollohan 
Helstoski Moorhead, Pa;. 
Henderson Morgan 
Hicks Moss 
Holland Mottl 
Holtzman Murphy, ru. 
Howard Murphy, N.Y. 
Howe Murtha 
Hubbard Myers, Ind. 
Hughes Natcher 
Hungate Neal 
Jacobs Nedzi 
Jeffords Nix 
Johnson, Calif. Nolan 
Jones, Ala. Nowak 
Jones, N.C. Oberstar 
Jones, "I:enn. Obey 
Jordan O'Hara 
Karth O'Neill 
Kastenmeier Ottinger 
Keys Patman, Tex. 
Koch Patten, N.J. 
Krebs Pat terson, 
Krueger Calif. 
LaFalce Pat tison, N.Y. 
Leggett Pepper 
Lehman Perkins 
Levitas .Peyser 
Litton Pickle 
Lloyd, Calif. Pike 
Lloyd, Tenn. Pressler 
McCormack Preyer 
McDade Price 
McFall Randall 
McHugh Rangel 
McKay Regula 
Macdonald Reuss 
Madden Richmond 
Maguire Riegle 
Mazzoli Rinaldo 
Meeds Rodino 
Melcher Roe 
Metcalfe Rogers 
Meyner Ronoo.lio 
Mezvinsky Rooney 
Mikva Rose 
Miller, Calif. Rosenthal 
Mineta Rostenkowski 
Minish Roush 

NAYS-167 
Anderson, Dl. Flynt 
Archer Forsythe 
Armstrong Frenzel 
Ashbrook Frey 
Bauman Gibbons 
Beard, Tenn. Goldwater 
Bell Goodling 
Bevill Gradison 
Boggs Grassley 
Breaux Guyer 
Brinkley Hagedorn 
Brooks Hammer-
Broomfield schmidt 
Brown, Calif. Hansen 
Brown, Mich. Hastings 
Brown, Ohio Hebert 
Broyhill H ightower 
Buch8illan Hillis 
Burleson, Tex. Holt 
Butler Horton 
Casey Hutchi!nson 
Cederberg Hyde 
Chappell !chord 
Clancy Jarman 
Clawson, Del Jenret te 
Cleveland Johnson, Colo. 
Cochran Johnson, Pa. 
Collins, Tex. Jones, Okla. 
Conable Kasten 
Conlan Kazen 
Crane Kelly 
Daniel, Dan Kemp 
Daniel, R. W. Ketchum 
Davis Kindness 
de la Garza Lagomarsino 
Dent Landrum 
Derrick Latta 
Derwinski Lent 
Devine Long, La.. 
Dickinson Long, Md. 
Downing, Va. Lott 
Duncan, Tenn. Lujan 
du Pont McClory 
Edwards, Ala. McCloskey 
English McCollister 
Erlenborn McDonald 
Esch McEwen 
Fenwick McKinney 
Findley Madigan 
Fish Mahon 
Flowers Mann 

Roybal 
Russo 
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Ryan 
StGermain 
Santini 
Sarbanes 
Scheuer 
Schroeder 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Simon 
Sisk 
Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spellman 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

Jamesv. 
Stark 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Stuckey 
St udds 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Taylor, Mo. 
Taylor, N.C. 
Thompson 
Traxler 
Tsongas 
Udall 
Ullman 
Van Deerlin 
VanderVeen 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Walsh 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Whalen 
Whitten 
Wilson, C. H. 
Wirt h 
Wolff 
Wright 
Yat es 
Yatron 
Young, Ga. 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Martin 
Mathis 
Michel 
Milford 
Miller, Ohio 
MilLs 
Mitchell, N.Y. 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Mosher 
Myers,Pa. 
Nichols 
O 'Brien 
Passman 
Pettis 
Poage 
Pri tchard 
Quie 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Rees 
Rhodes 
Risenhoover 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rousselot 
Runnels 
Ruppe 
Sarasin 
Satterfield 
Schneebeli 
Schulze 
Sebelius 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Shuster 
Sikes 
Skubitz 
Smith, Nebr. 
Spence 
St anton, 

J. William 
Steed 
Steelman 
S teiger, Ariz. 
Stephens 
Symms 
Talcott 
Teague 
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Thone 
Thornton 
Treen 
VanderJagt 
Waggonner 
Wampler 

White 
Whitehurst 
Wiggins 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, Tex. 
Winn 

Wydler 
Wylie 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 
Young, Tex. 

NOT VOTING-5 
Burgener Hinshaw Steiger, Wis. 
Clausen, Matsunaga 

Don H. 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

HEARING OF SUBCOMMITI'EE ON 
MONOPOLIES AND COMMERCIAL 
LAW OF COMMITTEE ON JUDICI
ARYON JULY 31,1975 

(Mr. HUNGATE asked and was given 
permissi·on to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HUNGATE. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. RoDINO), 
chairman of the Committee on the Ju
diciary, has asked me to announce that 
the Subcommittee on Monopolies and 
Commercial Law of the Committee on 
the Judiciary will hold a hearing on the 
present structure and problems of retail 
gasoline marketing and pricing on 
Thursday, July 31, 1975, at 9 a.m. in 
committee room 2141 of the Rayburn 
Building. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks on the 
resolution just agreed to. 

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

There was no objection. 

EMERGENCY LOAN PROGRAM 
Mr. BERGLAND filed the following 

conference report and statement on the 
Senate bill (S. 555) to amend the Con
solidated Farm and Rural Development 
Act: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 378) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 555) 
to amend the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the House and 
agree to the same wt.th an amendment as 
follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in
serted by the House amendment insert the 
following: 

SEc. 2. Subsection (a) of section 321 of 
the Act is amended to read: "The Secretary 
shall designate any area in the United St9ites, 
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands as an 
emergency area if he finds that a natural 
disaster has_ occurred in said area which 
substantially affected farming, ranching, or 
aquaculture operations. For purposes of this 
subtitle 'a.quaculrture' means husbandry of 
aquatic organisms under a controlled or 
selected environment.". 

SEc. 3. Subsection (b) of section 321 of 
the Act is amended as follows: 

(a) in the first sentence after the words 
"major disaster" insert "or emergency", 
strike the words "oyster planters" and 
"oyster planting" and insert in lieu thereof 
the words "persons engaged in aquaculture" 
and "aquaculture", respectively; and 

(b) delete everything after tthe first seDJ
tence, strike the period, and insel't: "and 
are unable to obtain sufficient credit else
where to finance their actual needs at rea
sonable rates and terms, taking into consid
eration prevailing private and cooperative 
rates and terms in the community in or near 
which the applicant resides for loans for 
similar purposes and periods of time. The 
provisions of this subsection shall not be 
applicable to loan applications filed prior to 
July 9, 1975.". 

SEc. 4. Section 322 of the Act is amended 
to read: "Loans may be made under this 
subtitle for any of the purposes authorized 
for loans under subtitle A or B of this title 
as well as for crop or livestock changes 
deemed desirable by the applicant: Provided, 
That such loans may include, but are not 
limited to, the amount of the actual loss 
sustained as a result of the disaster.". 

SEc. 5. Section 324 of the Act is amended 
to read: "Loans made or insured under this 
Act shall be (1) at a rate of interest not in 
excess of 5 per centum per annum on loans 
up to the amount of the actual loss caused 
by the disaster, and (2) for any loans or 
portions of loans in excess of that amount, 
the interest rate will be that prevailing in 
the private market for similar loans, as de
termined by the Secretary. All such loans 
shall be repayable at such times as the Secre
tary may determine, taking into account the 
purposes of the loan and the nature and 
effect of the disaster, but not later than pro
vided for loans for similar purposes under 
subtitles A and B of this title, and upon the 
full personal liab111ty of the borrower and 
upon the best security available, as the Sec
retary may prescribe: Provided, That the 
security is adequate to assure repayment of 
the loans; except that if such security is 
not available because of the disaster, the 
Secretary shall (i) accept as security such 
collateral as is available, a portion or all of 
which may have depreciated in value due 
to the disaster and which in the opinion of 
the Secretary, together with his confidence 
in the repayment ability of the applicant, 
is adequate security for the loan, and (11) 
make such loan repayable at such times as 
he may determine, not later than that pro
vided under subtitles A and B of this title, 
as justified by the needs of the applicant: 
Provided further, That for any disaster oc
curring after January 1, 19'75, the Secretary, 
if the loan is for a purpose described in sub
title B of this title, may make the loan re
payable at the end of a period of more than 
seven years, but not more than twenty years, 
if the Secretary determines that the need of 
the loan applicant justifies such a longer 
repayment period: Provided further, That 
notwithstanding the provisions of any other 
law, any loan made by the Small Business 
Administration in connection with a dis
aster occurring on or after the date of enact
ment of this amendment under section 7(b) 
(1), (2), or (4) of the Small Business Act 
shall bear interest at the rate determined 
in the first paragraph following section 7(b) 
(8) of such Act for loans under paragraphs 
(3), (5), (6), (7), or (8) of section 7(b) .". 

SEc. 6. Section 325 of the Act is amended 
to read as follows: "The Secretary may dele· 
gate authority to any State director of the 
Farmers Home Administration to make emer
gency loans in any area within a State of 
the United States, Puerto Rico, or the Virgin 
Islands on the same terms and conditions 
set out in section 321(a) without any formal 
area designation being made: Provided, That 
the State director finds that a natural dis-

aster has substantially affected twenty-five 
or less farming, ranching, or agriculture op• 
erations in the area.". 

SEc. 7. At the end of subtitle C of the Act. 
add a new section 329 stating: "An applicant 
seeking financial assistance based on produc
tion losses must show that a single enter
prise which constitutes a basic part of his 
farming, ranching, or aquaculture operation 
has sustained at least a 20 per centum loss 
of normal per acre or per animal produc
tion as a result of the disaster.". 

SEc. 8. At the end of subtitle C of the Act. 
add a new section 330 stating: "Subsequent 
loans, to continue the farming, ranching. 
or aquaculture operation may be made under 
this subtitle on an annual basis, for not 
to exceed five addition al years, to eligible 
borrowers, at the prevailing rate of interest 
in the private market for similar loans as 
determined by the Secretary, when the fi
nancial situation of the farming, ranching. 
or aquaculture operation has not improved 
sufficiently to permit the borrower to obtain 
such financing from other sources.". 

SEc. 9. At the end of subtitle D of the 
Act, add a new section 345 to read as follows: 

"SEc. 345. On or before February 15 of 
each calendar year beginning with calendar 
year 1976, or such other date as may be 
specified by the appropriate Committee, the 
Secretary of Agriculture shall testify before 
the Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry and the House Committee on Agri
culture and provide justification in detail of 
the amount requested in the budget to be 
appropriated for the next fiscal year for the 
purposes authorized in the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act, as 
amended, and of the amounts estimated to 
be ut111zed during such fiscal year from the 
Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund and the 
Rural Development Insurance Fund.". 

And the House agree to the same. 
BOB BERGLAND, 
E. DE LA GARZA, 
ALVIN BALDUS, 
GLENN ENGLISH, 
JACK HIGHTOWER, 
BERKLEY BEDELL, 
RICHARD NOLAN, 
WILLIAM C. WAMPLER, 
EDWARD R. MADIGAN, 
RICHARD KELLY, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
HERMAN E. TALMADGE, 
JAMES 0. EASTLAND, 
GEORGE McGOVERN, 
JAMES B. ALLEN, 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
ROBERT DOLE, 
CARL T. CURTIS, 
HENRY BELLMON, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
JOINT EXPLANATORY STATEMENT OF THE 

COMMITTEE OF CONFERENCE 
The managers on the part of the House 

and the Senate at the conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 555) 
to amend the Consolidated Farm and Rural 
Development Act submit the following joint 
statement to the House and the Senate in 
explanation of the effect of the action agreed 
upon by the managers and recommended in 
the accompanying conference report. The 
differences between the Senate blll and the 
House amendment and the substitute agreed 
to in conference are noted in the following 
outline, except for conforming, clarifying, 
and technical changes: 

(1) Designation of emergency areas. 
The Senate bill "authorizes" the Secre

tary to designate any area as an emergency 
area for purposes of the emergency loan pro
gram if he finds that a natural disaster has 
occurred in the area which substantially af
fected farming, ranch,ing, or "oyster-produc
ing" operations. 

The House amendment "requires" the Sec
retary to make loans in such situations~ and 
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strikes "oyster-producing" each place it ap
pears in the Senate bill and inserts in lieu 
thereof "aquaculture". The House amend
ment defines "aquaculture" as meaning 
"husbandry of aquatic organisms under a 
controlled or selected environment". The 
House amendment also includes under the 
definition of "natural disaster" the natural 
occurrence of certain biological organisms, 
including organisms known as "the Red 
Tide' '. 

The Conference substitute adopts the 
House amendment with an amendment de
leting the sentence which provides that 
"natural disaster" shall include the natural 
occurrence of certain biological organisms, 
including the Red Tide. 

The Conferees intend, however, that the 
Secretary of Agriculture coordinate his ac
tivities with those of the Secreta-ry of Com
merce and the Administrator, Small Busi
ness Administration, so as to insure that all 
possible assistance will be made available to 
those engaged in aquaculture who are vic
tims of natural occurrences such as the Red 
Tide. It is of particular concern to the Con
ferees that those engaged in aquaculture, as 
defined in section 2 of this bill, not find 
themselves in a "no man's land" of disaster 
assistance where, through technical inter
pretations of the law, they are unable to ob
tain disaster loan assistance from either the 
Farmers Home Administration or the Small 
Business Administration. 

Therefore, the Secretary of Agriculture, 
working in conjunction with the Secretary 
of Commerce, and the Administrator, Small 
Business Administration, is directed to con
duct a study and make a report to the Con
gress on or before January 1, 1976, concern
ing the extent of economic injury incurred 
by those involved in aquaculture, as defined 
in this bill, who are unable to produce and 
ma·rket a product for human consumption 
because of disease or toxicity in such prod
uct caused by the natural occurrence of cer
tain biological organisms such as, but not 
limited to, the Red Tide. The report shall 
include: (1) descriptions of programs under 
which loan assistance is made available to 
such disaster victims; (2) statistics setting 
forth the amount of loan assistance pro
vided; (3) geographical areas, or boundaries, 
within which such assistance has been pro
vided; and (4) types of natural occurrences 
of certain biological organisms which have 
been covered by loan a.ssistance. 

The Secretary is further directed to in
clude in his report action which has been, 
or is being, undertaken by the Executive 
Branch to resolve any problems which may 
involve disaster victims engaged in aquacul
ture who apply for disaster loan assistance 
and to submit legislative recommendatioll!l 
where existing legal authority is unclear or 
in need of amendment. 

(2) "Credit elsewhere" requirement. 
Both the Senate bill and the House amend

ment provide that loans would be made only 
to victims of a disaster who are unable to 
obtain sufficient credit elsewhere at reason
able rates and terms. 

The House amendment provides that this 
"credit elsewhE're" requirement shall not 
apply to loan applications filed prior to July 
9, 1975. 

The Conference substitute adopts the 
House amendment. It is, however, the intent 
of the Conferees that the "credit elsewhere" 
requirement be implemented by the Farmers 
Home Administration in such a manner as 
not to delay affording needed assistance to 
victims of disasters. 

( 3) Emergency loans for crop or livestock 
changes. 

The Senate bill authorizes loans for crop or 
livestock changes deemed desirable "as a re
sult of changes in market demand since the 
occurrence of the disaster". 

The House amendment authorizes loans 

for crop or livestock changes deemed desir
able "by the applicant". 

The Conference substitute adopts the 
House amendment. 

( 4) Interest rate on loans in excess of 
$100,000. 

The Senate bill provides (as under existing 
law) that the maximum rate of interest for 
emergency loans made for actual losses would 
be 5 percent per year. 

The House amendment retains the Senate 
provision but revises it to provide that the 
amount eligible for the 5 percent rate of in
terest could not "exceed $100,000 per loan". 
The balance would be at the interest rate 
prevailing in the private market for similar 
loans. 

The Conference substitute deletes the lim
itation contained in the House amendment. 
In taking this action, the Conferees note that 
there is no such limitation in the Small 
Business Act under which the Small Busi
ness Administration makes disaster loans. 

( 5) Security and collateral for emergency 
loans. 

The House amendment requires the Secre
tary to accept as security for repayment of 
emergency loans collateral which has depre
ciated in value because of the disaster if the 
collateral, together with the lender's con
fidence in the repayment ability of the ap
plicant, is adequate security. The House 
amendment also requires the Secretary to 
make emergency loans if no collateral is 
available because of the disaster and the 
lender has sufficient confidence in the re
payment ability of the applicant to assure 
repayment of the loan. In both cases, the 
Secretary is required to make the loans re
payable at such times a.s he may determine, 
as justified by the needs of the applicant 
(but not later than the repayment periods 
for real estate loans and operating loans 
under existing law). 

The Senate bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

The Conference substitute adopts the 
House amendment with two modifications. 
The Conference substitute deletes the re
quirement that loans be made in cases where 
no collateral is available. In cases where the 
collateral has depreciated in value because 
of the disaster, the loan is required to be 
made if the collateral, together with the 
Secretary's confidence in the applicant's re
payment ability, is adequate security. 

( 6) Special loans. 
The Senate bill authorizes the Secretary

with respect to any disaster occurring be
tween January 1, 1975, and July 1, 1976-to 
make an emergency loan for an operating
type purpose for not more than 20 years if 
it is determined that the applicant's fi
nancial need as a result of the disaster justi
fies a longer repayment term than that 
normally extended for operating loans, and 
there is adequate security to assure repay
ment over the longer period. 

The House amendment retains the Sen
ate provision but makes it applicable with 
respect to any disaster occurring after 
January 1, 1975. 

The Conference substitute adopts the 
House amendment. 

(7) Interest rate on disaster loans made 
by the Small Business Administration. 

The House amendment provides that, not
withstanding the provisions of any other law, 
any loan made by the Small Business Admin
istration in connection with a disaster oc
curring on or after the date of enactment of 
the bill shall bear interest at the rate deter
mined under section 7 (a) ( 4) (b) of the Small 
Business Act; namely, at the average annual 
interest rate on all interest bearing obliga
tions of the United States, then forming a 
part of the publlc debt as computed at the 
end of the fiscal year next preceding the 
date of the loan and adjusted to the nearest 
one-eighth of one per centum plus one
fourth of one per centum per annum. 

The Senate bill contains no comparable 
provision. (Under existing law, the maximum 
rate of interest for disaster loans made by 
the Small Business Administration is 5 per
cent per year and is governed by the interest 
rate for FHA emergency loans under section 
324 of the Consolidated Farm and Rural De
velopment Act. The Senate bill and the House 
amendment amend section 324 of the Act to 
provide that the prevailing private market 
rate of interest for similar loans, as deter
mined by the Secretary, shall apply to the 
amount of any loan in excess of the actual 
loss caused by the disaster.) 

The Conference substitute adopts the 
House amendment with an amendment that 
provides that loans made by the Small Busi
ness Administration in connection with a 
disaster occurring on or after the date of 
enactment of the bill shall bear interest at 
a rate that shall be not more than the rate 
specified in the House amendment. 

( 8) Eligibility for assistance based on pro
duction loss. 

The Senate bill provides that, in order to 
be eligible for emergency loan assistance 
baserl on a production loss, an applicant must 
show that he incurred at least a 20 percent 
loss of normal per acre or per animal pro
duction as a result of the disaster. 

The House amendment retains the Senate 
provision but modifies it to provide that 
the applicant must show that "a single en
terprise which constitutes a basic part" of 
his operation sustained at least a 20 percent 
loss. 

The Conference substitute adopts the 
House amendment. The Conferees intend 
that the term "single enterprise" shall be 
construed to mean enterprises which con
stitute parts of the applicant's farming, 
ranching, or aquaculture operation. The 
following are examples of "single enter
prises": (a) all cash crops; (b) all feed crops; 
(c) beef operations; (d) dairy operations; 
(e) poultry operations; (f) hog operations; 
and (g) aquaculture operations. 

A "single enterprise" which constituted 
not less than 25 percent of the gross income 
from the farming operation is to be con
sidered a "basic" enterprise. Therefore, in 
order to be eligible for a disaster loan, an 
applicant must have sustained at least a 
20 percent loss of normal per acre or per 
animal production as a result of the dis
aster in one or more basic single enterprises. 

(9) Use of the ACIF to pay administrative 
expenses. 

The Senate bill provides that in the admin
istration of the emergency loan program, 
the Secretary may utilize funds from the 
Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund to pay 
for administrative expenses of the program. 

The House amendment strikes the Sen
ate provision. 

The Conference substitute deletes the 
Senate provision. The Conferees note that, 
U:nder existing law, the Secretary may draw 
whatever amounts are needed from the Agri
cultural Credit Insurance Fund for admin
istration of the emergency loan program. 

(10) Congressional authorization prior to 
any appropriations under the Consolidated 
Farm and Rural Development Act; use of 
revolving funds. 

The House amendment provides that 
amounts authorized to be appropriated for 
'the purposes of the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act for each fiscal year 
ending after September 30, 1976, shall be 
the sums hereafter authorized by law. The 
House amendment also provides that the 
Secretary could utilize sums from the Agri
cultural Credit Insurance Fund and the 
Rural Development Insurance Fund during 
each fiscal year after September 30, 1976, 
only in such amounts as may be authorized 
annually by law. 

The Senate bill contains no comparable 
provision. 

In lieu of the House amendment, the Con
ference substitute provides that on or before 
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February 15 of each calendar year beginning 
with calendar year 1976, or such other date 
as may be specified by the appropriate Com
mittee, the Secretary of Agriculture shall 
testify before the SenS~te Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry and the House Com
mittee on Agriculture and provide justifica
tion in detail of the amount requested in 
the budget to be appropriated for the next 
fiscal year for the purposes authorized in 
the Consolidated F'arm and Rural Develop
ment Act, and of the amounts estimated to 
be utilized during such fiscal year from the 
Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund and the 
Rural Development Insurance Fund. 

Under the Conference substitute, the Sec
retary would be required to testify and pro
vide a deta;iled justification (1) o! appropri
ations requested for such items as the 
restoration of losses previously incurred in 
the Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund and 
the Rural Development Insurance Fund, 
direct loans and grants under the Consoli
dated Farm and Rural Development Act, and 
salaries and expenses of the Farmers Home 
Administration in administering programs 
authorized under the Act, and (2) of 
amounts provided in the budget as estimated 
to be expended for the next fiscal year from 
the Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund and 
the Rural Development Insurance Fund for 

· such matters as financing real estate loans, 
operating loans, emergency loans, water and 
facility loans, industrial development loans, 
and community facility loans. 

BOB BERGLAND, 
E. DE LA GARZA, 
ALVIN BALDUS, 
GLENN ENGLISH, 
JACK HIGHTOWER, 
BERKLEY BEDELL, 
RICHARD NoLAN, 

WILLIAM C. WAMPLER, 
EDWARD R. MADIGAN, 
RICHARD KELLY, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
HERMAN E. TALMADGE, 
JAMES 0. EASTLAND, 
GEORGE McGOVERN, 
JAMES B. ALLEN, 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
RoBERT DoLE, 
CARL T. CURTIS, 
HENRY BELLMON, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

SIXTH ANNUAL REPORT OF THE 
INDEPENDENT NATIONAL COR
PORATION FOR HOUSING PART
NERSHIPS AND THE NATIONAL 
HOUSING PARTNERSHIP-MES
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following message from the President 
of the United States, which was read 
and, together with the accompanying 
papers, referred to the Committee on 
Banking, Currency and Housing: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
As required by Public Law 90-448, I am 

transmitting herewith the Sixth Annual 
Report of the Independent National 
Corporation for Housing Partnerships 
and the National Housing Partnership. 

GERALD R. FORD. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 22, 1975. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, because I 

was required to be in my congressional 
district on Monday, July 21, I was absent 
for rollcalls Nos. 411-413. 

Had I been present I would have voted 
as follows: 

"Aye" on rollcall No. 411, final passage 
of H.R. 6971, Consumer Goods Pricing 
Act. 

''Aye" on rollcall No. 412, final passage 
of H.R. 8240, Veterans' Administration 
Physicians and Dentists Comparability 
Pay Act. 

"Aye" on rollcall No. 413, final passage 
of H.R. 8598, the child support program 
improvements. 

ENERGY CONSERVATION AND OIL 
POLICY ACT OF 1975 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill (H.R. 7014) to in
crease domestic energy supplies and 
availability; to restrain energy demand; 
to prepare for energy emergencies; and 
for other purposes. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. DINGELL) . 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill H.R. 7014, with 
Mr. BOLLING in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Before the Commit

tee rose on Friday, July 18, 1975, it had 
agreed that title ill, ending on line 22 on 
page 238 of the committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute, would be con
sidered as read, printed in the RECORD, 
and open to amendment at any point; 
and there was pending the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
<Mr. KRUEGER) and the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. HEINZ) as a substitute for the 
Krueger amendment. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, on July 18, 
1975, during consideration of H.R. 7014, 
I offered a substitute amendment to the 
Krueger amendment. I have discovered 
that two lines of the amendment were 
inadvertently omitted. In section (4) 
(A), immediately after "the months of 
May through December, 1972.", the 
amendment should have read: "(B) The 
term 'inflation minimization taxes con
sonant with the purposes ·of this section' 
means (i) in the case of". 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent to so modify my amendment. 

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania has communicated 
his request to me. As I understand, the 
gentleman simply seeks to make a tech
nical change caused through an error in 
the printing of this amendment, and that 
it is not a substantive change. 

Mr. HEINZ. The gentleman is entire-
ly correct. -

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 

I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition 
to the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from P.ennsylvania (Mr. 
HEINZ) reluctantly because I have 
great respect for him. But I must 
say that it has the same impact that the 
legislation H.R. 4035 has with respect to 
a rollback of the price of oil, and I think 
that is counterproductive to what we 
want to try to accomplish with reference 
to oil production. It moves that price 
back to a cap of $11.28. It has no provi
sion, as I understand it, for the rebate 
of funds to those who are adversely 
affected by price increases of domestic 
oil. 

It seems to me that the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Penn
sylvania does the worst of both things. 
It makes for a somewhat lower price of 
oil, although not a radically lower price 
of oil than what we now have, which 
would in effect encourage consumption. 
It makes for a return to the producer 
lower than we have currently, which dis
courages production. For that reason, 
I feel, Mr. Chairman, that we should not 
approve this amendment but, rather, 
draft the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. KRUEGER) 
in such a way that it can refiect the most 
positive results in terms of both produc
tion and consumption. 

Again-and I know that this bores 
my colleagues for me to continue to say 
it-our objective should be to stimulate 
the production of oil in this country and 
to discourage its consumption in this 
country, consonant with our ambition to 
see that the economic impact of higher 
prices is relieved, to the extent that that 
is possible, on those in our society who 
are at least able to pay. _ 

I think the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas <Mr. KRUEGER) 
moves in that direction. As a matter of 
fact, I shall support the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
KRUEGER) , pending any better amend
ment that is offered, on the theory that 
it provides for us that area of compro
mise which we might find attractive on 
both sides of the aisle, on which I would 
hope we might find some agreement with 
the administration. 

I am not in a position to speak to the 
administration's position on the Krueger 
amendment. I do understand that there 
is objection on the part of the Commit
tee on Ways and Means to the rather 
specifix tax provisions in the Krueger 
amendment, and I understand that they 
are making some effort to modify that 
specific provision in such a way as to 
leave more latitude to the members of 
the Committee on Ways and Means for 
them to craft the appropriate tax provi
sion on windfall profits and the exemp
tion for appropriate plowback. 

Of course, they will also have to craft 
whatever is included in terms of rebates 
to the consumers which will be financed 
by those two taxes and any excise taxes 
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which might be put on oil in connection 
therewith. 

So, Mr. Chainnan, it is my feeling that 
we should proceed to consider the basic 
Krueger amendment on that basis and 
not confuse it with the addition of the 
Heinz amendment. I would therefore 
urge my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle to vote in opposition to the Heinz 
amendment. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chainnan, I rise 
in most reluctant ,opposition to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. I hope that while I 
speak I will have the attention of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
HEINZ). 

I would first like to commend the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania for offering 
this amendment and I would point out 
to the House that the amendment is sig
nificantly similar, if not almost identical, 
to one offered by me in the Committee 
when this legislation was before us at 
that time. I thought at that time, as I 
do at this moment, that the amendment 
had a great deal of merit. In all honesty, 
it is my judgment that this proposal is 
superior in terms of fairness to the con
sumer and meeting our energy problems 
than either of the proposals before us, 
either that offered by my friend, the gen
tleman from Texas <Mr. KRUEGER), or 
that offered by my friend, the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. EcKHARDT) . 

It is with considerable regret that I 
indicate that, although I find the amend
ment does have significantly more benefit 
insofar as the consumer and industry 
and insofar as the national interests are 
concerned by providing greater supply 
and abating the importation of oil, I 
must regretfully, as chairman of the sub
committee, oppose the amendment. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word and I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not see any more 
justification for the Heinz amendment 
than I do for the Krueger amendment. 
Both would provide for a very substantial 
escalation of the cost up to the neigh
borhood of the current OPEC prices and 
create a burden on the American econ
omy that I do not think is justified; nor 
do I think it is tolerable in the present 
economic situation of the country. 

Nor do I think the price decontrol pro
vided in both amendments is necessary 
at all in order to obtain the conserva
tion we need. We can do that by manda
tory provisions which we have provided 
elsewhere in H.R. 7014 for conservation. 

Nor do I think decontrol is in any way 
justified to bring about production of 
new resources that we want. In this con
nection I would like to read to the Com
mittee a response from Louis J. Engel, 
supervisory regulatory gas utility spe
cialist, in response to an inquiry from the 
Honorable WARREN G. MAGNUSON, chair
man of the Senate Committee on Com
merce, with respect to what the current 
costs are of producing oil in this coun
try. 

I think these figures are significant. 
The FPC in response to Chairman MAG
NUSON said that the current cost of pro
ducing new oil is $5.49 per barrel and 
the current cost of producing old oil, that 

oil which had already been discovered 
in 1972, is $~.96 per barrel. 

Therefore it seems to me quite appar
ent that the prices which are provided in 
the Eckhardt amendment, as adopted by 
the committee, are fully adequate in or
der to be able to cover all the costs of 
the producers at today's costs and be able 
to get the kind of production we need in 
this country. There is no reason to more 
than double those costs and go to the 
world market price as the Krueger 
amendment would do or adopt a cap at 
$11.28 a barrel, also more than twice the 
cost of producing new oil and almost four 
times the cost of producing old oil. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. OTTINGER. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, if I heard the gentleman correctly, 
he said the cost of producing old oil is 
$2.96 and the new oil is something like 
$5.50 a barrel. What explanation does 
the gentleman then give for some of the 
other figures I have listened to in the 
last few days of debate which indicate 
production in this country is down 
roughly by about 1 million barrels a day 
from I think May of 1972? 

What is the reason for this sharp flaw 
in drilling and production, in view of the 
profitable business this has become? 

Mr. OTTINGER. It is my sincere con
viction-and it is hard to ascertain, one 
of the difficult things in this whole legis
lation in the 6 months we have been in
volved in this is to get accurate informa
tion-but so far as I can tell, the oil 
companies are holding production down 
in order to keep prices up, and to the ex
tent they are producing, ·they are pro
ducing abroad rather than at home, be
cause they can make more money that 
way. This is dramatically illustrated by 
the fact that oil company profits sky
rocketed in 1974 and to a lesser extent 
this year, yet domestic production was 
decreased substantially. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado <Mr. WIRTH) for 
collaboration. 

Mr. WffiTH. Mr. Chairman, there has 
been significant discussion about whether 
drilling in the country is down. The 
most reliable indication of drilling starts 
is the sales analysis of the Hughes Tool 
Co. Their information is considered to 
be reliable by almost all parties involved 
in this issue. Consequently, we collected 
the figures from the Hughes Tool Co.; 
they suggest that on an annual basis 
there is a cycle of drilling that runs 
up and down. At this particular time of 
the year the cycle is down. That relates 
to the question of the gentleman as to 
why drilling is down; but later in the 
summer and in the fall drilling will go 
back up again. Right now we are at the 
bottom of the cycle. So I do not think 
it is fair to say just that drilling is down 
at this time. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, there 
is another factor in this, that is, if the 
oil companies believe there is going to 
be decontrol, so that they believe they 
will get a much higher price in the near 
future as, indeed, it appears the PTesi
dent has been trying to get for them, 

they have every reason in the world to 
try to cut back on production, to with
hold production until hoped for price in
creases can be realized. 

Mr. ANDERSON of illinois. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield fur
ther? 

Mr. OTTINGER. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Chairman, my interest is stimulated by 
the figures I have heard. The gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. CHARLES WILSON) re
ferred to independents, in particular the 
time frame was 1965 to 1972, I believe, 
that drilling was off by 50 percent and 
there had been just a very sharp de
cline in exploration by that segment of 
the industry, not by big oil, but by that 
segment that is composed of the inde
pendent wildcatter that does most of the 
exploration, as I understand it, because 
of the unsatisfoot·ory returns on the 
prices, they simply are not doing the ex
ploration they once did. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. SCHROEDER TO 

THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HEINZ AS A 

SUBSTITUTE FOR AN AMENDMENT OFFERED BY 

MR. KRUEGER 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 1 
offer an amendment to the amendment 
offered as a substitute for the amend
ment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. SCHROEDER to 

the amendment offered by Mr. HEINz as a 
substitute for the amendment offered by 
Mr. KRUEGER: In section 8(d) (2) (E) (ii) (a) 
( 1) of the Emergency Petroleum Allocation 
Act of 1973 (as amended by the Heinz sub
stitute amendment) strike the words ("in
cluding developmeDJt or produotion from oU 
sha.le) ," and insert a comma after "ga.s". 

In section 8(d) (2) (E) (ti) (a) (2) of the 
Emergency Pe11roleum Allooa.tion Act of 1973 
(as 81mended by the Heinz substitute amend
ment) strike the words "oil shale". 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
make a point of order against th..e 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, it is 
my understanding that the Heinz amend
ment is a substitute already. There is al
ready a substitute pending and that must 
be acted upon before another substitute 
may be considered. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state 
that an amendment to the Krueger 
amendment or an amendment to the 
Heinz substitute is still in order. 

Therefore, the Chair overrules the 
point of order. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
this is a very simple amendment. What 
it does, in essence, is to delete that por
tion that makes it in order for companies 
to get a plowback credit for expenditures 
for oil shale development. 

I would hope the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania would look at this amend
ment carefully and be able to adopt it. 
I thLTJ.k his amendment is good, and one 
of the things his amendment is directed 
to is to finding new oil. 

However, the problems of releasing oil 
from oil shale are not those of finding 
new oil for we know where the oil shale 
is. The question on oil shale is whether 



23988 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE July 22, 1975 

we can get the oil shale into a crude oil 
form in a way that is economically and 
environmentally sound. The technology 
for retorting oil shale is very, very ex
perimental at this point, and I do not 
think we would want to allow companies 
at this point involved in this experimen
tal area to be able to write it off through 
the plowback provisions. They could be 
using the same money to go and find 
crude oil which we need immediately. 

If I may offer an example, in Colorado 
last year, one of the experimental oil 
shale tracts leased by a joint venture of 
major oil companies from the Depart
ment of the :L:nterior was leased for the 
sum of over $200,000,000. At the going 
price of $100,000 per oil well drilled, this 
oil shale experiment is costing the Na
tion 2,000 oil wells at a time when we 
need more drilling and exploration. 

The policies on oil shale development 
have yet to be set by either Congress or 
the administration. I do not believe we 
need further incentives as long as there 
are no policies. Without my amendment, 
we will only be getting ahead of ourselves 
when we have plenty of time to do things 
in a better way. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I do 
not think that I quite understand the 
parliamentary situation. We have the 
Krueger amendment before us, the Heinz 
amendment as a substitute for that, and 
I do not see how the gentlewoman's 
amendment relates to either the Krueger 
amendment or the Heinz substitute 
amendment. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. This is an amend
ment to the Heinz substitute amendment. 

Mr. OTTINGER. And it would provide 
that in the plowback they would not take 
into account shale oil? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. They could not get 
plowback credits for oil shale expenses. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would support the gentlewoman's amend
ment even though I oppose the Heinz 
substitute amendment. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to my col
league from Colorado. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to associate myself with the comments 
of the gentlewoman from Colorado, who 
I think offers a very sound amendment. 
What we see is a situation in which price 
and cost again is getting way ahead of 
all the other features relating to oil shale. 

The first time this issue came up was 
in the Ways and Means Committee bill, 
and we struck it. Then it came up in the 
ERDA bill, and we struck the provision. 
If we were to adopt the gentlewoman's 
amendment, we would be consistent with 
House action. I would hope that the com
mittee would see fit to support the gen
tlewoman's amendment. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, as I under
stand the gentlewoman's amendment, it 
would strike the language of the Heinz 

amendment in section (d) with reference 
to oil shale. Is that not correct? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. That is correct. 
Mr. HEINZ. I think the gentlewoman 

is probably aware that the Heinz amend
ment does not require the Ways and 
Means Committee to make oil shale a 
qualified investment. It is permissive in 
that regard. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I understand that. 
I am just very fearful of our directing 
the Ways and Means Committee to allow 
this as a permissive plowback allowance 
until we have really determined what our 
policies on oil shale will be. I assume the 
basic intent of the gentleman's amend
ment is to convert this plowback allow
ance into crude oil as fast as possible in 
the areas where we do know what it costs 
and that there are tried and true meth
ods. I would think that before we allow 
the plowback to be converted into experi
mental ventures, we should know much 
more about, first, which process will be 
used; second, what our policy is going 
to be; third, the environmental implica
tions; and fourth, the economy of it. 

Mr. HEINZ. Is the gentlewoman in fa
vor of the Heinz substitute amendment? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I think I would 
be in favor of it if it did not allow plow
back credits for development oil shale. 

Mr. HEINZ. If the gentlewoman's 
amendment is accepted, does she intend 
to support the Heinz amendment? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. If my amendment 
is accepted and passed, yes, I would sup
port the Heinz amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentlewoman from Colorado has expired. 

<On request of Mr. BROWN of Ohio and 
by unanimous consent Mrs. ScHROEDER 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

I am curious to know why this now 
prohibits us from developing potential 
oil sources. Could the gentlewoman tell 
me what the potential of oil, domestic 
oil, that could be produced out of shale 
that would be prohibited if her amend
ment is adopted? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. We do not really 
know that, but as the gentleman knows, 
this amendment cannot really dictate to 
the Committee on Ways and Means what 
they can allow for a plowback credit on 
the tax forms. But what it can do is to 
just s·et some general parameters. And 
as I read the amendment, it says that one 
of the things the Committee on Ways 
and Means might consider is plowback 
credits for shale oil development. 

My position is that we should not send 
the Committee on Ways and Means that 
kind of permissive language at this point 
because we do not know what oil shale 
it is going to cost per barrel, for it is 
still in a very experimental form. I think 
we would want to go on record legis
latively as saying that if a plowback is 
developed, it should be developed on a 
known process so that the taxpayers 
would get the most for their money by 
allowing that deduction. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If my colleague 
will yi'eld further, I understand the 
November 1974 Project Independence 
report estimates that, at an $11 price and 
under an accelerated development, by 
1980 shale oil production could account 

for 100,000 barrels of domestic oil; by 
1985 it could amount to 1 million barrels 
of domestic oil a day; and by 1990 it could 
be up to 1,600,000 barrels a day. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. As the gentleman 
knows, those were only projections, and 
many of the companies that have been 
involved in development of oil shale are 
now backing off of many of the projects 
feeling they are uneconomical. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Because of the 
cost factor? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Because of the 
cost factor, and they do not think they 
could make it, economically, at $11 a 
barrel. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If the gentle
woman will yield further, to deny them 
benefits under the amendment we wlll 
further discourage the production of 
shale oil; is that correct? I just want to 
know what the effect is. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Colorado. 

Mr. WIRTH. I thank the gentlewoman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman 
from Ohio <Mr. BROWN) is correct in his 
projection that by 1980 it will be approx
imately 100,000 barrels a day. But that 
is nearly covered by projects under way 
in Colorado and Utah in cooperation with 
the State and Federal Government; they 
are in need of no broader incentives at 
this point in trying to reach that goal. 
We are trying very carefully to work out 
between the State and Federal Govern
ment how we are going to best develop 
those oil shale reserves. The first step is 
100,000 barrels a day, which the two proj
ects would reach by 1980; then after 1985, 
on the basis if we can now go ahead, if it 
seems to be appropriate, with the longer 
term goals the gentleman has cited from 
the Project Independence report. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tlewoman has expired. 

(On request of Mr. BROWN of Ohio, and 
by unanimous consent, Mrs. ScHROEDER 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. WIRTH. If the gentlewoman will 
yield further, I think that the amend
ment offered by the gentlewoman would 
in no way impede the progress we are 
currently making toward an under
standing of how we might take advan
tage of oil shale, particularly on that 
100,000 barrel figure between now and 
1980. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
if the gentlewoman will yield further, do 
I understand this amendment is designed 
to discourage the expansion of shale oil 
production? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. No. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I am just trying 

to find out what the purpose of the 
amendment is. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. The purpose of 
the amendment is to say at this time, un
til we know more about how the experi
mental processes for development of oU 
shale are going, we should not direct the 
Committee on Ways and Means to con
sider oil shale development costs as a 
plowback. I think it is not the proper 
time to make that determination be-
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cause we want to make sure the plow
back goes into areas we know what the 
cost per barrel is. We have other direct 
money and other subsidies from the 
State and Federal Government pushing 
ahead the current development of a 
process. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If we deny a 
plowback credit, will that not, in fact, 
discourage the plowing back of funds and 
further investments in the development 
of shale oil? 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen
tlewoman has again expired. 

(On request of Mr. OTTINGER, and by 
unanimous consent, Mrs. ScHROEDER was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

Mrs. ~CHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to answer the gentleman. 

No, I do not think it would discourage 
it by not allowing the plowback. I think 
the problem with the plowback is that 
we do not know what the shale oil is 
going to cost per barrel to get in to crude 
form. Until we have some idea, we may 
be off on a very expensive folly, and I do 
not think we should be doing it at the 
taxpayers' expense. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, is the 
effect of the gentlewoman's amendment 
simply to limit the price of oil produced 
from oil shale to the effective price to 
the producer of $7.50, but to provide that 
between $7.50 and whatever the price 
may be it be subject 90 percent to the 
windfall profits tax without the plow
back? 

In other words, if oil is produced from 
oil shale, as I understand it, that could 
go up to the world market price? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. No, I think it only 
goes to the plowback. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. But the producer 
could not get more than $7.50 under the 
bill? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. No, I still think 
my amendment only goes to the plow
back credit. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Well, I think the dif
ference, or at least 90 percent of the dif
ference, between $7.50 and the actual 
price would be retained in the tax but 
without the gentlewoman's amenchnent 
there would be a 100-percent plowback 
of that 90 percent difference. But with 
her provision, the Government would 
hold the entire amount and recycle it, as 
the gentleman from Texas CMr. KRUE
GER) said, with respect to the windfall 
profits tax as it is now stated in the bill? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman 
my understanding is that it would pro~ 
hibit allowing the expenses of the oil 
shale experimentation to be used as a 
plowback credit so that it would be sub
sidized by the taxpayers. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Michigan. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentlewoman has defined her amend
ment, and she is quite correct. 

The amendment, as I read it and as 
the staff advises me, would eliminate in-

vestments in oil shale as a credit which 
would be qualified for plowback under 
the Krueger amendment. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. The gentleman is 
correct. That is so that the taxpayer 
would not indirectly be subsidizing the 
oil shale industry. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I do not come to the 
well to speak against the amendment or 
for it, but to point out that what we are 
dealing with here is a very intricate and 
important question of taxation. 

The question is whether or not under 
these particular circumstances it should 
be the tax policy of the United States to 
give an advantage to those produci~ 
new oil but not to give it to persons pro
ducing new oil through oil shale. 

If this matter were before the Com
mittee on Ways and Means, these ques
tions might well be taken up. As a 
matter of fact, it would probably be 
important to consider which areas of 
new production need no plowback at all. 

Why should we determine here in this 
matter on the floor of the House which 
type of new production should be given a 
favorable or an unfavorable tax treat
ment without first having that matter 
considered by the committee that is used 
to fashioning taxes? 

We are dealing now with tax questions, 
and we must deal with tax questions here 
if we follow the bent of the Krueger 
amendment. I compliment the distin
guished gentlewoman from Colorado for 
presenting the amendment, because she 
has to present it now if this manner of 
contingent legislation is to be followed. 
It will either have to be decided here 
and now or it will not be decided at all. 

But I ask the Members of this House: 
Is this the way to balance the question 
of tax advantage with respect to various 
producers of new oil? If there is no other 
way, I certainly can see why the gentle
woman from Colorado would have to 
present the amendment here. The same 
is true of the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. WIRTH) who I assume also supports 
the proposition. 

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado. 

Mr. WffiTH. Mr. Chairman, I do sup
port the proposition. I think the point 
the gentleman is ri'!Jsing is a much broad
er one. 

The point the gentlewoman from Colo
rado is raising is simply within thenar
row confines of conformity with other 
parts of the legislation relating to energy 
problems. That conformance embodied 
in the amendment offered by the gentle
woman is something that I think would 
be very advantageous to the bill. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
understand the gentleman's position. I 
think on balance we should vote for the 
amendment. 

The only problem is that this is cer
tainly a very, very awkward and diffi
cult way and an inappropriate place to 
make intricate determinations with re
spect to the question of tax policy affect
ing various producers. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gentle
woman from Colorado. 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
think one of the distinctions we could 
make is this: On the question of finding 
new oil, according to my interpretation 
of the language, what we were attempt
ing to do with the plowback provision 
was to make it possible to find new oil. 

There has not been any problem with 
finding oil shale. We know where the oil 
shale is. The question is, Can we get oil 
out of the shale? What it really means 
is a difference in time. It is a different 
kind of thing. 

I think that is a separate issue that is 
best argued in front of the Committee 
on Ways and Means, and I would hate to 
see this Congress go on record as saying 
that we lumped the two together because 
I think they are very distinct in that the 
procedures for getting oil from oil shale 
are a lot different from finding new oil 
where we do not know where it is. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I say that the 
gentlewoman from Colorado (Mrs. 
SCHROEDER) has convinced me in this 
short period of time, but I think it is 
most unfortunate that we must either 
be convinced for or against by debate of 
this nature, without having witnesses 
before us from the oil shale industry, 
from those who would produce oil by 
deep drilling, offshore drilling, or what
ever other means, that they should be 
favored or not favored. 

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. Yes, I yield to the 
gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I would 
say that I concur in the statement of my 
colleague, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ECKHARDT). , 

I think he has made a very effective 
point. While it is probably all right to 
adopt this as an amendment to the Krue
ger amendment, the fact of the matter 
is that the Krueger amendment does not 
adequately deal and cannot deal with 
the intricate tax questions irivolved 
where emphasis should be exercised with 
respect to plowback. I think it does not 
make a case for the Krueger amendment. 
As a matter of fact, it establishes a basis 
for providing for the defeat of that 
amendment. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Would the gentle
man not desire, if we go into these ques
tions, to have an opportunity to deter
mine whether plowback should go to 
those who produce oil from other things, 
such as coal, for instance? 

Mr. VANIK. Certainly. 
Mr. ECKHARDT. Perhaps they do not 

deserve a plowback. Perhaps those who 
produce offshore oil may deserve an 80 
percent plowback, whereas those who 
produce from deep wells may deserve 90 
percent. Who knows? 

Mr. VANIK. If the gentleman will yield 
further, the testimony or evidence might 
show that one area of development 
might need more plowback in degree 
than another. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. But does not the 
gentleman agree with me that it is vir
tually impossible to draw these distinc
tions by debate on the floor, with no ex
pert witnesses before us? I believe the 
gentlewoman from Colorado <Mrs. 
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ScHROEDER) because I think she is a per
son of great veracity and good judgment, 
but other credible persons may be mis
taken on facts or in judgment, and it is 
always well to have the advantage of tes
timony and examination in a committee 
hearing when such difficult questions as 
these are to be decided. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Texas (Mr. EcKHARDT) has 
again expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise very briefly in opposi
tion to the amendment. 

I think we ought to be very direct 
about the thrust of the amendment. I do 
not think it is so much a tax matter as 
it is an environmental matt.er, and the 
objective of the amendment, it seems to 
me, can also be directed to the idea of 
discouraging the development of shale 
oil. If, in fact, that is the case, we tend 
to be discouraging the prospect of a 
rather promising area for the production 
of domestic oil in this country. I think 
that would be very unwise, although I do 
not, in that conclusion, address myself 
to the environmental question. 

If the environmental question remains 
then it seems to me that the environ~ 
mental issue should be addressed in other 
legislative ways. We ought to do some
thing about the method by which the 
sha.Ie oil is handled, the way the land is 
restored, and that sort of thing. How
ever, with reference to the question of 
whether or not we should exclude shale 
oil development from the plowback pro
vision, it seems to me fairly clear that 
if we say that nobody gets a plowback 
if they get into the shale oil business 
then we have discouraged the productio~ 
of oil from shale. 

It is relatively simple, I think· and I 
personally do not think that that is -
where we ought to be headed to ex
cluding a source of oil from our potential 
development in the United States. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes, I yield to 
the gentleman from Colorado. I know he 
is interested in this area. 

Mr. WIRTH. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

The gentleman is perfectly right. There 
are real environmental concerns here as 
well as social impact concerns and eco
nomic impact concerns. 

What we have been trying to do is to 
work as closely as possible with all the 
parties involved in the State of Colorado 
to balance the impact with respect to oil 
shale on the environmental side the so
cial side, and the economic slde. The 
problem we are discussing here also 
existed in the bills of the Committee on 
Ways and Means and ERDA; this was 
simply that the pricing issue with regard 
to oil shale can get way out in front of 
the other issues that have to be resolved. 

What the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Colorado <Mrs. 
SCHROEDER) would do, would be to put 
the prices back in their proper perspec
tive, one that is necessary, so that we can 
go about the multiple attack on the issue 
of shale oil, and all the various impacts 
that it has. That is the purpose of her 
amendment. 

Her amendment is not designed to say 
"No oil shale," but to see that there is a 
balanced analysis and package that has 
to be very carefully put together in this 
important area of public policy. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I would ask the 
gentleman this question: Would it not 
be appropriate to have the oil produced 
from oil shale subject to the same kind 
of plowback tax credit that other oil re
moval would be subject to, and then if 
we found it was undesirable to produce 
for some reason that oil that came from 
shale, to pass a severance test which 
would then, in effect, economically dis
courage that? It seems to me that might 
be done at the State or local levels in 
such a way that one could take into ac
count the various geological and ecologi
cal considerations involved in the issue 
here. 

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

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I will be glad 
to yield to the gentleman from Colorado. 

Mr. WIRTH. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. Mr. Chairman, I think 'Ve 
really cannot compare the normal ex
traction of oil with oil shale, which I 
think the gentleman from Ohio may be 
trying to do. The extraction of oil from 
oil shale is a very, very different process, 
and creates rather more different kinds 
of problems relating to oil, relating to 
the environment, relating to the social 
impact such as that of towns springing 
up in the middle of nowhere. I would 
hope the gentleman would understand 
that it is this kind of price stimulation 
suggested by the gentlewoman from 
Colorado in the oil shale industry that 
might allow those kinds of problems to 
get out of hand. So that is the purpose 
of the gentlewoman's amendment. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I would suggest 
to the gentleman from Colorado that oil 
is oil, and ought to be treated in a simi
lar way by the various taxing laws, and 
that environment is environment, and 
that they ought to be treated in a differ
ent way in different communities. Also, 
Colorado is Colorado, and Wyoming is 
Wyoming. 

Mr. WIRTH. And Ohio is Ohio. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And they may 

want to write different laws with refer
ence to the extraction of oil in Wyoming 
and Colorado, or Ohio-would that we 
had the oil shale in Ohio. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman I ask 
unanimous consent that all debat~ on the 
amendment offered by the gentlewoman 
from Colorado, (Mrs. SCHROEDER) end in 
5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
, the request of the gentleman from Mich

igan? . 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentle
woman from Colorado <Mrs. ScHROEDER) 
to the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. HEINz) as 
a substitute for the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
KRUEGER). 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion <demanded by Mrs. ScHROEDER) 
there were-ayes 39, noes 31. 

So the amendment to the amendment 

offered as a substitute for the amend
ment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. SCHROEDER TO 

THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KRUEGER 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment to the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mrs. ScHROEDER to 

the amendment offered by Mr. KRUEGER: In 
section 8(d) (2) (E) (ii) (a) (1) of the Emer
gency Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973 as 
amended by Mr. KRUEGER's amendment) 
strike the words "(including development or 
production from oil shale," and insert a 
comma after "gas". 

In section 8(d) (2) (E) (ii) (a) (2) of the 
Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973 
(as amended by Mr. KRUEGER's amendment) 
strike the words "oil shale,". 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, Ire
serve a point of order, and pending that 
I have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Texas reserves a point of order, and the 
gentleman will state his parliamentary 
inquiry. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. The parliamentary 
inquiry is what determines germaneness 
of this amendment, if it is germane, to 
the Krueger amendment? It would then 
be admissible at this time as germane, as 
I understand it. In other words, the rela
tion to the Krueger amendment would 
determine germaneness in this instance, 
I would assume. 

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman is 
asking whether the amendment offered 
by the gentlewoman from Colora'do has 
to be germane, the answer, of course, is 
"yes". Is the gentleman contending that 
it is not germane? 

Mr. ECKHARDT. No. The gentleman 
merely asks whether or not on the ques
tion of germaneness with respect to this 
amendment, the question is determined 
on whether or not this amendment is 
germane to the Krueger amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BOLLING). That 
is correct. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. Chairman, I withdraw my reserva

tion of a point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recognizes 

the gentlewoman from Colorado (Mrs. 
SCHROEDER). 

Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, , 
this amendment does exactly the same 
thing to the Krueger amendment as the 
prior amendment did to the Heinz 
amendment, and that is merely make 
sure that we are not going to mandate 
our permissiveness to the Ways and 
Means Committee in allowing writing off 
oil shale as a plowback at this time and 
place. I feel almost like a summer rerun 
standing up and doing the same thing. 
Both of these amendments are fashioned 
almost identically and are parallel, so 
I think the arguments that we heard be
fore would apply again to the Krueger 
amendment. The thing I am most worried 
about, again to reiterate, is that we 
should not say that we think plowback 
should be allowed for oil shale expenses, 
because I think what we want to say is 
that plowback should be allowed for :find
ing new oil. 

We know where the oil shale is and the 
problem with the technology. This is sep
arate and it is different issue from find-
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ing new oil. I do not think we want to 
mandate plowback credits for oil shale 
development costs unti! we know a lot 
more about it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
we are in the same position with refer
ence to the Krueger amendment and 
the amendment o:f!ered by the gentle
woman from Colorado as we were on the 
Heinz amendment. The impact would be 
essentially the same in that we would 
be making the extraction of oil from 
shale not subject to a plowback provision 
and, therefore, discouraging it. The ob
jective is as much environmental as it is 
economic. 

My contention, of course, again, is that 
we could handle the environmental mat
ter at the State level, and I would op
pose the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment o:f!ered by the gentle
woman from Colorado <Mrs. ScHROEDER) 
to the amendment o:f!ered by the gentle
man from Texas <Mr. KRUEGER). 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. BROWN of Ohio) 
there were-ayes 39, noes 31. 

So the amendment to the amendment 
was agreed to. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
reserve a point of order against the 
Krueger amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will have 
to state he believes the point of order 
comes too late. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not making one at this time if I need not 
make one, but I would certainly make 
one at such time as the Krueger amend
ment would be voted on. 

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman 
restate what he is doing? Is he making 
a point of order against the Krueger 
amendment? 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I am making a point 
of order against the Krueger amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN. That comes too late. 
Mr. ECKHARDT. If the Chairman 

would hear me on the point of order I 
will be glad to explain. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the point of 
order. It comes too late. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be 
glad to hear the gentleman from Texas 
on the timeliness of his point of order. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, if the 
Chair would permit me, I should make a 
point of order now if I must do so or I 
will at such time as the votes arises on 
the Krueger amendment on the ground 
that the Kruger amendment is now out
side the rule. 

If the Chair will recall, I queried of the 
Chair whether or not the question of 
germaneness on the amendment o:f!ered 
by the gentlewoman from Colorado was 
based upon its germaneness to the 
Krueger amendment or if that were the 
standard. The Chair answered me that it 
was. Therefore, the amendment o:f!ered 
by the gentlewoman from Colorado was 
not subject to a point of order at that 
time and I point out to the Chair that 
the question of germaneness rests upon 

whether or not the amendment is ger
mane to the amendment to which it is 
applied. 

At that time it was not in order for me 
to urge that the amendment o:f!ered by 
the gentlewoman from Colorado was not 
germane because it was indeed germane 
to the Krueger amendment, but the rule 
protects the Krueger amendment itself 
from a point of order on the grounds of 
germaneness and specifically says that it 
shall be in order to consider without the 
intervention of any point of order the 
text of an amendment which is identical 
to the text of section 301 of H.R. 7014 as 
introduced and which was placed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on Monday and 
it is described. 

The Krueger amendment upon the 
adoption of the Schroeder amendment 
becomes other than the identical amend
ment which was covered by the rule. At 
this point the question of germaneness 
of the Krueger amendment rests on the 
question of whether or not it is at the 
present time germane to the main body 
before the House. 

It is not germane to the main body 
before the House because of the-and I 
cite in this connection Deschler on 28, 
section 24 in which there are several 
precedents given to the e:f!ect that an 
amendment which purports to create a 
condition contingent upon an event hap
pening, as for instance the passage of a 
law, is not in order. For instance 24.6 on 
page 396 says: 

To a bill authorizing funds for construc
tion of a.tomic energy fac111ties in various 
parts of the Nation, an amendment making 
the initiation of any such project contingent 
upon the enactment of federal or state fair 
housing measures was ruled out as not 
germane. 

There are a number of other authori
ties in that connection, that is, an 
amendment postponing the effectiveness 
of legislation pending contingency. 

Now, with respect to the question of 
timeliness, the gentleman from Texas 
could not have raised the point of order 
against the Schroeder amendment be
cause of the fact that the Schroeder 
amendment was, in fact, germane to 
the Krueger amendment. It is clearly 
stated that the test of germaneness must 
rest on the question of the body upon 
which the amendment acts, and as I 
queried the Chair at the time, I asked 
that specific question, would the ger
maneness of the Schroeder amendment 
rest upon the question whether it is ger
mane to the Krueger amendment. 

The Chair answered, I think correctly, 
that it was germane. I could not quarrel 
with that ruling and I could not at that 
point raise a question whether it was 
e:f!ective to the main body involved here; 
but at this time is the very first time 
I have had an opportunity and I raise 
the point of order that the Krueger 
amendment as now constituted is not 
protected by the rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does any other 
Member desire to be heard on the point 
of order? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
I only state that it seems to me that 
the rule makes the Krueger amendment 
in order by its text, but it does not pro
hibit it being amended by subsequent 

action of this body and that if the text 
had been changed by the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. KRUEGER) in its intro
duction, the point of order might have 
been appropriate; but the point of order 
that is attempted to prohibit this bod$ 
from amending the text of the Krueger 
amendment after it has been properly 
introduced and been made germane by 
the rule would prohibit those others in 
the majority of this body from acting 
on any perfection of the Krueger amend
ment. I do not think that is the purpose 
of the rule. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready 
to rule, unless another Member desires 
to be heard. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I am 
troubled by this point of order. I think, 
first of all, it comes too late. I think the 
amendment, Mr. Chairman, comes, first 
of all, too late. 

Second, it would make a nullity of the 
actions of the Committee on Rules, 
which very specifically made in order 
the Krueger amendment. 

As a matter of fact, it was at the 
request of this particular Member and 
the gentleman from Texas that that 
was done and also it was at the request 
of this particular Member of this body 
that the Committee on Rules made ap
propriate amendments to the Krueger 
amendment. If the point of order of the 
gentleman from Texas would prevail, 
the gentleman would be able to ex post 
facto undo the work of the Committee 
on Rules and convert a prior amend
ment, which may or may not have been 
germane, into such a vehicle that it 
would strike at the actions of the Com
mittee on Rules. 

The time to raise this point of order 
was at the time of o:f!ering the amend
ment by the gentlewoman from Colorado. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is ready 
to rule, but the Chair would be glad to 
hear from additional Members. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
wish to be heard only because of the 
statement of the gentleman from Michi
gan, who is a very correct man with 
respect to points of order, but the gen
tleman is now not quite correct. 

The gentleman from Michigan did, in 
truth, ask that the rule include the 
specific provision protecting the Krue
ger amendment, if amended; but the 
Committee on Rules did not include the 
gentleman's request, but rather very 
sharply and definitely prescribed that 
the matter that would be relevant and 
nothing else was the body of that 
amendment as printed in the RECORD. 

The .CHAIRMAN (Mr. BOLLING). The 
Chair is ready to rule. 

The rule under which the matter is 
being considered did in fact make in 
order the so-called Krueger amendment, 
and any amendment to that amendment 
which is germane to that amendment 
was thus, at the same time, made in 
order. There was no need for special 
provision to make amendments germane 
to the Krueger amendment in order, 
and the argument made by the gentle
man from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is very 
much to the point. 

The Chair, therefore overrules the 
point of order. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman. I rise 
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in support of the basic concept of the 
Krueger amendment. It seems to me that 
if we are to fashion an intelligent energy 
policy, the sensible thrust clearly must 
be to relieve this country from its vul
nerability to the whims of foreign gov
ernments. The Krueger amendment 
moves in that direction. 

On a vote earlier taken today, I joined 
with the majority of my colleagues in 
rejecting the specific provisions given to 
us by the President, primarily because 
I feel that Congress deserves to have a 
creative role in the fashioning of na
tional energy policy. 

But, I was very much impressed by 
the remarks that were made by the 
distinguished minority leader of the 
House, the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
RHODES) when he pointed out that dog
matically holding to what each of us 
most desired was prolonging a stale
mate and delaying any resolution of this 
critical energy problem for the Nation. 

The President and the Congress at 
this juncture seem to be in the posi
tion of two strong defensive football 
teams meeting in a big game on New 
Year's Day. Each can keep the other 
from scoring. We in Congress have been 
able to prevent the President's plans 
from going into effect. The President, by 
the expedient of vetos, can prevent our 
plans from going into effect. The public, 
I think, is not impressed by this con
tinual confrontation. The people are not 
interested in who loses face. They want 
solutions. 

Mr. Chairman, I think there is a need 
for some give on both sides. The Krueger 
amendment offers what I regard as the 
only reasonable hope at this juncture 
to find some intelligent means to in
crease domestic production of oil and 
gas without immediately and adversely 
and severely impacting the domestic 
economy. 

For those reasons, Mr. Chairman, I 
earnestly hope that any of my colleagues 
who are wavering or wondering whether 
there is any way to resolve this impasse, 
will look very carefully at the Krueger 
amendment, and that they will sympa
thetically consider the opportunity which 
this amendment offers for the Congress 
and the President to break the deadlock 
and find some common ground upon 
which the public interest can be served. 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. Chair
man, the gentleman from Texas has put 
his finger on exactly what we are doing 
here today that will be responsible en
ergy legislation. This committee worked 
long and hard, struggling to write an 
energy policy for oil, and this bill is the 
vehicle to do it, but it will die a certain 
death, as we so well know, unless it con
tains the Krueger amendment and the 
Krueger language. 

The gentleman from Texas has put his 
finger directly on it. The President will 
veto a bill without the Krueger language. 
The Krueger language merely decon
trols over a long period of time old oil. 
It puts the traditional oil companies back 
in the oil exploration business. It cor
rects what the House incorrectly did 

when it took away the depletion allow
ance. It plows back these profits in the 
exploration for more oil and, incident
ally gas, which is a great byproduct in 
the exploration of oil. 

Without the Krueger amendment, as 
the gentleman so well points out, this bill 
will perhaps have a short life through 
the House, but it will die downtown. I 
shall support the Krueger amendment as 
I did in the subcommittee when it passed 
by an 8-to-7 vote. I supported it again 
in the full committee when it passed 
once again by a 22-to-1 vote. 

We can bring it out on the floor, and 
we can have a rational bill, an oil policy 
bill, which will help solve the problems 
of oil in America. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. Mr. Chair
man, I want to associate myself with the 
remarks of the gentleman in the well and 
congratulate him on what I think is a 
very statesmanlike position he has taken 
this afternoon. No one has spoken more 
eloquently than the gentleman · from 
Texas in describing the current impasse 
between the President and the Congress. 
The people of the United States are wait
ing and they are watching, and they are 
not impressed by what they see. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman 
will agree with me that the Krueger 
amendment does not give the big oil com
panies, who are certainly the big issue 
of everyone in this Chamber, I suppose, 
what they want. Actually, as I under
stand the Krueger amendment, with re
spect to old oil, it treats the producers of 
that particular commodity somewhat 
more severely than the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
ECKHARDT). 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

(On request of Mr. ANDERSON of Illi
nois, and by unanimous consent, Mr. 
WRIGHT was allowed to proceed for 2 
additional minutes.) 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dlinois. What the 
amendment does do, in eliminating the 
ceiling prices of $7.50 or $8.50 for new 
oil, it does offer the hope that we will 
give the producers of this country and 
the independent producers who are the 
people who go out, for the most part, and 
find this new oil, the kind of incentives to 
go out and drill and explore in order to 
lessen our dependence on the OPEC 
countries. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend the gentle
man again on what he just said, and I 
would hope, somehow, the spirit of com
promise would sweep over this Chamber 
this afternoon, and even at this late hour 
we can in this amendment find that com
mon ground on which we can stand to
gether. 

If I had my way, I think there are cer
tainly some changes I would make in 
what the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
KRUEGER) has offered, but, again, realiz
ing, as does the gentleman in the well, 

we all have to give a little and move a 
little bit from the positions we have pre
viously taken and get together and show 
the people of this country that we are 
capable of reaching a decision and legis· 
lating in a rational manner, I would join 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT) 
in pleading with this House in accepting 
the Krueger amendment. 

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

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. OTTINGER. I thank the gentle

man for yielding. I would be favorably 
disposed to a compromise, and I think we 
ought to get off of the impasse we are in. 
But I fail to see how the Krueger amend
ment is any compromise at all. It decon
trols the price of oil up to the world 
market price, and it counts on the wind
fall profits tax to see to it that the oil 
companies do not make too much of a 
killing on that and distributes it back to 
the people so that the economy does not 
get hurt too badly, because there is a 
100-percent plowback that takes away 
all of that distribution effort. 

Mr. WRIGHT. The plowback is an es
sential ingredient, it seems to me, if we 
are to find more oil. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has again expired. 

<On the request of Mr. OTTINGER and 
by unanimous consent, Mr. WRIGHT was 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. WRIGHT. In response to the gen
tleman's comment, I would simply say 
that the only way, in the short run
until we are able to bring on the actual 
development of the more esoteric forms 
of energy-that we can ever hope to re
duce our reliance on foreign producers 
is to produce more petroleum domesti
cally, and the only way we will ever pro
duce more domestically is to encourage 
people to look for more domestically. 

I know there are many who feel they 
want to crucify the big oil companies. 
This is a convenient scapegoat. I have 
never been an apologist for the big oil 
companies, but let me just point this out: 
The committee bill, as presently drafted, 
increases the price of old oil which has 
already been found, 80 percent of which 
is owned by the big international oil 
companies, and decreases the price of 
new oil, which the independents have to 
go out and look for and find. 

And if you think by supporting the 
committee proposal that you are slaying 
a dragon in the dark of night, I earnestly 
hope you do not wake up the next morn
ing and find out that you killed the family 
cow. The committee bill would perpetuate 
price controls at a fixed figure indef
initely and would expand them to in
clude all domestic oil, including that 
which has not yet been found and for 
which the price of production is, there
fore, unknown. 

The committee bill would let us con
tinue paying foreign powers $13 a barrel 
for oil, some of which costs less than $1 
a barrel to produce, but it would hold the 
price of domestic oil down to $7.50 and 
$8.50 a barrel, even if it costs $10 a barrel 
or more to find and produce it. This 
simply defies logic. 

The committee bill ·surely would not 
encourage new domestic exploration, 
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which is the only means by which we 
can hope in the near future to reduce 
our reliance upon imports. It would raise 
the price of old oil-that which has al
ready been discovered-and reduce the 
price of new oil-that which remains to 
be discovered. Clearly this is not the way 
to encourage the discovery of new oil. 

The -committee bill would benefit the 
major oil companies which deal in for-

·eign production and own about 80 percent 
of all the old oil, at the expense of the 
small, independent companies which his
torically have taken the risks and have 
always accounted for the finding of at 
least 75 percent of the new oil in this 
country. 

Proponents of the committee bill have 
made much of the fact that it is en
dorsed by the Ashland Oil Co. This 
preference is not hard to understand 
when one contemplates the report that 
only about seven percent of Ashland's 
production is domestic and about 93 per
cent of it is foreign. Is this the kind of 
thing we want to encourage? Surely not. 

The Krueger amendment wisely would 
reverse this emphasis. I would very grad
ually decontrol the price of old oil, over 
an 8-year period. But it would make spe
cial provisions to allow a higher price 
for that hard-to-get oil in-existing :fields 
which can be recovered only through 
more expensive secondary and tertiary 
recovery methods. That oil simply is not 
being produced today because it is un
economical to bring it to the surface 
at the present controlled price. 

Geologists estimate that there may be 
between 40 and 60 billion barrels of such 
oil in this country. If we allow those :fields 
merely to be "creamed off" and the pipe 
removed, much of that oil could be lost 
to the American public forever. 

The second advantage of the Krueger 
amendment is that it would allow new oil 
to be sold for the market price, thus en
couraging new domestic exploration and 
discovery. But it would contemplate an 
excess profits tax on any company which 
did not plow its profits back into the 
search for new domestic reserves. 

Obviously, the only way to reduce our 
dependence upon foreign petroleum
until we cah bring about the actual con
version of other forms of energy-is to 
:find more oil in the United States. And 
the only way to :find it is to encourage 
people to look for it. The committee bill 
does not do this. The Krueger approach 
does. 

The really crucial difference between 
the two versions was spelled out in an ap
praisal by the Federal Energy Adminis
tration of the probable effects of the two 
upon domestic production. Presently we 
are importing about 38 percent of our 
petroleum needs and supplying about 62 
percent from domestic sources. The FEA 
estimates that the Krueger approach by 
1980 would raise the domestic share to 
about 66 percent of the total market; and 
that the committee approach would re
duce the domestic share to about 54 per
cent. 

Or, put it another way: The Krueger 
plan in 5 years would reduce our depend
ence on foreign sources from the pres
ent 38 percent down to about 33 percent. 
The committee bill would raise our de-

pendence upon foreign sources to about 
46 percent. 

The committee bill would not do any
thing to relieve the shortage. It would 
merely share the shortage. In fact, it 
would perpetuate and intensify the 
shortage. 

The central, basic thrust of any in
telligent long term energy program must 
be to move in the direction of greater 
U.S. self-sufficiency. The Krueger amend
ment does this. The committee bill does 
not. 

One additional distinction needs to 
be drawn. The committee bill, if enacted 
in its present form, would surely be ve
toed. To adopt it in light of that certain 
knowledge would merely prolong the un
productive confrontation between the 
Congress and the President and further 
delay the long-overdue start on a solu
tion. We do not need more confronta
tions. We do not need continued stale
mate. We need solutions. The Krueger 
amendment would be an important 
beginning. 

Unless we provide some incentives to 
exploration we are not going to have 
any more new oil after awhile. 

Some of the gentlemen on the com
mittee side have repeatedly made the 
statement that $7.50 is all that is needed 
to find all the oil we want. If that were 
true, I would be for the committee bill. 

Questioning whether it were true, I 
sent telegrams to a number of people 
whom I know to be engaged in the search 
for oil, and I asked that question: If 
$7.50 would be sufficient to encourage 
production and discovery and the bor
rowing of money necessary to go out and 
:find more oil. 

Most of them who have replied said, 
no, that in many conditions, in many 
prospective fields, and in certain strata 
which are expected to produce perhaps 
25 barrels per day if oil is found, $7.50 
would not be an adequate inducement 
for anybody to lend the money in the 
:first place and for independent explorers 
to risk the money in the second place. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, I just do 
not see where the compromise is. It seems 
to me that under the gentleman's point 
of view they get a hundred percent. 
There is no give-and-take, except that 
the consumers are going to be asked to 
give and the oil industry will continue 
to take. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I will 
say to the gentleman that the compro
mise lies in a more gradual decontrol of 
old oil, as provided in the Krueger 
amendment, than the President requests, 
in an excess profits tax that does not 
presently exist on the creation of new 
oil, and in the encouragement to find 
more oil. And that, it seems to me, is the 
kind of compromise which will benefit 
the Nation and the american people in 
the long run. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the necessary number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am greatly impressed 
by the very genuine request for com
promise here today. I think it is noble 
that the Members approach their duties 
with such a deep sense of responsibility, 
particularly when they are looking to 

John Q. Citizen out there to pay the 
cost of their compromise. 

The cost of the compromise is the cost 
of the difference between Krueger and 
Eckhardt. I refer to the Eckhardt pro
visions which are included in the bill 
before this committee. 

I think it is so generous of the Mem
bers who talk of this compromise to 
commit their constituents' dollars with 
such a deep sense of generosity-amaz
ing generosity. This means about $18 bil
lion more in 1976, about $20 billion more 
in 1977, and about $22.7 billion more in 
1978. 

Mr. Chairman, let me tell the Mem
bers that my people do not want to pay 
that price for a compromise when there 
is nothing on the record to indicate that 
it is necessary. 

I have heard about as much testimony 
as most of the Members have here, other 
than those who have been serving di
rectly on the Subcommittee on Energy 
and Power, and I have not seen the evi
dence that these dollars are going to pro
duce the additional oil. 

As a matter of fact, the spokesman 
for Ashland said that $7.50 was quite 
adequate to encourage the development 
of oil in this country. 

I recall in December of 1973 we were 
told that $4.25 was all that was neces
sary. Now we are talking about taking 
the price of oil up really to the point 
where we will be encouraging the OPEC 
nations to increase their price. 

Let us not delude ourselves in think
ing that these international oil com
panies, primarily the seven major in
ternationals, are going to suddenly stop 
importing into the United States. They 
have too many billions of dollars invested 
overseas, and they are going to continue 
to produce overseas and keep whatever 
they have here as long as they can, avail
able until some later time. 

The story of oil is not a simple one, 
and every Member here knows it. It is 
one where it is easy to delude and it is 
easy to fool. However, there has not been 
one honest-to-God showing of need or 
an honest-to-God showing that what is 
being proposed here in the Krueger 
amendment would result in the increase 
in production, any more than will be 
encouraged through the enactment of 
the Eckhardt amendment. 

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

Mr. MOSS. Yes, I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
commend the gentleman from California 
<Mr. Moss) for his cogent arguments. He 
is right on target and absolutely right. 

The gentleman from Illinois says that 
the people are watching us and they are 
tired that we cannot come to a com
promise. 

The Krueger amendment is another 
ripoff for the oil companies of this coun
try. 

A couple of years ago the major oil 
companies were only getting $2.25 a bar
rel for oil. Now they are getting $12 for 
"new" oil. 

How much more money do they want 
for exploration? 

Mr. MOSS. I say to the gentleman that 
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whether we give them $13.50 or not, we 
will encourage them to hold more off 
until they can get $15.50. They have an 
insatiable appetite. 

If we are willing to commit the dollars 
of the consumers of this Nation to this 
most massive redistribution of wealth 
ever undertaken anywhere at any time, 
then we are, indeed, damn fools and un
worthy of the trust that has been given 
us by the people we represent. 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MOSS. Yes, I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. The gentleman 
mentioned the Ashland Oil Co. Is the 
gentleman familiar with the amount of 
domestic production of the Ashland Oil 
Co.? 

Mr. MOSS. I do not think it is signifi
cant. I do not think it is relevant, and for 
that reason, I do not yield further. 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. I think it is sig
nificant. 

Mr. MOSS. I do not yield further, I say 
to the gentleman. 

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. It is only 7 per
cent. 

Mr. MOSS. I do not yield further. 
The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen

tleman from California (Mr. Moss) ·has 
expired. 

(On request of Mr. SEIBERLING and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. Moss was al
lowed to proceed for 1 additional min
ute.) 

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

Mr. MOSS. Yes, I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Chairman, I 
think it is again unfortunate that today, 
as on Friday, we have heard threats of a 
veto if we do not accept the Krueger 
amendment. However, I would like to say 
that there is one advantage with respect 
to these threats: If there is a veto and 
this House is thereby prevented from en
acting legislation that will spare the 
American people the cost of unjust en- · 
richment of the oil barons, it will be 
crystal clear where the responsibility lies. 

Mr. MOSS. The gentleman is precisely 
right. 

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

Mr. MOSS. Yes; I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. KAZEN. As a matter of informa
tion, the gentleman said that these oil 
companies-and this is troubling me
will not stop the importation of oil, that 
they will continue to import oil. Where 
in the bill as it is written now is that 
provision which says that the U.S. Gov
ernment shall be the sole importer of 
oil? How will that work? 

Mr. MOSS. I do not see the U.S. Gov
ernment as being the sole importer under 
the Krueger amendment. 

Mr. KAZEN. Not only the Krueger 
amendment; I mean under the bill. 

Mr. MOSS. I am addressing myself to 
the Krueger amendment. 

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

Mr. MOSS. Yes; I yield to the gentle· 
man from Texas. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. That is not what the 
bill says. The bill does not ddsturb present 

importers unless the President finds that 
it is necessary in order to make the poli
cies work. 

Mr. MOSS. The gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EcKHARDT) is correct, but my point 
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
KAZEN) was that that was not the 
Krueger amendment, and therefore, his 
question was not at all germane to the 
subject matter under discussion. 

The CHAmMAN. The question is on 
the amendment, as amended, offered as 
a substitute by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. HEINz) for the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. KRUEGER). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 94; noes 326, 
not voting 14, as follows: 

[Roll No. 418] 
AYEB-94 

Alexander Goodling Patterson, 
Anderson, Grassley Calif. 

Calif. Gude Pattison, N.Y. 
Anderson, Til. Hamil ton Peyser 
Aspin Hannaford Pressler 
AuCoin Hastings Pritchard 
Bergland Hayes, Ind. Rees 
Biester Hays, Ohio Regula 
Bonker Hechler, W.Va. Reuss 
Brinkley Heinz Riegle 
Broomfield Henderson Roncalio 
Burke, Calif. Hillis Ruppe 
Clancy Holla.n.d Sarasin 
Conyers Holtzman Schroeder 
Coughlin Jenrette Schulze 
Davis Jones, N.C. Sebelius 
Dent Jordan Sharp 
Derrick Latta Simon 
Dingell Lent Skubitz 
Dodd Levita.s Snyder 
Duncan, Tenn. McCloskey Spence 
Early McDade Stanton, 
Eshleman McKinney J. William 
Evans, Colo. Madigan Symington 
Fenwick Mink Taylor, N.C. 
Fisher Mitchell, N.Y. Vigorito 
Ford, Mich. Moorhead, Pa. Walsh 
Forsythe Mosher Wirth 
Fountain Murtha Wydler 
Fraser Myers, Ind. Young, Fla. 
Frey Neal Young, Ga. 
Giaimo Obey 
Gilman O'Brien 

Abdnor 
Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Ambro 
Andrews, N.C. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Archer 
Armstrong 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Badillo 
Bafalis 
Baldus 
Barrett 
Baucus 
Bauman 
Beard, R.I. 
Beard, Tenn. 
Bedell 
Bell 
Bennett 
Bevill 
Biaggi 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Blouin 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolllng 
Bowen 
Bradema.s 

NOEB-326 

Breaux Conte 
Breckinrldge Corman 
Brodhead Cornell 
Brooks Cotter 
Brown, Calif. Crane 
Brown, Mich. D'Amours 
Brown, Ohio . Daniel, Dan 
Broyhill Daniel, R. w. 
Buchanan Daniels, N.J. 
Burgener Danielson 
Burke, Fla. de la Garza 
Burke, Mass. Delaney 
Burleson, Tex. Dellums 
Burlison, Mo. Derwinski 
Burton, John Devine 
Burton, Phillip Dickinson 
Butler Diggs 
Byron Downey, N.Y. 
Carney Downing, Va. 
Carr Drinan 
Carter Duncan, Oreg. 
Casey du Pont 
Cederberg Eckhardt 
Chappell Edgar 
Chisholm Edwards, Ala. 
Clawson, Del Edwards, Ca111. 
Clay Ellberg 
Cleveland Emery 
Cochran English 
Cohen Erlenborn 
Colllns, Til. Esch 
Colllns, Tex. Evans, Ind. 
Conable Fary 

Fascell Long, Md. Rooney 
Findley Lott Rose 
Fish Lujan Rosenthal 
Fithian McClory Rostenkowski 
FlOOd McCollister Roush 
Florio McCormack Rousselot 
Flowers McDonald Roybal 
Flynt McEwen Runnels 
Foley McFall Russo 
Ford, Tenn. McHugh Ryan 
Frenzel McKay St Germain 
Fulton Macdonald Bantini 
Fuqua Madden Sarbanes 
Gaydos Maguire Satterfield 
Gibbons Mahon Scheuer 
Ginn Martin Schineebeli 
Goldwater Mathis Seiberling 
Gonzalez Mazzoli Shipley 
Gradison Meeds Shriver 
Green Melcher Shuster 
Guyer Metcalfe Sikes 
Hagedorn Meyner Sisk 
Haley Mezvinsky Slack 
Hall Michel Smith, Iowa 
Hammer- Mikva Smith, Nebr. 

schmidt Milford Solarz 
Hanley Miller, Calif. Spellman 
Hansen Miller, Ohio Staggers 
Harkin Mills Stant on, 
Harrington Mineta James v. 
Harris Minish Stark 
Harsha Mitchell, Md. Steed 
Hawkins Moakley Steelman 
Hebert Moffett Steiger, Ariz. 
Heckler, Mass. Mollohan Stephens 
Hefner Moore Stokes 
Helstoski Moorhead, Stratton 
Hicks Calif. Stuckey 
Hightower Morgan Studds 
Holt Moss Sullivan 
Horton Mottl Talcott 
Howard Murphy, Til. Taylor, Mo. 
Howe Murphy, N.Y. Teague 
Hubbard Myers, Pa. Thompson 
Hughes Natcher Thone 
Hungate Nedzi Thornton 
Hutchinson Nichols Traxler 
Hyde Nix Treen 
Jacobs Nolan Tsonga.s 
Jarman Nowak Udall 
Jeffords Oberstar Ullman 
Johnson, Calif. O'Neill Van Deerlin 
Johnson, Colo. Ottinger Vander Jagt 
Johnson, Pa. Passman VanderVeen 
Jones, Okla. Patman, Tex. Vanik 
Jones, Tenn. Patten, N.J. Waggonner 
Karth Pepper Wampler 
Kasten Perkins Waxman 
Ka.stenmeier Pettis Weaver 
Kazen Pickle Whalen 
Kelly Pike White 
Kemp Poage Whitehurst 
Ketchum Preyer Whitten 
Keys Price Wiggl·ns 
Kindness Quie Wilson, Bob 
Koch Quillen Wilson, c. H. 
Krebs Railsback Wilson, Tex. 
Krueger Randall Winn 
LaFalce Rangel Wolff 
Lagomarsino Richmond Wright 
Landrum Rinaldo Wylie 
Leggett Risenhoover Yates 
Lehman Roberts Yatron 
Litton Robinson Young, Alaska 
Lloyd, Calif. Rodino Young, Tex. 
Lloyd, Tenn. Roe Zablocki 
Long, La. Rogers Zeferettl 

Annunzio 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Conlan 
Evins, Tenn. 

NOT VOTING-14 
Hinshaw 
Ichord 
Jones, Ala. 
Mann 
Matsunaga 

Montgomery 
O'Hara 
Rhodes 
Steiger, Wis. 
Symms 

So the substitute amendment as 
amended for the amendment was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KRUEGER TO THB 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KRUEGER 

Mr. KRUEGER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment and ask unanimous con
sent that I be allowed to amend the 
amendment which I earlier offered. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve a point of order. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I also 
reserve a point of order. 

The Clerk read as follows: 



July 22, 1975 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 23995 
Amendment offered by Mr. KRUEGER to the 

amendment offered by Mr. KRUEGER: Strike 
subsection (d) of the new Section 8 added to 
the Emergency Petroleum Allooa.tion Act of 
1973 and insert in lieu thereof a new Sub
section (d) as follows: "The provisions of (b) 
and (c) shall not take effect unless the Con
gress ~nds and so declares by concurrent 
resolution that there is in effect a. tax which 
couples a redistribution of tax receipts mech
anism to substantially mitigate the effect of 
increased energy costs on consumers with an 
excise tax or other tax applicable to sales of 
crude oil from a property: Provided, That 
such tax shall provide an incentive for the 
production of new domestic crude oil." 

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, Ire
serve the right to object. 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WRIGHT TO THE 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KRUEGER 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
KRUEGER). 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WRIGHT to the 

amendment offered by Mr. KRUEGER: Strike 
Subsection (d) of the new Section 8 added 
to the Emergency Petroleum Act of 1973 and 
insert in lieu thereof a. new Subsection (d) 
as follows: "The provisions of (b) and (c) 
shall not take effect unless the Congress 
finds and so deolares by concurrent resolu
tion th'a.t there is in effect a tax which 
couples a redistribution o! tax receipts mech
anism to substantially mitigate the effect of 
increased energy costs on consumers with 
an excise tax or other tax applicable to sales 
of crude oil from a. property: Provided, that 
such tax shall provide an incentive for the 
production of new domestic crude oil." 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve a point of order against the 
amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. EcKHARDT) reserves a point 
of order. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I re
serve a point of order. As I understand 
the rules, copies of the amendment are 
to be provided to the minority cloak
room and the majority cloakroom and 
be made available to the committee. None 
have been made available. 

The CHAmMAN. That fact does not 
prevent consideration of the matter by 
the committee. The Chair suggests that 
copies be made available to the desk. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, on 
my reservation of the point of order, may 
I question the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. WRIGHT) ? 

The CHAmMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. EcKHARDT) desire to 
reserve his point of order or let the gen
tleman from Texas <Mr. WRIGHT) 
proceed? 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I de
sire to let the gentleman proceed. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I reserve 
a point of order to protect the committee 
in the event that the other reservations 
are withdrawn. I do not know what this 
is all about. 

The CHAIRMAN. All points of order 
have been reserved. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman some language, which was modified 
from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT). somewhat. They felt that there ought 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, the pur- to be a provision in there that would pro
pose of this amendment is to preserve vide for some redistribution of tax back 
the integrity of the House Committee to the consumeTs. 
on Ways and Means and to give the Personally, I feel very strongly that 
House the full opportunity to debate, that should be the case, too, if we have 
deliberate, and adopt the precise details a windfall profits tax; that in order to 
of the excess profits tax provision em- compensate the consumers for the extra 
bodied in the amendment as originally cost of energy there should be some pro
offered by my colleague from Texas (Mr. vision for feeding that tax back to the 
KRUEGER). consumers. Even though the language is 

Mr. KRUEGER. Mr. Chairman, will somewhat cumbersome because of dif-
the gentleman yield? ferent provisions that went into it, it 

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle- does satisfy me. I think it does protect 
man from Texas. the integrity of the Committee on Ways 

Mr KRUEGER. Mr. Chairman, when and Means, and I certainly support the 
I presented my amendment several days amendment. 
ago, there was an objection by the chair- Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, will 
man of the Ways and Means Committee the gentleman yield? 
and by another member of the Ways Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle-
and Means Committee that the provi- man. 
sions for a tax being placed before the Mr. ECKHARDT. I thank the gentle-
phased decontrol could occur were so ma.n for yielding. 
specific as to leave insufficient margin Mr. Chairman, I am trying to under
to the Ways and Means Committee to stand exactly what this amendment 
carry out its own designated function does. As I understand, the original Ian
under its regular committee jurisdiction. guage of the Krueger amendment set out 

Consequently, I have consulted with a very specific procedure by which, No. 
members of that committee, and with 1, there was a certain level at which 
them have worked out language that a windfall profits tax kicked in, a specific 
would be broad enough to satisfy their percentage of windfall profits tax-I 
concerns that they would have ample op- think it was 90 percent-and a specific 
portunity to write the appropriate sort provision for plowback, which was 
of tax which would have to be in place 100 percent with respect to new oil and 
before this phased decontrol could oc- was zero percent with respect to old 
cur. I might repeat that in spite of what oil. 
other Members have tried to suggest to Mr. Chairman, do I understand that 
this body, that the phased decontrol can if the amendment is adopted, none of 
occur, as the language is written, only if those limitations or requirements will 
there is a tax in place. be in effect; that the only limitation is 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. that there shall be an excise tax or other 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? tax applicable to sales of eTude oil from 

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentleman a property, provided that such tax shall 
from Massachusetts. provide an incentive for the production 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. of new domestic crude oil? Do I under
Chairman, did the gentleman say that he - stand these last qualifications are sub
had worked out an agreement with the stituted for the specific qualifications 
members of the Ways and Means Com- and nothing more? 
mittee? Mr. WRIGHT. No. In addition to that, 

Mr. KRUEGER. No, I said that I had there is the additional qualification, I 
consulted with some members of the would say to the gentleman, that there 
Ways and Means Committee in drawing be a redistribution of tax receipts to 
this up. substantially mitigB~te the effect of in-

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. There creased energy cost on consumers. 
are 37 members of the Ways and Means Mr. ECKHARDT. Yes. That is the 
Committee, and speaking for this mem- written-in language. So it would read 
ber, I just wish to point ·out that the that the only qualification respecting 
gentleman has not consulted with this this is that it be a mechanism to sub
member of the Ways and Means Com- stantially mitigate the effect of the in
mittee. creased energy costs of the consumers 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I yield with an excise tax or other tax applicable 
to the chairman of the Ways and Means to the sale of crude oil from a property, 
Committee the gentleman from Oregon provided that such tax shall provide an 
(Mr. ULLMW). incentive for the production of new 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, let me domestic crude oil. 
say that the gentleman from Texas did That is the sole qualification of the 
come to me to try to work out some lan- Krueger amendment, and that that 
guage that would protect the integrity qualification is found to exist by a. 
of the Ways and Means Committee. The concurrent resolution. 
other day, when the issue came up, I Mr. WRIGHT. The gentleman is 
raised a strong objection. correct. And that preserves to the House 

Mr. Chairman, I feel prescriptive as a whole and to the other body the 
taxation is the wrong policy and that the opportunity to make the final judgment. 
Committee on Ways and Means must POINT oF oRDER 
use its staff and expertise in order to de- Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
velop the kind of a windfall profits tax press my point of order at this time. 
that is both sound and correct for the The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
economy and for the problem. state his point of order. 

The gentleman from Texas brought Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, my 
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point of order is that. No. 1, this 
amendment is not germane to the 
Krueger amendment; and No. 2, that 
this amendment, if added to the 
Krueger amendment, creates an exten
sively and fundamentally different prin
ciple not covered by the exception to 
the rules. 

Mr. Chairman, I cite primarily from 
page 415 of Deschler's Procedure, section 
36.9, which reads: 

The faGt that a resolution providing for 
the consideration of a bill specifically waives 
points of order against a particular amend
ment is not determinative of the issue of the 
germaneness of other, similar amendments. 

There is reference to 106 CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD 5655, 86th Congress, 2d 
session, March 14, 1960. 

I should like to point out to the Chair 
how widely divergent this amendment is 
from the ·original Krueger amendment. 
The original Krueger amendment had 
some appeal to the committee because it 
did a very specific thing: It said that in 
providing that there is what the gentle
man from Texas <Mr. KRUEGER) always 
called a specific recycling process with 
respect to the taxes collected under the 
windfall profits tax, that specific recy
cling process constituted the sending of 
the application, as I recall, of half the 
receipts to low- and middle-income 
brackets and the rest to a division of 
citi·es and others, the e~ac.t details of 
which I do not recall. 

Then if this contingency occurred and 
it was a contingency based on a clearly 
and specifically defined action to become 
law, then and then only would the wind
fall profits tax provisions be in effect. 
Otherwise the bill would fall back to es
sentially the provisions of an extension 
of the existing Allocation Act. 

Mr. Chairman, actually this point was 
sufficiently appealing-and I know that 
a history of the matter is not really rele
vant to the process, but it indicates a vast 
difference between that amendment and 
the one that is now offered-to some 
Members on grounds that we would not 
buy a pig in a poke in that committee; 
we would know precisely what would 
happen with respect to price; and that 
we would know precisely what would 
happen if a windfall profits tax went into 
effect with respect to the method of dis
tributing that windfall profits tax. 

In so knowing, the committee was able 
to protect its own jurisdiction. It can 
say: We will not buy this proposition as a 
price-control mechanism unless these 
provisions are carried into effect. 

The effect of this amendment is some
thing extremely different, and it is some
thing that I feel sure we members of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce would have appeared before 
the Committee on Rules and strenuously 
objected to, because the amendment 
would simply say that we will put this 
pricing mechanism into effect and we 
will leave open to the absolute unre
strained determination of another com
mittee what the tax structure would be. 

In effect the result of that would be 
a complete reneging by the committee 
setting the price and a movement from 
a specific contingency to a complete 
delegation of authority to define that 
contingency to another committee. 

Mr. Chairman, it is the duty, as I see 
it, of the Committee on Rules to protect 
the jurisdictions of the various commit
tees. I do not believe the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce would 
have stood for that kind of a rule, because 
it is vastly different from the rule that 
was ultimately given. 

Therefore, since the amendment calls 
not for a specific contingency but for a 
complete delegation of authority to com
plete this bill by other legislation, un
limited and undefined by the amendment 
itself, it is so vastly different from the 
original amendment that it falls under 
the rule that I have just read: "The fact 
that a resolution providing for the con
sideration of a bill specifically waives 
points of order agai.rl&t a particular 
amendment is not determinative of" 
some other matter which is of a different 
character. 

Mr. Chairman, I submit that this is 
of a vastly different character. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, may I be 
heard on the point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will be 
glad to hear the gentleman. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
reiterate the point that was made by the 
gentleman from Texas that the waiver 
of the amendment process by rule from 
the Committee on Rules does not apply 
to a separate amendment. 

I am troubled in this case by the ex
planation that was given by the gentle
man from Texas that the section that is 
being debated, the Krueger se·ction, 
would be triggered by a type of concur
rent resolution. I do not know where this 
concurrent resolution would go. For ex
ample, would it be referred to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce, and then be transmitted to the 
Committee on Government Operations or 
to the Committee on Ways and Means? 

This type of contingency in this leg
islation, I think, would be subject to a 
point of order if there had not been an 
original waiver. Since the original waiver 
of the Committee on Rules does not pro
tect this amendment, it would seem to 
me that a point of order would lie to the 
particular amendment, which, as I un
derstand, is the Wright amendment to 
the Krueger amendment. 

I thank the Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 

from Ohio <Mr. VANIK) desire to be 
heard on the point of order? 

Mr. VANIK. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to be heard. 

I would just like to say that the reso
lution under which the committee con
siders this proposal today House Resolu
tion 599, on page 2, line io, sets forth as 
follows: 

It shall be in order to consider, without 
the intervention of any point of order, the 
text of an amendment which is identical to 
the text of Section 301 of H.R. 7014 as intro
duced and which was placed in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD Of Monday, July 14, 1975, 
by Representative ROBERT KRUEGER. 

I think that the rule specifically indi
cates what would be in order would be 
the Krueger amendment and not amend
ments to the Krueger amendment. 

For example, I do not believe that it 
would have been in order, under this rule, 
for the Committee on Ways and Means 

windfall profits section to have been 
introduced as an amendment to the 
Krueger amendment. 

I think the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
ECKHARDT) has very clearly stated the 
other valid basis on which I think the 
point of order should be sustained. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Ohio <Mr. BROWN) desire to be 
heard on the point of order? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I do. 
Mr. Chairman, the amendment has 

within it the two factors which are also 
contained in the basic Krueger amend
ment: first, a modification, as any 
amendment would. of the finding or the 
method by which a finding can be made 
of what an appropriate tax is; and sec
ond, a description of what an appropriate 
tax is that can be found, so that the basic 
provisions of the Krueger amendment 
can be put into effect; that is, the decon
trol process. 

The Committee on Rules properly, I 
think, made in order the Kruger amend
ment for decontrol, and the price of oil 
hinged that decontrol on a suitable tax 
and the finding of a suitable tax. 

The amendment offered by the gentle
man from Texas <Mr. WRIGHT) merely 
modifies that process. 

The question of the juridsdiction of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce to write this into its legisla
tio.n was raised by the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. EcKHARDT) in his comments 
on the point of order. 

It seems to me that it is the preroga
tive of the Committee on Rules to com
bine legislation, to see that legislation is 
brought to the floor in tandem, so that it 
might be combined on the floor by the 
committee, in its wisdom, and in this 
case, specifically made in order by rule. 

The prospect was that the job of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce, the jurisdictional job, decon
trol, would proceed on the basis of a find
ing of a suitable tax and it left the estab
lishment or the enactment of that tax to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Nothing in the amendment of the gen
tleman from Texas <Mr. WRIGHT) 
changes the basic thrust of the rule 
granted by the Committee on Rules in 
that regard, and it occurs to me that 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. WRIGHT) is perfectly appro
priate and germane. It does, in fact, as 
any amendment would, modify the situ
tion; but it leaves to the full committee, 
the Committee of the Whole, the job of 
making that modification, in its wisdom. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Texas desire to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. KRUEGER. I do, Mr. Chairman, 
and I will not take much time. 

Mr. Chairman, I would simply point 
out that the Chair has earlier ruled, it 
seems to me, on the same point of order 
that the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
EcKHARDT) has offered to this amend
ment, and the Chair lias already ruled 
against that particular objection. 

The fact is that the rule that was 
granted is a rule that allows amend
ments to the amendment. It seems to me 
that this is clearly germane to the ear
lier amendment, and is therefore in 
order. 
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Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, may 
I speak very briefly on the point of order? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from 
Texas is recognized. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to make it clear that the gen
tleman from Ohio <Mr. BROWN) has 
made the point of order I previously 
made. I did not make the same point of 
order at this time. 

I merely state that to put into effect a 
process, an entirely different kind of 
process that is a concurrent resolution, 
and a totally delegated authority sub
ject only to that concurrent resolution, 
was of such a different nature that it 
may be that a specific provision, the 
findings of a precise method of trigger
ing a mechanism, simply was not ger
mane to the original amendment, and 
therefore could not be admitted as an 
amendment to the amendment and, fur
thermore, if admitted, would make the 
Krueger amendment nongermane to the 
bill itself, and is not covered by the rule. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BOLLING). The 
Chair is ready to rule. 

Although a great many matters have 
been discussed in connection with the 
point of order, the Chair proposes to 
rule only very narrowly. 

The question is whether the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. WRIGHT) offered to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. KRUEGER) is germane as 
within the limitations of the precedents 
with regard to its scope. 

The Chair finds, basically on the argu
ments made by the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. BROWN) that it is germane, and 
within the scope of the type of "windfall 
profits tax" defined by the Krueger 
amendment, although the description of 
the tax is somewhat less precise than 
the definition in the Krueger amend
ment. The fact that Congress, in the 
Wright amendment, rather than the 
President, as in the Krueger amendment 
must make the finding of enactment of 
the tax does not render the amendment 
not germane. Therefore the Chair over
rules the various points of order and 
finds the amendment in order. 

Mr. GIDBONS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time to 
ask the author of the amendment, 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT) , 
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
KRUEGER) , what is meant by some of 
the wording in the amendment. I see 
both gentlemen are here, and perhaps 
both of them should respond, because I 
think they have collaborated on this 
amendment. 

I call attention specifically to the last 
proviso in the Wright amendment pro
viding that such tax shall provide an 
incentive for the production of new do
mestic crude oil. 

Does this limit the Committee on Ways 
and Means to just a plowback type of 
incentive? 

Mr. KRUEGER. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, no, if they can find 
some other means of finding an appro
priate incentive to encourage production, 
it would be within their scope. 

Mr. GlliBONS. What if the Committee 
CXXI--1512-Part 19 

on Ways and Means finds that price was 
enough of an incentive, would it violate 
it? 

Mr. KRUEGER. There is nothing in 
the amendment that would or would not 
violate it. 

Mr. GIBBONS. In other words, if we 
determine after leVYing some kind of a 
tax there still was enough price differen
tial left in there not to be a disincentive, 
then it would not require a special tax 
incentive, a tax expenditure to meet the 
strictures of the Wright amendment? 

Mr. KRUEGER. The gentleman is cor
rect. As the gentleman realizes, the tax 
legislation to be proposed would in fact 
return to this House for the approval of 
this House. 

I think the House could in its wisdom 
weigh that matter at that time. The es
sential point of this amendment was to 
accommodate the Committee on Ways 
and Means, just as the essential point of 
the Krueger amendment was to accom
modate the differences between the Pres
ident and some Members of the House 
so that we could get an energy policy 
under way. The fact of the matter is 
that on September 1 we will not have a 
policy unless we act now in some form 
that we know will accommodate the in
terests of the executive branch as well 
as our own. 

Mr. GIDBONS. Then, to summarize, if 
I may, the Wright amendment as the 
gentleman interprets it, and as I guess 
the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
WRIGHT) interprets it--and I see him 
here, and I would hope if I state it 
wrong he would correct me-does not tie 
the hands of the Committee on Ways and 
Means. It would not require us to bring 
in a plow-back type of arrangement. We 
could make an independent determina
tion that price alone, together with any 
tax that was levied, was a sufficient 
amount of incentive. Am I correct on 
that? 

Mr. KRUEGER. That is correct. 
Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. GIDBONS. I yield to the gentle

man from Illinois. 
Mr. MIKVA. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
I appreciate the fact that the two 

gentlemen from Texas are trying to be 
accommodating to the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Ways and Means, but I 
only read the English that is in this 
amendment, and it says: 

Provided that such tax shall provide an 
incentive for the production of new domestic 
crude oil. 

Mr. GIBBONS. That worries me, and 
that is why I want to get an interpreta
tion. 

Mr. MIKVA. If the gentleman will yield 
further, with all of the judicial gloss that 
the gentlemen from Texas, Messrs. 
WRIGHT and KRUEGER, have put on it, it 
seems to me that the House will be bound 
by the plain meaning of these words, and 
the words say "such tax." Therefore, I 
think any tax that the Committee on 
Ways and Means passed that did not 
have a plow-back would not meet the test 
of the Wright and Krueger amendments. 

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

Mr. GIBBONS. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. WRIGHT. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

If the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
KRUEGER) , and the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. WRIGHT), had desired to 
mandate a plow-back provision, we 
would have specified so. I think clearly 
a plow-back provision might be one 
means by which stimulation to additional 
discovery could be provided. 

The question was asked yesterday by 
the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. VANIK), 
as to whether a plow-back of 89 percent 
would be sufficient or if 91 percent would 
be sufficient. The questions ranged ad 
nauseam ad absurdum until we have sim
ply said, Very well, Committee on Ways 
and Means, bring to the House something 
that the House will approve that will 
stimulate additional discovery, that will 
recover excess profits, and that will re
distribute them back to the consumers, 
and upon the approval of the majority 
of the House that will suffice. Have a 
finding on the part of the House that this 
meets the test. 

Mr. GIDBONS. To get back to it, it 
does not mandate a plow-back type of 
arrangement, and any tax we levied, 
considered in tandem with a price that 
the House approves, would meet the 
strictures of this language, is the way I 
interpret both of the gentlemen from 
Texas. 

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

Mr. GIDBONS. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. V ANIK. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I would like to ask the author of either 
the Wright amendment or the basic 
amendment whether under this provision 
the Committee on Ways and Means 
would be mandated to impose an excise 
tax. It might be found from testimony 
and evidence that an excise tax is not 
warranted and would not be the proper 
way to proceed. Would the committee be 
mandated to come up with an excise tax? 
That is set forth in the provisions that 
are now included in the Wright amend
ment. 

Mr. KRUEGER. If the gentleman will 
yield, it says, I believe, with an excise 
tax or other tax applicable to the sales 
of crude oil from the property. There
fore, I would assume that since it says 
"or," it means another alternative. 

Mr. VANIK. If the gentleman will 
yield, but it would mean an excise tax 
or other tax. 

Mr. KRUEGER. If the gentleman will 
yield, an alternative tax. 

Mr. GIDBONS. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. SEIDERLING. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GIDBONS. I yield to the gentle

man from Ohio. 
Mr. SEIDERLING. I thank the gentle

man for yielding. 
I would like to take this occasion to 

express an interpretation, and I would 
hope that the authors of this amendment 
could clarify it. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words. 

Mr. Chairman, I would announce first 
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that at the earliest possible moment I 
will move that the Committee rise. 

I would now like to ask the authors 
of the amendment, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. KRUEGER) and also my friend, 
the gentleman from the Ways and Means 
Committee, the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. ULLMAN), some questions about 
this amendment, because I am not alto
gether clear what the amendment offered 
by the gentleman fTom Texas <Mr. 
WRIGHT) to the Krueger amendment 
happens to mean. 

First of all the amendment refers to 
sections (b) and (c) and it says: 

The provisions of (b) and (c) shall not 
take effect unless the Congress finds and 
so declares by concurrent resolution ... 

What is the meaning of (b) and (c) 
to which there is reference? May we have 
some history on that? 

Mr. Chairman, I yield to either of 
my friends for that purpose. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield, the gentleman is 
aware that the Krueger amendment as 
originally offered contained a provision, 
subsection (d) which this new subsec
tion replaces: 

Mr. DINGELL. As I understand it 
though the subsection (d) refers ap
parently to pricing effects and provisions 
with respect to tertiary recovery, but I 
would like to have that clearly on the 
record as to what this particular section 
means. 

I yield to my friend, the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. WRIGHT) or the author 
of the amendment, the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr .. KRUEGER). 

Mr. KRUEGER. Mr. Chairman, it does 
in fact replace the full set of taxations 
which have been provided. 

Mr. DINGELL. As I understand it, it 
says subsection (b) then refers to the 
ceiling price sections. Is that correct? 
Then if that refers to (b) can someone 
inform me what the (c) is, so we have 
that? 

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

Mr. DING ELL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT). 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman will recall that the original 
Krueger amendment required in its 
original subsection (d) a finding on the 
part of the President that a certain type 
of taxation was to be considered and it 
was very specific as to the type of tax
ation required. That was objected to 
by the Ways and Means Committee so 
that this provision applies with precisely 
the same force as the earlier subsection 
(d) applied. 

Mr. DINGELL. With all thanks to my 
friend, I would like to shift the question. 

Subsection (b) as I understand it says 
as follows: 

Except as provided in subsections (c) and 
(d), no price ceiling shall apply to any first 
sale by a producer of domestic crude oil from 
a property. 

·It strikes me that says unless we have 
in place a tax of this kind there is. not 
going to be any price ceiling. Then as we 
get to (c) it says: -

No producer may charge a price in the 
case of sales from a property in a month in 
volume amounts equal to or less than the 

production volume subject to a price ceiling 
which is higher than the sum of ( 1) the 
highest period price at 6 ante meridian, local 
time, May 15, 1973, for that grade of crude 
oil at that field, ... 

That is essentially the $5.25 price on 
old oil, as I understand it, but that ap
pears to differ with (b) which is above. 

I just am curious about the technical 
draftsmanship and apprehensive we may 
be foreclosing the offering or rather we 
may be foreclosing a ceiling price at all 
being imposed or intended under the 
language of the amendment. I want an 
answer from the gentleman because I 
want to try to understand what this 
does. 

I yield to the gentleman. 
Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman the 

Wright amendment makes no diffe~ence 
whatsoever in the triggering mechanism 
except that it giv~s to the Ways and 
Means Committee and then to the House 
regular latitude and the discerning of 
the type of tax that will be appropriate. 

Originally the Krueger amendment 
had precisely the same requirement. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, that is 
the gentleman's intent, I will advise the 
g_entleman; but again referring to sec
~IOn (d) from the provisions of the orig
mal Krueger amendment which I have 
before me, it says: 

Except as provided in subsections (C) and 
(D), no price ceiling shall apply to any first 
sale by a producer of any firf't sale by a 
producer of any domestic crude oil pro
duced from a property--

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gen tlem~n from Michigan has expired. 
~r. 0 NEILL. Mr. Chairman, I move to 

stnke the ~equisite number of words. 
Mr. Chauman, I think the Energy 

Conservation Policy Act of 1975 cH.R. 
7014), the bill that the committee has 
repo!ted out, is the answer to the critics. 
I. thmk we should go forward with this 
bill. 

Mr. Chairman, we have before us at 
the present time the Krueger amend
ment, with the Wright amendment as a 
sweetener to it. For all practical pur
poses, we voted earlier in the afternoon 
on decontrol. The vote was 262 to 167. 
In my opinion, the Krueger amendment 
is not the answer. It raises no ceiling. No 
one in this chamber knows how high 
the price of oil will go with the Krueger 
amendment. I do not think the House 
should pass it even with the Wright 
amendment to it. 

The bill we have brought out repudi
ates the approach of the Krueger amend
ment which lifts the ceiling all the way. 
The Krueger position is indefensible at 
this time. If this Member has ever seen 
anything that boggles the American pub
lic, it is an amendment of this type. 

Mr. Chairman, the Eckhardt amend
ment is the basis of this bill. I think it 
stabilizes the present oil situation and 
that is the type of legislation we should 
adopt. It sets a price of $7.50 for most 
oils, while allowing certain costs to be 
sold at $8.50. . 

In 1972 oil, whether it was new oil or 
old oil, was selling for $3 a barrel-$3 
a barrel, while the oil which has 
been selling at the OPEC cartel prices 
would be brought back into line if we 
pass the Eckhardt amendment. With 

that amendment we can bring it back to 
$8.50 a barrel. 

H.R. 7014 will stabilize the average 
American oil prices at the general 1975 
levels. The average price will neither be 
rolled on back nor allowed to soar to 
the OPEC prices with the bill we have 
now. It will stabilize home heating and 
electrical bills. It will not slow down the 
economy. It will not add to the worst 
inflation that this country has ever had. 

The bill will do positive things and 
there is no question about it. 

Now, last week the Consumer Eco
nomic Subcommittee of the Joint Eco
nomic Committee estimated that the 
President's bill, which was $13.50, as com
pared to the Krueger amendment which 
has no ceiling, if it goes to $16, $17, or $18 
by the President's bill, and I quote: 

... will transfer upward of $40 billion from 
consumers to the oil companies in a period 
of two years. 

That is about $20 billion a year. 
Mr. Chairman, the Committee onEco

nomics also reported last week that it 
estimated that inflation through 1976 
would rise about 50 percent. In other
words, if it is 10 percent this year, it 
would go to 15 percent next year, when 
we have oil at $13.50 a barrel. 

I repeat, the Krueger amendment has 
no ceiling. Inflation will go out of sight. 
The Joint Economic Committee says that 
with the President's bill, unemployment 
would go up one-half of 1 percent. Do 
the Members know what one-half of 1 
percent is? That is 500,000 jobs; one
half million jobs. That is the President's 
bill at $13.50. 

The Krueger amendment has no ceil
ing. We have no idea as to how high the 
cost of oil would go. We do not know 
what it is going to do with regard to en
couraging oil production. Nor do we have 
any records as to how much oil there is. 

I say that we have already acted once 
today. We acted on the President's de
control bill. The vote then was over
whelming. I think the vote against the 
Krueger amendment should be over
whelming in the same way. I think we 
should stay with the Eckhardt amend
ment; I urge my colleagues to vote to de
feat the Wright amendment and to defeat 
the Krueger amendment. 

Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the legis
lation before us today, H.R. 7014, the 
Energy Conservation and Oil Policy Act 
of 1975. 

It is abundantly clear to me that the 
President's proposal for a 30-month 
phaseout of crude oil price controls will 
put this Nation's economy on a collision 
course with disaster. 

The administration's decontrol plan 
would siphon off some $25 to $45 billion 
a year in consumer purchasing power 
and would result in the loss of jobs for 
as many as one and a half million Ameri
can workers, according to the eminent 
economist Charles L. Schultze, who ap
peared July 14 before the Joint Eco
nomic Committee to present testimony 
on the impact of oil price decontrol. 

Testimony received by the committee 
indicates that the President's decontrol 
plan would raise the Consumer Price 
Index by 2 percent by the end of 1976 
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and 3 percent by the end of 1977. Higher 
consumer prices will, in turn, influence 
wage bargains and further drive up 
wages and prices, thus exacerbating the 
inflationary spiral that has only just 
begun to show some signs of slowing. 
Then, too, consider the impact of re
sultant higher energy prices on business 
investment decisions. The economic re
covery touted by the administration 
could be aborted early in 1976, and turn 
into a new recession leading to an ab
solute increase in unemployment above 
the level we are now experiencing. 

The economic scenarios that have been 
developed to show what could happen as 
a result of the 30-month price control 
phaseout proposed by the President are 
very grim-but they could become even 
worse if the OPEC cartel makes good its 
promise to increase crude oil prices 
at the end of September. The President's 
decontrol plan, combined with an OPEC 
price increase, could spell disaster for 
the hard-pressed consumers of this Na
tion, and could put the U.S. economy into 
a tailspin. 

The very likelihood that we could be 
facing both decontrol and an OPEC price 
increase should encourage every ~em
ber on the floor today to support the leg
islation before us. 

The price ceilings authored by our 
distinguished colleague, Congressman 
ECKHARDT, are f::i:- b th~ U.S. oil indus
try, but they also protect the interests 
of the U.S. economy and the American 
consumer. After all, why should the 
American consumer be held an economic 
captive to the avaricious predations of 
a foreign oil producing cartel that seems 
intent on breaking the economic back 
of the civilized world? 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to join with me in supporting 
H.R. 7014 as reported by the Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce Committee, and 
to strongly oppose any proposal that 
would set ceilings on domestic oil at a 
price greater than those levels recom
mended in the committee bill. 
~r. OTTINGER. Mr. Chairman, I in

clude at this point the letter addressed 
to the Honorable WARREN G. ~GNUSON 
concerning the .current costs of oil pro
duction which I alluded to earlier. 

FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., July 21,1975. 

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
Chairman, Committee on Commerce, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN MAGNUSON: I am pleased 

to forward the attached cost analyses pre
pared by me in response to your letter of 
July 15, 1975, requesting the following: 

(1) An alternative to the study trans
mitted on June 26, using the same data and 
analysis but including Alaska as well as the 
lower 48 states. In order to assure that these 
computations are conservative, we would re
quest that only one-half of the reported 
reserves in Alaska be used in the computa
tion. In addition, please assume a Federal 
Income Tax liability equal to 10 percent of 
gross income on the value of crude oil pro
duced. 

(2) An estimate of the cost per million 
Btu's of producing new hydrocarbons, 
whether crude oil or natural gas. Such a 
computation would avoid the difficult allo
cation problems of joint costs between the 
two fuels. Please base this estimate on the 
five-year average of expenses, reserves, addi
tions, and production. Again, please utilize 

one-half of the Alaskan reserve additions in 
the computation and assume a Federal In
come Tax liability of 10 percent of gross in
come from crude oil and natural gas sales. 

(3) We would also request the Federal 
Power Commission Staff Analysis of the esti
mated cost of production of old domestic 
crude oil, which is based on 1972 data. We 
should also appreciate any help you can 
give us in trending these costs forward to 
reflect current 1975 costs. 

The results of the foregoing analyses ( 1), 
(2) and (3) are $5 .49 per barrel, $4.14 per 
barrel and $2.96 per barrel, respectively. A 
discussion of possible trending methods is 
provided in the attached analysis. 

I will be pleased to answer any questions 
you have regarding the staff analysis. 

Sincerely yours, 

Supervisory 
Specialist. 

LOUIS J. ENGEL, 
Regulatory Gas Utility 

COST OF FINDING AND PRODUCING A BARREL OF 
NEW CRUDE OIL (TOTAL U.S.) 1 

LINE NUMBER, ITEM DESCRIPTION, SOURCE, AND 
UNIT COST PER BARREL 

1. Oil Well Drilling Cost, Sch. 3, $0.43. 
2. Lease Acquisition Cost, Sch. 3, $0.37. 
3. Production Facilities, Sch. 3, $0.27. 
4. Subtotal, $1.07. 
5. Dry Hole Drilling Cost, Sch. 3, $0.21 
6. Othe:r; Exploration Cost, Sch. 3, $0.19. 
7. Exploration Overhead, Sch. 3, $0.05. 
8. Subtotal, $0.45. 
9. Operating Expense, Sch. 3, $0.88. 
10. Casinghead Gas Credit, Sch. 3, $0.61. 
11. Return on Working Capital, Sch. 3, 

$0.12. 
12. Return on Investment, Sch. 3, $2.28. 
13. Royalty at 16%, Sch. 2, $0.80. 
14. Subtotal, Sch. 2, $4.99. 
15. Total including income tax at 10% of 

gross income, $5.49. 
COST OF FLOWING OIL 1 

Production Cost: 2 

1. Cash Expense ___________________ _ 

2. DD&A ---------------------------
3. Return --------------------------

Per 
barrel 
$1.02 

.48 

. 74 

Total ------------------------ 2.24 
EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT 3 ALLOWANCE 

(E & D) 

4. Expense ------------------------- .34 
5. Return-------------------------- .11 

Total ------------------------ .45 
7. Total, Production & E & D________ 2. 69 

8. FIT computed as 10% of Line 7____ . 27 

Total ------------------------ 2.96 
1 Cost of flowing oil is estimated on a basis 

comparable to the cost of flowing gas, under 
past Commission approved methods, in Com
mission Notice Issuing Staff Rate Recom
mendation and Prescribing Procedures, is
sued September 12, 1974, in Docket No. R-
478. (See Notice Appendix B, Summary, 
Schedule No. 1-A, Column (e)). Method fur
ther combines operations of Independent 
Producers, Pipeline · Afiiliates, and Pipeline 
Producers which were reported in subject 
docket in year 1972 for the Lower 48. 

2 Production costs are based on current 
year 1972 operations on leases producing es
sentially oil only or leases producing oil and 
casinghead gas. Leases producing both oil 
rand gas-well gas (combination leases) were 
excluded from study because of the com
plexity in allocation procedures. Allocation 
of joint product oil and casinghead gas costs 
was m ade on the basis of relative costs, i.e., 
through consideration of what it would cost 
to produce the products singly as measured 

1 Includes Alaskan data. to the' extent that 
50% of Alaskan oil additions were included 
in the productivity estimate. 

~r. DRINAN. ~r. Chairman, I would 
the amendments to title III to H.R. 7014, 
like to take this opportunity to speak on 
the Energy Conservation and Oil Policy 
Act of 1975. H.R. 7014 represents a com
prehensive energy package which has 
many commendable and well thought out 
provisions. I would like to direct my com
ments at this time, however, to title m, 
which relates to the oil pricing policies 
of the bill. 

The oil pricing policies as enunciated 
in H.R. 7014 will bring about a dramati~ 
change in the pricing classificrution of oil 
in this country. At present, the price of 
oil is set according to the largest gen
eral categories of "new" versus "old" oil, 
the former selling at the market price 
of approximately $13 per barrel, the lat
ter subject to a $5.25 price ceiling. These 
are the figures which currently govern 
the domestic sale of petroleum. 
~r. Chairman, if title ill of the Ener

gy Conservation and Oil Pricing Act were 
enacted, the existing price classifications 
administered by the Federal Energy Ad
ministration would be totally phased out 
over a period of several years. Old oil 
would be phased out so that by 1980 it 
would have an average price ceiling of 
$7.50 per barrel. Conversely, the price of 
"new" oil, which is presently sold at a 
free market rate, would be rolled back to 
the $7.50 per barrel average. 

The above description captures the 
general rationale for title III, Mr. Chair
man, but there are a number of special 
pricing provisions which adhere to the 
bill. For example, while the average price 
ceiling is· supposed to be $7.50 per bar
rel, oil from the Outer Continental Shelf, 
the Arctic Cir;;l~. or th~t which is pro
duced from tertiary recovery, or from 
high cost properties, could sell for $8.50 
per barrel. In addition, an inflation ad
justment factor of two-thirds of 1 per
cent per month, compounded on there
spective $7.50 and $8.50 prices is includ
ed. The inflation adjustment becomes 
operative 45 months after the date of 
enactment, with the result that the $7.50 
controlled price would be gradually in
creased until the price is fully decon
trolled. Consequently, we do not have 
just a price ceiling for oil, but a mecha
nism for the gradual decontrol of oil 
prices. 

I oppose the decontrol of oil, ~r. Chair
man, whether it be a gr~.dual decontrol 
of prices or an even more ill-advised 
immediate decontrol similar to what the 
President is proposing. Should oil be al
lowed to float to the current market 
price, it will assume a level of approxi
mately $13 a barrel. The giant oil com
panies argue that this is the pri~e which 

by the cost of separate product gas-well gas 
and single product oil. 

a E & D cos·ts are based on current expendi
tures for essentially unsuccessful costs. 
E & D costs are first assigned, and the re
mainder allocated, on the basis of the re
spondents reported intent as between ga.'3 
reservoir and oil reservoir operations. Costs 
for oil reservoir operations were then allo
cated between oil and gas current produc
tion, as measured by Btu content, after the 
oil Btu's had first been modified by a mul
tiple of 2.5. The resulting with E & D cost 
for oil was then imputed to production of 
oil on the subject lease types. 
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they need to develop rapidly our coun
try's fossil fuel resources. I would argue 
on the other hand, Mr. Chairman, that 
this $13 level is completely artificial and 
unwarranted. 

It is popularly said that the $13 price 
is a free market price, but this is hardly 
the case. Rather, it is the figure that the 
OPEC countries have arbitrarily set for 
the price of oil. Even Treasury Secretary 
William Simon admits the OPEC price 
is unrelated to reality, to costs, or to al
ternative energy sources. It is simply a 
figure which has been arrived at through 
political calculation. 

The big eight oil companies in the 
United States are now using the OPEC 
price as the price which they must have 
to develop sufficiently U.S. domestic oil. 
And yet in 1972, the National Petroleum 
Council estimated the average price 
would have to rise to only $3.65 a barrel 
by 1975 in order to stimulate maximum 
production. At the same time, the Coun
cil estimated that "the highest drilling 
and finding rates would require no more 
than an incentive price of $6.69 by 1985." 
In spite of these revealing figures, as new 
domestic oil prices have tripled, domes
tic production has continued to fall. If 
genuinely pressed, oil industry executives 
will admit that the availability of oil and 
equipment and personnel shortages, and 
not price, are the real constraints on pro
duction. 

I would like to ask at this time, Mr. 
Chairman, what the big American oil 
companies are going to charge for oil 
when the OPEC countries raise their 
prices again. Will they maintain that 
they should get $14, $15, or $16 per barrel 
of oil as a necessary price to spur devel
opment? Are they going to say that the 
politically motivated price has become 
the new sound figure for energy expan
sion? If our present experience is any 
indication, that is exactly what they will 
do, regardless of what is actually needed 
to bring about increased oil and gas ex
ploration. 

Let us look at the figures if there are 
those who would doubt the greed of the 
oil companies. Two years ago, in 1973, 
the average price of domestic oil was 
$3.50 a barrel on the free market. A year 
later, it had reached $7.05. After the 
latest OPEC price increases, ''new" do
mestic oil in this country shot up to ap
proximately $13 a barrel. The oil indus
try argues that it needs this type of price 
and profits as an incentive to drill addi
tional oil. And yet, Mr. Chairman, these 
same oil executives did not discover $7 
to be an inadequate incentive until after 
foreign oil prices hit $11 only a short 
time ago. The lesson to be learned here is 
that the oil companies are willing to 
charge whatever they can, regardless of 
the price to the American consumer, to 
satisfy their craving for higher cost and 
greater profits. 

In short, I do not believe that the oil 
producers even need $7.50 a barrel to 
explore successfully for new fossil fuel 
energy resources. I feel that the $5.25 
price which is now being charged for 
"old" oil provides enough incentive for 
these companies. However, the giant oil 
producers will never tolerate such prices 
when they are capable of successfully 

charging American consumers so much 
more for their energy needs. 

Returning to the actual provisions of 
title III, Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
point out the fact that the President is 
allowed by this bill to establish a higher 
price for oil on certain properties such 
as the Outer Continental Shelf or the 
Arctic Circle where exploration is 
deemed to b.e excessively expensive. In 
addition, H.R. 7014 grants the President 
authority to establish higher prices than 
the $7.50 per barrel for any property 1n 
instances where the President deter
mines that the higher price is reasonable 
and justified in relation to the costs of 
production of the property. 

Mr. Chairman, we already know 
where the President's predisposition lies 
in this matter. He would like nothing 
more than to allow the OPEC oil prices 
to prevail for all domestic energy sup
plies. Consequently, how can we grant 
to him the authority to raise prices to an 
$8.50 average price? And bear in mind, 
we are talking about the average price. 
This means that some oil could be priced 
at $9.50 or even $10 a barrel, as long as 
the average did not exceed $8.50. 

I do feel that the Interstate and For
eign Commerce Committee has at
tempted to arrive at a workable compro
mise in setting an overall oil price ceil
ing. However, I do feel that they have 
been overly generous in setting the ceil
ing at $7.50 per barrel. I genuinely feel 
that domestic production would receive 
adequate incentives by setting the price 
ceiling at the existing $5.25 price for 
"old" oil. Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I 
feel that it is necessary to oppose title 
III of the act. 

Mr. Chairman, while I do oppose title 
III of the Energy Conservation and Oil 
Policy Act, I do want to say that the 
oven.!l bill is certainly worthy of sup
port. The bill does in large part extend 
the important provisions of the Emer
gency Petroleum Allocation Act, proteCt
ing the consumer through an allocation 
system which takes into account regional 
disparities and transportation factors. 
Mandatory automobile fuel economy 
standards are established providing that 
auto manufacturers would be fined, 
starting with the 1978 model, for failing 
to improve mileage per gallon of gaso
line. In addition, the bill calls for the 
creation of a national civilian strategic 
petroleum reserve of not more than 1 
billion barrels of petroleum. The Presi
dent is required to develop a plan for 
the strategic reserve and to submit it to 
Congress for review within 1 year of en
actment. 

Other important provisions within 
H.R. 7014 include a section which re
quires the President to submit to Con
gress one or more energy contingency 
plans and one gasoline rationing con
tingency plan. Thus, the country will be 
better prepared for an emergency such 
as the Arab boycott in the fall of 1973. 
In addition, the Energy Conservation 
and Oil Policy Act requires the General 
Accounting Office to perform an annual 
audit of the major oil companies' fi
nances and records. This information 
should help significantly our energy 
agencies to understand the actual energy 

situation in which our country now finds 
itself. 

Mr. Chairman, I would also like to 
commend the Committee for developing 
standards for energy conservation in the 
industrial sector, in transportation, and 
in the labeling of our appliances. These 
standards are very important in revers
ing this country's traditional bias against 
energy conservation. Until this point the 
Federal Government has virtually ig
nored vast possibilities in the area of 
energy conservation. 

I regret that I cannot give my full 
support to H.R. 7014, Mr. Chairman, but 
I feel strongly that the oil companies 
need no additional incentives to develop 
properly our energy supplies. If it were 
not for title III of this Act, I could en
thusiastically support the Conservation 
and Policy Act, but as this is the deter
minative section in the bill, I am con
strained from lending my full support to 
the legislation. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore, Mr. McFALL, 
having assumed the chair, Mr. BoLLING, 
Chairman of the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
7014) to increase domestic enargy sup
plies and availability; to restrain energy 
demands; to prepare for energy emer
gencies; and for other purposes, had 
come to no resolution thexeon. 

PERMlSSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON NATIONAL PARKS AND REC
REATION OF THE COMMITTEE ON 
INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS 
TO SIT ON WEDNESDAY, JULY 23, 
1975 DURING THE 5-MINUTE RULE 
Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Subcommittee on National Parks and 
Recreation of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs be permitted to sit 
on Wednesday, July 23, 1975, while the 
House is proceeding under the 5-minute 
rule. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MuRTHA). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from North Car
olina (Mr. TAYLOR)? 

There was no objection. 

ALASKAN LANDS; SUBCOMMITTEE 
HEARINGS SET DURING AUGUST 
RECESS 
<Mr. MELCHER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, for the 
benefit of persons interested, I wish to 
announce that the Public Lands Sub
committee of the Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee will hold hearings in 
Alaska, starting Monday August 4, dur
ing the August recess, on Alaskan lands 
problems. 

There are now five bills before the 
subcomm1ttee relating to disposition of 
Alaskan Public Lands, and particular!" 
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the 80 million acres which were set aside 
by former Secretary of the Interior 
Rogers C. B. Morton for study as na
tional forest, refuge, park, wild and 
scenic designation. 

The subcommittee will hold hearings 
in Alaska to get the viewpoints of Alas
kans throughout the week of August 4. 
Further hearings will be held later here 
in Washington. 

My attention has recently been di
rected to an editorial in the Fairbanks 
News-Miner entitled "Huge Federal 
Withdrawals Haunting Alaska's Future." 

The editorial lauds a bill by our col
league, Congressman DoN YoUNG, who 
has proposed a system of corridors for 
commerce to assure orderly economic de
velopment and access to Alaskan natural 
resources. 

Congressman YoUNG's bill is a thought
ful proposal and his bill and the News
Miner editorial constitute a constructive 
contribution to the discussion and con
sideration of the problem with which 
the subcommittee will deal. 

As such, I am including it in the 
RECORD for the information of all those 
interested. 

There is an opportunity in Alaska to 
plan and to wisely develop a vast new 
land area of this Nation, which contains 
a wealth of resources, with minimal dis
turbance of the beauty and natural 
values of the land. 

The subcommittee is interested in 
everyone's views and suggestions for it 
is aware that its decisions will be of great 
importance now and, as the News-Miner 
puts it-"down the long road ahead." 

The items follow: 
HUGE FEDERAL WITHDRAWALS HAUNTING 

ALASKA'S FUTURE 

Congressman Don Young, who has en
tered one of five bills in Congress pertaining 
to the disposition of some 80 million acres 
of Alaska land which was withdrawn for 
study by former Interior Secretary Rogers 
C. B. Morton, has sounded new warnings con
cerning the withdrawals. 

The 80 million acres was set aside when 
Mr. Morton recommended that it be included 
in the national forest, national park, national 
refuge, and wild and scenic rivers systems. 
Congress is now in the process of evaluating 
that recommendation. 

Rep. Young's bill establishes a 15-million 
acre scenic reserve system and sets up at 
least seven multiple-use corridors. The fu
ture of Alaska, in some ways, hangs in the 
balance on the decision made on the 80-mtl
lion-acre withdrawal. 

If all of the 80 million acres, located as it 
is, would be put into single-use reserves, the 
opportunity to properly develop the oil, gas 
and mineral resources of our state would be 
dealt a crippling blow. 

It is for this reason that Alaskans, re
gardless of how busy they might be, andre
gardless of how many other pressing short
range problems there are, must remain vigi
lant on the matter of the use designated for 
the 80 million acres. 

Among the five bills relating to reclassifi
cation of that huge amount of land-greater 
in size than many states--only Rep . Young's 
bill provides for adequate corridor systems, 
and his is the only bill that specifically sets 
aside the corridor for a natural gas transpor
tation corridor to the Cordova area, the route 
chosen by El Paso Natural Gas Co. in its ap
plication for a natural gas pipeline from the 
North Slope. 

As Rep. Young has pointed out many times, 
single-use designation for the vast land 

area would not only put in doubt the natural 
gas line, but also hopes for development of 
the vast hard-rock mining potential in our 
state. 

The long-range implications of the decision 
on the 80 million acres are many. Many feel 
that the mineral potential of Alaska can lead 
to the United States becoming self sufficient 
in mineral production. 

Mr. Young's bill calls for seven corridors. 
They are a north-south corridor through 
the state; a corridor through Petroleum Re
serve No. 4 (Pet 4); and east-west corridor 
through the center of our state from Nenana 
to Bethel, serving Fairbanks directly; a cor
ridor extending to the Haines Highway; the 
existing corridor Alaska Arctic Gas would 
need if its proposed Canadian natural gas 
route is approved; the corridor to Gravina 
Point which E1 Paso Gas proposes; and either 
of two proposed corridors crossing the north
central part of the state, one of which is 
directly connected to Pet 4. 

These recommendations appear to be the 
minimum Alaskans could possibly accept. 
The Bureau of Land Management in its 
study recommended the withdrawal of some 
34 corridors within the state. While all of 
those may never be necessary, it is far better 
for us to have them in reserve than to come 
upon a time when they are needed and have 
our hands tied behind our back. 

Mr. Young's bill is a compromise between 
the vast recommendations in the BLM study 
and the position of the strong pro-environ
mental groups, who would like to see all 
future development in our state blocked. 

The biggest single project immediately at 
stake is the 'all-American' natural gas line. 
Businessmen in our state have formed to 
look after the project in a group known as 
OMAR. Pacific Northwest businessmen have 
been alerted to the fact that their partici
pation is as vital now as it was during the 
battle for the trans-Alaska oil pipeline. 

Working together, and keeping the im
portance of the reclassification uppermost in 
our minds, it is likely that Rep. Young's bill, 
or a modification of it, can be implemented 
to assure a steady economic growth for our 
state. 

We must not get caught up in the hectic 
boom period we are now experiencing and 
forget to look down the long road ahead. 
Setting aside an intelligent corridor system 
now is in the best interests of all concerned
even the environmentalists. 

A workable corridor system will assure an 
orderly future development, one which al
lows the job to be done without disturbing 
any more of our beautiful country than is 
absolutely necessary. 

STATEMENT ON U.S. RELATIONS 
WITH SOUTH KOREA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Florida (Mr. SIKES) is recog
nized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, our relations 
with the Republic of Korea have in re
cent weeks received more and more at
tention, as it becomes apparent that 
there are moves afoot in this Chamber 
to begin the process of abandoning 
South Korea, as this country abandoned 
South Vietnam on a step-by-step basis 
from 1968 until the Communist victory 
there last April. I urge this body and 
appeal to my colleagues not to set out 
on this course, for the end result could 
be another Communist victory in Asia, a 
second bitter defeat for a quarter of a 
century of American policy in the Far 
East; the persecution of anti-Commu
nists and U.S. supporters in Korea and 
the anguish of hundreds of thousands 

or even millions of Korean refugees flee
ing to escape Communist tyranny. 

Two basic contentions are made by 
those who favor beginning the policy of 
abandonment of South Korea. They 
argue that South Korea's security and 
stability are not important to the secu
rity of the United States. It also is as
serted that the United States should end 
all ties with wha.t is called the undemo
cratic government of President Park 
Chung Hee. I will discuss each of these 
contentions. 

Those who say that Korea and the 
adjacent areas of Northeast Asia are of 
marginal importance to the United 
States have neglected their reading of 
history and fail to understand the in
tensity of great power interests in that 
area today. Korea has been the cockpit 
of conflict in Asia since the late 19th 
century. Since 1894, five wars have either 
been fought on Korean soil or involved 
foreign troops in Korea.1 

All involved one or more of the four 
great powers whose interests presently 
come together in the Korean peninsula. 
It is a fact that Japan, China, and the 
Soviet Union have vital political and mil
itary interests in Korea. U.S. abandon
ment of South Korea would spark a 
major convulsion of great power policies 
in the region. 

Abandonment, in my view, could con
ceivably rupture the United States-Japan 
alliance, which could, in turn, end U.S. 
influence in East Asia. The Government 
of Japan has made it clear since the fall 
of Saigon that while Japan saw no vital 
interests in South Vietnam, South Korea 
is.' in the Foreign Ministry's words, "a 
different story.'' On July 10, Foreign 
Minister Miyazawa listed peace and sta
bility in Korea as the number one Japa
nese foreign policy objective in Asia. 

Some Americans who favor abandon
ment argue that if this were done over 
a longer period of a few years, the im
pact on Japan might be cushioned. I 
credit the Japanese with more percep
tion than that. They would see abandon
ment for what it is very early in the 
game, especially given the precedent in 
Vietnam; and they would draw the ap
propriate conclusions: First, that the 
end result of abandonment would be a 
Communist takeover of South Korea; 
and second, that the United States
Japanese Security Treaty had as little 
value as the United States-South Korea 
Mutual -Defense Treaty. 

Already, the Soviet Union and China 
are offering Japan potential alternatives 
to the American alliance. China is pro
posing a common anti-hegemony front 
to be incorporated into the Japan-China 
treaty of peace and friendship presently 
under negotiation. Moscow continues to 
dangle its Asian collective security 
scheme in front of Japan with its grow
ing Pacific fleet as an added inducement. 
U.S. abandonment of South Korea would 
make these alternatives far more attrac
tive to Japan--coupled perhaps with the 
alternative of rearmament--as the Japa-

1 The Sino-Japanese War of 1894-95; the 
Russo-Japanese War of 1904-05; the Japa
nese takeover of Manchuria, 1931-33; the 
Soviet invasion of Korea, August-September 
1945; and the Korean War, 1950-53. 
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nese sought new sources of security to 
replace an American defense commit
ment of dubious value. Thailand's rush to 
accommodation with the Communist 
powers in Southeast Asia is an object 
lesson of the results of American with
drawal and defeat in Asia. It would be a 
disaster for the United States if Japan, 
with its vast economic power and poten
tial military power, were to embark on 
such a course. A steadfast U.S. commit
ment to the security of both South Korea 
.and Japan is the best way to prevent 
this. 

For China and the Soviet Union,. U.S. 
abandonment of South Korea would have 
·equally strong effects. China would be 
emboldened to apply a death grip of 
military and/or economic pressure on the 
Republic of China on Taiwan, thus 
dooming the democratic government and 
the booming economy of the 15 million 
people of that ' island. The Soviet Union 
would have new incentives to continue its 
naval buildup in the Pacific and to place 
more pressure on the free Asian nations 
to move into an anti-United States, So
viet sphere of influence under the aegis 
of the collective security scheme. The 
Soviet Defense Ministry recently warned 
Asian countries to relinquish their se
curity tie-s with the United States. 

In the end the United States could be 
finished as a power in the Western 
Pacific. Soviet and Chinese power would 
predominate as J apan and the other 
free Asian nations seek to preserve some 
measure of their independence through 
accommodation and association with 
Moscow and Peking. To the United 
States, Asia would become an essentially 
hostile land mass using its vast popula
tion and tremendous economic resources 
against the interests of the United 
States. 

And what of the rest of the world? It 
is well known that the United States 
has committed itself strongly to the in
dependence of the Philippines, Taiwan, 
and Israel. However, since 1945, the 
United States has committed itself 
equally strongly to the independence of 
South Korea. We played a primary role 
in promoting the independence of each 
of these small countries in the postwar 
period. Abandonment of South Korea 
would be a clear signal to every U.S. ally 
in the world that no defense commit
ment from the United States is secure 
from the political whims of the moment 
in Washington. U.S. credibility would 
suffer another serious blow. 

The human rights issue often is used 
as a rationale by the proponents of aban
donment. However, I find it interesting 
that these people do not now advocate 
a reaffirmation of the U.S. defense com
mitment to Thailand under SEATO and 
continued aid to Thailand. That coun
try has a democratic government and ex
tensive political freedoms and civil 
liberties. Are we prepared to abandon 
that nation to Communist domination? 
For some, apparently, the human rights 
issue is only a propaganda tool to be 
used to influence American public 
opinion to abandon its commitments in 
Asia. Where it cannot be used in this 
fashion, it is conveniently forgotten. 

It is true that some of the present in-

ternal policies of the Park Chung Hee 
government are undemocratic and that 
the majority of the American people 
probably would disapprove of these pol
icies. It may be justified to criticize 
President Park for his arrests of political 
opponents and suppression of the press. 
However, I would argue that we should 
not expect the South Korean Govern
ment to be a pure, American-style demo
cracy. There is continuing threat from 
North Korea and constant Communist 
inspired agitation in South Korea. As a 
result the government in Seoul must 
maintain some controls over the pop
ulace that we Americans would find un
suited to our own situation. Certainly 
this is a better situation than com
munistic rule which would be the alter
native. Let us remember that during 
our own Civil War, President Lincoln 
had thousands of political opponents in 
the North arrested-at least 13,000 polit
ical prisoners according to Civil War 
historian James G. Randall-and he had 
them incarcerated for months and even 
years without civilian trial. Mr. Lincoln 
also periodically ordered newspapers 
shut down in cities like Chicago, New 
York, and Philadelphia for their criti- · 
cism of his policies. Mr. Lincoln and his 
advisers argued that the crisis of civil 
war necessitated such undemocratic 
measures. Is South Korea's crisis today 
any less severe? While we may criticize 
Park Chung Hee, let us remember our 
own Civil War experience with civil 
liberties under a President we today 
revere as perhaps our greatest President. 

Let us remember also that the political 
opposition in South Korea, while 
strongly critical of Park, is adamantly 
against abandonment of South Korea by 
the United States. The past and present 
leaders of the major opposition New 
Democratic Party, Kim Dae Jung and 
Kim Young Sam, are on public record as 
favoring continuation of U.S. military 
aid, the stationing of U.S. forces in South 
Korea, and the United States-South Ko
rea Mutual Defense Treaty. Kim Young 
Sam has argued that the withdrawal of 
U.S. troops and aid and the termination 
of the U.S. defense commitment would 
give Park Chung Hee fustification for his 
internal measures. 

Despite the present political situation, 
South Korea has achieved tremendous 
progress since the Korean War. From the 
devastation caused by the conflict, it has 
emerged as a modern, industrializing na
tion with a steadily rising standard of 
living for the great majority of its peo
ple. South Korea's per capita income of 
$513 is anywhere from 3 to 10 times 
higher than that of most less developed 
nations. Growing new cities are today 
linked by a modern transportation sys
tem to the countryside where rural pov
erty has been replaced by villages with 
electricity, rebuilt homes, piped water 
systems, and modern appliances. Self
sufficiency in agricultural production 
may be achieved by the end of the dec
ade, and South Korea no longer will need 
U.S. economic aid to finance its develop
ment. 

South Korea also is one of the few less 
developed countries that has made tan
gible progress in controlling population 

growth. Where elsewhere there is rhet
oric on this question, in South Korea 
there is achievement. Under the Govern
ment's programs, the rate of population 
increase has fallen from 3 percent in 1961 
to 1.8 percent today. Rapid strides also 
have been made in health and education. 
Life expectancy has reached 65 years, 
and over 95 percent of South Koreans 12 
years or older are literate. 

These vast changes are fast producing 
a more prosperous, better educated, and 
more mobile population in South Korea. 
These developments, I believe, in time 
will affect the political climate in South 
Korea and will move the country toward 
a more free and open government and 
society. Western democratic values are 
shared by vast numbers of South Ko
reans, and _the political problems of to
day should not blot out the promise of 
tomorrow. If today's problems cause the 
United States to abandon its commit
ment to South Korea, that promise will 
be lost forever. The Communist totali
tarianism of North Korea would suffo
cate all hopes for democracy in South 
Korea, and the South Korean people 
would enter a new dark age of regimen
tation and repression that would endure 
for decades. 

The American people have invested 
much in South Korea: over 33,000 killed 
during the Korean War, the commitment 
of troops for over 25 years, and nearly 
$12 billion in military and economic aid. 
In so many ways, South Korea's progress 
has provided a good return on this in
vestment. The 22 years of peace on the 
Korean peninsula also has been a good 
return. Make no mistake about it: the 
22 years of peace have been the direct 
result of the U.S. defense commitment 
and the maintenance of American troops 
in South Korea. North Korea realizes 
better than anyone that the U.S. com
mitment stands in the way of its plans 
for conquest in the South, as evidenced 
by the two recent direct appeals Pyong
yang has made to Congress to legislate 
the withdrawal of American forces. It 
would be a tragedy for the United States 
to sacrifice all it has achieved in South 
Korea and can achieve in the future in 
promoting the peace and progress of the 
33 million people of that country . . We 
should not abandon these worthy 
objectives. 

THE MOVE TOWARD INDEPEND
ENCE-THE EVENTS OF JULY 1775 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York (Mr. KEMP) is rec
ognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, we witness 
this month the 200th anniversary of 
several key, pivotal events which led to 
the formation of our Republic. 

It was during July 1775 that the Con
tinental Congress adopted the Olive 
Branch Petition-asking for a peaceful 
settlement of differences, while almost 
simultaneously adopting the Declara
tion of the causes and Necessities of 
Taking Up Arms-stating the colonies 
would not yield to enslavement and 
would consider accepting foreign as
sistance against Britain. On the last day 
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of the month, the Congress rejected the 
conciliation plan offered by the British 
Prime Minister, Lord North. 

All this was done with a degree of self
assurance-for two reasons. First, on 
July 3, George Washington had taken 
command of the 14,500 troops at Cam
bridge in Massachusetts. Second, they 
knew the Olive Branch Petition was still 
on its way to England. In short, nego
tiations-backed by strength-were con
tinuing at this point. 

The Olive Branch Petition was im
portant in the context of the internal 
struggle amongst the Members of the 
Continental Congress also. The inde
pendence faction-the liberty party as it 
was known in the New England States
had been championing that cause for 
some time, and it was gradually picking 
up converts. One at a time, the uncom
mitted Members were moving toward 
independence, and some Loyalists were 
moving toward noncommitment. But 
the process was not without much fric
tion. 

John Dickinson, a Member from Penn
sylvania and subsequently from Dela
ware, was among the principal advocates 
of reconciliation with the Crown. As an 
articulate, learned, and persistent advo
cate, he argued against separation on a 
wide variety of points- -English tradi
tions of loyalty, economic alliance and 
other dependencies, the presumed in
abilities of the colonies to sustain an 
army and navy-and the quite simple 
point that a successful separation had 
never before been done. 

Dickinson drafted the Olive Branch 
Petition from those convictions, and he 
perceived himself to be acting in the 
genuine interest of the colonies. Of this 
petition, Thomas Jefferson, who served 
with Dickinp,on, wrote years later: 

Congress gave a signal proof of their in
dulgence to Mr. Dickinson, and of their 
great desire not to go too fast for any re
spectable part of our body, in permitting 
him to draw their second petition to the 
King according to his own ideas, and pass
ing it wi th scarcely any amendment. 

There was not that much debate on 
the Olive Branch Petition. What needed 
to be said for or against it had already 
been said. 

Here are excerpts from its text: 
"At the conclusion, therefore, of the late 

war (the French-Indian War), the most 
glorious and advantageous that had been 
won by British arms, your loyal colonists hav
ing contributed to its success, by such re
peated and strenuous exertions, as fre
quently procured them the distinguished 
approbation of your Majesty, of the late king, 
and of parliament, doubted not but that 
they should be permitted, with t he rest of 
the empire, to share in the blessings of peace, 
and the emoluments of victory and con
quest. While these recent and honorable 
acknowledgements of their merits remained 
on record in the journals and acts of that 
august legislature, the Parliament, unde
faced by the imputation or even the sus
picion of any otrence, they were alarmed by 
a new system of statutes and regulations 
adopted for the administration of the colo
nies, that filled their minds with the most 
painful fears and jealousies; and, to their in
expressible astonishment, perceived the dan
gers of a foreign quarrel quickly succeeded 
by domestic dangers, in their judgment, of a 
more dreadful kind. 

Nor were their anxieties alleviated by any 
tendency in this system to promote the wel
fare of the Mother country. For tho' its 
etrects were more immediately felt by them, 
vet its influence appeared to be injurious to 
the commerce and prosperity of Great 
Britain. 

We shall decline the ungrateful task of 
describing the irksome variety of artifices, 
practised by many of your Majesty's Min
isters, the delusive pretences, fruitless ter
rors, and unavailing severities, that have, 
from time to time, been dealt out by them, 
in their attempts to execute this impolitic 
plan, or of tracing, thro' a series of years 
past, the progress of the unhappy ditrerences 
between Great Britain and these colonies, 
which have flowed from this fatal source. 

• 
Knowing to what violent resentments and 

incurable animosities, civil discords are apt 
to exasperate and inflame the contending 
parties, we think ourselves required by in
dispensable obligations to Almighty God, to 
your Majesty, to our fellow subjects, and to 
ourselves, immediately to use all the means 
in our power, not incompatible with our 
safety, for stopping the further etrusion of 
blood, and for averting the impendin g calam
ities that threaten the British Empire. 

We solemnly assure your Majesty, that we 
not only most ardently desire the former 
harmony between her and these colonies may 
be restored, but that a concord may be estab
lished between them upon so firm a basis as 
to perpetuate its blessings, unint errupted by 
any future dissentions, to succeeding genera
tions in both countries. 

These, related as we are to her, honor and 
duty, as well as inclination, induce us to 
support and advance; and the apprehensions 
that now oppress our hearts with u n speak
able grief, being once removed, your Majesty 
will find your faithful subjects on this con
tinent ready and willing at all times, as they 
ever have been, with their lives and fortunes, 
to assert and maintain the rights and inter
ests of your Majesty, and of our Mother 
country. 

We, therefore, beseech your Majesty, that 
your royal authority and influence may be 
graciously interposed to procure us relief 
from our affi.icting fears and jealousies, occa
sioned by the system before mentioned, and 
to settle peace through every part of your 
dominions, with all humility submitting to 
your Majesty's wise consideration whether it 
may not be expedient for facilitating those 
important purposes, that your Majesty be 
pleased to direct some mode, by which the 
united applications of your faithful colonists 
to the throne, in pursuance of their common 
councils, may be improved into a happy and 
permanent reconciliation; and that, in the 
mean time, measures may be taken for pre
venting the further destruction of the lives of 
your Majesty's subjects; and thlllt such stat
utes as more immediately distress any of 
your Majest1y's colonies may be repealed. 

For by such arrangements as your Majesty's 
wisdom can form, for collecting the united 
sense of your American people, we are con
vinced your Majesty would receive such satis
factory proofs of the disposition of the colo
nists towards their sovereign and parent 
state, that the wished for opportunity would 
soon be restored to them, of evincing the sin
cerity of their professions, by every testimony 
of devotion becoming the most dutiful sub
jects, and the most affectionate colonists. 

That Dickinson believed ~1imself to be 
acting in the best interest of the c.olonies 
is reflected by his subsequent service. Al
though he voted against the Declaration 
of Independence, not signing it until 
May 5, 1779, he served in the Continental 
Army, rising to the rank of brigadier gen-

eral of the Pennsylvania militia. He 
served as a competent governor-it was 
then known as president-of both Dela
ware and Pennsylvania after independ
ence, and he was one of the principal 
authors of the Constitution of the United 
States. 

It is not surprising, therefore, that the 
almost simultaneously adopted Declara
tion of the Causes and Necessities of 
Taking Up Arms was coauthored-with 
Thomas Jefferson of Virginia-by Dick
inson. 

The most salient passages from this 
declaration are, as follows: 

We have counted the cost of this contest 
and find nothing so dreadful as voluntary 
slavery. Honor, justice, and humanity forbid 
us tamely to surrender that freedom which 
we received from our gallant ancestors, and 
which our innocent posterity have a right 
to receive from us. We cannot endure the 
infamy and guilt of resigning succeeding gen
erations to that wretchedness which inevita
bly awaits them, if we basely entail hereditary 
bondage upon them. 

Our cause is just. Our union is perfect. 
Our internal resources are great; and, if nec
essary, foreign assistance is undoubtedly at
tainable. We gratefully acknowledge, as sig
nal instances of the divine favor toward us, 
that His providence would not permit us 
to be called into this severe controversy until 
we were grown up to our present strength, 
had been previously exercised in warlike op
eration, and possessed of the means of de
fending ourselves. With hearts fortified with 
these animating reflections, we most solemn
ly, before God and the world, declare that, 
exerting the utmost energy of those powers 
which our beneficent Creator has graciously 
bestowed upon us, the arms we have been 
compelled by our enemies to assume, we will, 
in defiance of every hazard, with unabating 
firmness and perseverance, employ for the 
preservation of our liberties; being with one 
mind resolved to die free men rather than 
live slaves .... 

In our own native land, in defense of the 
freedom that is our birthright and which we 
ever enjoyed till the late violation of it, for 
the protection of our property acquired sole
ly by the honest industry of our forefathers 
and ourselves, against violence actually of
fered, we have taken up arms. We shall lay 
them down when hostilities shall cease on 
the part of the aggressors and all danger of 
their being renewed shall be removed, and 
not before. 

On the 22d of July, a committee con
sisting of Benjamin Franklin of Pennsyl
vania, John Adams of Massachusetts, 
Richard Henry Lee of Virginia-who less 
than a year later was to make the formal 
motion for Independence, and Thomas 
Jefferson-who was to author its Decla
ration, was appointed to consider andre
port on the Conciliation Plan offered by 
Lord North. 

This plan had been adopted in Parlia
ment on February 20 and had only in 
July arrived in Philadelphia. Its provi
sions insisted most actions of the col
onies' general councils, assemblies, and 
general courts had to be placed into abey
ance, after adoption, until approved by 
the King. 

This was unaccepta ble, for it con
tinued-and would have locked in with 
the consent of the colonies themselves
the prior practice of Royal assent. 

The Members, thus persuaded, adopted 
this formal response in opposition to the 
plan: 

The Congress took the said resolution into 
consideration, and are thereupon, of opinion, 
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That the colonies of America are entitled 

to the sole and ex<:lusive privilege o! giving 
and granting their own money: that this 
involves a right of deliberating whether they 
will make any gift, for what purposes it shall 
be made, and what shall be its amount; and 
that it is a high breach of this privilege for 
any body of men, extraneous to their con
stitutions, to prescribe the purposes for 
which money shall be levied on them, to take 
to themselves the authority of judging of 
their conditions, circumstances, and situa
tions, and of determining the amount of the 
contribution to be levied. 

That as the colonies possess a right of ap
propriating their gifts, so a.re they entitled 
at all times to enquire into their application, 
to see that they be not wasted among the 
venal and corrupt for the purpose of under
mining the civil rights of the givers, nor yet 
be diverted to the support of standing armies, 
inconsistent with their freedom and subver
sive of their quiet. To propose, therefore, as 
this resolution does, that the monies given 
by the colonies shall be subject to the dis
posal of parliament alone, is to propose th<at 
they shall relinquish this right of inquiry, 
and put it in the power of others to render 
their gifts ruinous, in proportion as they 
aro liberal. 

That this privilege of giving or of withhold
ing our monies, is an important barrier 
against the undue exertion of prerogative, 
which, if left altogether without control, 
may be exercised to our great oppression; 
and all history shows how efficacious is its 
intercession for redress of grievances andre
establishment of rights, and how improvident 
it would be to part with so powerful a 
mediator. 

We are of opinion that the propos.tMon 
oonta>ined in this resolution is unreasona-ble 
and insidious: Unreasonable, because, if we 
declare we accede to it, we declare, wi.thout 
reservation, we will purchase the favor of 
parliamerut, n "11; knowing a.t the same time 
s,t what prier they will please to estima.te 
their favor; it i:; insidious, because, individ
ual colonies, having bid and bidden again, 
till they find the avidity of the seller too 
great for all their powers to sa.tisfy; a.re 
then to return into oppos1tion, divided from 
their sister colonies whom the minister will 
have previously deta.ched by a grant of easie'l' 
terms, or by an artful procrastination of a 
definitive answer. 

That the suspension of the exercise of 
their pretended power of taxation being ex
pressly made commensurate with the con
tinuance of our gifts, these must be perpetual 
to make that so. Whereas no experience has 
shown that a gift of perpetual revenue se
cures a perpetua.l return of duty or of kind 
disnosition. On the contrary. the parliament 
itself. wisely attentive to this observation, 
are in the establlshment practice of grant
ing their supplles from year to year only. 

Desirous and determined. as we are, to 
consider, in the most dispa-&S'lonate view, 
every seeming advance towards a reconcllia
tion made by the British parllament. let 
our brethren of Britain reflect , Wha.t would 
have been the sacrifice to men of free snirit", 
hart even fair terms been proffered. a.s these 
in<>idious prooosal•s were with circumstances 
of inc:;ult and nefiance. A oronos·ition to g-ive 
our monev, accomnanied with larP"e fleets 
and armies. ~eems addresFed to our fears 
rather thAn to our freedom . With wha.t pa
tience would Britnns have received articles 
o! treaty from anv nower on ea.rth when 
borne on the noint a! the bavonet bv mil1-
tar'7 oleniootentiaries? 

We think th~ attemot unnP.r.essarv tn 
rAise unon ll~ bv f0-rce or bu tl->reats. our 
proportional contribut.lonc:; to the common 
defen~e. when all know. anrl themselves ac
knowledge, we have finally contributed, 
Whenever called upon to do so in the chara.c
~er of freemen. 

we are of opinion it is not just that the 
colonies should be required to oblige them
selves to other contributions, while Great 
Britain possesses a monopoly of their trade. 
This of itself lays them under heavy con
tribution. To demand, therefore, additional 
aids in the form of a tax, is to demand the 
double of their equal proportion: if we are to 
contribute equally with the other parts of 
the empire, let us equally with them enjoy 
free commerce with the whole world. But 
while the restrictions on our trade shut to us 
the resources of wealth, is it just we should 
bear all other burdens equally with those to 
whom every resource is open? 

We conceive that the British parliament 
has no right to intermeddle with our provi
sions for the support of civil government, 
or administration of justice. The provisions 
we have made, are such as please ourselves, 
and are agreeable to our own circumstances: 
they answer the substantial purposes of gov
ernment and of justice, and other purposes 
than these should not be answered. We do 
not mean that our people shall be burthened 
with oppressive taxes, to provide sinecures 
for the idle or the wicked, under colour of 
providing for a civil list. Whlle parliament 
pursue their plan of civil government within 
their own jurisdiction, we also hope to pur
sue ours without molestation. 

We 9-re of opinion the proposition is alto
gether unsatisfactory, because it imports 
only a suspension of the mode, not a renun
ciation of the pretended right to tax us: 
because, too, it does not propose to repeal 
the several Acts of Parliament passed for the 
purposes of restraining the trade, and alter
ing the form of government of one of our 
colonies: extending the boundaries and 
changing the government of Quebec; enlarg
ing the jurisdiction of the courts of Ad
miralty and vice-Admiralty; taking from us 
the rights of trial by a jury of the vicinage, 
in cases affecting both life and property; 
transportin5 us into other countries to be 
tried for criminal offences; exempting, by 
mock-trial, the murderers of colonists from 
punishment; and quartering soldiers on us 
in times of profound peace. Nor do they re
nounce the power of suspending our own leg
islatures, and of legislating for us them
selves i.n all cases whatsoever. On the con
trary, to shew they mean no discontinuance 
of injury, they pass acts, at the very time 
of holding out this proposition, for restrain
ing the commerce and fisheries of the 
provinces of New England, and for inter
dicting the trade of other colonies with all 
foreign nations, and with each other. This 
proves, unequivocally, they mean not to re
linquish the exercise of indiscriminate leg
islation over us. 

Upon the whole, this proposition seems to 
have been held up to the world, to deceive 
it into a belief that there was nothing in 
dispute between us but the mode of levying 
taxes; and that the parliament having now 
been so good as to give up this, the colonies 
are unreasonable if not perfectly satisfied: 
Whereas, in truth, our adversaries still claim 
a right of demandlng ad libitum, and of 
taxing us themselves to the full amount of 
their demand, if we do not comply with it. 
This leaves us without any thing we can call 
property. But, what is of more importance, 
and what in this proposal they keep out of 
sight, as if no such point was now in con
test between us, they claim a right to alter 
our charters and established laws, and leave 
us without any security for our lives or 
liberties. The proposition seems also to have 
been calculated more particularly to lull 
into fatal security, our well-affected fellow 
subjects on the other side the water, till time 
should be given for the operation of those 
arms, which a British minister pronounced 
would instantaneously reduce the "cowardly" 
sons of America to unreserved submission. 
But, when the world reflects how inadequate 
to justice are these vaunted terms; when it 

attends to the rapid and bold succession of 
injuries, which, during the course of eleven 
years, have been aimed at these colonies; 
when it reviews the pacific and respectful 
expostulations, which, during that whole 
time, were the sole arms we opposed to them; 
when it observes that our complaints were 
either not heard at all, or were answered 
with new and accumulated injury; when it 
recollects that the minister himself, on an 
early occasion, declared "that he would never 
treat with America, till he had brought her 
to his feet," and that an avowed partisan 
of ministry has more lately denounced 
against us the dreadful sentence, "delenda 
est Oarthago;" that this was done in the 
presence of a British senate, and being un
reproved by them, must be taken to be their 
own sentiment, (especially as the purpose has 
already in part been carried into execution, 
by their treatment of Boston and burning of 
Charles-Town;) when it considers the great 
armaments with which they have invaded 
us, and the circumstances of cruelty with 
which these have commenced and prosecuted 
hostilities; when these things, we say, are 
laid together and attentively considered, can 
the world be deceived into an opinion that 
we are unreasonable, or can it hesitate to 
believe with us, that nothing but our own 
exertions may defeat the ministerial sen
tence of death or abject submission. 

By Order Of the CONGRESS, 

JOHN HANCOCK, 

President. 
Philadelphia, July 31, 1775. 

There are lessons from July 1775 which 
are applicable to our circumstances to
day, and it would be wise for us to take 
cognizance of them as we continue our 
deliberations in these Chambers. 

First. We can pursue two apparently 
divergent courses of action at the same 
time without them being counterpro
ductive. It is obvious the Members of the 
Continental Congress knew what they 
were doing when they pursued both rec
onciliation on the one hand and prepared 
for separation on the other. They wanted 
reconciliation, but they knew realities 
might compel them to pursue separa
tion. As a. modern counterpart. we desire 
a relaxation of tensions in the world 
community-for example, detente with 
the Soviet Union, but we must be fully 
prepared for other contingencies until 
those desires become realities. The ex
amples are manyfold. 

Second. We must be patient in our at
tempts to coalesce support for matters 
of national importance. We must, as they 
did in letting John Dickinson have 
passed his olive branch petition, make 
sure that no large bloc of opinion is left 
out of the decisionmaking process, for 
to the degree it is, we have rendered that 
decision less tenable. 

Third. Men of divergent interests and 
opinions were able to work together in 
a common cause on what they mutually 
supported and/or mutually opposed. We 
can see the shifts in factional member
ships within the Second Continental 
Congress, and instead of being criticized 
as fickle opinion or sinister political re
alinements, they should be praised for 
almost superhuman ability to work to
gether with those in whom one had sel
dom before found accord. 

Fourth. Patience had another facet. 
They did not want to make abrupt 
changes in institutional processes and 
relationships. Those who wanted Inde
pendence wanted to make sure the peo-



July 22, 1975 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 24005 
pie were capable of sustaining it. This 
could not be done overnight or-given 
the poor communications of those 
years-over months or even years. It 
took time for people to adjust to the 
prospect of doing things a different way. 
Abrupt changes in policy and process 
can be counterproductive, and usually 
are. They sought to avoid that danger. 

Last. We must be cautious as to as
cribing motives to others. The motives 
of those who espoused reconciliation 
were, we know from the journals and the 
writings of Members of the Continental 
Congress, frequently questioned by the 
advocates of independence. Yet, their 
loyalty to the colonies, time after time, 
was shown. This House of Representa
tives has a rule against one Member as
cribing motives to the other during Floor 
debate. It is a good rule. 

The movement toward independence 
was now set fully into motion. 

NEWARK TO HOST STATEWIDE 
PUERTO RICAN DAY PARADE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New Jersey <Mr. Ronrno) 
is recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, next Sun
day, July 27, the city of Newark will 
again have the honor of sponsoring the 
annual Puerto Rican Day celebration in 
New Jersey. The festivities will culminate 
in a grand parade which, as the spon
sors very aptly state, "has become the 
rallying point of unity for the entire 
community throughout our State and 
metropolitan area." 

I certainly want to commend the many 
New Jersey residents of Puerto Rican 
ancestry who have worked so tirelessly to 
make this special day a success. The 
Honorable Carmen Conway is president 
of the parade and Antonio Perez is chair
man of the yearbook committee. Jose M. 
LeBron has served as liaison and coordi
nator between the county and city and 
the Puerto Rican community. I want to 
extend felicitations to Miss Irma Furst, 
who will reign as queen of the parade and 
later represent the State of New Jersey 
in a beauty pageant in Puerto Rico. 

A unique tribute is due to my very dear 
friend, Mrs. Marie Gonzalez. For some 
years she has not only been vi tally in
volved in Puerto Rican Day events, but 
every day of every year has given dedi
cated service to the Puerto Rican com
munity. As a member of the Newark 
Human Rights Commission, in countless 
ways she has represented the Puerto 
Rican community with outstanding abil
ity and compassion, seeking ways to meet 
their needs and solve their problems. 

Puerto Rican Day will be not only a 
joyous occasion, but one with a most 
laudable objective-the effort to raise 
additional funds for college scholarships 
for needy Puerto Rican students. 

This year's celebration will be special 
for another reason, for it will be a prel
ude to a most significant cultural event. 
On September 12, the first annual Puerto 
Rican Heritage and Cultural Festival 
will be held at the Garden State Arts 
Center. Mr. Raul Davila has served as 
overall cochairman for this landmark 
occasion. 

CXXI--1513--.Part 19 

We all are probably most familiar with 
the achievements of Puerto Ricans in 
the fields of politics and sports. Many 
have been elected to State and local 
offices. We in the House are fortunate to 
have as our colleague HERMAN BADILLO, 
the first citizen of Puerto Rican heritage 
elected to Congress. He is not only an 
extremely able and conscientious repre
sentative to his constituents, but a dedi
cated advocate of measures for the bet
terment of all Americans. I particularly 
value his effective contributions to our 
work in the House Judiciary Committee. 

There are many Puerto Rican athletes 
who have gained fame through their 
skill in such diverse fields as baseball, 
boxing, horse racing, golf, and tennis. 
Undoubtedly the most familiar to main
land citizens are the late, beloved Ro
berto Clemente and the great first base
man Orlando Cepeda. Both were hon
ored by being named Most Valuable 
Player of the Year-Clemente in 1966 
and Cepeda in 1967. 

Mr. Speaker, I am particularly de
lighted that an annual festival will be 
initiated to display Puerto Rican cul
tural and educational contributions. Any
one who has visited Puerto Rico cannot 
have missed the rich and varied culture 
of the island. It is manifested in such 
formal ways as the Ponce Museum of 
Art, with one of the finest collections in 
Central and Latin America, and the 
Casals Festival. It is also represented by 
the rediscovery of folklore, handcrafts, 
and old music of the people. 

Unfortunately, Puerto Rican accom
plishments in literature, the arts, drama, 
and music are not as appreciated as they 
should be on the mainland. Few realize, 
for example, that the late New Jersey 
poet, William Carlos Williams, was the 
son of a Puerto Rican mother with 
strong ties to his mother's homeland. 
Not well known is Piri Thomas' auto
biographical novel, "Down These Mean 
Streets," which brilliantly details the 
life of Puerto Ricans in the ghettoes of 
East Harlem: 

In the entertainment world, there are 
distinguished artists of Puerto Rican 
heritage who come readily to mind
Chita Rivera, Rita Moreno, Jose Felici
ano, and Jose Ferrer. Classical music in 
the United States has also been enriched 
by the contributions of basso Justino 
Diaz and concert pianist Jesus Maria 
Sanroma. 

Although Puerto Ricans are late
comers to the U.S. mainland, it is evi
dent from my brief description of their 
role in this country that they have al
ready made outstanding contributions to 
American society. For too many, life on 
the mainland is an ordeal and struggle, 
since they are forced to start with low
paying jobs, poor housing, and the prob
lem of cultural adjustment. But they are 
hardworking, ambitious, and proud citi
zens. It is perhaps sad that they have 
left their lovely homeland, but I am con
fident that in the years ahead they will 
Increasingly become citizens of impor
tance and prominence in all areas of 
mainland life and bring to us some of 
the beauty of life in the ''jardin de 
ftores" from which they came. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud of my con
stituents of Puerto Rican ancestry, and 

I am very privileged to number many of 
them as dear friends and supporters. I 
salute them all on this day of remem
brance and celebration of their heritage 
to be commemorated July 27. 

HOUSING 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from illinois <Mr. METCALFE) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. METCALFE. Mr. Speaker, I have 
been deeply disturbed by the failure of 
the section 518(b) housing program to 
meet the needs of those for whom it was 
enacted. The section 518(b) program 
reimburses people who purchased defec
tive Federal Housing Administration
FHA-insured homes for the cost of cor
recting the defects. Enacted last year as 
part of the Housing and Community De
velopment Act of 1974, the section 518(b) 
program has not lived up to its promises. 

I am especially concerned about three 
shortcomings of the program. First, the 
application deadline was too short. Many 
eligible applicants would have been un
able to complete the complicated forms 
in time, especially since the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development-
BUD-took few steps to notify eligible 
homeowners and also delayed the is
suance of applications to local HUD of
fices for 6 Y2 months. Second, the pro
gram was restricted to FHA homeowners 
with one- and two-family unit struc
tures, thereby rendering ineligible many 
FHA homeowners. Fortunately, Congress 
has rectified these first two shortcomings 
by passing Public Law 94-50, the Emer
gency Housing Act of 1975, section 302 of 
which both extends the application dead
line to 19 months and expands eligibility 
to three- and four-family unit struc
tures. 

However, the third shortcoming has 
not yet been rectified. Presently, eligibil
ity is restricted ta FHA homeowners who 
purchased their homes between August 
1, 1968, and January 1, 1973, thus ex
cluding many FHA homeowners who 
purchased their homes after January 1, 
1973. As a result, today I am introducing 
legislation which would extend for an 
additional 2 years, up to January 1, 1975, 
the time period during which a mort
gage had to be insured in order to qualify 
for the section 518(b) program. I am 
hopeful that Congress will act quickly in 
this matter so that these deserving home
owners will be able to correct defects, 
thus helping, in a small but important 
way, to make our deteriorating urban 
areas more attractive places in which to 
live. 

SST NOISE ABOVE MEDICAL PAIN 
THRESHOLD IN ENGLAND LAST 
WEEK . 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York (Mr. WoLFF) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, important 
and conclusive evidence against allow
ing the Concorde SST to land in the 
United States reached my office today. 
A series of newspaper clips from England 
on Concorde test :flights last week re-
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port in harrowing detail the incontro
vertible fact that the British Govern
ment proponents of Concorde-and their 
deluded allies in our State Department 
and Federal Aviation Administration
have been misleading the citizens of 
both nations, and perhaps themselves, 
about Concorde noise. 

Mr. Speaker, colleagues, the Concorde 
SST last week was measured scientif
ically for the first time by nonindustry 
scientists and public health officials. As 
many of us have predicted, the res~lts 
were literally shattering. The clips I will 
submit for the RECORD tell the story far 
better than any words of mine, but I 
will point out that far from being "rough
ly similar" to present-day aircraft, as we 
were told during the SST debate of 2 
weeks ago, the Concorde SST smashes 
through the minds and consciousness of 
innocent citizens at levels up to 40 deci
bels above the medical threshold of pain. 

That is 40 decibels, and for those who 
think that is not much, let me point out 
that an increase of three decibels 
amounts to a 100-percent increase in ef
fect. Mr. Speaker, there is no rational 
way to explain the difference between 90 
decibels-the point at which doctors, and 
the noise control laws, step in to save 
human beings from harm-and the noise 
putout by the Concorde SST. 

The difference can only be felt, and 
the innocent people of England felt it, 
indeed, last week as the actual physical 
fact of the Concorde flying overhead put 
the lie to those who would have us be
lieve the Concorde could and should be 
tolerated anywhere--much less in or over 
the United States and her people. 

As a slightly humorous but nonethe
less serious sidelight to this issue, I will 
also submit news clips detailing the prob
lems created by Concorde in the Middle 
East as it flew over on .test flights. 

The Government of Lebanon felt 
obliged to go on national radio to reassure 
a frightened populace that the pounding 
by Concorde as it flew overhead was not, 
in fact, the breakout of further hostili
ties in that troubled area. Following this 
announcement so humiliating to Con
corde apologists, the Government of 
Saudi Arabia, not previously noted for 
its ecological concern, withdrew over
flight rights for Concorde so they could 
study the effects of sonic boom. 

Our Nation has wisely already acted in 
banning supersonic commercial flights 
over land, and I add these points today 
to show that the fears of environmental
ists and others in this area, as in so many 
others, have once again been proven 
true--and the claims of SST apologists 
have once again been proven false. 

Needless to say, there is literally no 
way on Earth the Concorde SST can or 
will meet the 108 EPNdB Federal Avia
tion Regulation part 36 noise standards 
being required of American aircraft, no 
matter how many fancy test-pilot tricks 
Concorde pilots may plan for John F. 
Kennedy Airport's noise measurement 
devices at the end of the runway. 

Mr. Speaker, the shenanigans of our 
Government's ill-advised attempts to 
shield this House and the American peo
ple from the truth about Concorde have 
finally been exposed for all to see, and 

will be the subject of hearings this 
Thursday chaired by our distinguished 
colleague from Missouri <Mr. RANDALL). 

While I plan to join with many of our 
concerned colleagues in testifying Thurs
day, I want to remind my colleagues from 
New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut 
that final power to ban Concorde from 
Kennedy rests with the Port Authority 
of New York and New Jersey. 

Some months ago I received written 
pledges from our distinguished former 
colleague, Hugh Carey, now Governor of 
New York, and from Dr. William Ronan, 
chairman of the Port Authority, that the 
Concorde will never land in New York 
unless it can meet the noise and other 
environmental standards governing Ken
nedy. 

While Kennedy presently allows in air
craft up to 112 EPNdB, or well above the 
FAR 36 limit, the evidence I will present 
from England clearly shows that there 
can be no further debate over whether 
or not Concorde will meet Kennedy's 
noise standards-much less the other en
vironmental standards involved. 

Accordingly I wish today to put the 
Port Authority on notice that I will lend 
every effort to help the citizens of Long 
Island and the Greater New York area 
prepare lawsuits to defend themselves 
from the attack of Concorde. 

I know that the Port Authority has re
searched the issue of liability for noise 
damage suits carefully because of the 
threat of Concorde, and I know that the 
Port Authority's legal experts feel that 
should Concorde be allowed to land at 
Kennedy the Port Authority will assume 
liability for legal damages. 

I am sure that the Port Authority 
shares with me a heartfelt desire to avoid 
this sorry state of affairs, and I call on 
the Port Authority to act swiftly and 
deny Concorde landing rights so as to 
once and for all remove this threat to 
the health and safety of our citizens. 

Concorde cannot and will not be tol
erated in the United States, Mr. Speaker, 
and it is bad enough that any citizens 
anywhere in the world are presently suf
fering under the SST's murderous 
pounding, as the following news stories 
from England so dramatically illustrate: 

[From the London Times, July 13, 1975] 
HUSH-IT'S ONLY CONCORDE 

By the middle of last week, about 200 peo
ple had complained to the Department of 
Trade about . the noise of Concorde after 
only three days of proving flights from Heath
row airport. The Department expects still 
more complaints by post. 

That the number is so high is surprising. 
Inquiries last week suggested that it needed 
great patience to complain. Despite the criti
cal importance of the trials, designed to 
simulate normal commercial flights, no one 
at Government level seems to have seen a 
need for special arrangements to monitor 
public reaction to the plane. 

Moreover, what appear to be hasty changes 
in the customary system of receiving noise 
complaints have had the effect, of postpon
ing, and possibly distorting, information on 
whether Concorde broke the Heathrow noise 
regulations. 

The Department would not reveal whether 
or not Concorde broke the Heathrow noise 
regulations, on the grounds that it was "not 
proposing to issue individual figures for in
dividual days." 

This is also a departure from previous 
practice. When a Mr. Coffin complained about 
a Concorde take-off from Heathrow last 
October, he received a letter from the De
partment giving detailed figures of the air
craft's noise on take-off, and which concluded 
"so you will see it was well within the limits." 

The significance of last week's flights 
compared with earlier tests at Heathrow and 
Gatwick is that they were conduct ed at what 
for all practical purposes was maximum gross 
take-off weight and on typically warm sum
mer days-conditions which mean using full 
power on take-off and generating maximum 
noise. They provided the first opportunity 
for people living near Heathrow to test their 
experiences against the makers' claim that 
Concorde is only slightly more noisy than 
existing conventional jets. · 

On the evidence we gathered last week
from several Sunday Times writers as well as 
one complainant who told us that a BAA 
staff member at Heathrow agreed "the noise 
was terrible-wasn't it?" Concorde is very 
noticeably noisier than other jets. Most peo
ple remarked on how much longer the noise 
lasted, and observers at Dorking (18 miles) 
and Bromley ( 28 miles) were shocked by the 
noise, suggesting that Concorde has greatly 
extended the traditional Heathrow noise 
area. 

These observations are nonscientific, but 
they are supported by the readings on the 
noise meter set up by Geoffrey Holmes, chair
man of the Heathrow local authorities noise 
group, at Hatton Green, some three miles 
from the start of Concorde's take-off run. 

The reading during Concorde 's take-off on 
Monday on Holme's meter-placed in the 
middle of a residential area-were bad but 
on Tuesday, they were even worse . Prior to 
Concorde's departure, the noisiest take-off 
had been by a Trident which registered 108 
decibels. Concorde's reading was 125. 

"It's incredible," says Holmes. "But this is 
an exact fact." Such levels of noise, he says, 
are generally regarded as being above the 
threshold of pain. The group present at the 
Hatton Green meter find it hard to believe 
that Concorde was within the Heathrow 
noise limits. 

Last week's flights did more than demon
strate Concorde's difficulty in meeting Heath
row noise rules. While no one can seriously 
believe that the British government will ban 
Concorde from operating at Heathrow, a 
concerted public protest from peopre around 
the airport will influence the vital American 
decision on whether to let Concorde fly into 
New York's Kennedy Airport. British Air
way's managing director, Henry Marking, 
emphasized last week that London-New York 
is the most important and profitable route 
for Concorde. 

The British Department of Trade is in an 
equivocal position. It is responsible for air
craft noise policy and its control, but also 
has to negotiate routes and flying rights for 
Concorde abroad. It certainly seems that 
some of the Department's officials are shaken 
by the reports of readings from the meter in 
Hatton Green. 

Twickenham MP Toby Jesse! has no doubts: 
"The British Government, to try to sell it, 
are pretending that it's quieter than it really 
is." 

[From the London Guardian, July 9, 1975] 
SAUDIS' BAN HITS PLANE 

(By David Fairhall) 
Concorde ran into trouble from an unex

pected quarter yesterday when Saudi Arabia 
abruptly withdrew permission for the Anglo
French airliner to fly supersonically over its 
northern desert. Technicians and airline offi
cials had boarded the aircraft at Heathrow 
Airport for the second of British Airways' 
route proving flights to Bahrein when the 
message came through. 
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the Saudis requested 48 hours in which to 
evaluate the effect of the sonic boom-a 
double bang heard on the ground shortly 
after the aircraft passes overhead-caused by 
Monday's flight. I was on that first flight 
myself and, as I recall it, we crosSed the 
eastern shore of the Mediterranean just 
south of Beirut, cruising at .about 60,000 feet 
at just over twice the speed of sound, before 
swinging south across Syria, Jordan, and the 
Saudi Arabian desert bordering Iraq. 

Beirut Radio found it necessary to reassure 
listeners that the "explosion" heard in the 
city was caused by Concorde and not renewed 
fighting, so perhaps this prompted the Saudis 
temporarily to withdraw their permission. 
Another possibility being canvassed yester
day was that they wanted to use their "boom 
corridor" to bargain for airline traffic rights 
they are known to want, but there seems to 
be no substance in this. 

In spite of some urgent diplomatic tele
phone calls between London and Jeddah, 
yesterday's flight to Bahrein was called off 
and Concorde took off later in the day-at 
3:22 p.m.-for a circular flight half-way 
across the Atlantic and back. Today's prov
ing flight, which was also supposed to have 
been to Bahrein and back, will be diverted 
in the same way. But a message from Jeddab 
yesterday evening gave permission for the 
planned British Airways test programme to 
be resumed on Friday, with a one-way flight 
to Bahrein. Concorde could have flown sub
sonically all the way to the Persian Gulf, but 
it would not necessarily have been a useful 
test and it would probably have been unable 
to get back to Heathrow before the 11 p.m. 
curfew. 

The final explanation of the Saudi's sud
den move may prove quite simple-that they 
were not fully aware of the proposed fiight, 
because it was to have stopped in Beirut had 
the fighting not broken out there. But it is 
nevertheless ·a demonstration of the ex
tremely delicate negotiation that has to pre
cede Concorde's introduction into commer
cial service in the new year. 

In Washington, eight Congressmen said 
they will seek a law banning the Concorde 
from flying to the United States. Comphiin
ing about its noise, the eight Democrats 
said they would seek a House of Representa
tives vote tomorrow to ban flights . 

Their letter said the flights because of "the 
ear-splitting noise made by the Concorde on 
take-off," and the possibility of skin cancer 
if numerous supersonic flights damaged the 
ozone layer that protects the earth from the 
sun's rays. 

(From the London Evening Standard 
Reporter, July 7, 1975] 

CONCORDE ROARS INTO AN UPROAR 

With an ear-splitting, ground-shaking 
roar the first of British Airways' Concorde 
lleet left Heathrow today. Behind, she left 
a mass protest at the "bloody unbearable 
noise." 

Concorde was over an hour late for take 
off on her first airline ·condition-proving 
fiight to Bahrein. 

Five miles from the "point of roll" mem
bers of the Local Authorities Aircraft Noise 
Council waited with noise recorders. 

For 90 minutes they monitored Tridents, 
Jumbos, Tri-Stars and VO-lOs. The noisiest, 
a Trident, roared over to record a noise fac
tor of 122. Concorde's ear-splitting roar 
clocked 136. 

Then council chairman Mr. Geoffrey 
Holmes said: "That is equal to the noise of 
30 Tridents all taking off at once. 

"This Concorde noise level is impossible 
to live with. People cannot be expected to 
live here with this," he said. 

Mr. Holmes was speaking from the grass
covered centre of Hatton Green-an estate 
of properties built 25 years ago to house the 
families displaced when Heathrow was built 

across Harlington Road. One of those dis
placed persons is Mr. Fred Wheatley, 68. After 
Concorde's passing he said: "For 25 years 
I've learned to live with aircraf<t noise. 

"I don't see how anyone is going to live 
with that." 

Mrs. Ethel Young, 95, is the oldest Hatton 
Green resident in an old people's bungalow. 
She said: "That was too terrible for words. 
It's awful. It's left me shaking." 

Loudest and bluntest outburst of all came 
from Mrs. Gladys Morris, another long-term 
tenant who said: "I'm still shaking. 

"They expect me to pay £8 81 a week for 
that bloody noise. This is too much. It's the 
end." 

Mrs. Norma Thurgood has lived on Hatton 
GreeDJ for just 12 months. She said: "I wasn't 
expecting it and when Concorde went over 
it frightened the life out of me." 

Mr. Geoffrey Holmes, who is also chief 
environmental officer at Reading, said: "The 
recording went right off the top of our equip
ment. Something has to be done. No one 
can expect people living round airports to 
tolerate that. 

The British Airports Authority telephone 
switchboard at Heathrow received no com
plaints from local residents liVing under 
the airline's flight path. 

A spokesman said: "No one complained
quite the opposite, in fact. Our switchboard 
has been inundated with calls from well 
wishers. 

A NEW URGENCY FOR COMPREHEN
SIVE REFORM OF FOOD STAMP 
PROGRAM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Iowa (Mr. MEZVINSKY) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MEZVINSKY. Mr. Speaker, reces
sion has swollen the number of Ameri
cans needing food stamps to unprece
dented levels, creating a new urgency for 
comprehensive reform of the Federal 
food stamp program. In the coming 
weeks we will be debating many vitally 
needed changes in food stamp certifica
tion procedures, designed to insure that 
those who need food stamps receive as
sistance promptly. But we must not stop 
there. The food stamp program is riddled 
with outmoded and unjust procedures 
and regulations, making fundamental re
form imperative. 

I am introducing legislation today de
signed to correct several basic inequities 
in the food stamp program. This bill is 
not meant to be comprehensive, but it 
does strike at three regulations which 
often deny the benefits of this program 
to the impoverished elderly, the handi
capped, and the poor. 

The first provision of this bill would 
eliminate a regulation which requires 
that a household have a kitchen in order 
to qualify for food stamps. That require
ment works against many elderly citi
zens who have their main hot meal of the 
day at a senior citizens' center and use 
hot plates or eat cold meals at home. 

This legislation would also allow elder
ly or handicapped food stamp recipients 
to use their stamps to pay for meals on 
wheels, a program which provides hot 
meals for individuals confined to their 
homes. Presently, a food stamp recipient 
must be both elderly and handicapped 
before "meals on wheels" can be paid 
for with the stamps. 

Finally, this measure would prohibit 
the Department of Agriculture from in-

eluding Federal housing assistance in its 
determination of a food stamp appli
cant's income level. Section 7(b) of the 
Food Stamp Act of 1964, limiting the cost 
of stamps to "30 percent of the house
hold's income" clearly implies that "in
come" is that amount of money available 
to the family to buy food. Government 
housing assistance goes for rent, yet the 
USDA persists in calculating housing as
sistance as "income." 

As long as such assistance is included 
in determining income levels it means 
that the poorer the family and the larger 
their housing assistance, the more they 
will have to pay for food stamps, and the 
more likely it is that they may not even 
be eligible for stamps. We must eliminate 
this "catch 22" predicament. 

The House Agriculture Committee is 
currently preparing a report on needed 
changes in the food stamp program. It is 
my hope that the committee will recog
nize the inequities I have pointed out and 
move to correct them. 

H.R. 8736-PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT 
AND IMPROVEMENT COSTS OF 
PUBLISHERS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Massachusetts (Mr. BuRKE) 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I have today introduced a bill 
to amend section 174 of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to make clear that 
product development and improvement 
costs of publishers are research or ex
perimental expenditures and to prohibit 
the retroactive application of revenue 
ruling 73-395. The bill would make the 
technical change in the law required to 
make clear that the tax incentive to cap
ital formation accorded by section 174 
is to be available to publishers of books 
and similar products essential to the 
Nation's educational system. 

Section 174 of the Internal Revenue 
Code, as enacted by the Congress in 
1954, grants all business taxpayers alike 
the option to currently deduct research 
or experimental expenditures. However, 
in September 1973 the Internal Revenue 
Service published a ruling, revenue rul
ing 73-395-which purports to interpret 
section 17 4 in a fashion that would deny 
publishers-apparently even for all years 
beginning prior to publication of the rul
ing-the option to deduct expenditures 
incurred for the writing and editing of 
textbooks and the design and art work 
of visual teaching aids that occurred 
prior to the publication of the textbooks 
and the visual aid. This ruling held, for 
the first time, that such costs do not 
constitute research or experimental ex
penditures under section 174 of the code. 

The new IRS ruling marks a departure 
from the Service's prior administrative 
practice of permitting current deduction 
of such expenditures by book publishers 
who chose to employ that method of tax 
accounting. The IRS ought not be al
lowed, through this attempted reversal 
of its prior administrative practice, to 
penalize those publishers whose reliance 
on continuation of that practice led them 
to commit themselves to make substan-
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tial expenditures for the development or 
improvement of their products. 

The bill would make it clear that the 
recent Service ruling does not reflect the 
intent of Congress when it enacted sec
tion 174 in 1954. The reports of the House 
Ways and Means Committee and of the 
Senate Finance Committee which ac
companied section 174 upon its enact
ment in 1954 explain that the purpose 
of section 174 was to "eliminate uncer
tainty and to encourage taxpayers to 
carry on research and experimentation." 
There is no suggestion in these reports 
that section 174 would not apply to the 
costs of research and experimentation 
necessary to develop products of book 
publishers, such as textbooks, reference 
books, visual aids, and other teaching 
aids, merely because the taxpayer's busi
ness is publishing or because the teach
ing aid or other product of a publisher is 
in the form of a printed book rather than 
in the form of a mechanical device. Sec
tion 174 should not be interpreted to dis
criminate against book publishers in the 
business of developing or in improving 
reference books, teaching aids or other 
products. 

The bill applies only to expenditures 
paid or incurred by a taxpayer in con
nection with his trade or business of 
publishing. It does not apply to other 
taxpayers, such as authors. 

The expenditures covered by the bill 
include the costs of writing, editing, com
piling, illustrating, designing, and other 
costs of developing and improving books, 
teaching aids, and similar products, such 
as texts published in microfilm. These 
costs include the costs of the specifically 
named activities and other activities 
properly characterized as development 
or improvement, but do not include the 
taxpayer's cost of printing or manufac
turing books, teaching aids, or similar 
products. 

The Treasury regulations-section 
1.174-2(a) (1) -provide that the term 
"research or experimental expenditures" 
includes "generally all such costs inci
dent to the development of a product 
and the improvement of already existing 
property of the type mentioned." There 
is no sound reason for discriminating 
against book products or publishers. Al
though the Treasury regulation also pro
vides that the term "research or experi
mental expenditures" does not include 
expenditures "for research in connection 
with literary, historical or similar proj
ects," this regulatory exclusion should 
be confined to its proper scope, for exam
ple, to preclude the amateur novelist 
from deducting his essentially personal 
expenses in the guise of business research 
expenses. The regulatory exclusion is no 
longer necessary because the judicial de
cisions since 1954 make it clear that sec
tion 174 applies only to the development 
or improvement of products related to 
a trade or business of the taxpayer. 

It should also be pointed out that for 
nontax financial statement purposes, 
publishing companies generally charge 
such expenditures against current in
come and do not capitalize or otherwise 
defer such charges. Such an accounting 
practice, consistently applied over a pe
riod of time, clearly reflects income. In 
revenue ruling 73-395, therefore, the IRS 

imposes tax accounting concepts on the 
publishing industry that are at variance 
with sound financial accounting concepts. 
Indeed, to require a change in such prac
tice at this time would result in a distor
tion of income. 

Legislative reversal of the revenue rul
ing will entail no measurable revenue 
loss. It will merely reaffirm more than 
30 years of consistent tax audit experi
ence. Failure to reverse the ruling, how
ever, by denying publishing companies 
a current deduction for editorial salaries 
and other similar expenditures, may pro
duce tax revenue from a source never in
tended by Congress. 

I would like to emphasize that the 
amendment to section 17 4 of the Internal 
Revenue Code applies only to taxable 
years ending on or after the date of the 
enactment of the bill. 

The bill is not retroactive. For taxa
ble years ending before the date of the 
enactment, the bill merely applies a "do 
not disturb rule." Under this rule the In
ternal Revenue Service is prohibited from 
compelling a change in the method of 
tax accounting for any expenditure cov
ered by the bill which was treated con
sistently from year to •year under the 
taxpayer's method of accounting for Fed
eral income tax purposes. This "do not 
disturb rule" applies to prohibit any such 
change in an "open" year whether or not 
the taxpayer has been audited. On the 
other hand, if claim for credit or refund 
is barred for the year of the change by 
any law or rule of law, the bill does not 
override the bar to provide relief. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my hope that the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and ulti
mately the Congress, will act promptly in 
passing this meritorious legislation. 

ALL OF US WANT OUR POW'S/MIA'S 
ACCOUNTED FOR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York <Mr. KocH) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, the Vietnam 
war was an agonizing period in the his
tory of this country. Hopefully, we have 
learned some lessons. Our task now is to 
bind up the wounds of the Nation. In 
doing so, we must not forget those Amer
icans who are still serving their country 
in Vietnam. We must not forget our 
POW's and MIA's. 

I am a cosponsor of the Montgomery 
resolution calling for a House Select 
Committee on the POW / MIA issue. This 
resolution is supported by conservatives 
and liberals alike. Whatever one's posi
tion on the war was, all Americans are 
united in their desire to see all those 
who served in Vietnam accounted for. 
This fact should not be ignored. 

LEGISLATION TO AMEND SOCIAL 
SECURITY ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Iowa <Mr. BEDELL) is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BEDELL. Mr. Speaker, I am today 
introducing legislation which is designed 
to eliminate the present quarterly system 
of wage reporting by employers required 

by the Social Security Act. This bill 
would amend the Social Security Act and 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to 
allow the Secretary of the Treasury and 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare to consolidate wage reporting 
requirements to the Social Security Ad
ministration and the Internal Revenue 
Service. 

At present, Federal reporting require
ments are placing an intolerable and un
justifiable burden on American small 
business. Comprehensive hearings con
ducted by the Subcommittee on Govern
ment Regulation of the Senate Small 
Business Committee over the past sev
eral years have revealed that Federal 
paperwork costs small businessmen more 
than $18 billion annually. And, this fig
ure, as incredible as it may seem does not 
tell the whole story. It does not reflect 
the time in man-hours and loss of pro
ductivity that businesses incur as a result 
of Federal reporting requirements. 

The main objective of the bill I am 
introducing today is to lessen the current 
Federal paperwork burden which falls 
so heavily on American small business. 
Its adoption would make it possible for 
the Social Security Administration to 
abolish form 941, the Employers Quar
terly Federal Tax Return, which runs 
employers an estimated $235 million a
year in clerical and accounting costs. 

Under this bill, form 941 could be 
replaced by an annual form which would 
be sent directly to the Internal Revenue 
Service. The information provided by the 
IRS form would then be forwarded to 
the Social Security Administration for 
their official use. 

This legislation is very similar to sev
eral other proposals, authored by Senator 
THOMA'S J. MCINTYRE of New Hampshire, 
which have already passed the Senate. In 
fact, this basic idea was adopted by the 
Senate as a floor amendment to other 
legislation on three separate occasions 
during the 93d Congress. Unfortunately, 
it was never accepted by the House. Sen
ator MciNTYRE is also introducing this 
bill in the Senate today. 

In addition, Secretary of the Treasury, 
William Simon, and Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, Caspar Wein
berger, are both proponents of the an
nualization of wage reporting to the 
Social Security Administration. They 
stated their position in a joint letter to 
Representative AL ULLMAN, then acting 
chairman of the House Ways and Means 
Committee, last December. I will sub
mit a copy of this letter for inclusion in 
the RECORD upon the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

In my view, there can be little question 
that the existing Federal reporting sys
tem needs a major overhaul. It has grown 
too large. It is the height of bureaucratic 
futility. 

I do not question the need for a report
ing system. What I do question is the 
need for all the information which is 
currently required by the Federal Gov
ernment. The increased number of re
ports required as well as the complexity 
of these reports is placing undue stress 
on the operation of small firms. 

The time has come to take action to 
relieve the paperwork burden which the 
Federal Government currently places on 
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small business. Adoption of this legisla
tion would constitute a significant step 
toward that end. 

THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 

Washington, D.C., December 31, 1974. 
Hon. AL ULLMAN, 
Acting Chairman, Committee on Ways and 

Means, House of Representatives, Wash
ington, D .C. 

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: The Congress (in 
P .L. 93-490) directed the Secretary of the 
Treasury and the Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare to study the effect of a 
change from quarterly reporting of wages 
for social security purposes to a combined 
annual wage reporting system for social se
curity and income tax purposes and to sub
mit a joint report on the study to the Con
gress. 

The enclosed joint report of the Depart
ments of Health, Education, and Welfare 
and of the Treasury considers two major ap
proaches to annual reporting. One approach 
is to require annual reporting of annual 
wages; the other would provide for annual 
reporting of annual wages with a quarterly 
breakdown. The report sets out the admin
istrative changes that would be required 
under each approach and also contains a 
discussion of the effect of annual reporting 
on the cost of the social security program, 
on the administrative responsibilities of the 
Social Security Administration and the In
ternal Revenue Service, on employers, and 
on social security beneficiaries. 

The Departments of the Treasury and 
Health, Education, and Welfare support 
legislation which would institute a system 
of annual reporting of annual wages such 
as the system described in the enclosed re
port (rather than annual reporting of quar
terly wages) and are prepared to assist in 
drafting legislation to provide for such re
porting. 

Sincerely, 
CASPAR W. WEINBERGER, 

Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

Enclosure. 

WILLIAM E. SIMON, 
Secretary of the Treastt-ry. 

AUTOMOBILE EFFICIENCY 
STANDARDS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Indiana <Mr. SHARP) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Speaker, this week 
the House will complete action on H.R. 
7014. A major provision of this legisla
tion deals with a program of mandatory 
standards for improvements in the fuel 
efficiency of automobiles manufactured 
after 1978. The House has already adopt
ed an alrhost identical proposal during 
consideration of H.R. 6860 by a vote of 
306 to 86, and its inclusion in this leg
islation now before us will serve to in
crease the likelihood of constructive ac
tion in this area. 

Certain questions have been raised 
about the goal specified in H.R. 7014 for 
the year 1985 and beyond. The report 
issued by the committee refers to studies 
and documentation to support this fig
ure. For the benefit of my colleagues and 
for the RECORD, I would like to submit 
for your attention the following memo
randum, drafted by the staff of the Sub-
committee on Energy and Power to sup
port the target of 28 miles per gallon as 
a production-weighted average to be re
quired of all manufacturers by 1985. The 

figure is in the upper range of all the 
numbers mentioned for potential im
provement in a variety of studies, con
ducted both in and out of the Govern
ment, but, as you will note in the memo
randum, it certainly is reasonable and 
feasible in light of the data now at our 
disposal. 

Recognizing that we are dealing with 
a changing technology, and that there 
may be unforeseen events that could in
terfere with the ability of the industry 
to meet the specified 1985 goal, the bill 
provides for the administrative modifica
tion of the 1985 &tandard to insure 
ft.exibili ty. 

Yearly reports are required from the 
administering agencies on the ability of 
the industry to meet the ~:mecified stand
ards, including the target 28 miles per 
gallon in 1985, and they are required to 
submit recommendaJtions should other 
legislation be needed. 

The section of H.R. 7014 mandating 
fuel efficiency improvements was drafted 
to allow the industry enough lead time 
to phase in expected improvements and 
to provide for flexibility should it be
come impossible to meet the mandated 
goals beyond 1980. The legislation was 
drafted after extensive research and 
consultation with the appropriate Gov
ernment agencies, as well as studies con
ducted for the Congress by the Depart
ment of Transportation and the Envi
ronmental Protection Agency and 
studies by private consulting firms. 

At this point, I would like to insert in 
the RECORD the memorandum prepared 
for the members of the Subcommittee 
on Energy and Power entitled "Auto
mobile Efficiency Standards": 

JULY 21 1975. 
MEMORANDUM: AUTOMOBILE EFFICIENCY 

STANDARDS 
To: Honorable John D. Dingell, Members of 

the Subcommittee on Energy and 
Power 

From: Peter Hunt 
The target 1985 auto efficiency standard of 

28 MPG was judged realistic on the foll'OW
ing basis: 

1. LEAD TIME 
The nine-year lead time was considered 

suffioient for the automobile indusstry to de
velop, test and introduce: 

(a) more efficient power plants 
(b) automobile body oonfigll.I'atdons of 

lower aerodynamic dr91g 
(c) automobiles of lower inertial weight 
(d) more efficient drive trains 
(e) other tec'hnica.l improvement 

2. MODEL OF ANALYSIS 
The model assumed for testing the feasi

bility of the 1985 standard was a 50/50 split 
between what are now called standard/ 
intermed.1a.te and compacts/subcompacts 
and the following mileage estimates were as 
follows: 

Compact/subcompact Standard/intermediate 
(50 percent mix) (50 percent mix) 

High- Total/ High- Total/ 
Phase of use Urban way average Urban way average 

Percent__ ____ 55 45 100 55 45 100 
Mileage per 

gallon_____ 30 38 33. 145 21 28 23. 657 

Note: Overall average mileage, 27.6; Rounded, 28 mpg. 

3. CURRENT EXPERIENCE 
A. Standard/Intermediate: There are two 

luxury automobiles available today that 

more than meet the estimated mileage re
quirements of the above model. Both are 
diesel powered and of foreign manufacture. 

Percent 
above stand-

Mileage EPA 1975 ard/inter-
mediate re-

Manufacturer 
High- Aver- quired in 

Model Urban way age 198 5 

Mercedes Benz. 240 D 
Peugeot_ ______ 504 D 

24 
27 

31 26. 7 
35 30. 1 

+13 
+27 

B. Compact/Subcompact: In reference to 
the compact/ subcompact there are also auto
mobiles of foreign manufacture on the road 
today that approach the estimated mileage 
requirements for 1985. 

Urban 
Datsun 210 ___________ 27 

Highway Average 
39 31.3 

Honda -------------- 27 39 31.3 Audi Fox ____________ 21 34 25.4 
Rabbit -------------- 27 38 28 

4. THEORETICAL ANALYSIS 
A. Rand Corporation: The Rand Report 

Summary titled "How to Save Gasoline" pro
vides support to the practicality of the 1985 
target. On page 8 of that summary it is 
stated: 

Implication Number Five: Our automobile 
design analysis indicates that automobiles 
with new technology, but with the same ac
celeration and interior space characteristics 
as today's standard size cars, could achieve 
over 25 mpg, while subcompacts could 
achieve over 40 mpg. If a fuel economy stand
ard is to be legislated, this finding suggests 
that the average range of 16 to 20 mpg 
standards, in recently proposed Iegislation,I 
is perhaps unnecessarily low. 

Comment: Any fuel economy standard leg
islated should be written to include the im
provements in efficiency attainable by equip
ping all new cars with radial tires and by 
minor aerodynamic redesign of new auto 
bodies, as well as improvements possible with 
new technology and/ or a shift to small cars. 
Our findings suggest that an average new 
car fuel economy standard between 21 and 
38 mpg is feasible, depending on the alterna
tives assumed as the bases for the standard. 

It seems reasonable that the most general 
mandate is to be preferred among regulatory 
policies aimed at improving new car fuel 
economy, although our analysis does not lead 
directly to such a· conclusion. A more general 
mandate would reduce the risk of not achiev
ing a given level of gasoline savings and re
sult in a more diverse product mix, offering 
wider consumer choices in acceleration, com
fort, and roominess. In attempting to meet 
the fuel economy standard, one auto com
pany may choose new technology, another 
may choose to shift more rapidly to small 
cars, and still another may choose some com
bination of the two. Consequently, a more 
general mandate is likely to result in some 
production of large cars with very efficient 
advanced engines and trl:I.Ilsmissions, and 
some production of small cars with relatively 
less efficient and more conventional engines. 
However, compared with a policy of man
dated weight or technology change, a fuel 
economy standard implies greater uncertain
ty in other impacts, such as user cost, over
all energy conservation, and the transporta
tion service characteristics of new cars. 

B. EPA/ DOT: The joint EPAjDOT anal
ysis entitled "Potential !or Motor Vehicle 
Fuel Economy Improvement" gives further 
theoretical support for the realization of 
this target 1985 mileage. The following fig
ure (not reproduced) relates within a 
limited spectrum bf assumptions mileage 

1 See, for example, "Motor Vehicle Fuel 
Economy Act," Senate BillS. 1903, introduced 
by Senator Hollings, 93rd Congress First. 
Session. 
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improvements to the weight of passenger 
automobiles. 

Although the report contains disclaimers 
as to the practicality of reaching the theo
retical limit, it should be noted that the 
analysis is limited by: 

(1) Low power to weight ratio automobiles 
were excluded. 

(2) The analysis was limited to the cur
rent conventional spark ignition internal 
combustion engine. 

(3) The size sales miX of 1974 (assumed). 
All of the above factors are subject to 

revisions that could increase the fuel econ
omy by 1985 beyond the upper curve of the 
"theoretical limit for conventional en
gines-i.e.: 

(1) Shift to lower power to weight ratios. 
· (2) Shift to more efficient engines-note 

table 7 of the same report indicates a sig
nificant incremental improvement if turbo
charged Diesels were to be used. (full size + 
50 %, mid size + 45%, small size + 35%). 

( 3) Shift sales mix to smaller cars. 
5. CONCLUSION 

In light of the preceding, the 28 MPG 
target for 1985 would seem a realistic goal 
for our domestic automobile industry to 
reach by 1985. 

WESTINGHOUSE PROGRAM BOOSTS 
MINORITY SUPPLIERS 

(Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland asked 
and was given permission to extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, since coming to the House of 
Representatives I have tried to be an ad
vocate for the small business commu
nity, in general, and the minority busi
ness segment, in particular. The services 
provided by minority businessmen are 
often overlooked for reasons that are as 
numerous as they are frequently biased, 
racist, and ridiculous. Unfortunately, 
corporate America has been in the fore
front of those who would deny the mi
nority businessman a chance to prove his 
worth. 

However. Mr. Speaker, I would be in 
error to suggest that all of our country's 
larger enterprises have totally neglected 
the minority entrepreneur. Some for
ward strides have been made. Some com
panies have recognized that the products 
and services to be provided by minority 
businessmen are equivalent in quality 
and usefulness to products and services 
provided by non-minorities. 

When such a significant and meaning
ful effort is made by· one of the larger 
corporations in our Nation, I feel that 
such an effort is noteworthy of the at
tention of my colleagues. Therefore, I 
commend to my colleagues the strides 
made by the Westinghouse Defense and 
Electronic Systems Center in my home 
State of Maryland in increasing its use 
of minority suppliers to the better of the 
entire business community: 
WESTINGHOUSE PROGRAM BOOSTS MINORITY 

SUPPLIERS 

We've all heard a. lot about the current sad 
state of the economy. Especially hard hit 
have been firms owned by minorities. The 
troubles are so serious that some observers 
say the future looks bleak for the black capi
talism movement. 

Despite the gloomy statistics, despite soar
ing black unemployment, one Baltimore firm 
is waging an intensive campaign to buck the 

downward economic trend-the Westing
house Defense and Electronic Systems Cen
ter, · Maryland's second largest private em
ployer. 

The campaign being waged at Westin g
house is aimed specifically at expanding its 
pool of minority suppliers-and the cam
paign is meeting with noteworthy success. 

Westinghouse has undertaken a series of 
positive steps to let the black community 
know that it is in the market to do business 
with them. 

And as a result of these extra efforts, mo
mentum is building fast and the payoff is 
being translated into concrete results, says 
N. V. Petrou, president of the Westinghouse 
Defense and Electronic Systems Center 
(DESC) . 

For example, during 1974 the DESC in
creased its minority business activity to in
clude 33 vendors and more than $504,000 in 
contract awards. This compares to just five 
minority suppliers and $21,000 in business 
volume the previous year. 

Westinghouse's minority business projec
tions for the current year are to increase the 
number of suppliers to in excess of 75 and 
the amount of business to approaching $1 
million. And according to Mr. Petrou, the 
company is on target for the first five months 
of the year. 

"When we are dealing with minority sup
pliers-people who themselves are exploring 
and blazing new trails-we are providing not 
only employment, but an opportunity for 
men and women who in years past may have 
had no such opportunity-and little hope," 
Mr. Petrou said. 

Westinghouse inaugurated its intensified 
minority supplier program in February, 1974 
by sponsoring a Minority Business Confer
ence in downtown Baltimore, to which mi
nority firms throughout the East Coast were 
invited to meet personally with company 
procurement representatives and top man
agement officials to discuss possible business 
arrangements. More than 300 minority busi
ness people from 170 companies attended the 
conference, which resulted in providing 
Westinghouse with many important new 
sources of minority suppliers. 

Since the conference, Westinghouse has 
established minority suppliers committees at 
each of its major plant locations. These com
mittees meet monthly to monitor program 
goals and ,qbje.ctives. The committees are 
comprised not only of purchasing represent
atives but key personnel from operations, 
manufacturing, engineering and adminis
tration-in short, any department involved 
either directly or indirectly with procurement 
activities. In addition, quarterly joint meet
ings composed of top management and the 
three committees are held to discuss the 
overall progress of the program on a multi
divisional basis and to share ideas and sug
gestions for greater coordination in making 
the overall effort more successful. 

Some of the specific steps that have been 
taken by Westinghouse to expand the base 
of minority suppliers include: 

An information exchange program with 
other corporations which have achieved an 
outstanding record in expanding their mi
nor! ty business programs. 

Continued participation in minority sup
pliers exhibits and trade fairs, locally and 
throughout the country when appropriate. 

Active involvement in such organizations 
as the Baltimore Resources Center, the Vol
untary Council, the Baltimore Minority Pur
chasing Council, the Federal Executive 
Board and the business Resource Centers lo
cated in the mid-Atlantic states, the East 
Coast and in Washington, D.C. among others. 

An advertising program is currently being 
prepared by DESC to provide additional sup
port and visibility to its minority suppliers' 
program and specifically what types of prod
ucts and services Westinghouse is looking 
for. 

As of the end of May of this year, Westing
house had already contracted 62 minority 
suppliers for a total of more than $423,000 
in contracts and at that pace is sure to sur
pass its 1975 minority suppliBr program 
objectives. 

With the proper attitude, dedication and 
involvement throughout the total organiza
tion, Mr. Petrou said he felt the Westing
house program is proof that mutually suc
cessful relationships between minority sup
pliers and industry can be established, even 
if it is not the best of economic times. 

CONGRESSMAN STRATTON RE
LEASES 1974 TAX RETURNS AND 
CURRENT NET WORTH STATE
MENT 

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I have 
long favored a fuller financial disclosure 
by Members of Congress and other pub
lic officials than is presently required by 
law or the rules of the House. In accord
ance with a practice I began last year, I 
am therefore once again making public 
the 1974 income tax returns of my wife 
and myself, plus a statement of our net 
worth as of July 1, 1975: 
1974 JOINT FEDERAL TAX RETURN OF SAMUEL S. 

AND JOAN H. STRATTON 
Three dependent children: Kevin, Kim, 

Brian. 
Wages, salaries ________________ _ 

Dividends -------------- -------Interest income _______________ _ 
Other income (capital gain on 

sale of horse; excess of travel 
reimbursement over travel 
cost) -----------------------

Total of above _______ ___ _ 
Less adjustments to income (net 

impact of congressional ex
penses vs. congressional reim-
bursements) ______ _________ _ 

Adjusted gross income ___ _ 

Itemized deductions: 
Medical --------------------
Taxes (local, State real estate, 

etc.) ----------------------Interest expenses ____________ _ 
Contributions --------------
Miscellaneous (congressional 

office expenses over allow-
ances) --------------------

Total -------------------

Gross income less deductions ___ _ 
Exemptions (5) ------- - - - ------

Net taxable income ______ _ 

Federal tax due· _______________ _ 
Less tax credit for political con

tribution --------------------

Total Federal tax ________ _ 

Federal tax withheld __________ _ 

Tax refund -------------------
1974 tax rebate received ________ _ 

Total -------------------

Totall.974 tax (less rebate) 

$42, 500.00 
None 

101.83 

79.00 

42,680.83 

363.17 

42,317.66 

150.00 

5, 137. 11 
2, 026.94 

327.00 

140. 00 

7, 781. 75 

34,535.91 
3,750.00 

30,785.91 

8,186.50 

5.00 

8, 181.50 

8,630.40 

448.90 
100. 00 

548.90 

8, 081.50 
==== 

Total taxes paid, 1974: 
Federal ---------------------New York State _____________ _ 
Maryland real estate tax _____ _ 

Total -------------------

8, 081.50 
3,550. 94 
1,045.01 

12,677.45 
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NET WORTH OF SAMUEL S. AND JOHN H. 

STRATTON, AS OF JULY 1, 1975 
ASSETS 

Cash on hand and in bank ac
counts ---------- -------

Cash value of life insurance ___ _ 
Accumulated dividends on life 

insurance ----- - -- -- ----
Home-Bethesda, Maryland ( esti-

mated market value ) ---- ----
Government bonds (cash value)
Automobiles (est.): 

1970 Ford---------------- ----1969 vs _____________________ _ 
Sailboat (est.)----------------
Furniture, clothes, personal pos

sessions, etc. (est.)-----------
Accumulated contributions in 

congressional retirement funds 
(available only for retirement 
purposes) -------------------

$4,227.69 
888.64 

366.00 

80,000.00 
1,637.50 

1,275.00 
1,125.00 

300.00 

3,800.00 

40,843.38 
-----

Total assets ______________ 134,463.21 

Notes on assets: 
1. Home purchased in 1965 at $42,600. 
2. Amsterdam residence is a rented apart

ment. 
3. Term life insurance held: $55,000 (Fed

eral Employees Term Life Insurance) . 
LIABILITIES 

Accounts payable---------------.,. $1,407. 11 
Notes (National Bank of Washing-

ton ) ------------------------- 2,900.00 
Mortgage on Bethesda home _____ 28, 230. 00 

Total liabilities ____________ 32, 537. 11 

COMPUTATION OF NET WORTH 

Assets------------------------ $134,463.21 
Liabilities-------------------- 32,537. 11 

Net worth _____________________ 101,926.10 

BLOODLESS HOLOCAUST 

<Mr. SIKES asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, Nobel Prize 
winner Alexandr Solzhenitsyn is one of 
those rare individuals who was allowed to 
leave Russia rather than being sent to 
Siberia after disagreeing with Commu
nist philosophy and policies. Since leav
ing Russia, he has been much more out
spoken in opposition and the Russians 
are probably wishing they could get their 
hands on him again. It is fortunate for 
the Western World that he is now free 
to talk. His statements make a lot of 
sense. They also convey a warning that 
the free world should heed. 

One of his essays has been discussed 
in a brilliant way by Sea Power for July 
1975. It is entitled "Bloodless Holocaust." 
Mr. Solzhenitsyn says that America's 
concern on how to prevent World War 
III comes too late; that it is all over and 
that we lost. Sea Power's comments on 
Mr. Solzhenitsyn's statement are well 
worth reading and thinking on. I submit 
it for reprinting in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD: 

BLOODLESS HOLOCAUST 

From an American point of view, the most 
urgent national security question of the past 
three decades has been how to prevent World 
War III. 

Now Nobel prize winner Alcksandr I. 
Solzhenitsyn, author of "The Gulag Archi
pelago," tells us-in an essay in the French 
newspaper Le Mende (translation in the 22 
June New York Times), that it is already 
over. 

We lost. 

Most Americans won't believe it. But it's 
true. 

We don't think like the Communists do. 
We believe that a World War must by defini
tion include a shooting confrontation be
tween the world's major political and mili
tary powers. We, who pride ourselves on our 
ability to "judge by results," have been 
judging by appearances. 

The Communists judge by results, and by 
their standards they have won. Solzhenitsyn 
is right. 

Consider the evidence. 
At the end of World War II the United 

States was, for all practical purposes, the 
supreme military, political, and economic 
power in the world. We did not want to be, 
perhaps, but we were. And we had a monop
oly on atomic weapons. The Russians, who 
even then we knew were potential future 
adversaries, possessed an excellent and com
bat-tested army and air force, and abun
dant but still largely untapped natural re
sources. But their economy was shattered, 
their land devastated, their industrial ca
pacity all but wiped out. They had lost 20 
million people in the war. Countless other 
millions already languished in slave labor 
camps scattered across the broad bleak ex
panse of Siberia, and would soon be joined 
by millions more-from the USSR itself, as 
well as from the conquered nations of 
Eastern Europe-in the terrible vengeful 
aftermath of World War II. 

The Soviets never stopped fighting. We 
did. We believed that, because there was no 
more open bloodshed, there was no more war. 

We were wrong, as we can judge from the 
results of 30 years of unending Soviet war 
against the West. 

Solzhenitsyn ticks off the Soviet gains: 
Yugoslavia, Albania, Poland, Bulgaria, Ru
mania, Czechoslovakia, Hungary and East 
Germany. 

But those countries were lost in the first 
few years after the war, someone objects, 
before the Marshall Plan, before NATO, be
fore the countries of the West realized what 
was happening and rebuilt their own armies 
and navies to stop further Soviet aggression. 

Very well. Objection sustained. Strike 
those countries from the record-as they 
have, in fact, already been stricken, by the 
Soviets, from the record of once-free nations. 

But the Solzhenitsyn litany goes on: " ... 
immense, populous China ... North Korea, 
Cuba, North Vietnam, and now South Viet
'nam and Cambodia; Laos is about to go; 
Thailand, South Korea, and Israel are 
threatened; Portugal is leaping into the same 
abyss. Finland and Austria await their fate 
with resignation .... It is impossible to men
tion all the small African and Arab countries 
that have become the puppets of Commu
nism, as well as so many others, even in Eur
ope, that must submit in order to survive." 

If the leaders of the Soviet Union had 
made an open declaration of war against 
the United States in 1945 their gains could 
not· have been greater. Had they made such a 
declaration, in fact, their gains would be 
non-existent. Knowing we were in a war we 
would have fought back. And we would have 
won. Of that we are morally certain. 

We were coinfortable. We wanted to believe 
we were at peace, and the whole world was 
at peace. 

But ours was the coinfort of the coffin, our 
peace the peace of the dead. 

Not dead in body. That would be too easy. 
Dead in spirit. 
We did not lose the will to survive. But 

we had indeed lost something more impor
tant, the will to struggle. Without that will, 
there is no survival. 

We once were far and away the most pow
erful nation in the world-more powerful 
at the time than any nation had been before 
us in all of recorded history, by every stand
ard of measurement except one: the power 
of will. And that power cannot really be 
measured. 

We are still powerful in many respects. 

Now our power is limited. We are vulnerable 
in many ways. 

But that very vulnerability may carry 
within it the seeds of renaissance. The realiz
ation of our vulnerability may give birth to 
determination. If we regain our determina
tion, of national will, there is still hope. 

"There is no longer any point in asking 
how to prevent World War III," Solzhenitsyn 
concludes his essay. "We must have the 
courage and lucidity to stop the Fourth. 
Stop it we must; not fall to our knees as it 
approaches." -------

DESERVED RECOGNITION FOR 
GENERAL JAMES 

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
pride that I bring to the attention of 
the House the fact that a good friend 
and a constituent, Gen. Daniel James. 
Jr., of Pensacola, Fla., has joined the list 
of those who have shared the high privi
lege of receiving their fourth star in the 
U.S. Armed Forces. 

Chappie James is the first black man 
in the history of the U.S. military to be 
nominated for four-star general. As a 
full general in the Air Force, he will as
sume command of the North American 
Defense Command in Colorado Springs. 
one of the most important military as
signments in the Nation. 

His has been a long and dedicated ca
reer. A graduate of Tuskegee in Ala
bama, he entered the U.S. Air Force for 
pilot training. In Korea, as an Air Force 
captain, he flew 101 combat missions. He 
bailed out once, was picked up by heli
copter and was back in the air flying the 
same day. Later, as a colonel, James flew 
in 78 missions in combat in Vietnam and 
led the 8th Tactical Fighter Wing. On 
one sweep over Hanoi, his force destroyed 
seven Mig's, the highest total kill of any 
mission during the Vietnam war. On an
other day, he flew back to Thailand with 
52 holes in his plane. 

He won his first star in July 1970 under 
the sponsorship of former Defense Secre
tary Melvin R. Laird, who recognized his 
great abilities and his staunch loyalty to 
America. He has subsequently filled a 
number of important assignments and is 
now vice commander at the Military Air
lift Command, Scott Air Force Base, TIL 

I want to commend Chappie James for 
a record of outstanding service to his 
country, and I am very proud of the rec
ognition that he has received. 

General James is one of those dedi
cated individuals who has enjoyed a suc
cessful career in the armed services, but 
he also has demonstrated a great love 
and patriotic support for our country by 
his public statements. This has placed 
him in great demand as a speaker 
throughout the Nation. I am proud in 
being able to claim him as a friend and 
as a constituent of the First District of 
Florida. 

Congratulations, Chappie James, to 
you, and to the highly respected family 
of which you are a member. 

ADMINISTRATION POWER PLAY 

(Mr. OTTINGER asked and was given 
permission to extend h~s~rks at this 
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point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, it ap
pears as though the administration, 
which has proved itself insensitive to the 
plight of the unemployed and the indi
vidual taxpayer during the course of our 
economic problems of inflation and re
cession, has now endorsed a program of 
tax subsidies for utilities in which the 
burden will again fall upon the taxpayer. 

The program was devised by the Presi
dent's Labor-Management Advisory 
Committee to help utilities overcome 
their economic troubles of higher operat
ing costs due to the surge in oil and coal 
prices, the high cost of borrowing money, 
and the high cost of construction. Mem
bers of the Advisory Committee included 
the chairman of General Electric, one 
of the Nation's largest suppliers of elec
tric generating and transmission equip
ment, a major builder of utility plants, 
and the heads of some of the largest cor
porate users of electric power in the 
Nation. · 

It is not surprising that the program 
put forward by the Advisory Committe 
and endorsed by the President does not 
call for the revision of electric rates to 
make large users pay their fair share 
of the costs of electricity instead of hav
ing the taxpapers subsidize the large 
users as the President proposes. 

I am inserting in the RECORD an ar
ticle written by James P. Gannon that 
appeared in the Wall Street Journal on 
July 15, 1975, which sets forth a very 
good analysis of this situation. 

The article follows: 
POWER PLAY IN WASHINGTON 

(By James P. Gannon) 

WASHINGTON.-Labor power. Big business 
power. White House power. Pork barrel 
power. Put them all together and you have 
Washington's big electric power play of 1975. 

That's partly pun, but the subject isn't 
funny. It is no laughing matter when big 
corporations and big unions together con
coct a scheme to siphon $600 million a year 
from the U.S. Treasury, sell the idea to the 
President, and then get the Secretary of the 
Treasury to set aside his principles and act 
as their special-interest lobbyist in Con
gress. 

That is what's happening, though, under 
the Ford administration's latest tax proposal, 
a measure designed to improve the financial 
health of the electric utility industry and to 
stimulate construction of more power plants 
to meet future needs for electricity. 

Those are, no doubt, worthy goals. But in 
proposing a new tax subsidy to help achieve 
them, the administration has embraced 
means which contradict its rhetoric, under
cut its budget policy, violate its economic 
philosophy and substitute a hurriedly de
signed plan for a more fundamental solu
tion to the problem. Furthermore, the utility 
"crisis" which the new tax plan is designed 
to relieve shows every sign of dissolving with
out new federal aid. 

It is undeniable that electric utilities have 
had plenty of troubles lately. Their oper
ating costs exploded last year with the spec
tacular surge in oil and coal prices; the>ir bor
rowing costs soared with the 1974 climb in 
interest rates; their plant-construction 
costs were bloated by double-digit inflation; 
their financial pinch was compounded by 
Wall Street's lack of enthusiasm for utUity 
stocks and bonds. By the end of 1974, the 
squeeze of these circumstances had many 
utility executives crying "uncle," or, more 
specifically, "Uncle Sam." 

The plea fell upon some sympathetic ears 
in the Ford administration. White House 
economic aide L. William Seidman began 
pushing the utilities' cause in inner councils, 
not unmndful of the fact that several of the 
power companies in the most dire shape were 
back home in Michigan, where he and friend 
Jerry Ford come from. Some Federal Energy 
Administration aides joined the cause. But 
other officials were cool to a federal bailout 
for utilities. Prominent among these was 
William Simon, the Treasury Secretary, who 
has argued often and eloquently against fed
eral subsidies for special interests. 

SHUNTED TO SECRETARY DUNLOP 
Somehow, while administration officials 

still were divided over the issue, it got 
shunted to a new debating forum: the Presi
dent's Labor-Management Advisory Commit
tee. This is a 16-man group of union and 
management bigwigs headed by Labor Sec
retary John Dunlop, who has a well-earned 
reputation as a master of backroom bar
gaining. While the Labor-management panel 
considered the utility problem in private, 
Mr. Dunlop began talking in public about 
the plight of the utilities and the prospect 
of future "blackouts" due to lack of generat
ing-plant capacity. 

The labor-management committee agreed 
in May on a program to aid the utilities. Its 
key elements are tax advantages. Thongh 
Congress in March raised the investment 
tax credit for utilities to 10 % from 4% for 
1975 and 1976, the union and business lead
ers urged a further permanent increase to 
12 %. The panel also proposed that utility 
stockholders be allowed to defer taxes on 
dividends taken in the form of additional 
shares of stock, and that power companies 
be allowed more liberal depreciation rules 
and fast five-year write-off of pollution con
trol facilities. Beyond the tax area, ... he 
panel urged, among other things, a relaxa
tion of environmental restrictions on utili
ties and a speedup in approvals for nuclear 
plant projects. 

The President in June endorsed the rec
ommendations of the panel. Then he 
thanked the union and company officials for 
their work "in the national interest." 

It is instructive to note the membership 
of this panel that devised what now is Ford 
administration policy. It includes Reginald 
H. Jones, chairman of General Electric Co., 
one of the nation's largest suppliers of elec
tric generating and transmission equipment, 
whose sales and profits would benefit from 
more utility plant construction. It also in
cludes Stephen D. Bechtel Jr., chairman of 
the Bechtel group of companies, one of the 
major builders of utility plants. Other man
agement members include the top officers 
of General Motors Corp., Aluminum Co. of 
America, and U.S. Steel, whose plants are 
among the nation's largest users of elec
tric power. 

On the union side, the key man is George 
Meany, president of the AFL-GIO, whose 
union affiliates in the construction trades 
are suffering unemployment rates in excess 
of 20 % . The heads of the Teamsters and 
Steelworkers are members too, and they are 
naturally concerned that power shortages 
in the future might threaten plant shut
downs or layoffs. 

There is nothing illegal, immoral, or even 
unethical about a union leader or company 
executive urging the government to pursue 
policies that will benefit his interests. That 
is natural. But it's surprising that the Pres
ident should ask such a group to devise tax 
policy on utilities. The results are as predict
able as they would be if he asked homebuild
ers and real estate salesmen to devise his 
national housing policy, or big-city mayors 
to draw up his plan for urban aid. 

Swallowing his earlier reservations, Treas
ury Chief Simon now is urging Congress to 
pass the utility-aid tax bill in hurry-up fash-

ion. He was almost apologetic in outlining 
the narrow-interest legislation to the House 
Ways and Means Committee last week. The 
proposals, he told the lawmakers, "are prob
ably not the same proposals we would ad
vance if we had the luxury of more time, a 
less critical problem, and the realistic possi
bility of an overall solution to our country's 
economic problems." But, he said, "we must 
be practical and must act, and act quickly." 
The proposals, he noted pointedly, "have the 
support of both business and labor." Further
more, he said, they would provide jobs 
(which is a magic word in Washington in 
these days of recession) and help reduce 
foreign oil imports. 

No wonder Mr. Simon felt a bit sheepish. 
Here is the man who derided public-works 
jobs programs as "pure pork barrel," mer
chandising a private-sector pork barrel as a 
job-creating program. Here is the man who 
personified resistance to budget deficits, urg
ing Congress to allow a $600 million addition 
to the red ink this fiscal year, and more in 
future years. Here is the man who is quick 
to praise free enterprise and to condemn 
government handouts, promoting a fast cash 
transfusion from Treasury to the corpora
tions. Here is the man who demands funda
mental, long-range solutions to economic 
problems (such as the fiscal crisis in New 
York City) proposing a quick-fix for utilities, 
because there just isn't time to devise a more 
considered response. 

Some Congressmen asked embarrassing 
questions. If we give this special tax break 
to the electric utilities, won't lots of other 
industries demand equal treatment? Can the 
Treasury afford this revenue loss in a period 
of record deficits? If the utilities need more 
money, shouldn't they get it from their cus
tom~rs instead of the taxpayer? Mr. Simon's 
wobbly answers boiled down to saying that 
the utilities were a special case, an .exception 
to his rules. 

MR. BRANNON'S OPINION 
The utility tax proposals "are a perma

nent response to a temporary problem,'' in 
the opinion of Gerard Brannon, a former 
Treasury tax specialist who recently ana
lyzed the proposals for Tax Analysts and 
Advocates, a tax research organization. He 
wrote: "If inflation, interest rates and fuel 
costs are bugging the utilities now, will the 
new tax giveaways be repealed when the 
market problems abate? You should live 
so long! Crises are the usual cover for 
enacting 'reliefs' in the tax law that will be 
pure rip-offs when the crisis is gone." 

The utility "crisis" may be passing al
ready. Utility profits have begun rising 
again; First National City Bank's first
quarter survey found combined profits of 
81 utilities up 20 % from the fourth quarter 
and up 12 % from a year earlier. Interest 
rates have fallen sharply in the past six 
months, so borrowing costs are lower. In
flation is cooling. Utility stock and bond 
prices h~ve risen in Wall Street's big 1975 
rally, so utilities are again able to raise 
money in the markets. Most important, 
fuel escalation clauses are helping power 
companies recoup higher oil costs from 
their customers, and state rate-setting 
agencies are granting faster, bigger rate 
increases. 

But even if the short-term crisis is pass
ing, it's true that utilities face formidable 
long-term challenges. They will require 
enormous amounts of capital to build all 
the facilities needed to power a growing' 
economy in the decade ahead. But the U.S. 
Treasury isn't the right place to get the 
money. 

The long-run solution to the industry's 
financial needs is higher rates, as Mr. 
Simon himself has said repeatedly. The 
utility customer-including big industries 
such as GM, Alcoa and U.S. Steel, which 
currently benefit from outmoded volume
discount rates--ought to pay the bill, not 



July 22, 1975 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 24013 
the taxpayer. Tax subsidies, in fact, may 
only undermine energy conservation by 
helping keep rates artificially low. 

The full cost of providing power ought 
to be evident in people's and companies' 
electric bills, not partly hidden in their tax 
bills. Then, if your power bill seems too 
high, you can throw away your electric 
toothbrush or turn down the air condi
tioner. But once the power companies plug 
in at the Treasury, you won't be able to 
switch them o1f. 

THE SECRET DEALS OF THE OIL 
CARTEL 

CMr. JOHN L. BURTON asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks at this point in the REcORD and 
to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, 
as we debate our national energy policy 
and seek solutions to the energy crisis, I 
think it important for us to be aware of 
the history and circumstances which 
have brought us to where we are today. 

To paraphrase William Shakespeare, 
"The fault, dear constituents, lies not in 
our selves, but in our oil companies." 

As the accompanying articles from 
New York magazine effectively illustrate, 
the real villians behind the skyrocketing 
gasoline prices were seven international 
oil companies that control most of the 
world's refineries, petroleum transport, 
and marketing facilities. 

This is a story that begins with an 
oil strike near the ruins of the ancient 
Mosque of Solomon in western Persia 
and ends with the Yom Kippur war and 
the establishment of OPEC. It is a story 
of secret deals and multibillion dollar in
dustries operating without checks or 
balances. 

Mr. Speaker, I believe that these 
articles may serve as a primer for Mem
bers on the history of oil development 
in the Middle East, and as a background 
of foreign and domestic politics against 
which we now consider the direction of 
America's energy program. 

The text of the articles follow: 
THE SECRET DEALS OF THE OIL CARTEL : HOW 

SEVEN COMPANIES CARVED UP THE WORLD-

PART! 

(By Edward Jay Epstein) * 
Although the black, sticky, combustible 

subst ance has been known since Biblical 
times, the commercial development of oil 
began less than a century ago in the United 
States. As late as 1920 almost two-thirds of 
the world 's oil was still produced in the 
United States and was used to fuel most of 
the world's ships and cars, heat h omes, and 
provide asphalt and chemical materials for 
roads. After World War I, other great world 
powers set out to develop their own reserves 
of oil in the newly conquered territories in 
the Middle East. Eager to preserve its dom
inant position, the United States encouraged 
the American combines to seek Middle East 
concessions too, even if it meant accom
modation with British, French, and Dutch 
interests. 

What emerged in the next half-century 
was an international oil cartel. The cartel 
controlled almost all the oil of the Middle 

*Edward Jay Epstein, author of "Inquest" 
and "News from Nowhere," holds a doc
torat e in political science from Harvard 
University. His new book, ''Between Fact 
and Fiction," will be published by Random 
House in the fall. 

East and more than two-thirds of the world's 
supply. The seven international oil com
panies which constituted this combination
Exxon Corporation, Mobil Oil Corporation, 
Texaco, Inc., Gulf Oil Corporation, Standard 
Oil Company of California, British Petro
leum Company Ltd ., and the Royal Dutch
Shell Group-also controlled most of the 
world's refineries, petroleum transport, and 
marketing facilities. 

To be sure, the "cartel" was not a single 
entity with a board of directors or even 
unified operations. It was defined, rather, by 
a loosely knit set of arrangements which 
effectively restricted the exploration and 
production of oil around the world, allocat
ing to each member a fixed share of exist
ing and potential market-s. It set world oil 
prices low enough to discourage independent 
companies from competing with the cartel 
but high enough to assure the cartel mem
bers a profit . 

Its world-wide operations were coordinated 
by committees in New York and London and 
by secret meetings and correspondence. Since 
the most lucrative concessions in the Middle 
East and South America were owned by joint 
companies in which cartel members partici
pated in varying combinations, it was pos
sible to assure that the cartel always had 
sufficient information to restrict supply so 
that it dovetailed with projected demand. 
The cartel participants, moreover, "pooled" 
their shipping and refining facilities, there
by achieving maximum efficiency among 
themselves and preventing effective com
petition. 

Although decisions by the cartel members 
critically affected the everyday life of the 
population of most of the industrialized 
world, no organized account of the cartel 
and its supranational maneuvers is to be 
found in the standard histories of the oil 
companies or in the biographies of their 
founders. What follows is based on investiga
tion originally done in 1952 by the Federal 
Trade Commission, which, in turn, led to an 
investigation by the Department of Justice 
and the assiduous development of an anti
trust case against the American members of 
the cartel. In 1954 the antitrust case was 
suppressed by the Eisenhower administration 
on the ground of national security. Twenty 
years later, the Senate Subcommittee on 
Multinational Corporations, chaired by Sen
ator Frank Church, reopened the investiga
tion and declassified many of the pertinent 
documents, thus allowing a reconstruction of 
at least the highlights in the operations of 
the international oil cartel. 

What caused the present-day energy crisis? 
With va~t untapped pools of oil scattered 
under three continents, why in 1973 did large 
parts of the world suddenly seem in danger 
of being denied adequate supplies of oil at a 
reasonable price? Why did the industrial na
tions allow themselves to become depend
ent on Middle Eastern oil instead of develop
in"' the reserves under the North Sea and 
Al:.Ska? How did the Organization of Petro
leum Exporting Countries gain control over 
the oil resources the companies once called 
their own? 

To understand these issues and to explain 
the concentration of power now in t he hands 
of OPEC, the new cartel, it is necessary to go 
back to the development of the old. 

MAY 1908; RICHES IN THE RUINS 

An oil strike which stank of sulfur near 
the ruins of the ancient Mosque of Solomon 
in western Persia radically altered the geo
politics of the modern world. Until the!} 
almost two-thirds of the world's oil was pro
duced in t he United States and refined or 
controlled by John D. Rockefeller's Standard 
Oil Company.1 Europe's only other major 
sources of paraffin, kerosene, gasoline, as
phalt, and other vital petroleum p~oducts 
were the oil fields at Baku in Russia, de
veloped by the Rothschild and Nobel inter
ests, vulnerabl'e to revolution and civil strife, 

and the oil development by the Royal Dutch 
Company in the Dutch East Indies, halfway 
around the world. 

Facing "oil starvation," as Winston 
Churchill, then first lord of the admiralty, 
put it, the British government decided to 
support with money and troops the explora
tion efforts of financier William Knox D'Arcy 
(who shrewdly Inanaged to obtain a 60-year 
concession from the shah) in Persia. After 
D'Arcy's crew struck oil, the British govern
ment, under strong pressure from Churchill, 
bought the controlling interest in the new 
enterprise, which was called the Anglo-Per
sian Oil Company.2 Within five years of the 
strike, one of the world's largest oil refiner
ies was constructed on the island of Abadan 
at the mouth of the Persian Gulf, and with 
Persian oil at its disposal, Britain became
along with America-a major power in oil. 

OCTOBER, 1918 : BETRAYAL IN DAMASCUS 

During the First World War, Britain con
tinued its quest for hegemony over the stra
tegic oil of the Middle East. On the eve of 
the war, preliminary geological surveys had 
indicated that vast reserves of oil were trap
ped in limestone formations not only in Per
sia but throughout the Arab territories ad
jacent to the Persian Gulf, which were still 
part of the moribund Turkish Empire. As 
soon as Turkey entered the war on the side 
of the Germans, Britain sent a message to 
Mecca through Lord Kitchener informing 
Hussein, grand sherif of Mecca and the 
spiritual leader of the Arabs, that His Majes
ty's government would recognize Hussein as 
caliph of an independent Arab nation if the 
Arabs would aid the allied cause by revolt
ing against the Turks. In 1916, after pro
longed negotiations with the British on the 
boundaries of the Arab State, Hussein began 
the Arab revolt With a successful attack 
on the Turkish garrison in Mecca. The Brit
ish dispatched Lawrence, then a lieutenant, 
to advise Prince Faisal, Hussein's son. In a 
campaign of stunning and unexpected vic
tories, the Arab forces captured the railhead 
at Damascus and cut off the Turkish Army 
still fighting in Egypt and Palestine. 

When General Allenby commander of the 
British Army in the Levant, reached Dama~
cus, it soon became clear that the British 
were not about to recognize an independent 
Arab nation in the Middle East. For even 
while Lawrence was reassurlng Faisa.l, Sir 
Mark Sykes of the British Foreign Office and 
M. Georges Picot of the French Foreign Min
istry concluded an agreement which divided 
all the Arab territories between British and 
French spheres of influence. In the allies' 
projected map of the Middle East, England 
would have direct ruie over part of Palestine, 
the oil-rich Persian Gulf, and eastern por
tions of Iraq; France wouid establish a pro
tectorate in parts of Turkey, Syria, and Leb
anon. Between the British "red" zone and 
the French "blue" zone, semi-independent 
Arab countries wouid be carved out, but 
wouid remain under either British influence 
(zone B) or French influence (zone A). The 
oil interests, represented by Sir John Cad
man of Anglo-Persian on, were not com
pletely satisfied with the Sykes-Picot Agree
ment. 

In December, 1918, Prime Minister Lloyd 
George renegotiated the agreement with Pre
mier Clemenceau, and France ceded control 
over all the oil of Iraq, including Mosul, in 
return for a 25 per cent share of the profits 
of Turkish Petroleum Company, which Brit
ain was establishing to exploit Arab oil (An
glo-Persian Company and Royal Dutch-Shell 
were to have the controlling interest). 
Clemenceau also agreed to cede control over 
d.ll of Palestine to Britain. Thus, at the Peace 
Conference at San Remo in 1920, Prince 
F aisal witnessed the division between Britain 
and France of the Arab territories for which 

Footnotes at end of article. 
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he had fought. Despite its prior promises of 
an independent Arab caliphate·, Great Brit
ain was not about to relinquish control over 
the vast oil deposits of Arabia. 

JULY, 19 2 8 : THE RED LINE AGREEMENT 

After World War I, American oil companies 
did not Willingly accept exclusion from the 
vast oil reserves of the Middle East by the 
British and the French. They pressed the 
Department of State to intervene on their 
behalf, and through the release of highly 
dubious projections of an imminent oil 
shortage, they managed to arouse concern 
about what was to be the first of several 
"energy crises." Thus, in January, 1920, the 
U.S. Geological Survey warned that "the 
position of the United States in regard to oil 
can best be characterized as precarious." 
This was followed by a spate of authoritative 
stories in the press predicting that the 
United States would totally run out of oil by 
1925 and thereupon be totally dependent on 
Britain for its supply. With public fears con
veniently rising, the State Department began 
quietly to negotiate with the British Foreign 
Office on behalf of the American oil com
panies. America's participation in the war, 
the State Department argued, gave it some 
rights to the fruits of victory in the Middle 
East. Britain finally relented under pressure 
and agreed to give American companies a 
share of the Turkish Petroleum Company, 
which held valuable concessions in Iraq. Un
der the negotiated arrangement, Exxon, 
Mobil and Gulf would receive 23.75 per cent 
of the stock; s Anglo-Persian and Royal 
Dutch-Shell (both British-owned) would re
ceive 47.5 per cent; the Compagnie Fran<_taise 
des Petroles (owned by French interests) 
would receive 23.75 per cent; and the re
maining 5 per cent would be retained by 
Calouste Sarkis Gulbenkian, the Armenian 
financer who had founded the prewar Turk
ish Petroleum Company (and fused into it 
the Shell, Royal Dutch, and Rothschild 
interests).' 

There was a catch, however. To prevent 
continued competition in the search for and 
development of Middle Eastern oil, Gulben
kian and his British partners insisted on a 
"self-denial" clause, by which the partners
Exxon, Mobil, Gulf, Anglo-Persian, Royal 
Dutch, and Compagnie Frangaise-would 
agree not to develop independently any oil 
resources in a large portion of the Arab ter
ritories. When the oil companies, meeting in 
Ostend, failed collectively to agree on the 
exact boundaries of the area to be excluded 
from future development by each of them 
individually, Gulbenkian marked a large area 
with a red line (see map) and said, "That 
was the Ottoman Empire which I knew in 
1914. And I ought to know. I was born in it, 
lived in it, and served it. If anybody knows 
better, carry on." All the participants ac
cepted the red line as the boundary (the 
state Department tacitly endorsed its ac
ceptance by the American companies) and 
the framework was set for the development-
and nondevelopment--of Middle Eastern oil. 

Years later, David I. Haberman, one of 
the prosecutors in the Department of Jus
tice's aborted case against the oil companies, 
was to testify: " [ P] rev en tion of competition 
was the sole purpose of many of the principal 
provisions of [the Red Line Agreement]. 

The present nation states within the Red 
Line are: 

Yemen Arab Republic. 
Saudi Arabia. 
Jordan. 
Israel. 
Lebanon. 
Syria. 
Turkey. 
Iraq. 
United Arab Emirates. 
Oman. 
Peoples Democratic Republic of Yemen. 
Cyprus. 

Qatar. 
Bahrain. 

SEPTEMBER, 1928: THE GROUSE SHOOT 

Less than two months after the Red Line 
Agreement was signed, the heads of the three 
most powerful oil combines in the world met 
in Achnacarry, Scotland-under the pretext 
of shooting grouse-and arranged to elimi
nate most of the remaining competition 
within the world's burgeoning oil industry. 
The proximate cause of the meeting was a 
price war in India between Royal Dutch
Shell and Standard Oil of New York which, 
though settled, demonstrated that free com
petition could easily lead to the collapse of 
existing oil prices. Whereas the Red Line 
Agreement precluded competition in the pro
duction of Middle Eastern oil, it didn't deal 
with the problem of competition for mar
kets. Thus, at Sir Henri's castle at Archna
carry, the "Big Three" laid the basis of a car
tel which would control the marketing of the 
world's oil. The· basic means for accomplish
ing this was the "As Is" principle, under 
Which all agreed that all present and future 
markets would be divided among them exact
ly according to the shares of world markets 
they held in 1928. This meant, in effect, that 
no matter what concessions or geographic 
advantage any one company obtained, its 
share of the market would remain constant, 
and there would be no competition between 
them (and whatever other companies joined 
the "As Is" arangement). The outcome of 
these negotiations was an unsigned docu
ment which specified principles for eliminat
ing "destructive competition" and creating, 
as one Department of Justice lawyer subse
quently testified, "a grand policy blueprint 
for a corporate world government of the 
petroleum industry .... " The Achnacarry 
meeting was followed by a Venezuelan ar
rangement whereby a "conservation board" 
set production limits and which, under the 
guise of oil conservation, enforced cutbacks 
in Latin American production to maintain 
world prices and "stability." "As Is" com
mittees were set up in both New York and 
London to administer the necessary produc
tion quotas and to coordinate distribution 
of the world's oil. Through the efforts of 
these two "committees," the cartel controlled 
virtually every aspect of the production, re
fining, and marketing of the bulk of the 
world's oil for the next decade. 

DECEMBER 1931: AN "OPEN DOOR" TO SHUT OUT 

COMPETITION 

Even though the Red Line Agreement had 
successfully prevented the development of 
oil in a large part of the Middle East, includ
ing Saudi Arabia, an uncontrollable spate 
of oil strikes in Texas, Venezuela, and Rus
sia confronted the cartel with the specter 
of a gigantic glut of oil in the early 1930's. 
When Gulf Oil, which was largely owned and 
controlled by the Mellon family, attempted 
to gain a concession in the British protector
ate of Kuwait (which had been specifically 
excluded from Gulbenkian's red line), it 
further threatened the "stability" of world 
oil prices, since Kuwait was sitting atop what 
was perhaps the world's largest and most ac
cessible oil pool. (The ruling sheik had al
ready received considerable "baksheesh," in
cluding a $4,000 Sunbeam convertible, from 
Gulf's intermediates.) But the British Co
lonial Office, under pressure from Anglo
Persian Oil, sought to disqualify the conces
sion that Gulf was negotiating on the ground 
that mineral rights in British colonies were 
restricted to British subjects and corpora
tions. Gulf, not without influence in Herbert 
Hoover's Washington, asked the State De
partment to intervene. In response, Secretary 
of State Henry L. Stimson telegraphed in
structions to Ambassador Mellon in Lon
don-of the same family holding a major in
terest in Gulf-to invoke the "Open Door" , 
policy. Supposedly, the "Open Door" policy 
was instituted to allow free competition 

among American and foreign firms overseas, 
but the arrangement that Mellon negotiated 
with British Foreign Secretary Simon for 
Gulf Oil in Kuwait had quite the opposite 
effect. Whereas the final 1933 agreement gave 
Gulf and Anglo-Persian each 50 per cent of 
Kuwait's resources, it gave Anglo-Persian 
(and the British government, which owned 
a controlling interest in it) virtually com
plete control over the schedule for develop
ing the vast oil pool. Moreover, it bound Gulf 
not to use its share of Kuwaitian oil to com
pete With Anglo-Persian, or attempt to 
change the existing division of the world 
market. Thus, the Achnacarry "As Is" agree
ments were further extended to Gulf and 
Kuwait. To compensate Gulf for restricting 
production from Kuwait, Anglo-Persian fur
there agreed to sell to Gulf crude oil from its 
Persian fields at the same price Kuwaitian 
oil would cost. In· keeping with the cartel's 
policy of reducing the "glut," Anglo-Persian 
avoided drilling major wells in Kuwait until 
after Word War II (and Guf agreed to resell 
a share of its oil to Royal Dutch subsidiaries, 
thereby maintaining the status quo). The 
"Open Door" was thus used by Mellon and 
British interests to shut out competition. 
AUGUST, 1933: GOLD SOVEREIGNS FOR A SHIEK 

While the Red Line Agreement prevented 
the participants from competing among 
themselves for the oil within the restricted 
area, it did not stop outsiders from com
peting with the cartel. Thus, in 1928, Stand
ard Oil Company of California, after failing 
to find oil in Mexico, Venezuela, Ecuador, 
the Philippines, and Alaska, moved as a last 
resort into the Middle East, and purchased 
the concession from Gulf to explore the 
Arabian island of Bahrain. (Gulf, a signer of 
the Red Line Agreement, could not itself 
develop its Arabian concessions.) The dis
covery of low-cost crude on Bahrain turned 
the attention of Standard Oil of California 
to the domes of Saudi Arabia-only twelve 
miles from the Bahrainian domes which had 
spouted oil. For a small cash consideration, 
Harry St. John Philby-a sometime British 
agent and Ford dealer in Saudi Arabia with 
close connections to Shiek Abdullah, who 
was finance minister to King Ibn Saud
agreed to quietly negotiate a concession for 
Standard Oil of California while at the same 
time reassuring British interests that the 
concession had no chance of being granted. 
(Philby apparently needed the money for 
the education of his children-among them 
Kim, who in World War II and several years 
thereafter continued the family tradition of 
double-agentry.) Ibn Saud, not trusting 
Westerners fully (though Philby had con
verted to Islam), demanded that the down 
payment for the concession be in gold sov
ereigns. And though Dean Acheson, then 
under secretary of the Treasury, turned 
down Standard Oil's request for permission 
to export gold, its agents obtained the gold 
in London and secretly shipped it to Jeddah 
to consummate the deal. 

While it immediately became clear that 
Saudi Arabia possessed immense reserves of 
oil, Standard Oil of California had virtually 
no ready market for it, given the neat divi
sion of existing world markets by the cartel. 
Thus, in 1937, Standard Oil of California 
gave a 50 per cent interest in its Arabian 
concession to Texaco, which had been given 
a fixed share of the Far Eastern markets in 
return for subscribing to the "As Is" agree
ments. Subsequently, after World War II, 
as Arabian oil became the most important 
reserve of oil in the world, further shares 
were given to Exxon and Mobil in which was 
now called the Arabian-American Oil Com
pany (ARAMCO). In return, Standard Oil of 
California and Texaco received a large share 
of the cartel's quota for marketing oil. 

Exxon became concerned that its market 
share in Europe might be threatened by the 

Footnotes at end of article. 
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ARAMCO concession. It therefore offered to 
share its superior market in Europe with the 
ARAMCO partners-Standard Oil of Cali
fornia and Texaco. In return Exxon would 
get a share of ARAMCO. 

Although there was at first considerable 
doubt on the part of some executives of 
ARAMCO, they finally decided that a guar
anteed share of the European markets would 
be more profitable than competition or even 
a price war with Exxon. ARAMCO was thus 
expanded to include two more American par
ticipants: Exxon and Mobil. 

As matters turned out however, Mobil and 
Exxon were more interested in reducing the 
threat of Arabian oil to their market (by re
stricting ARAMCO's production) than they 
were in allowing the original ARAMCO part
ners a share of their markets. 

1939: THE USES OF DRY HOLES 
The world depression plunged the price of 

oil in the 1930'~ to 10 cents a barrel and the 
plethora of new discoveries in Texas and the 
Mexican Gulf made it imperative for the in
ternational cartel ruthlessly to suppress oil 
production elsewhere. The Iraq Petroleum 
Company (!PC) which controlled the Middle 
Eastern oil within the boundaries of the Red 
Line Agreement thus drilled a series of per
sistently unproductive dry holes in northern 
Iraq and Syria from 1929 to 1939 even though 
one of the largest pools of oil in the world 
was discovered in southern Iraq in 1928. 

The mystery of these dry holes was clari
fied by a Federal Trade Commission investi
gation in 1952 which found by subpoenaing 
the secret files of the American members of 
the cartel that IPC engineers in Iraq were 
specifically instructed to drill exploratory 
wells only in formations which geological 
surveys indicated had virtually no possibility 
of yielding oil. As IPC's general manager in 
Iraq put it "We have been steadily comply
ing with the letter of the Mining Law by 
drilling shallow holes on locations where 
there was no danger of our striking oil. . . ." 

Thus, IPC could both conform to its obli
gations to the Iraq government in drllllng a 
set number of exploratory wells each year 
and, at the same time, be assured of not dis
covering oil and thereby adding to the prob
lem of oversupply. 

The FTC's finding, and the documents 
from the archives of the American partici
pants in !PC which supported it, were cen
sored from the commission's report on 
grounds of "national security." The same 
technique of "dryholing" also allowed Anglo
Persian Oil to avoid developing Kuwaitian oil 
(which was discovered in 1938) until after 
World War II. Indeed, until the outbreak 
of hostilities in World War II closed down 
most of the oil fields of the Middle East, 
the main activity of the cartel, reflected in 
reports from its London and New York co
ordinating committees, was to systematically 
avoid the "discovery" or development of more 
Middle Eastern oil. Its chief worry remained 
"glut." 

FEBRUARY 14, 1945: RENDEZVOUS ON 
GREAT BITTER LAKE 

The cartel's control over the world's oil 
supply was seriously threatened in 1945 by 
the accelerated development of the immense 
oil reserves of Saudi Arabia by Standard Oil 
of California and the Texas Company, which 
were not restricted by either the Red Line or 
the Achnacarry agreements. During the war, 
Britain attempted to undermine the Ameri
can concession there by sending a detach
ment of troops (under the pretext of bat
tling the Arabian locust) and by promising 
King Saud financial aid. The American com
panies appealed to Washington for help on 
the ground that Arabian oil would become 
increasingly important as American reserves 
were depleted. Roosevelt was persuaded. He 
declared that "the defense of Saudi Arabia 
is vital to the defence of the United States," 
extended lend-lease aid to King Saud, and 
warned Churchill not to interfere with Amer-

lean interests in Arabia. He further set up, 
under the strong influence of Secretary of 
the Interior Harold Ickes, a government
owned corporation to finance a pipeline from 
the Persian Gulf to the Mediterranean and 
also acquire a large share of the concession 
itself. The government takeover of Arabian 
oil was quietly but effectively undermined 
by the oil companies, however.5 Subsequently, 
financial aid to King Saud was provided by a 
tax device whereby oil companies would pay 
increased "taxes" to Saudi Arabia, but 
then would be allowed to deduct the full 
payment as a "tax credit" from the amount 
of taxes they owned the U.S. Treasury. In 
effect, the oil companies simply laundered 
aid to Saudi Arabia from the U.S. govern
ment. 

Roosevelt met King Saud on his return 
from the Yalta Conference to make the Amer
ican interest in Saudi Arabia abundantly 
clear-to Britain as well as to King Saud. 
When Saud raised the issue of Palestine, 
F.D.R. promised that the U.S. government 
would not change its policy on Palestine 
without prior consultation with both the 
Jews and the Arabs. American hegemony 
over Arabian oil was thus achieved. Two 
months later, Roosevelt died (and in 1948 
his successor, Harry Truman, recognized 
Israel). 

THE CARTEL AT ITS ZENITH 
As the 1950's began, the seven global cor

porations that comprised the oil cartel, the 
"seven sisters," accounted for more than 
one-half the world's crude production (out
side Russia and her satellites), two-thirds 
of the world's privately owned tanker fleet, 
more than half the world's refining capacity, 
and dominated "downstream" marketing of 
petroleum products. 

The cartel's control of Middle Eastern crude 
was almost absolute. Following is the list 
of major oil concessions there as of 1950. The 
list, based on FTC studies, shows the oil 
companies involved and their respective 
shares of each concession's output. 

ffiAN 
[In percent) 

Concessionaire: Anglo-Iranian Oil Co., Ltd., 
owned by: 

British Government_________________ 56 
Royal Dutch-Shell___________________ 22 
Various individuals__________________ 22 

Total ___________________________ 100 

SAUDI ARABIA 
(In percent) 

Concessionaire: Arabian American Oil Co., 
owned by: 

Standard of California_______________ 30 
Texaco ----------------------------- 30 
Exxon ------------------------------ 30 
Mobil ------------------------------ 10 

Total--------------------------- 100 
BAHRAIN, QATAR 

[In percent) 
Concessionaire: Bahrain Petroleum Co., 

owned by: 
Standard of California_______________ 50 
Texaco ----------------------------- 50 

Total ___________________________ 100 

CYPRUS, LEBANON, TRANS-JORDAN, SYRIA, ffiAQ, 
TRUCIAL OMAN, DHOFAR OMAN, ADEN PROTEC· 
TORATE HADRAMUT 

[In percent] 
Concessionaire: Iraq Petroleum Co., owned 

by: 
Royal Dutch-ShelL _____________ _ 
Anglo-Iranian (see above)------
Compagnie Fra.nc;aise des Petroles_ 
Exxon-------------------------- 
Mobil --------------------------
Calouste Sarkis Gulbenkian _____ _ 

23.75 
23.75 
23.75 
11. 875 
11.875 
5.00 

Total----------------------- 100.00 

KUWAIT 

[In percent) 
Concessionaire: Kuwait Oil Co ., owned by: 

Anglo-Iranian (see above)----------- 50 
Gulf ------------------------------- 50 

Total--------------------------- 100 
The Iraq-Saudi Arabia "neutral zone." 

Concession rights were held by the Iraq Pe
troleum Co. and Arabian American Oil Co., 
each of which had 50 per cent. 

The Kuwait-Saudi Arabia "neutral zone." 
Concession rights were held by American In
dependent Oil Co. and Pacific Western Oil 
Co., each of which had 50 per cent. 
AUGUST 11, 1953: THE FLIGHT OF THE SHAH 

The oil cartel had taken full advantage of 
wartime allocations administration in both 
Washington and London to consolidate its 
control over the world's markets, and by 
1951, it had grown so powerful that not even 
the sovereign governments that supplied it 
with most of its crude could successfully defy 
it. Thus in the spring of 1951, when Prime 
Minister Mossadegh of Iran unilaterally na
tionalized the concessions and facilities of 
the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company, the British 
company withdrew its technicians (as well as 
key parts) from the Iranian wells and refin
eries, and other cartel members refused to 
supply Iranians with either tankers or mar
kets for their crude oil. The cartel was able 
to compensate for the loss of Iranian oil by 
increasing production in Iraq and Africa, but 
Iran was deprived of almost half of its na
tional revenues, and was forced to close down 
its single largest industry. Mo.ssadegh asked 
help from America, but the State Depart
ment tactfully refused. Dean Acheson, secre
tary of state in the outgoing Truman admin
istration, subsequently explained that even 
if the U.S. government wanted to cross Brit
ain-and the oil cartel-and restore Iranian 
oil production, it would still "require the 
cooperation of the major American oil com
panies, who alone, aside from Anglo-Iran
ian, had the tankers to move the oil"-and 
that "cooperation" would not be forthcoming 
in these circumstances. 

The National Security Council thus de· 
cided in 1953 that the impasse in Iran could 
be resolved only by returning control of Iran
ian oil to the major oil companies in America 
and Britain, which meant in effect that 
Prime Minister Mossadegh, who was becom
ing increasingly nationalistic, would have to 
be removed from power by one means or an
other. That same spring, Allen Dulles, direc
tor of the Central Intelligence Agency and 
brother of John Foster Dulles, secretary of 
state in the new Eisenhower administration, 
went for a "holiday" in Switzerland where 
he met in his rented v'illa with Loy Hender
son, the U.S. ambasador in Iran; Princess, 
Ashraf, the shah's twin sister; and Kermit 
Roosevelt, a specialist in clandestine activi
ties for the CIA. In the course of those secret 
meetings at the villa, a scenario was worked 
out for a change of power in Tehran. On 
August 6, 1953, National Security Council 
Action Memorandum 875b ordered a "solu
tion which would protect the interests of the 
free world in the Near East" (and instructed 
the attorney general to drop, in effect, pend
ing antitrust actions against cartel members 
so that they could act in concert in Iran).' 
On August 10, the shah sent an emissary on 
the futile mission of officially dismissing 
Prime Minister Mossadegh from office. 

Mossadegh retaliated, as expected, by ar
resting the emissary and denouncing the 
shah, who departed the following day for 
Rome to await the outcome of events. In 
Tehran, the departure of the shah signaled 
a. series of "spontaneous" uprisings against 
the Mossadegh regime which were generously 
assisted, if not perpetrated, by CIA opera
tives. The Iranian Army, also in contact with 
the CIA, immediately moved into Tehran 
to restore "order," and arrested Mossadegh. 
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On August 24, the shah returned to his 
capital, where he received a tumultuous wel
come. 

The overthrow of Mossadegh planned in 
Switzerland that spring had been achieved 
without bloodshed, but the restoration of 
the shah did not nullify the nationalization 
of Iran's oil. Indeed, the shah (with Ameri
can backing) was not about to return the 
concession to Anglo-Iranian Oil) which had 
changed its name to British Petroleum after 
the nationalization). The "American solu
tion," worked out by Herbert Hoover Jr., 
called for a consortium of international com
panies-dominated by Exxon, Shell, Gulf, BP, 
Socal, and Texaco--to operate Iran's oil in
dustry and to turn over to Iran a share of 
the profits. The consortium would supply 
BP with the amount of oil it produced 
from Iran before the nationalization. After 
some negotiations, the shah accepted the 
"consortium" arrangement as a means of 
relieving Iran's economy, by then in a des
perate shambles. The consortium agreement 
among the participants contained, however, 
a secret "Clause 28" which, in effect, allowed 
the carte,l members to limit or reduce Ira
nian produc,tion to maintain prices or rela
tive market shares.7 Thus, despite a de jure 
"nationalization," the cartel managed to 
maintain de facto control over the produc
tion of Iranian oil. 

FOOTNOTES 
1 In 1911, the Standard 011 Company was 

reorganized by antitrust decrees into five 
major corporations: Standard Oil of New 
Jersey (now known as Exxon); Standard 
Oil of New York (which merged with the 
Vacuum Oil Company and is now Mobil 
Oil); Standard Oil of California (or Socal); 
Standard 011 of Ohio; Standard Oil of 
Indiana; and Marathon 011. 

2 The company changed its name to Anglo
Iranian Oil in 1935 (when the shah renamed 
Persia Iran), and to British Petroleum in 
1954 (soon after Iran nationalized the British 
concession), or simply BP. For clarity and 
consistency, oil companies in this story are 
in most cases referred to by their present 
names. 

a Gulf eventually sold its share to Exxon 
and Mobil. 

4 Turkish Petroleum Company was subse
quently changed to the Iraq Petroleum Com
pany, or IPC. 

5 Financing was provided subsequently by 
Exxon and Mobil, which were then given a 
share of the Arabian-American Oil Company. 

a The criminal antitrust case against 
Exxon, Mobil, Texaco, Gulf, and Socal was 
subsequently downgraded to a civil case 
settled by consent agreement. 

7 The secret clauses were made public in 
1974 by the Senate Subcommittee on Multi
national Corporations chaired by Senator 
Frank Church. 

THE SECRET DEALS OF THE OIL CARTEL: 
THE RESISTIBLE RISE OF OPEC-PART 
II 

(By Edward Jay Epstein) 
In 1928, the three giants of the still young 

oil industry-Exxon (then known as Stand
ard Oil of New Jersey•, controlled by Rocke
feller interests), Anglo-Iranian 011 (con
trolled by the British government), and 
Royal Dutch-Shell (controlled by British 
banking interests)-combined into a supra
national cartel to avoid a spiral of "destruc
tive competition" for the world's oil markets. 
The basic "As Is" Agreement between the 
heads of the three companies worked out at 
Achnacarry Castle in Scotland required that 
they act in concert to preserve the existing 
division of markets, and maintain the "as 
is" ratio in new and developing markets. 

*For clarity and consistency, oil companies 
are in most cases referred to in this article 
by the names they ha-~·~ today. 

Moreover, to achieve maximum profitability 
and to restrict competition from outsiders, 
the Big Three agreed to pool their resources 
and provide one another with refined prod
ucts from the most proximate refinery 
(hence, the Pool Agreement). 

Through joint ownership agreements, in 
which other companies allowed the Big Three 
to control production and marketing deci
sions, the cartel gained complete control 
over the on concessions of Iraq, Kuwait, and 
Venezuela, where in times of "oversupply" 
they could cut exploration and production. 
To gain a share of the market, Gulf, Mobil, 
Texaco, and Standard Oil of California 
joined the "As Is" cartel. By 1959, the "Seven 
Sisters," as the cartel members came to be 
known, controlled not only most of the oil 
fields outside the United States but also the 
refiners, pipelines, and tankers. 

Although the actions of the seven com
panies appeared to grossly violate American 
antitrust laws (at least from the Justice De
partment's point of view), President Eisen
hower declared in a 1953 memorandum: "It 
will be assumed that the enforcement of 
the antitrust laws of the United States 
against the Western on companies operating 
in the Near East may be deemed secondary 
to the national interest." The Justice De
partment, accordingly, dropped the criminal 
antitrust action it had prepared against the 
cartel members, and the cartel was actively 
encouraged by the State Department to form 
a "consortium" to operate Iranian on facili
ties. 

As the international cartel moved into 
the 1960's, its fourth decade of operation, 
the main threat it confronted was neither 
antitrust suits nor even "nationalization" 
(for, as the case of Iran proved, the oil com
bine had the power to increase production 
in other countries while blockading the 
offending government), but the rise of pro
ducers independent of the cartel, such as 
Getty, Occidental, and state-owned compan
ies in Italy and Japan. For "independents" 
could provide alternate outlets for producing 
states, thus breaking the cartel's iron hold 
on the world's oil supply. This problem was 
gravely compounded in 1957 when Britain 
and France withdrew from Suez, and the 
colonial powers could no longer be relied on 
to prevent "independents" from moving into 
unexploi ted sheikdoms. 
JANUARY 22, 1954: OBSTRUCTION OF JUSTICE, 

AND A SECRET CLAUSE 
In 1952, after a grand jury search of the 

files of 21 oil companies, the Department of 
Justice developed a powerful antitrust case 
against the cartel members. But Iran had 
nationalized the British on concessions there 
only the year before, giving rise to a debate 
within the highest levels of the United States 
government about the national security in
terest in preserving the cartel's control of 
Middle East oil. 

The Department of Justice contended that 
"the cartel arrangements are in effect private 
treaties negotiated by private companies for 
whom the profit incentive is paramount. The 
national security should rest instead upon 
decisions made by the government with pri
mary concerns for the national interest." 

The Department of State, which opposed 
the antitrust suits, argued that criminal 
prosecution was "fraught with great poten
tial danger to the United ... [I)n both 
Venezuela and the Middle East a wave of 
economic nationalism which might endanger 
American interest is entirely possible [if the 
suits were to bring damaging information to 
light) ." 

Then, on January 5, 1955, just before he 
vacated office, President Truman informed 
Department of Justice prosecutors that the 
grand jury investigation had been terminated 
"solely on the assurance of General Omar 
Bradley [then chairman of the joint chiefs 
of staff] that national security called for tha't 

action." A civil suit was thus subSitituted for 
the criminal. prosecution. After President 
Eisenhower, and the CIA, had disposed of 
Iranian Premier Mossadegh and restored the 
shah to power, the United States was faced 
with a watershed decision-it could either re
turn the Iranian concessions to the cartel 
or it could turn over the concessions to 
American independent on companies. If the 
cartel retained control over the concess-ions, 
the government could be assured that oil 
prices would remain constant and not be 
"desettled." On the other hand, if American 
independent on companies took over, then 
one could expect widespread competition 
with the cartel. Iranian oil production would 
be greatly increased by the independents, and 
this seemed sure to lead to a collapse of world 
on prices. 

For the Department of State, Herbert 
Hoover Jr. argued persuasively that inter
national oil prices should not be "desettled." 
He thus worked out a "consortium plan" in 
which, according to testimony developed in 
hearings of the Senate Subcommittee on 
Multinational Corporations in 1974, the cartel 
members would be given the controlling in
terest over Iran's oil, with a small percent
age given away to American independents as 
"window dressing." 

A secret clause "Clause 28," would allow 
the dominant cartel members to check the 
production quotas of all the participants in 
the consortium and thus control the ex
ploration and production schedule of Iranian 
oil, thereby not "desettling" world oil prices. 
The consortium would then sell most of its 
oil to Anglo-Iranian Petroleum. 

In effect, then, the consortium arrange
ment would return Iranian oil to British 
Petroleum-and the control of the cartel. 
To expedite this arrangement it was neces
sary to guarantee the American oil com
panies that they would not be prosecuted for 
antitrust violations for participating in the 
consortium. On January 21, 1954, the Na
tional Security Council endorsed this ar
rangement and Vice-President Nixon briefed 
Lyndon Johnson, Sam Rayburn, and other 
congressional leaders on the decision. 

Majority Leader Johnson, however, showed 
great concern that the Iranian oil might find 
its way into the American markets, thus 
competing with Texas oil. Johnson was as
sured by Nixon and Secretary of the Navy 
Robert Anderson, another Texan, that Ira
nian oil would be sold only east of Suez and 
not reach American or European markets. 
To assure that this deal was kept, Johnson 
pushed an import-quota bill through Con
gress which limited the amount of oil that 
could be imported into the United States. 

This deal had two important consequences. 
First, it effectively ended the antitrust case 
against the on cartel. As President Eisen
hower pointed out in a Department of Jus
tice memorandum: "It will be assumed that 
the enforcement of the antitrust laws of the 
United States against the Western oil com
panies operating in the Near East may be 
deemed secondary to the national security." 
Second, by restricting imports of oil into the 
United States, Johnson assured that for 
twenty years domestic production would be 
used at capacity. 

If import quotas had not been introduced, 
the United States would have used more 
Middle East oil and thus would have had 
greater domestic reserves for use in emer
gency. 

1954: THE SQUELCHING OF ONASSIS 
The oil cartel ensured its hegemony over 

its far-flung concessions in the Middle East 
and Latin America through its ownership 
and control of the pipelines and tanker fieets 
necessary to transport the oil to the markets. 
By the 1950's, the Big Three cartel mem
bers-Exxon, Anglo-Iranian, and Royal 
Dutch-Shell-controlled 12 million dead
weight tons of tankers, which constituted 
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almost two-thirds of the privately owned 
tankers in the world. And most of the re
maining tankers were owned by or chartered 
to the other participants in the cartel 
through a myriad of subsidiaries. More
over, all the pipelines in the Middle East were 
owned by the members of the cartel. Thus, 
when Aristotle Onassis offered to commit a 
fl ~et of tankers to Saudi Arabia's use in 1954 
the cartel viewed it as a potential threat ~ 
their virtual monopoly of transport. 

By 1954, the cartel members and their sub
sidiaries, in retaliation, began canceling 
short-t erm charters for Onassis's ships. Not 
only were his ships lying idle, but he found 
himself suddenly beset with legal tangles. 
In New York, he was arrested at the Colony 
restaurant on charges involving his acquisi
tion of World War II ships. (He was subse
quently acquitted.) In France, he was sued 
by Spyridon Catapodis, a former associate, 
who claimed he was owed money and who 
now charged that he had distributed hun
dreds of thousands of pounds sterling in 
bribes to members of King Saud's court to 
obtain the tanker contract for Onassis. (The 
suit was eventually dismissed.) 

In 1955, realizing the futility of fighting 
the cartel, Onassis quietly backed out of the 
tanker deal with King Saud, and his ships 
once again carried oil for the cartel mem
bers on a contract basis. 

But technology would soon work against 
the cartel. Supertankers which could reduce 
the cost of trasporting oil by $1 a barrel were 
already on the planning boards. With inde
pendents like Onassis quick to order these 
oceangoing behemoths, it was to be only a 
few years before the oil-producing nations 
had practical alternatives to the cartel's 
shipping. 

OCTOBER 27, 1962: DEATH OF AN INTERLOPER 

The Suez debacle in 1956-1957-the direct 
intervention of Britain and France in Suez, 
and the humiliating withdrawal that fol
lowed--effectively ended the British sphere 
of influence in the Middle East and opened 
up the area to oil companies unaffiliated with 
the cartel. Among the "independents" who 
rushed in to seek concessions was Enrico 
Mattei, head of Ente Nazionale Idrocarburi 
(ENI ) , the Italian government-owned energy 
company. ENI, which had a large share of the 
Italian market and pipelines to other Euro
pean markets, presented a serious problem to 
the cartel. If Mattei succeeded in acquiring 
a large supply of crude oil in the Middle East, 
he threatened to break the price of oil in 
Europe-a price effectively maintained by an 
Exxon subsidiary. 

Mattei offered Iran an unprecedented 
"partnership" deal whereby Iran would par
ticipate in the concession without putting up 
initial capital. Iran granted Mattei explora
tion rights in areas in which concessions had 
not been granted to the "consortium," but 
the wells ENI drilled there failed to produce 
sufficient oil to fulfill Mattei's grand scheme. 

In the early 1960's, Mattei turned to the 
only available source not controlled by the 
cartel: the Soviet Union. He thus arranged, 
in 1961, to import almost 16 per cent of 
Italy's oil from the Soviet Union, and greatly 
to increase the flow once a Soviet pipeline to 
Italy was completed. Exxon-fearing a flood 
of cheap Soviet oil-persuaded the Kennedy 
administration that to supply steel pipe the 
Soviet Union needed to build the pipeline 
was to threaten the NATO alliance. As are
sult, President Kennedy prevailed upon West 
Germany and other allies to help prevent 
steel pipe from reaching the Communist bloc 
(even though they would be the beneficiaries, 
at least in the short run, of cheaper oil). 

In the fall of 1962, Exxon decided to make 
a deal with Mattei and offered oil from its 
Libyan concession in return for ENI 's re ject
ing Soviet oil. Exxon also agreed secretly to 
help finance Italy's Christian Democratic 
party-Mattei's party. 

Mattei seemed agreeable to ·this plan, and 

Exxon officials arranged for him to meet with 
President Kennedy in November. To facili
tate the detente, Unaer Secretary of State 
George Ball dined Mattei at the American 
Embassy in Rome and discussed the possi
bility of the United States' purchasing petro
chemical products from ENI. 

Before the new arrangement was settled, 
and a few days before his departure for the 
United States, Mattei's private plane crashed. 
The cause of the crash was not determined. 
SEPTEMBER, 1964: THE $100-MILLION DINNER 

The phenomenal growth of independent 
oil companies in the postwar years was a di
rect, and somewhat ironic, result of the 
cartel's need to dispose of large quantities 
of oil in order to keep their refineries running 
at full capacity. Thus, independent market
ing companies like Los Angeles-based Occi
dental Petroleum received from the supra
national producers generous allotments of 
refined products. As demonstr~ed by the 
shutting down of the Iranian fields in 1953, 
and reprisals that followed the British
French invasion of Suez in 1956, the inde
pendents tfound that the cartel's crude sup
ply could be pinched without notice and that, 
in consequence, their own supply was ex
tremely tenuous. With profits made from 
marketing the cartel's excess capacity, the 
independents sought their own concessions 
even though it meant directly competing 
with the cartel. While Enrico Mattei of EN! 
dealt with Iran and the Russians, Jean Paul 
Getty negotiated a concession in the Neutral 
Zone between Kuwait and Saudi Arabia; 
Standard Oil of Indiana began offshore ex
plorations in the Persian Gulf; and Phillips 
Oil moved into the Truclal States. 

But by far the largest pool of oil-and the 
most economically located in respect to the 
European markets--lay under the Libyan 
desert. Armand Hammer, perhaps the most 
enterprising of all the independents, decided 
to stake Occidental's fortune on obtaining a 
concession from the totally corrupt regime of 
Libya's King Idris. The attempt to gain the 
concession met with little success until Her
bert Allen, the Wall Street investment bank
er, offered in 1964 to put Hammer in touch 
with a Libyan who could arrange for Occi
dental to get the most valuable concessions 
through his connections with Libyan Oil 
Minister Fuad Kabazi (who was interested in 
obtaining some cash to finance a film he 
had written). The intermediaries for the deal 
were "General" Pegulu de Ravin, a Spanish
born swindler of some prominence in Europe, 
and Ferdinand Galle, a Czech-born promoter 
and bon vivant who was an acquaintance of 
Charles Allen, the founder of Allen & Com
pany, and Herbert Allen's brother. 

The principals met the "Libyan connec
tion" in London at Claridge's, and, according 
to sworn depositions in a subsequent law
suit, agreed to persuade the oil minister to 
grant the concessions to Hammer's company. 
(Oil Minister Kabazi, according to the depo
sitions, received $100,000 for his film On 
the Crest of the Dune from Galle.) 

Occidental was awarded the concession by 
the Libyan government in 1966 an d soon 
struck a major field. But just before Occi
dental's final offer was submitted, the Libyan 
government unilaterally canceled its agree
ment with Allen & Company, cutting Allen 
out of the deal. Allen & Company thereupon 
sued Occidental for $100 million for breach 
of contract. (That suit is still not resolved.) 

Occidental's strike in Libya was to become 
crucially important to Europe. After the Suez 
Canal was closed in 1967, it was the only 
"Middle East oil" located west of Suez. 

196 9 : BALANCING ACT 

In controlling the balance of the world's 
oil supply, the cartel faced the delicate prob
lem of restricting the development of its 
concessions so that it did not exceed project
ed demands for oil. Most "host" governments 
were demanding that oil production-and 

thus oil royalties--be increased in their re
spective countries, but the major oil com
panies operated on the theory that the mark
et for oil was a finite "balloon," and that an 
extraordinary production increase in any one 
concession area would have to be traded off 
against a decrease in another. 

In 1969, when the shah pressed the con
sortium to accelerate Iranian production by 
some 20 per cent a year (or by 2 million 
barrels a day of additional production by 
1973), the consortium members had to reck
on that, as a result, they would have to de
crease production, or at least the rate of 
growth, in their primary concessions. Spe
cifically, Exxon, Standard Oil of California, 
and Texaco thus were faced with the pros
pect of having to "trade off" Saudi-Arabian 
growth to satisfy the shah, thereby jeopard
izing their standing in Saudi Arabia. 

Similarly, Gulf Oil would have to restrict 
Kuwaitian development in order to favor 
Iran. Exxon had the additional problem of 
absorbing between 1 mUlion and 2 m1lllon 
barrels a day that the North Slope of Alas
ka was expected to produce. Thus, an anal
ysis by Standard Oil of California dated De
cember 6, 1968, gloomily concluded: "It will 
become exceedingly difficult, if not imposs
ible, to maintain relatively rapid growth in 
the high-level producing countries of the 
Middle East and still accommodate reason
able growth of crude production from new 
as well as old fields . . . outside the Middle 
East." 

In his testimony before the Senate Sub
committee on Multinational Corporations, 
George Piercy, a senior vice-pres1dent Cl! 
Exxon, expla.ined the dilemma: "If some ca
pacity was brought on anywhere else in the 
world . .. it is like a balloon and if you 
bring it on in one place, you punch it one 
place, something has to give someJWhere 
else .... The fact that oil was brought on 
here or there does not in any way mean that 
there was more consumption." 

Rather than expanding the balloon in 
Iran, the shah was thus turned down by the 
oil companies that controlled the consor
tium's production schedule. 

The State Department attempted to keep 
the restrictive clauses on the consortium 
agreement secret from the shah-in 1966 
Aoting Secretary Cl! State George Ball in
structed the American Embassy in Tehran 
"this sensitive subject should not become 
part of the argument with the Iranians"
but the shah W8IS apprised by the French 
company in the consortium (CFP) of the 
secret clause which allowed the cartel mem
bers to control Iran's production schedule. 
He vehemently protested to the American 
State Department, and on March 28, 1968, 
Under Secretary of State Eugene Rostow 
summoned executives from Exxon, Socal, 
Texaco, Mobil, and Gulf to Washington and 
bluntly warned them that the Middle East 
situation was deteriorating and could result 
in an "oil boycott." Under Secretary of State 
Eugene Rostow appealed to the majors to 
accommodate the shah's demand to increase 
production. 

The oil companies adamantly rejected this 
plea, contending that an increase in Iran 
might offend Saudi Arabia and Kuwait, 
since, to compensate, production would have 
to be cut in those countries. The consortium 
did switch from the Gregorian calendar to 
the Pers1an calendar. so that the shah could 
save face in meeting his five-year olanned 
schedule. but it flatly refused to "trade" 2 
mlllion barrels a dav of non-Arab oil for a 
like amount of Arabian oil. In hindsight. 1t 
is clear that if the cartel had acceded to the 
!'lh.l\h's demand in 1968 the Arab bovcott of 
1973 would have been less effective, if it 
would have been possible at a.ll. 

JUNE, 1967: PYRRHIC VICTORY 

After the armies of Egypt, Syria, and Jor
dan suffered humiliating defeats in their 
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six-day war against Israel, the Arab nations 
imposed an oil embargo against the United 
States and Israel's other allies ir1 Western 
Europe. Arab strategists counted on the em
bargo to pressure Israel into withdraWing 
from Jerusalem and the strategic areas it 
captured during the war. But within a week, 
it became clear that the West could ea.sily 
circumvent the Arab boycott. Algeria and 
Tunisia continued to sell oil to West Ger
many, while the oil companies compensated 
for the shortf.all in crude supplies by in
creasing production in Venezuela and 
Africa. 

More important, the United States, the 
chief target of the boycott, then produced 
more than 80 per cent of the oil it con
sumed at the time. Imports from the Middle 
East amoun ted to only 300,000 barrels a day, 
which could be obtained easily from non
Arab suppliers. With non-Arab oil producers, 
notably Iran, increasing their share of the 
market at the expense of Arab producers, 
Saudi Arabia and Kuwait gave up the em
bargo by the end of June, thereby effectively 
ending it. 

At a meeting in Sudan that August, Arab 
leaders came to realize that oil could be an 
effective political weapon only if all the pro
ducers-including such non-Arab nations as 
Iran, Venezuela, Nigeria, and Indonesia
acted in concert. The Organization of ·Petro
leum Exporting Countries (OPEC) , which 
until that time was reviewed mainly as an 
instrument for negotiating production sched
ules with the cartel, suddenly took on new 
importance as a means of coordinating a 
boycott. 

FEBRUARY, 1970: OIL POLICY AND A 
PRESIDENT'S DILEMMA 

In the 1960's the United States moved 
from self-sufficiency in oil (indeed, with 
capacity to spare) to increasingly heavy de
pendence on imports. With consumption ris
ing at a compound rate and production flail
ing in the United States, it was clear in· 1969 
that the growing United States need for for
eign oil could pose a critical national · se
curity problem. Accordingly, less than two 
months after he took office President Nixon 
convened a special cabinet-level task force, 
headed by Secretary of Labor Shultz, to ex
amine the implications of and evaluate dan
gers inherent in the nation's oil policy. In 
what constituted perhaps the first intelll
gent attempt at contingency planning for an 
energy crisis, the Shultz task force reviewed 
the potential for an Arab oil boycott and 
pointed to the feasibility of developing 
"spare capacity" in the naval oil reserves in 
Alaska (which could produce 2 million bar
rels a day) and California, building huge 
storage capacity in steel tanks and salt 
domes, and gradually developing other 
sources of oil (such as shale and coal sands). 
The report concluded, perhaps too optimisti
cally-since it was based on projections pro
vided by Exxon and other major oil compa
nies-that the presiden t could mitigate the 
threat of a politically motivated oil boycott 
by using flexible tariffs to encourage oil im
ports from more stable (and less hostile) 
sources of supply, thereby lessening Ameri
ca's dependence on Arab sources. 

In the con t ingency planning of the task 
force , the prob ability of an Arab boycott was 
weighed against the likeliness of the Arabs' 
being able to achieve unity on a specific 
issue. The report reasoned: "It is possible 
that th e Arab st ates might band together as 
they d id briefly in 1967 to b an oil shioments 
to specified Western countries. If the boy
cott were brief or were directed selectively 
against only one or two importing countries, 
total supply would remain adequate. Thus, 
to have a problem, one must postulate some
thing approaching a total denial to all mar
kets of a ll or most Arab oil. The probable 
duration of any such concerted action may, 
however, be limited by the difficulty of main-

taining political cohesion in the face of sac
rifice of immediately needed revenues and 
the risk of losing market share to exporters 
not participating in the boycott." 

What the t ask force did not foresee was 
the possibility that non-Arab exporters would 
join in the boycott in order to raise the price 
of fuel, even at the risk of offending the 
oil-consuming powers in the West. 

Even before the president officially received 
the report, however, the oil companies 
brought pressures to bear on the White House 
opp osing any change in the existing import 
quota system, which maintained artificially 
high prices in the East Coas t markets. In
deed, when Exxon learned that the task 
force was going to propose a revision in the 
quota system, which limited the amounts of 
oil that could be imported, it hastily revised 
the projections it presented, thus undercut
ting its data base. 

In March~ 1970, President Nixon expressed 
his appreciation to the t ask force, but, taking 
into account the oil companies' fear that re
visions in the quota system would "destabi
lize" the American market, he decided not to 
implement its recommendations. Thus, as 
the gap between America's oil consumption 
and its dwindling production grew wider, the 
government failed to implement, or even re
study, its contingency plan. 
JANUARY 11, 1971: THE GO-BETWEEN GETS 

AN ANTITRUST EXEMP'It:ON 

· The 1969 coup in Libya by Colonel Qad
dafi seriously interrupted the political bal
ancing act of the international oil companies 
in the Middle East. Qaddafi demanded 50 
cents a barrel more for Libyan oil because, 
since it was located west of the Suez Canal, 
it involved lower transportation costs. More
over, Libyan crude was "sweet"-it had a rel
atively low sulfur content. For a brief time 
the international oil companies in Libya 
con sidered closing down the Libyan fields by 
purposely provoking Qaddafi, and thus re
ducing the projected world "glut" of oil 
James Akins, the State Department's oil ad
viser, counseled against this action, arguing 
that the European allies, especially France, 
Italy, and Germany, would never allow the 
Libyan fields to be closed down, and if nec
essary would nationalize the tankers owned 
by the international oil corporations rather 
than be denied oil from just across the Medi
terranean. Under State Department pressure, 
the oil companies finally agreed to pay a 
"premium" to Libya because of t he freight 
advantage. 

To extract even better terms, Qaddafi next 
applied the screws to the independent com
panies operating in Libya and drawing almost 
their entire supply from Libyan fields. Oc
cidental, the largest independent, asked 
Exxon to replace the crude supplies it would 
lose in nationalization if it failed to meet 
Qaddafi's terms. Exxon, however, refused 
this request. With its entire supply of oil at 
risk in Libya, Occidental therefore agreed to 
pay a total t ax to Libya of 58 percent of the 
posted price per barrel. Until that time, none 
of the oil companies had paid more than 50 
percent of the posted price in taxes to any of 
the host governments. Once t h e independ
ents broke the 50 percent barrier in Libya, 
the majors took Qaddafi's term. Immediate
ly the Persian Gulf nations-Iran, Saudi 
Arabia, Kuwait, and others-demanded simi
lar terms. The international oil companies 
were thus caught in a "ratchet"-Libya could 
extract better and better terms from the in
dependents operating there and the majors 
operating in the Persian Gulf would be forced 
to agree to those terms. 

In an attempt to present a unified front 
against both Libya and the Persian Gulf 
producers, John J. McCloy obtained a busi
ness review letter from the Department of 
Justice which again exempted the oil com
panies from anti-trust prosecution. The shah 
of Iran, however, strongly objected on polit
ical grounds to global negotiations between 

the oil companies and the OPEC producers. 
He thus obtained State Department approval 
to "unhinge" the Persian Gulf from the ne
gotiations. Instead, there were to be separate 
negotiations in Libya and Iran. World oil 
prices thus "leapfrogged" from the increas
ingly stiff demands of Libya to those of the 
Persian Gulf producers and back again, with 
the effective "take" of the producing gov
ernments rising in a few short years from $1 
per barrel to $3 per barrel. The international 
cartel, no longer able to control the world's 
tankers, refineries, and markets because of 
the intrusion of independent operators, found 
that it no longer controlled the concessions 
in the Middle East. 

NOVEMBER 30, 1971: EMPffiE AT SUNSE T 

The dominance of the cartel in the Per
sian Gulf was based on British military 
power after 1928. But after the fiasco in Suez 
in 1956-1967, in which British and French 
troops were humiliatingly forced to with
draw under American and Russian pressure, 
Great Britain began a full retreat from the 
Middle East which culminated in 1971. 

Iran succeeded Britain as the dominant 
power in the Persian Gulf and thus Britain 
turned over on November 30, 1971, the stra
tegically important Greater and Lesser Tunb 
Islands to Iran, along with the island of 
Abu Musa. Although these islands were 
mainly occupied by poisonous snakes, they 
dominated the channel through which 75 
per cent of Europe's oil floated each day. 

Since these islands were claimed by Arab 
states, the British transfer of these islands 
caused a wave of anger in the Arab countries. 
The shooting incident on Greater Tunb 
aroused Libya's strongman, Qaddafl, who 
blamed the British for Iran's takeover. Qad
dafi tried but failed to rally other Arab states 
for a point assault to expel the Iranians. His 
frustration was part of a chain of events 
that led to Qaddafi's abrupt nationalization 
of British oil interests in Libya on Decem
ber 7, 1971. 

OCTOBER 7, 1973: THE YOM KIPPUR WAR 

The world supply of and demand for oil 
had by 1973 been too precariously balanced 
by the international oil companies. Two days 
after the Egyptian attack on Israel , the Arab 
producers jointly ordered a 25 per cent cut
back in production and a total embargo 
against imports by the United States, thus 
producing a critical shortage of oil in the 
world. As countries desperately competed for 
the oil that was available from Iran, Nigeria, 
and South America, the price of oil quad
rupled from $2.50 a barrel to more than 
$10 a barrel. 

MARCH 25, 1975: THE NEW CARTEL 

The cartel formed by the seven oil com
panies comprising the internation al cartel 
could exist only so long as it retained control 
over the vast reserves of Middle East oil. And 
control over Middle East oil depended, in 
turn, on the cartel's power to shut down 
any con cession that refused to abide by its 
production and pricing decisions, as it did 
in Iran in 1951. This required that the cartel 
have ample "spare capacity" available to 
replace the oil lost through a shutdown. 

Until 1968, these "seven sisters" had enor
mous "spare capacity"-in the United States 
alone there was a "spare capacity" of 4 
million barrels a day as recently as 1967. 
This meant, in effect, that in a crisis Amer
ica could provide Europe and Japan with up 
to 4 million barrels a day. 

After 1968, however, a number CYf factors, 
ranging from the decline in American re
serves to the cutting off of the Trans-Arabian 
Pipeline by a Syrian bulldozer driver, had 
combined effectively to eliminate the world's 
"spare capacity." Moreover, independent oil 
companies provided oil-producing countries 
with alternative means of shipping and mar
keting their oil. When Colonel Qaddafi dem
onstrated that the "independents" could be 
compelled to give in to the demands of the 
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governments in 1971, he also exposed the 
fact that the cartel no longer had the power 
to shut down concessions. Even before the 
Yom Kippur war, then, the old cartel was 
quietly displaced by a new cartel, composed 
of the governments of the oil exporters 
gathered in the Organization of Petroleum 
Exporting Countries, or OPEC. 

The OPEC cartel's imperatives, however, 
were based more on precarious political ob
jectives than on fairly rational principles of 
economics. The main suppliers of oil in 
OPEC-Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Abu Dhabi, 
Iraq, et al.-were committed, at least in their 
rhetoric, to using oil as a "weapon" to under
mine Israel's position in the Middle East and 
to restore Arab prestige. 

Thus, what had been a fairly stable system 
of distributing Middle Eastern oil under the 
old cartel was transformed into a political 
instrument under the new-a situation which 
was both dangerous and unpredictable. 

OPEC's UNCERTAIN FuTURE: WHEN POLITICAL 
IMPERATIVES REPLACE EcONOMIC GoALS 

From the Achnacarry pact in 1928 to the 
Yom Kippur war in 1973 the old corporate 
cartel had more or less maintained the price 
of Middle Eastern oil-and even reduced it 
in comparison with the price of Western 
industrial goods. The cartel members did not 
maintain low prices for altruistic reasons, 
but out of enlightened self-interest. Not only 
did oil at $2 or less a barrel encourage utili
ties and other fuel users to switch from coal 
to oil, but, more important, it discouraged 
new entries and competition from going into 
the oil business. Oil was known to exist in 
Alaska, offshore on the Atlantic coast, and 
under the North Sea, but it simply wasn't 
feasible for competitors of the cartel to de
velop these resources if oil could be sold 
for only $2 a barrel. The cartel could enforce 
low prices and unfeasible conditions for com
petitors by simply opening the "spigots" on 
a Texas gulf and thereby driving down the 
world price of oil. 

Rather than see Alaska, the North Sea, 
and other uncharted areas of the world de
veloped, the seven sisters preferred to main
tain a relatively low price on crude and to 
make their profits from shipping, refining, 
and marketing oil, on which the Middle East
ern countries received no tax or royalties. 

In contrast, the new cartel, OPEC, has 
been guided by political rather than eco
nomic logic. Thus, a unified OPEC in 1973 
raised the price of oil to $10 a barrel, 
quadrupling it from its earlier level. This 
satisfied the more nationalistic elements 
within the OPEC world, but it also has in
exorably forced the industrial world to search 
for new sources of energy. The Alaskan pipe
line, delayed by both ecological groups and 
congressional resistance, was speeded along 
by President Nixon; the 2 million barrels a 
day which the Alaskan pipeline will carry 
into American markets almost equal the 
amount of oil imported from Arab nations. 
The development by British Petroleum and 
other international oil companies of fields 
under the North Sea will make Britain and 
the Scandinavian countries almost complete
ly independent of Arab sources for their oil 
by 1980. 

The OPEC cartel will thus be faced with 
a now-familiar dilemma-it can either cut 
prices well below present levels and thereby 
retard, if not undermine completely, pro
duction of oil in Alaska and the North Sea, 
or it can cut back its own production by 4 
million or more barrels a day to balance the 
entry of new supplies of oil. 

Each alternative is politically unpalatable, 
to say the least. If the OPEC nations reduce 
the price of oil, it will be viewed by their 
populations--especially the Arab nations-as 
a humiliating defeat and will possibly un
settle the regimes. On the other hand, only 
a few of the OPEC nations can afford to cut 
production su1ficiently to balance the flow 

of oil from Alaska and the North Sea. Vene
zuela, Ecuador, Nigeria, and Iran cannot cut 
oil production by significant amounts with• 
out destroying their ambitious plans for in• 
dustrial growth or, in the case of Venezuela 
and Nigeria, lowering their standards of liv• 
ing. Saudi Arabia and Kuwait are the only 
OPEC nations which could cut production 
su1ficiently to counterbalance the new sources 
of oil. But if they were to cut their produc
tion by, say, 4 million barrels a day, they 
would also have to reduce drastically their 
plans for military and industrial growth-an 
especially difficult choice to make confronted 
with the growth of rivals in Iran and Iraq. 
{Saudi Arabia, for example, has a $140-billion 
five-year development plan.) 

Even at current high prices, oil producers 
such as Saudi Arabia and Libya have cut back 
production so drastically that they are actu
ally receiving less money today than they 
would have been receiving at 1973 production 
levels under the 1973 negotiated price of 
$5.66 a barrel. 

Since no single nation in the Persian Gulf 
area can be expected to reduce its standard 
of living for the benefit of its rivals (as Saudi 
Arabia has in effect reduced its standard for 
the benefit of Iran), what can be expected 
is the breakdown in the solidarity of OPEC. 
Unlike the corporate cartel, the nation mem
bers of OPEC all have different political am
bitions and goals. And sooner rather than 
later, the countries currently cutting back 
production for the sake of maintaining the 
price may restore production, thus depress· 
ing the world price of oil. The future of the 
political cartel thus seeins destined to be a 
good deal more uncertain and short-lived· 
than that of the economic cartel. 

ARMS CONTROL EXPERT SAYS 
TURKISH BASES NOT ESSENTIAL 
FOR MONITORING SALT AGREE
MENTS 
(Mr. SEIBERLING asked and was 

given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and to in
clude extraneous matter.) 

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, in the 
current campaign by the administration 
to obtain a partial repeal of the condi
tiona! ban on the shipment of U.S. weap
ons to Turkey, the argument is being 
made that certain bases in Turkey are 
essential in order to police the strategic 
arms limitation agreements and to mon
itor the testing of missiles by Russia. 
Having learned from sad experience 
that assertions of this sort cannot always 
be taken at face value, I consulted with 
Dr. Herbert Scoville, Jr., former Assist
ant Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency for Scientific Intelligence and 
Deputy Director for Research. Dr. Sco
ville has also served as Assistant Director 
for Science and Technology of the U.S. 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
and as Technical Director of the Armed 
Services Special Weapons Project in the 
Department of Defense. He 5.s currently 
secretary of both the Arms Control As
sociation end the Federation of Ameri
can Scientists. 

In the opinion of Dr. Scoville, the 
Turkish bases have only marginal util
ity in verifying past and future SALT 
agreements. He believes that other ob
servation sites and satellites would be 
more useful. He concludes that SALT 
cannot be reasonably used as a justifica
tion for making decisions on our Turkish 
aid program. 

Subsequent to our discussion, Dr. Sco-

ville has written me a letter settL"'lg forth 
his comments in some detail. The full 
text of his letter follows these remarks: 

JULY 20, 1975. 
DEAR CONGRESSMAN SEmERLING: This is in 

answer to your request for my views on the 
usefulness of our Turkish bases for verifying 
the SALT agreements. I understand that it 
has been argued that these bases are essen
tial for ensuring that the Russians are not 
violating the SALT I ABM Treaty and In
terim Agreement on Offensive Weapons and 
that they are also necessary if we are to 
verify any future agreements deriving from 
the Vladivostok Accords. 

While there is no doubt that the Turkish 
bases provide useful information on cer
tain aspects of the Soviet military complex, 
to say that they are essential for verifying 
past or future SALT agreements would appear 
to be such an exaggeration as to raise ques
tions as to the sincerity of those making 
the statements. 

First, with respect to the ABM Treaty, the 
bases would appear of marginal if any value. 
A glance at the globe will show their unsuit
ability for observations of the Soviet ABM 
Test Site at Sary Shagun, which is on Lake 
Balkash about 2000 miles east of Turkey. 
That country is far less satisfactory for ob
serving activities at the Test Site than would 
be bases in countries directly to the south. 
Turkey is not a good location for observing 
whether their radars are being tested in the 
ABM mode or their SAM missiles are being 
tested against incoming ballistic missiles. 
It has no value at all for verifying deploy
ment of ABMs. While the Turkish bases are 
closer to the Russian ICBM, IRBM, or MRBM 
test launch areas, which are north of the 
Caspian Sea, information on such firings 
that might come from the Turkish bases 
is not of any great value in verifying the 
ABM Treaty. 

The Turkish bases provide no information 
relative to the Interim Agreement on Of
fensive Weapons, since this agreement only 
freezes deployment of offensive missiles, not 
their development or testing. Information on 
deployment comes from observation satel
lites, not from surface observation posts. 
Thus, the Turkish bases have little if any 
value in verifying either of the SALT I 
Moscow Agreements. 

It is harder to be so categorical relative 
to future agreements, since details on these 
are still unknown. However, looking at the 
Vladivostok Accords, it is doubtful whether 
the bases can be very important. As with the 
Interim Agreement, the bases have no rela
tion to the ceiling on deployment of de
livery vehicles. 

They could be of some value relative to the 
ceiling on MIRVd missiles, since a factor here 
is what types of missiles have been tested 
with MIRVs. However, the key observation 
to deterinine this is, however, not at the 
launch end of the test range, but at the re
entry point which occurs on the Kamchatka 
Peninsula in the Pacific Ocean. Both of 
those areas are subject to observation from 
US ships or land areas. It is these locations, 
not the Turkish bases, which have provided 
the information that the Secretary of De
fense has used to announce Soviet MIRV 
tests. If observation of the launch areas were 
essential, then verification would be im
possible, regardless of whether we had the 
Turkish bases, since there is nothing to 
prevent the Russians launching from one of 
their operational sites far from the Turkish 
bases. Finally, there are other land areas 
closer than Turkey for observing the cur
rent Soviet missile test launch area to the 
north of the Caspian Sea. 

In sum, the Turkish bases have only mar
ginal utility in verifying past or possible 
future SALT agreements. Other observation 
sites and satellites would appear much more 
useful. SALT cannot be reasonably used as 
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a justification for making a decision on our 
Turkish aid program. 

HERBERT SCOVILLE, Jr., 
Former Assistant Director of CIA for 

Scientific Intelligence and Deputy Di
rector for Research. 

NUCLEAR POWER IMpORTANT IN 
MEETING FUTURE ENERGY 
REQUIREMENTS 
(Mr. PRICE asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, on July 11, 
1975, the Honorable Frank Zarb, Admin
istrator of the Federal Energy Adminis
tration-FEA-delivered an important 
speech before the Commonwealth Club 
of California on the subject of nuclear 
power. In his speech, which follows my 
remarks, Mr. Zarb brought out very 
clearly the fact that nuclear power con
tinues to be one of our safest, cleanest, 
and most reliable sources of energy. He 
also identified the major _ difficulties 
presently impeding the growth of this 
vital new energy source and offers a 
number of constructive suggestions for 
resolving these difficulties. I was par
ticularly pleased to see that is is antici
pated that FEA will provide a focal point 
within the administration to assure that 
nuclear power plays its proper role in 
the Nation's energy future. I commend 
Mr. Zarb for making this speech which 
strongly reaffirms the national decision 
to fully utilize nuclear energy to help 
meet our Nation's future energy 
supplies: 
ZARB SPEAKS ON NUCLEAR ENERGY: NUCLEAR 

POWER, A TIME FOR DECISION 

(Remarks of the Honorable Frank G. Zarb, 
Administrator, Federal Energy Admin
istration, Before the Commonwealth Club 
of California, Sheraton-Palace Hotel, 
Market and New Montgomery Street, San 
Francisco, California, July 11, 1975) 
Thank you for inviting me to speak to 

you today. 
Not long ago I gave a speech before the 

National Coal Association in which I argued 
for a balanced approach to energy decisions. 
After describing the truly staggering eco
nomic impact of continued dependence on 
imported oil, I related a succession of per
sonal experiences that illustrated the 
problem of achieving that approach. 

First, I have been told by some people 
that we should avoid accelerated develop
ment of the Outer Continental Shelf, and 
instead rely on coal, the Naval Petroleum 
Reserves and Nuclear Energy. 

Then, during a congressional hearing I was 
told that we should avoid accelerated coal 
development, and instead rely on the Naval 
Petroleum Reserves, nuclear energy, and the 
Outer Continental Shelf. 

And then I was told by other members 
of Congress that we should avoid developing 
the Naval Petroleum Reserves now, and in
stead rely on nuclear energy, the Outer 
Continental Shelf and coal. 

This explains why it is so hard to put 
together a balanced energy program that 
provides enough energy to reduce our 
dependence on imported oil. Everybody 
tends to approach the problem from his own 
viewpoint. 

Industry people become locked into the be
lief that their industry alone can assure the 
Nation's energy salvation. People with sin
cere environmental concerns get locked into 
a stance in opposition to development of a 
particular resource, be it coal, nuclear power, 

or offshore oil, because of concern that in
sufficient measures will be taken to safe
guard public health and the environment. 

The answer has got to be balance: between 
our energy and our environmental needs; be
tween efforts to conserve energy and efforts 
to develop new supplies; and, finally, between 
the various,. abundant sources that the Na
tion has at its disposal. 

The United States possesses extensive re
sources of fossil fuels--oil, natural gas and 
coal-and each must contribute to our energy 
needs in the years and decades ahead. 

When our proved and potential reserves of 
crude oil and natural gas are added together, 
estimates compiled recently by the U.S. Geo
logical Survey for FEA indic-ate that we have 
from 35 to 50 years' supply of gas and from 
19 to 32 years' supply of oil-at current con
sumption rates. 

We must provide adequate incentives to 
maintain and hopefully to increase domestic 
production. At the same time, increasingly, 
we must turn to coal and nuclear power, the 
fuels we have in most abundance. 

Estimates by the U.S. Bureau of Mines in
dicate that we have 434 billion tons of coal
enough to maintain current coal production 
for well over 700 years. And, even if we 
achieve our aim of doubling coal production 
by 1985, we would still have more than 350 
years' supply. 

But, although we can use more coal for 
many purposes, it alone can't fill our needs. 

Fortunately, our energy resources of ura
nium are largely untapped, so we have yet 
another major energy source to help fill fu
ture demand. In fact, assuming successful 
implementation of breeder reactors, these re
serves are at least ten times as great as the 
energy available from coal. 

Tapping these resources-both coal and 
uranium-requires that we solve the many 
problems that are now hampering their use. 

This afternoon, I would like to focus on 
one of those two resources-nuclear power. 
Nuclear power can be and should be one of 
the major keystones of our energy supply 
strategy in the years to come. At the same 
time, it must be one of our safest and clean
est sources of energy. 

The debate between advocates and oppo
nents of increased development of nuclear 
power appears, in some respects, to be even 
more emotional, even more heated, than 
debates on other energy resources, such as 
coal and offshore oil. Perhaps this is because 
the potential hazard in the case of nuclear 
power-.namely, radiation-is newer to us 
and less tangible than the hazards of air 
and water pollution from coal and oil. 

Certainly it's true that, for more than a 
quarter of a century, nuclear energy has 
been most closely associated in the public 
mind with two devastating bomb blasts that 
brought World War II to an end and opened 
the door to the so-called nuclear age. And 
it's true that, in the years of atmospheric 
testing and political uncertainty that fol
lowed, the nuclear age, for most people, 
meant, simply, the threat of nuclear war. 
So, from the outset nuclear energy has been 
laden with popular emotion. 

But we can't base our energy policy on 
emotion-we must base it on hard facts. 
And these are the facts: 

One-the risk-to-benefit ratio of nuclear 
power in regard to public health is favor
able, and like other forms of advanced tech
nology will be publicly viewed as such, as 
we go forward with its development. 

Two-there is no way we can continue to 
provide the electricity needed by our Nation 
in the coming years without the responsible 
expansion of our nuclear resources; and 

Three--electricity from nuclear power is 
a bargain compared to other sources of elec
tricity, even with all costs included, such as 
insurance and safe disposal of radioactive 
waste. 

Today-in the second year of the energy 

crisis-the second year of buying foreign oil 
at an annual rate of more than 25 billion 
dollars-it is high time to set aside emotion 
and examine rationally these and the other 
facts of energy life. Based on those facts, in 
regard to nuclear power, we should deter
mine to get on with the job of utilizing this 
vital, clean and abundant energy resource. 

In short, it's time for reasonable and com
petent people to work out any remaining 
questions in the development of nuclear 
power and get on with its productive use. 

Now, some people argue that the question 
of nuclear power is beyond the comprehen
sion of the average citizen-that we should 
leave consideration of it to the scientists who 
understand and deal with its technicalities. 
Yet these same people then seem to want 
only a minority of scientists to be heard. 
This is the argument of many proponents 
of nuclear delay. 

These proposals would halt construction 
of new nuclear plants while various com
mittees of scientists and other experts study 
and debate and draft reports for another two 
to five years, and then, presumably, educate 
the rest of us so that we could then make 
a responsible decision. 

This approach ignores two basic facts. 
First, that we already have behind us 20 
years of successful experience, demonstrating 
that civilian nuclear power is safe, clean, 
and represents an important and vital dimen
sion of this nation's energy future. 

And, second, we have in place today one of 
the most comprehensive sets of laws and 
regulations to assure that nuclear power 
continues to be one of our safest, cleanest 
and most reliable sources of energy; and the 
recent separation of the regulatory and de
velopmental functions of the Atomic Energy 
Commission and establishment of the inde
pendent Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
should assure continued and effective en
forcement of these laws and regulations. 

I think a judgment on these matters is 
within the understanding of the average citi
zen, and further that it can be made now
without waiting 2 or 5 more years. A deci
sion to stop further development-to go 
through more studies, debates and reports
is a decision to ignore these facts, to turn 
the clock back two decades, and to start all 
over again where we were 20 years· ago. 

In my opinion, the U.S. Government's pro
gram to develop nuclear power has been one 
of the greatest technological achievements 
ever fostered by the American system-under 
both Democratic and Republican Adminis
trations. Some of the milestones are worth 
considering: 

.The Truman Administration's basic deci
sion in 1945 placed development of atomic 
energy under civ111an control with a charter 
to make its benefits available for peaceful 
use . 

The Eisenhower Administration's policies' 
led to the successful construction of the 
world's first commercial nuclear plant ail 
Shippingport, sponsored jointly by the Fed
eral Government and private industry. 

The Kennedy and Johnson Administra
tion's policies helped to develop, in coopera
tion with industry, more advanced reactor 
concepts. As you know this has been con
tinued by succeeding Administrations. 

And most recently, the Ford Administra
tion's decisions can be cited: to set a goal of 
at least 200 nuclear power plants on line by 
1985; to encourage the production of en
riched uranium by private industry, and to 
endorse recommendations made by the Pres
ident's Labor-Management Committee aimed 
at accelerating the construction of both coal 
and nuclear power plants, encouraging re
search and development to improve the reli
ability and availability of plants. 

During all of this 30-year period, the laws 
regulating the use of civilian nuclear power 
have been continually strengthened and im
proved-by both the executive and legisla-
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tive branches of government-so that we now 
have one of the safest and most thoroughly 
regulated technologies ever. And we are con
tinuing to improve it. 

Let's look for a minute at the question of 
nuclear plant safety and try to put it in per
spective. Despite the tremendous amount of 
adverse publicity given to hypothesized ac
cidents and their potential consequences for 
the health and safety of the public, the 
safety of the nuclear power industry is with
out parallel. 

No radiation injury or death has resulted 
from the operation of any licensed U.S. nu
clear power plant. 

The unprecedented safety record of the 
nuclear industry-covering many types and 
designs of nuclear facilities dispersed among 
many organizations throughout America
was not achieved by chance. 

From the start, we recognized and faced 
up to the high level of standards for work
ing with nuclear power. As a result, the nu
clear industry is one of the safest in the 
world to be employed in. 

Achievement of this safety record depend
end on formal and rigorous regulatory and 
public surveillance programs that are with
out parallel in the history of any technology. 

There are more assessments involving 
safety-more factual data on actual and po
tential problems-in the nuclear industry 
than in any other energy industry. Nuclear 
hazards are far better understood than those 
of thousands of widely used chemical and 
biological agents. 

Each year a United States citizen is ex
posed to an average of 182 units of radia
tion. Natural radiation-both cosmic and 
terrestrial-accounts for 109 units. Another 
73 units come from medical x-rays and thera
peutic radiation. As of today, the operation 
of all of our nuclear powerplants-55 op
erating installations-and all of their sup
porting activities add less than one-tenth 
of a single radiation unit to that average. 

Of all pollutants our society introduces 
into the environment, none is so thoroughly 
monitored-nor are the consequences of any 
so well understood-as radiation. 

The environment is being observed and 
checked constantly and extensively to guar
antee that our food, air, soil and water are 
kept free of harmful radioactive contami
nation. The results of these surveys are 
published monthly by the Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

In all nuclear !ac111ties, people with po
tential exposure to radiation wear exposure
measuring devices to assure that their cumu
lative exposure is limited to permissible levels. 
From its inception, the nuclear industry in 
this country has maintained exposure records 
for every person who has worked in a nuclear 
facility-the equivalent of a record of the 
number of cigarettes smoked by every 
smoker in the nation, or a record of all the 
carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide and sulfur 
every American has breathed over the past 
quarter of a century. 

Not only do we have better records of our 
exposure to radiation than to other pollut
ants, but our knowledge of radiation's bio
logical effects probably exceeds that of almost 
every chemical or physical agent. And that 
knowledge is constantly expanding-with a 
Federal research budget of some $90 million 
per year. 

All this is not to suggest that we should 
rest on our laurels. We must continue to be 
vigilant so that the procedures and methods 
that have been so effective in the past will 
be equally successful in the future. The 
likelihood of serious reactor accidents is very 
small and will continue to decrease as the 
benefits of design standardization, improving 
quality assurance, and continuing safety re
search are realized. 

Despite this record and these facts, popular 
doubt persists about nuclear power-doubt 
fed by criticisms that, though generally sin-

cere and well-intentioned, are all to fre
quently ill-founded in substance and 
hysterical in tone. 

In other words, the obstacles to a rational 
public dialogue on nuclear power are difil.
cult to overcome. But dialogue must proceed, 
and it requires that we deal with those as
pects of nuclear power that have become 
focal points of concern, such as disposal of 
waste products from nuclear powerplants. 

Again, the fact-as opposed to the fiction
is reassuring. There is much confusion in 
the public mind on this point. The spent 
fuel discharge from reactors is not waste-it 
is chemically processed to extract the ura
nium and plutonium, which represent a large 
energy resource. The waste remaining from 
the chemical separation is extremely small. 
A single aspirin tablet has the same volume 
as the waste produced in generating seven 
thousand kilowatt hours-which is about one 
person's share of the country's electric output 
for an entire year. 

Compared to large quantities of other 
harmful materials, the volume of nuclear 
waste is miniscule. Of course, we must guar
antee that this waste is safely and responsibly 
stored, over extended periods of time. 

Some people argue that we must have an 
ultimate means of waste disposal before pro
ceeding to build any more plants. But the 
record of the past twenty years shows that 
nuclear wastes can be handled with an ex
cellent record of public health and safety. 

Right now, the Energy Research and De
velopment Administration, has a major pro
gram underway to determine even more per
manent ways to store it. 

Improved waste disposal methods utiliz
ing waste concentration and solidification 
are in use today. And still better processes 
are under development and expected to be in 
commercial use in the 1980's. The important 
thing is that we have adequate, safe storage 
methods that meet reasonable ·requirements, 
while we explore the best means for ultimate 
disposal of wastes. 

Another subject that has recently moved 
up on the nuclear "worry list" is plutonium 
safeguards. 

Although adequate safeguards are certain
ly necessary for more widespread use of nu
clear power, they've still been the subject of 
a lot of misinformation. 

During the past 30 years, thousands of 
pounds of plutonium and highly enriched 
uranium have been in widespread use in re
search reactors, experimental facilities, nu
clear powerplants and weapons programs. It 
has been produced, shipped, fabricated, pro
cessed and stored safely without diversion. 

Still, in view of the increased frequency of 
terrorist activities and the proliferation of 
nuclear weapons capability among the na
tions of the world, public concern is under
standably aroused. The Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission and ERDA are conducting a 
comprehensive study of current safeguards 
and of possible changes to improve theh: 
effectiveness for the future. Obviously, such 
improvements will be pursued and imple
mented. 

However; this does not mean we should 
stand still while even more effective systems 
of safeguards are being studied. 

Providing proper safeguards has major in
ternational implications. Large quantities of 
plutonium already are deployed throughout 
the world in nuclear weapons, and increas
ing quantities are coming into commercial 
use. A ban on plutonium recycling within the 
United States would not guarantee us pro
tection against its illicit use, because the 
material could be obtained abroad. 

Another aspect of safeguards that con
cerns some people is the medical hazards of 
plutonium. Now there is no doubt that plu
tonium, because of its radioactivity, must be 
handled with great care, as must other haz
ardous substances such as arsenic and mer
cury. However, tha evidence of more than 

30 years of plutonium processing in U.S. 
civilian and military facilities convinces us 
that the need for care in handling should not 
prevent us from extracting the enormous 
energy in plutonium. 

Indeed, when one hears the frequent claim 
that "plutonium is the most toxic substance 
known to man," he ought to ask: "How many 
recorded deaths are attributable to the toxic 
nature of plutonium?" The answer is: none. 

I've been talking up until now primarily 
about the risks of nuclear power, as com
pared to other risks. Let's spend a few min
utes on its benefits. 

The basic benefit, of course, is that it uses 
a largely untapped domestic fuel resource 
and hence helps free us from dependence on 
foreign imports. A second benefit, especially 
important in these times of rising prices, is 
that electricity generated by nuclear power is 
cheaper than that generated by burning coal, 
oil or gas. 

In 1974, Northeast Utilities in New England 
reported $140 million in savings to its cus
tomers from operation of its nuclear power
plants. Commonwealth Edison in the Chicago 
area reported a $100 million savings, and 
Florida Light and Power a $140 million sav
ing. The Atomic Industrial Porum reports 
that, in 1974, nuclear power saved the Amer
ican consumer more than $800 million in 
electric bills. 

Some critics claim that nuclear power
plants are unreliable, and are out of ~ervice 
so much of the time that customers are pay
ing for a lot of idle capacity. Nuclear plants, 
in fact, are not as productive as had been 
expected, but they will become more pro
ductive with experience, improved quality 
control and design standardization. It is im
portant to note that the majority of down
time of nuclear power plants has been due 
to problems primarily in the non-nuclear 
parts of their systems. 

A Federal Energy Administration study of 
nuclear and fossil powerplant productivity 
han identified many actions that can be taken 
by industry and government to improve pro
ductivity of both nuclear and fossil plants. 

One of our top priority programs at FEA 
is to implement these actions on a timely 
basis so that utilities and their customers 
will reap the benefits of improved produc
tivity in this decade. However, even if no 
improvement were made in nuclear plant 
productivity, nuclear power would still be a 
bargain for the consumers. 

We must continue to resolve public issues 
in a manner that preserves our essential 
freedoms. The issues involved in nuclear 
power are vital to this Nation, and they must 
be resolved. But there is a real danger that 
we will wind up studying them to death
that by direct or indirect action, or inaction, 
we will wind up with an unnecessary and 
counterproductive moratorium on building 
nuclear powerplants. 

In our judgment, a moratorium, despite 
intentions to limit it to a brief span of 
years, could well weaken the country's capac
ity to produce nuclear powerplants to the 
extent that nuclear power would be !ore
closed as a major energy option in this 
country. 

The effect of such a course on our overall 
energy situation and on the economy-on 
employment, on our level of oil imports, on 
balance of payments and so forth-could be 
devastating. 

And we should be mindful that, regardless 
of the course we choose to take in the 
United States, other members of the world 
community will move ahead in their in
creasing use o! nuclear power. Given this 
fact, can we afford not to proceed ourselves? 
And would our own best interests not be 
served, in the increasingly nuclear-powered 
world o! the future, by maintaining the tech
nological lead which other nations will 
follow? 

We are satisfied that the excellent public 
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health and· safety record of nuclear power 
in America reinforces the decision taken by 
this Administration to move forward prompt
ly-but with care and control-toward an 
expanded use of nuclear power. 

We have, after all, only a few practical op
tions in our lifetime for sustaining essential 
supplies of reliable, economic and clean 
energy, even for the most urgent of our needs. 
Elimination of grossly wasteful energy con
sumption practices and employment of maxi
mum conservation efforts will help, but we 
still must satisfy almost all of our energy 
needs from oil, gas, coal and nuclear sources. 

Unfortunately, less than 5% of our total 
energy comes from the 55 nuclear plants 
that are now operating, although ne-arly 188 
others are being built or have been planned. 

Despite the vital need, many new plants 
have been delayed or cancelled outright by 
the utilitie,s over the past two years, p:rl
marily because of shortage of capital and 
uncertainty as to projected load growth and 
the energy policies of the State and Federal 
governments. 

The President and leaders of both labor 
and industry have urged that immediate 
steps be taken to expedite completion of 
these nuclear plants. They know that each 
plant represents a real saving equal to 12 
million barrels of oil a year--or, at current 
rates, about $144 million of imports. 

They know that the price of those imports 
is American jobs and American productivity 
and American security from another, more 
devastating embargo. 

Beyond this, they know that the ready 
availability of domestic energy at reason
able costs is necessary if the United States 
is to realize its great goals for the last 
quarter of the Twentieth Century: to seek 
full employment, to sustain and improve our 
standard of living, to extend the benefits of 
a productive Nation to its less fortunate 
citizens, to preserve our finite resources for 
their most useful purposes, and to restore, 
sustain and enhance our environment. 

And they know that attaining those goals
or even making meaningful progress toward 
them-requires commi.tment to the con
tinued development of the nuclear power 
industry. 

That commitment must be made by all 
segments of American society-by business 
leaders, by labor leaders and by public of
ficials at every level. We in the Federal 
Government must demonstrate our com
mitment to this goal by developing a coher
ent and coordinated national policy for the 
safe, clean use of nuclear power. In a recent 
speech before the Edison Electric Institute 
in Denver, Colorado, Bill Anders, Chairman 
of the Nuclear Regulatory Commission called 
for the establishment of a focal point for 
all Federal efforts in this regard. 

We at the FEA anticipate that, in con
junction with the Commission and the 
Energy Research and Development Adminis
tration, we will provide such a focal point-
assuring the policy analysis and coordination 
necessary at the federal level to see that 
nuclear power plays its proper role in our 
energy future. · 

But, ultimately, if that role is to be realized, 
the commitment to the use of nuclear power 
must engage the American people as a whole. 

By rigorously applying tough health and 
safety standards and by fostering techno
logical developments that will enable us to 
meet ever rising standards, government must 
guarantee the public that nuclear power re
mains the safe source of energy that it has 
proven to be thus far in its history. 

Our national commitment on nuclear 
power cannot coexist with the myths of fear 
that have too often surrounded questions of 
nuclear energy in the past. Rather, it de
pends upon an accurate perception of the 
facts of nuclear power and a clear-sighted 
view of the contribution it can, and must, 
make to this Nation's future. 

It will be a vital part vf our job in govern
ment to see to it that those myths are 
rightly dispelled and that the true facts of 
nuclear power fully justify the role we en
vision for it in the years ahead. 

Thank you. 

SCHOLARSHIP AWARDED TO ENID 
MARIE BULLOCK AND SUSAN 
EILEEN SCHADE 

(Mr. ALBERT (at the request of Mr. 
HALL) was given permission to extend 
his remarks at this point in the REcORD, 
and to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the Na
tional Secretaries Association has for 
several years sponsored a worthwhile 
scholarship program for outstanding 
high school students interested in be
coming secretaries. Recently, the District 
of Columbia Chapter of the National 
Secretaries Association awarded Barbara 
G. Wendt, CPS, Scholarships to Enid 
Marie Bullock of Capitol Heights, Md., 
and Susan Eileen Schade of District 
Heights, Md. Both girls will attend the 
Washington School for Secretaries 

I am especially proud of Miss Bull~ck's 
being awarded a scholarship since she is 
a former student of CARL ALBERT High 
School in Midwest City, Okla., where she 
received numerous scholastic honors. 

I want to congratulate both Susan 
Schade and Enid Bullock on this impor
tant event in their lives. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. MATSUNAGA (at the request of 

Mr. O'NEILL) , until 5:30 p.m., on account 
of illness. 

Mr. JoNES of Alabama, for an indefinite 
period, on account of the death of a 
member of his family. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. SISK, for 30 minutes today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. MITCHELL of New York) to 
revise and extend their remarks and in
clude extraneous rna terial:) 

Mr. CoNABLE, for 15 minutes, on July 
31, 1975. 

Mr. KEMP, for 15 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. HALL) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Mr. GONZALEZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. AszuG, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. RoDINO, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. METCALFE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WoLFF, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BARRETT, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. MEZVINSKY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BuRKE of Massachusetts, for 10 

minutes, today. 
Mr. BRADEMAS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. HOLTZMAN, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. KocH, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr BEDELL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DODD, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. SHARP, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. Moss, for 5 minutes, today. · 
Mr. STOKES, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. JOHN L. BURTON, and to include 
extraneous rna tter, notwithstanding the 
fact that it exceeds two pages of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD and is estimated 
by the Public Printer to cost $1,876.50. 

Mr. WHITTEN, and to include extrane
ous matter in his remarks made in Com
mittee today. 

Mr. OTTINGER, to include a letter from 
FTC. 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia, on Sen
ate Joint Resolution 23, restoring post
humously full rights of citizenship to 
Gen. R. E. Lee. 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. MITCHELL of New York) and 
to include extraneous matter:) 

Mr. GuDE. 
Mr. YouNG of Alaska in two instances. 
Mr. ARCHER in two instances. 
Mr. CARTER. 
Mr. BIESTER. 
Mr. DERWINSKI in three instances. 
Mr. ARMSTRONG. 
Mr. RoussELOT in two instances. 
Mr. WHALEN in two instances. 
Mr. HEINZ. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. 
Mr. HYDE. 
Mr. DICKINSON. 
Mr. RHODES in two instances. 
Mr. PEYSER in two instances. 
Mr. SHUSTER. 
Mr. KEMP in two instances. 
Mr. BROYHILL. 
Mr. FRENZEL in three instances. 
Mr. BURGENER. 
Mr.SYMMS. 
Mr. DEL CLAWSON. 
Mr. SARASIN in two instances. 
Mr. SPENCE. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. HALL) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. GoNZALEZ in three instances. 
Mr. ANDERSON of California in three in-

stances. 
Mr. BEDELL. 
Mr. RosEN"I:HAL in two instances. 
Mr. SoLARZ in three instances. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA in two instances. 
Mr. FRASER in three instances. 
Mr. EILBERG. 
Mr. WE.~VER in two instances. 
Mr. DE LUGO. 
Mr. RYAN. 
Mr. EDGAR. 
Mr. WRIGHT. 
Mr. RICHMOND in two instances. 
Mr. MEZVINSKY. 
Mr. JENRETTE. 
Mr. HAWKINS in two instances. 
Mr. BuRKE of Massachusetts. 
Mr. MIKVA. 
Mr. STARK in two instances. 
Mr. DING ELL in two instances. 
Mr. RANGEL. 
Mr. ZEFFERETTI. 
Mrs. BOGGS. 
Mr. BoNKER in two instances. 
Mr. FITHIAN. 
Mr. SIMON. 
Mr. SCHEUER. 
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Mr. BEARD of Rhode Island. 
Mr. VANDC 
Mr. HELSTOSKI. 
Ms. HOLTZMAN. 
Mr. MAZZOLI. 
Mr. TRAXLER. 
Mrs. SuLLIVAN in two instances. 
Mr. PATTISON of New York. 
Mr. MILLER of California in two in-

stances. 
Mr. MELCHER. 
Mr. BADILLO. 
Mr. McDoNALD of Georgia in two in-

stances. 
Mr. FOUNTAIN. 
Mr. McCoRMACK. 
Mr. MINETA in three instances. 
Mr. STOKES in two instances. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to an enrolled bill and joint resolu
tions of the Senate of the following 
titles: 

S. 435 . An act to amend section 301(b) (7) 
of the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended, to change the marketing year 
for wheat from July 1-June 30, to June 1-
May 31; 

S.J. Res. 41. A joint resolution to provide 
for the reappointment of Thomas J. Watson, 
Jr., as citizen regent of the Board of Regents 
of the Smithsonian Institution; and 

S.J. Res. 42. A joint resolution to provide 
for the reappointment of Dr. John Nicholas 
Brown as citizen regent of the Board of Re
gents of the Smithsonian Institution. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accordingly 
<at 6 o'clock and 33 minutes p .m.> , under 
its previous order, the House adjourned 
until tomorrow, Wednesday, July 23, 
1975, at 10 o 'clock a.m. 

EXECUTrVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
commun ica tions were taken from the 
Speakers' table and referred as follows: 

1435. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting 
a draft of proposed legislation to amend the 
Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 
1811-31b), and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Currency and Hous
ing. 

1436. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior, transmitting n otice 
of the receipt of a loan application from the 
Wenatchee Heights Reclamation District, 
Chelan County, Wash., under the Small 
Reclamation Projects Act of 1956, pursuant to 
section 10 of the act [ 43 U.S.C. 422j]; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1437. A letter from the Commissioner of 
Indian Affairs, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend certain laws relating to livestock 
trespass on Indian lands; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

1438. A letter from the Comptroller, De
fense Security Assistance Agency, transmit
ting quarterly reports on foreign military 
sales direct credit and guaranty agreements, 
pursuant to subsections 36(a) (3) and (4) of 
the Foreign Military Sales Act, as amended 
f22 U.S.C. 2776(a)); to the Committee on 
Intern::t.tional Relations. 

1439. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting the annual report of the 
National Marine Fisheries Service for the 
year 1974, pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 742th; to the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries. 

1440. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting a draft of proposed leg
islation to amend the Public Works and Eco
nomic Development Act of 1965 to extend the 
authorizations for a 3-year period; to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transporta
tion. 

1441. A letter from the Secretary of Trans
portation, transmitting a draft of proposed: 
legislation to amend the Highway Safety Act 
of 1966 to authorize t\ppropriations, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Public 
Works and Transportat ion. 
RECEIVED FROM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL 

1442. A letter from the Comptroller General 
of the United States, transmitting a list of 
reports issued or released by the General 
Accounting Office during the month of June 
1975, pursuant to section 234 of the Legisla
tive Reorganization Act of 1970; to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

1443. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the Unit ed States, transmitting a 
report prepared by the joint financial man
agement improvement program on produc
tivity programs in the Federal Government; 
to the Committee on Government Opera
tion s . 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. FLOOD: Commit tee on Appropriations. 
Adverse repor t on H.R. 6461. A bill to amend 
certain provisions of the Communications Act 
of 1934 to provide long-term financing for 
the Corporatio:. .. for Public Broadcasting, and 
for other purposes; (Rept. No. 94-245, Pt. II). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
Hou se on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on Governmen t 
Operations. Report on housing for the el
derly : The Federal response {Rept. No. 94-
376) . Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. REUSS: Committee on Banking, Cur
rency an d Housing. H.R. 8650. A bill to assist 
low-income persons in insulating their 
homes, to facilitate Stat e an d local adoption 
of en ergy conservat ion st andards for new 
buildings, and to direct the Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development to under
take research and to develop energy con
servation performance standards (Rept. No. 
94-377). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. BERGLAND: Committee of Confer
ence. Conference report on S. 555 (Rept. No. 
94-378). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. DIGGS: Committee on the District of 
Columbia. H.R. 8719. A bill to provide for an 
amendment to the Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Regulation Compact to provide 
for the protection of the patrons, personnel, 
and property of the Washington Metropolitan 
Area Transit Authority; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 94-379) . Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union. 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 623. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of H.R. 4699. A bill to 
authorize appropriations for fiscal years 1976 
and 1977 for carrying out the Board for 
International Broadcasting Act of 1973 
(Rept. No. 94-380). Referred to the House 
Calendar. · 

Mr. YOUNG of Georgia: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 1324. Resolution pro-

viding for the consideration of H.R. 6844. A 
bill to amend the Consumer Product Safety 
Act , and for other purposes (Rept. No. 94-
381). Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 625. Resolution 
waiving points of order against H .R . 8773. A 
bill making appropriations for the Depart
ment of the Interior and related agencies 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, and 
the period ending September 30, 1976, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 94-382). Re
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. SISK: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 626. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of S. 846. An act to authorize 
the further suspension of prohibitions 
against military assistance to Turkey, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 94-383) . Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Mr. STAGGERS: Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. H.R. 8714. A bill to 
amend the Railroad Unemployment Insur
ance Act to increase unemployment and 
sickness benefits, and for other purposes; 
with amendment (Rept. No. 94-384). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. ARMSTRONG: 
H.R. 8789. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that mem
bers of a Reserve component of the Armed 
Forces will not be disqualified from taking 
the deduction for retirement savings because 
of their participation in the Armed Forces 
retirement system; to the Committ ee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ARMSTRONG {for himself, 
Mr. BAFALIS, Mr. EVANS of Colorado, 
Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. 
MADIGAN, Mr. MCCOLLISTER, and Mr. 
MeDoN ALD of Georgia) : 

H.R. 8790. A bill to limit the liability of 
a broker who sells any agricultural commod
ity on behalf of his principal when that com
modity serves as security for any loan made, 
insured, or guaranteed under a program ad
ministered by the Farmers Home Adminis
tration; to the Committee on Agriculture . 

By Mr. BINGHAM: 
H.R. 8791. A bill to prohibit all prior re

st raint against the exercise of first amend
ment rights except as specifically provided 
herein; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DE LUGO: 
H.R. 8792. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of the Interior to appraise the needs and 
opportunities for agricultural development 
in the Virgin Islands through irrigation and 
other technology; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. FOLEY (for himself, Mr. FRA
SER, Mr. HANLEY, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
REES, Mr. STARK, and Mr. CHARLES 
Wn.soN of Texas): 

H.R. 8793. A bill to amend the act of Au
gust 24, 1966, as amended, to assure huma.ne 
treatment of certain animals, and for other 
purposes; to the Cominittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr. MAz
ZOLI, Mr. ANDERSON of California, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. BERGLAND, 
Mr. CARNEY, Mr. CARR, Mrs. CHIS
HOLM, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. COLLINS Of 
Illinois, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DIGGS, Mr. 
DOWNEY 01 New York, Mr. EDWARDS 
of California, Mr. EILBERG, Mrs. FEN
WICK, Mr. FoRD of Tennessee, and 
Mr. HAMILTON): 

H.R. 8794. A bill to clarify the prohibition 
against making false statements in matters 
within the jurisdiction of a department or 
agency of the United States; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr. MAz

zoLI, Mr. HANNAFORD, Mr. HAWKINS, 
Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia, Mr. 
HELSTOSKI, Mr. JACOBS, Mrs. KEYS, 
Mr. KREBS, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. Mc
CLOSKEY, Mr. MAGUmE, Mr. MAT
SUNAGA, Mrs. MEYNER, Mr. MINETA, 
Mr. Moss, Mr. NEA1L, Mr. NIX and 
Mr. NOLAN}: 

H.R. 8795. A blll to clarify the prohibtion 
against making false statements in matters 
within the jurisdiction of a department or 
agency of the United States; to the com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. FRASER (for himself, Mr. MAz
ZOLI, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. PRESSLER, 
Mr. QUIE, Mr. REES, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. 
ROSENTHAL, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. RYAN, 
Mr. SANTINI, Mr. SARBANES, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mrs. 
SPELLMAN, Mr. STARK, Mr. WAXMAN, 
and Mr. WIRTH): 

H.R. 8796. A blll to clarify the prohibition 
against making false statements in matters 
within the jurisdiction of a department or 
agency of the United Sta.tes ; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GIBBONS: 
H.R. 8797. A bill to authorize the 101st 

Airborne Division Association to erect a mem
orial in the District of Columbia or its en
virons; to the Committee on House Admin
istration. 

By Mr. HINSHAW (for himself, Mr. 
KETCHUM, Mr. ASPIN, Mr. CARTER, Mr. 
RoE, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. FISH, Mr. 
BURKE of Massachusett s, Mr. HAR
RINGTON, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. MOAK
LEY, Mr. FULTON, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
ESCH, Mr. CARR, Mr. MITCHELL of 
Maryland, Mrs. SPELLMAN, and Mr. 
WHITE): 

H .R. 8798. A blll to provide that the U.S. 
Postal Service may not require the installa
tion of mailboxes at the curb line of residen
tial property in certain localities; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. LANDRUM: 
H .R. 8799. A bill to provide for rearranging 

the period for averaging business profits and 
losses, to prohibit the trafficking in net oper
ating loss carry-forwards, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. McCORMACK (for himself, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Mr. TEAGUE, 
Mr. MOSHER, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. 
HECHLER of West Virginia, Mr. BELL, 
Mr. FUQUA, Mr. WINN, Mr. SYMING
TON, Mr. FREY, Mr. THORNTON, Mr. 
ESCH, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. CONLAN, Mr. 
WAXMAN, Mr. HAYES of Indiana, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. AMBRO, Mr. Donn, Mr. 
KRUEGER, Mrs. LLOYD Of Tennessee, 
and Mr. WmTH) : 

H .R. 8800. A bill to authorize in the En
ergy Research and Development Administra
tion a Federal program of research, develop
ment, and demonstration designed to pro
mote electric vehicle technologies and to 
demonstrate the commercial feas-ibility of 
electric vehicles; to the Committee on 
Science and Technology. 

By Mr. McEWEN: 
H.R. 8801. A blll to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to increase the exemp
tion for purposes of the Federal estate tax, 
to increase the estate tax marital deduction, 
and to provide an alternate method of valu
ing certain real property for estate tax pur
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MELCHER: 
H .R . 8802. A bill to amend the Fair Credit 

Reporting Act with regard to prohibiting the 
inclusion of information of records of arrest, 
indictment, or conviction of crime in con
sumer reports under certain specified cir
cumstances; to the Committee on Banking, 
Currency and Housing. 

By Mr. METCALFE: 
H.R. 8803. A bill to amend section 518(b) 

of the National Housing Act for the purpose 

of extending the time period during which a 
mortgage had to be insured in order to re
ceive benefits under such section; to the 
Committee on Banking, Currency and Hous
ing. 

By Mr. MINISH: 
H.R. 8804. A bill to insure the right to an 

education for all handicapped children and 
to provide financial assistance to the States 
for such purpose; to the Commi·ttee on Edu
cation and Labor. 

By Mr. OBERSTAR: 
H.R. 8805. A bill to amend the Omnibus 

Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
to require as a condition of assistance under 
such act that law enforcement agencies have 
in effect :1. binding law enforcement officers' 
bill of rights; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. PATTERSON of California: 
H .R. 8806. A bill to govern the disclosure 

of certain financial information by financial 
institutions to governmental agencies, to 
protect the constitutional rights of citizens 
of the United States, and to prevent unwar
ranted invasions of privacy by prescribing 
procedures and standards governing disclo
sure of such information, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Banking, Cur
rency and Housing. 

By Mr. PATTISON of New York (for 
hiinself, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. ScHEUER, 
and M.r . TREEN) : 

H.R. 8807. A bill to authorize the States 
to carry out certain functions of the Sec
retary of the Army and the Chief of Engi
neers on int rastate waters ; to the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. PRICE (for himself and Mr. 
BOB WILSON) (by request): 

H .R. 8808. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to permit persons from selected 
foreign countries to receive instruction at 
the U.S. Military Academy, the U.S. Naval 
Academy, and the U.S. Air Force Academy, 
and for other purpose3; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. ROBINSON: 
H.R. 8809. A bill relating to collective bar

gaining representation of postal employees; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. SOLARZ: 
H.R. 8810. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to provide that the spe
cial minimum primary insurance amount 
thereunder shall be increased-in like man
ner as other benefits thereunder are in
creased-to take account of increases in the 
cost of living; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Florida: 
H.R. 8811. A bill to amen d the Communi

cations Act of 1934 with respect to the re
newal of licenses for the operation of broad
casting stations; to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BEDELL: 
H.R. 8812. A bill to amend the Provisions 

of the Social Security Act to consolidate 
the wages by employers for income tax 
withholding and old-age, sunivors, and 
disability insurance purposes, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS (for 
himself, Mr. ESCH, Mr. BERGLAND, 
Mr. MOTTL, Mr. RISENHOOVER, Mr. 
SMITH of IOWA, Mrs. SPELLMAN, and 
Mr. WHITE}: 

H.R. 8813. A bill to amend the Occupa
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 to 
provide additional consultation and educa
tion to employers, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. FLOWERS: 
H .R. 8814. A bill to amend title 39, United 

States Code, to provide that certain publica
tions of institutions of higher education 
shall qualify for second-c:lass Illlail rates; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. FORSYTHE: 
H.R. 8815. A bill to amend the Social 

Security Act to make certain that recipients 
of aid or assistance under the various Fed
eral-State public assistance and medicaid 
prograins (and recipients of assistance under 
the veter.ans' pension and compensation 
programs or any other Federal or federally 
assisted purogram) will not have the amount 
of such aid or assistance reduced because of 
increases in monthly socia l security bene
fits; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GUDE (for himself, Mr. 
DOWNEY of New York, Mr. HECHLER 
of West Virginia, Mr. FRASER, Mr. 
BROWN- of California, Mr. DRINAN, 
Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. BROYHILL, Mr. 
PRESSLER, Mr. MIKVA, Mr. KREBS, Mr. 
BEDELL, Mr. COHEN, Mr. BOLAND and 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois) : 

H .R. 8816. A bill to amend title 39, United 
States Code, to increase to 90 days the 
period before an election during which a. 
Member of, or Member-elect to the Con
gress may not make a mass mailing as 
franked mail if such Member or Member
elect is a candidate in such election; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HEINZ: 
H.R. 8817. A bill to amend title 38 of the 

United States Code in order to provide that 
recipients of veterans' pension and depend
ency and indemnity compensation will not 
have the amount of such pension or compen
sation reduced because of increases in 
monthly social security benefits; to t he 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. KOCH (for himself, Mr. BING
HAM, and Mr. GILMAN): 

H.R. 8818. A bill to extend to all unmar
ried individuals the full tax benefits of in
come splitting now enjoyed by married indi
viduals filing joint returns; and to remove 
rate inequities for xnarried persons where 
both are employed; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MAGUIRE (for himself, Mr. 
McHUGH, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. BROWN of 
California, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. CoN
YERS, Mr. DOWNEY of New York, Mr. 
FRASER, Mr. KREBS, Mr. MEEDS, Mr. 
OTTINGER, Mr. PATTISON Of New 
York, Mr. SIMON, Mr. UDALL, and 
Mr. VANDER VEEN): 

H .R. 8819. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for public 
financing of congressional primary and gen
eral elections; to the Committee on House 
Administration. 

By Mr. MEZVINSKY: 
H .R. 8820. A bill to amend the Flood Stamp 

Act; to the Committee on Agriculture. 
By Mr. MILLER of Ohio: 

H .R. 8821. A bill to provide that in a civil 
action where the United States is a plaintiff, 
a prevailing defendant may recover a reason
able attorney's fee and other reasonable liti
gation costs; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MINETA: 
H .R. 8822, A bill to amend sections 8331 

and 8332 of title 5, United Sttates Code, with 
respect to the credita.ble serv<J.ce of u .s. 
Commissioners foc purposes of civil serv-ice 
retirement; to the Commi·ttee on Post Office 
and Oiv<J.l SeTvice. 

H.R. 8823. A bill to amend title 5, Uruited 
States Code, to allow CII'edit for civil service 
retirement purposes for time spent by Japa
nese-Amerloons in World War II interment 
camps; to the Committee on Post Offi-ce and 
Oi v11 Service. 

By Mr. MINISH: 
H.R. 8824. A bill to prohibit the use of 

dogs by the Departmenrt; of De<fense in con~ 
nec:tion wi·th the research, testing, develop
ment, or evaluation of radioactive, chemical, 
or biologic·al warfare agents, and to re1u1re 
the Department of Defense to develop and 
use, Where feasible , alternative, nona.nimal 
methods of experimentation; to the Commit
tee on Armed Services. 
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By Mr. OTI'INGER (for hi.m.self, Mr. 

RoE, Mr. BINGHAM, MT. PEYSER, Mr. 
FORSYTHE, Mr. CORMAN, Mr. 
ScHEUER, Ms. SPELLMAN, Mr. EIL
BERG, Mr. RODINO, Mr. MELCHER, Mr. 
BADILLO, Ms. CHISHOLM, Mr · 
HEcHLER of West Virginia, Mr. MAz
zoLI, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. 
STUDDS, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. DOWNEY, 
of New York, Mr. SOLARZ, Mr. 
ROONEY, and Mr. BIAGGI): 

H.R. 8825. A t>.ill to assist the construction 
and operat ion O'f burn facilities; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. PEYSER (for himself and 
Mr. HILLIS) : 

H .R. 8826. A bill to protect the economic 
rights of labor in the building and construc
tion industry by providing for equal treat
ment of craft and industrial workers; to 
the Committee on Education and La.bor. 

By Mr. RAILSBACK (for himself, Mr. 
KASTEN MEIER, and Mr. BALDUS) : 

H.R. 8827. A bill to regulate lobbying and 
related act ivities; jointly to the Committees 
on the Judiciary, and Standards of Official 
Conduct. 

By Mr. ROGERS: 
H.R. 8828. A bill to require that certain 

members of the Armed Forces discharged for 
service-connected disabilities before the tak
ing effect of the Career Compensation Act of 
1949 be provided transportation on military 
aircraft on a space-available basis; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. TREEN: 
H.R. 8829 . A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide for auto
matic cost-of-living adjustments of the in
come tax rates, of the amounts of the corpo
rate surcharge exemption, personal exemp
tion, and standard deduction, and of the de
preciation deduction, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas: 
H.R. 8830. A bill to amend the Federal 

Aviation Act of 1958 to require the Civil Aero
nautics Board to rescind the authority of any 
air carrier to provide nonstop service between 
any two points if such authority is not 
utilized within a certain period of time; to 
the Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation. 

By Mr. CHARLES Wil.SON of Texas 
(for himself, and Ms. KEYs) : 

H .R. 8831. A bill to amend the definition of 
"rural area" in the Consolidated Farm and 
Rural Development Act and title V of the 
Housing Act of 1949 in order to permit towns 
of 25,000 or less inhabitants to be considered• 
rural areas for purposes of those acts; to the 
Committee on Agriculture . 

By Mr. CHARLES WILSON of Texas 
(for himself, and Mr. PICKLE) : 

H.R. 8832. A bill to amend the act estab
lishing the Big Thicket National Preserve to 
provide for the acquisition of property; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs. 

By Mr. EILBERG (for himself, Mr. 
TRAXLER, Mr. RODINO, Mr. CARNEY, 
Mr. BROWN of California, Mr. GRADI
SON, Mr. NIX, Mr. JOHN L. BURTON, 
Mr. BLANCHARD, Mr. YATES, Mr. 
DoWNEY of New York, Mr. FLooD, 
Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. REES, Mr. DRINAN, 
Mr. McDoNALD of Georgia, Mr. HAR
RIS, Mr. LONG of Ma.ryland, Mr. 
PEPPER, Mr. MOORHEAD Of Pennsyl
vania, MT. FRENZEL, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. 
RoSENTHAL, Mr. HYDE and Mr. SoL
ARz): 

H .J . Res. 579 . Joint resolution to designate 
January 6, 1976, as Haym Salomon Day; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

By Mr. EILBERG (for himself and Mr. 
WAXMAN): 

H .J. Res. 580. Joint resolution to desig
nate January 6, 1976, as Haym Salomon Days; 

to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. MYERS of Indiana (for him
self, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. DOWNEY Of 
New York, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. 
FRASER, Mrs. SULLIVAN, and Mr. SYM
INGTON): 

H.J. Res. 581. Joint resolution to authorize 
the President to issue a proclamation des
ignating the week of November which in
cludes Thanksgiving Day in each year as 
National Family Week; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. PEYSER {for himself and Mr. 
FisH): 

H .J. Res. 582. Joint resolution authorizing 
the President to proclaim January 17, 1976 
as National Volunteer Firefighter Day; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. TRAXLER {for himself, Mr. 
RosE, Mr. VANDER VEEN, Mr. RIEGLE, 
and Mr. JENRETTE) : 

H.J. Res. 583. Joint resolution to require 
the Attorney General of the United States to 
conduct an investigation to determine 
whether antitrust violations are occurring in 
the manufacture or marketing of replace
ment home canning lids and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on the Judici~ry. 

By Mr. WHITEHURST (for hrmself 
and Mr. LITTON) : 

H .J. Res. 584. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BINGHAM (for himself, Ml'. 
MIKVA, Mr. PEYSER, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. 
CARNEY, Mr. ADAMS, Mr. CoTTER, Mr. 
LENT, Mr. CONTE, Mr. STEELMAN, Mr. 
MAGUIRE. Mr. HORTON, Mr. LITTON, 
Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS, Mr. BRADE
MAS, Mr. HANNAFORD, Mr. BROWN Of 
California, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. GREEN, 
Mr. BoLAND, Mr. BURKE of Massachu
setts, Mr. RosE, Mr. MAZZOLI, Mrs. 
SPELLMAN, and Mr. KREBS): 

H. Con. Res. 350. Concurrent resolution 
disapproving the proposed sales to Jordan of 
the Hawk missile and Vulcan antiaircraft 
systems; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

By Mr. BINGHAM (for himself, Mr. 
HELSTOSKI, Mr. FISHER, Mr. SEmER
LING, Mr. MURPHY of New York, and 
Mr. McKINNEY): 

H. Con. Res. 351. Concurrent resolution 
dlsa.pproving the proposed sales to Jordan 
of the Hawk missile and Vulcan antiaircraft 
systems; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

By Mr. CRANE {for himself, Mr. BURKE 
of Florida, Mr. KETCHUM, Mr. BAU
MAN, Mr. LENT, Mr. STEIGER Of Ari
zona, Mr. KEMP, Mr. MADIGAN, Mr. 
O'BRIEN, and Mr. HYDE): 

H. Con. Res. 352. Concurrent resolution 
disapproving the proposed sales to Jordan of 
the Hawk missile and Vulcan antiaircraft sys
tems; to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

By Mr. McDONALD of Georgia: 
H . Con. Res. 353. Concurrent resolution to 

invite Alexandr Solzhenitsyn to a.ddress a. 
joint meeting of the House of Representatives 
and Senate; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Ms. 
ABZUG, Mr. BADILLO, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. 
BIAGGI, Ms. BURKE of California, Ms. 
CHmHOLM,Mr.CoTTER,Mr.DowNEY 
of New York, Mr. EDWARDS of Cali
fornia, Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. 
HAWKINS, Mr. KINDNESS, Mr. KOCH, 
Mr. METCALFE, Mr. MITCHELL Of 
Maryland, Mr. Mo·.l'TL, Mr. MURPHY 
of Illinois, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. PAT
TERSON of California, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. 
PEYSER, Mr. QUIE, Mr. RIEGLE, and 
Mr. RoE): 

H. Con. Res. 354. Concurrent resolution 
relative to the elimination of illegal drug 
traffic from Turkey; to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr. 
ROSENTHAL, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. RUSSO, 

Mr. SOLARZ, and Mr. ZEFERETTI) : 
H. Con. Res. 355. Concurrent resolution 

relative to the elimination of illegal drug 
traffic from Turkey; to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

By Mr. HANLEY: 
H. Res. 618. Resolution establishing a select 

committee to study the problems of U .S. 
servicemen missing in action in Southeast 
Asia; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. HYDE: 
H. Res. 619. Resolution to create a Select 

Committee on Energy; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. LONG of Maryland (for him
self, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. DOMINICK V. 
DANIELS, Mr. KETCHUM, Mr. MURPHY 
of Illinois, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. MIT
CHELL of New York, Mr. RODINO, Mr. 
DOWNEY of New York, Mr. FITHIAN, 
Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. BADILLO, Mr. FISH'" 
ER, Mr. COHEN, and Mr. STARK): 

H. Res. 620. Resolution to amend rule X 
of the Rules of the House of Representatives 
to establish a permanent Select Committee 
on Energy; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. PICKLE (for himself, Mr. RosE, 
Mr. TEAGUE, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. 
DICKINSON, Mr. McCORMACK, Mr. Mo
SHER, and Mr. DINGELL): 

H. Res. 621. Resolution directing the Ar
chitect of the Capitol to study the feasibility 
of using solar energy in certain House of
fice buildings, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Public Works and Transporta-
tion. 

By Mr. RUSSO (for himself, Ms. ABzuG, 
Mr. AMBRO, Mr. BEARD of Rhode Is
land, Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. BLOUIN, Mr. 
BROWN of California, Mr. JoHN L. 
BURTON, Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS, 
Mr. DowNEY of New York, Mr. En
WARDS of California, Mr. EILBERG, Mr. 
HARRINGTON, Mr. HECHLER Of West 
Virginia, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. HOWARD, 
Mr. MIKVA, Mr. MINETA, Mr. MOFFETT, 
Mr. MURPHY Of Illinois, Mr. NOLAN, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. WHITEHURST, Mr. 
YATRON and Mr. ZEFERETTI): 

H. Res. 622. Resolution expressing the sense 
of the House of Representatives that the ban 
on military assistance to Turkey should not 
be lifted until such time as Turkish forces 
are withdrawn from Cyprus and there is a 
negotiated settlement in Cyprus; to the Com
mittee on International Relations. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. HANNAFORD: 
H.R. 8833. A bill for the relief of June 

Howard; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HASTINGS: 

H.R. 8834. A bill for the relief of Chester 
F. Kozlowski; to the Committee on Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule xxn, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

173. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
the Chicago Captive Nations Week Commit
tee, Chicago, Ill., relative to the Captive Na
tions and U.S. relations with the Soviet 
Union which was referred jointly to the Com
mittees on International Relations, Armed 
Services, and Rules. 

AMENDMENTS 

Under clause 6 of rule XXTII, pro
posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 
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By Mr. EDGAR: 
Page 298, in line 18, il.fter the comma, add 

"as equipped," 
Page 298, in line 22, add the words "and 

equipment" 
Page 300, after line 6, add tl?-e following: 
(e) no manufacturer, distnbutor, or re

tailer may make any representation-
(!) in writing (including a representation 

in an advertisement), or 
(2) in any broadcast advertisement, 

a miles per gallon fuel efficiency figure as 
measured by EPA to represent a model or 
model type unless at least 60 percent of the 
vehicles represented in such writing or broad
cast advertisement are certified by EPA as 
achieving the minimum fuel efficiency cited 
in the representation. · 

(f) any representation of EPA fuel e~
ficiency figures which does not comply with 
(e) must show the entire range of EPA fig
ures for that model or model type as repre
sented, as well as the projected sales 
weighted average fuel efficiency of th~ model 
or model type represented as determined by 
EPA. t od 

(g) no manufacturer shall designa em -
els with confusingly similar names. Viola
tion of this provision will be 9: civil :penalty. 
The Federal Tr.ade Commissw~ Will . pre
scribe regulations to enforce this provision, 
assess and collect fines. 

Page 300, strike out the period and insert 
" or" 
'Page 300, after line 18, add the following: 

(4) failure to comply with representation 
standards under section (506) (e), (506) (f). 
and (506) (g) . 

Page 303, after line 22, add the ~ol~owing. 
(c) If the Federal Trade Commission de

termines that a manufacturer, distributor, or 
retailer has viola ted section 506 (e) and~ or 
506(f) of this Act, it shall assess penalties 
provided for under subsection ( 1) 

(c) (1) Any manufacturer, distributor, or 
retailer who the Federal Trade Commission 
determines to have violated Section (506_) (e) 
and/or (506) (f) of this Act shall be liable 
for a civil penalty equal to $5~00 ~or each 
violation, each representation violatu~g Sec
tion (506) (e) and/or (506) (f) constituting 
a separate violation. 

(c) (2) The amount of such civil penalty 
shall be assessed and collected by the Fed
eral Trade Commission in a civil action. The 
Federal Trade Commission shall have the 
discretion to compromise, modify, remit, with 
or without conditions, any civil penalty as
sessed against a manufacturer, distributor, 
or retailer only to the extent necessary to 
prevent the insolvency or bankruptcy of such 
manufacturer, distributor, or retailer. 

By Mr. JEFFORDS: 
Page 306, line 20, after the period, add the 

following: "With respect to beverage con
tainers, the term 'energy use' means energy 
efficiency." 

Page 306, line 23, after the period, add the 
following: "With respect to beverage con
tainers, the term 'energy efficiency' means 
the relationship of the units of energy re
sources required to produce a beverage con
tainer to the amount of beverage it con
tains. The Secretary, in determining the en
ergy efficiency with respect to beverage con
tainers, shall adjust any such determina
tion to take into account the extent to 
which such containers are reused or re
cycled." 

Page 308, after the period in line 12, insert 
the following: "With respect to beverage 
containers, the term 'manufacture' also 
means the recycling or reuse of a beverage 
container." 

Page 309, after line 5, add the following: 
(16) The term "beverage container" means 

a bottle, jar, can, or carton of glass, plastic, 
or metal, or any combination thereof, used 
for packaging or marketing beer or any other 
malt beverage, mineral water, soda water, 

or a carbonated soft drink of any variety 
in liquid form which is intended for human 
consumption." 

Page 309, after line 18, insert the following: 
( 12) Beverage Containers. 
Page 309, line 19, strike out "(12)" and 

insert in lieu thereof "(13) ". 
Page 310, line 11, strike out "(11)" and 

insert in lieu thereof " ( 12) ". 
Page 312, line 6, after "(9) ", insert "and 

paragraph ( 12) ". 
Page 312, line 14, strike out "(12)" and 

insert in lieu thereof "(13) ". 
Page 313, line 11, strike out "(11)" and 

insert in lieu thereof " ( 12) ". 
Page 315, after line 16, insert the following: 
(4) If the Secretary determines that con

sumer products of the type described in para
graph ( 12) of section 551 (b) achieve the en
ergy efficiency target described in section 
554(a) (1), then no labeling requirement un
der this section may be promulgated or re
main in effect with respect to such type. 

,Page 317, line 20, strike out " ( 11) " ·and 
insert in lieu thereof " ( 12) ". 

Pafe 317, line 20, strike out "(11)" and 
insert in lieu thereof " ( 12) ". 

By Mr. OTTINGER: 
On page 267, in section 412(a) (1) (line 

8), change $2,000,000 to $5,000,000. 
On page 268, change the period in line 4 

to"; and" add a new subsection (D) follow
ing line 4 as follows: 

"(D) exchange of information from one 
State to another and evaluation of the re
sults of various techniques and technologies 
used to reduce per capita usage of energy, 
induding supporting data; such evaluations 
to be transmitted to appropriate Federal 
agencies and to the Congress as well as to 
othe·r States, to units of local government 
and to the general public." 

·Page 306, line 18, strike out "Secretary" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 307, line 5, strike out "Secretary" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 307, line 11, strike out "Secretary" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 309, strike out lines 4 and 5. 
Page 309, line 20, strike out "Secretary" 

and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 
Page 310, line 6, strike out "Secretary" 

and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 
Page 310, line 22, strike out "Secretary" 

and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 
Page 311, line 18, strike out "Secretary" 

and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 
Page 313, line 3, strike out "Secretary" 

and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 
Page 313, . line 11, strike out "Secretary" 

and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 
Page 313, line 23, strike out "Secretary" 

and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 
Page 314, lines 12 and 13, strike out "Secre

tary" and insert in lieu thereof "Administra
tor". 

Page 315, linE! 6, strike out "Secretary" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 315, line 19, strike out "Secretary" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 316, line 4, strike out "Secretary" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 317, line 10, strike out "Secretary" 
and insert · in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 317, line 13, strike out "Secretary" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 317, line 17, strike out "Secretary" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 318, line 1, strike out "Secretary" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 318, line 15, strike out "Secretary" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 318, line 23, strike out "Secretary" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 819, line 23, strike out "Secretary" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 320, line 5, strike out "Secretary" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 320, line 9, strike out "Secretary" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 320, lines 15 and 16, strike out "Secre-

tary" and insert in lieu thereof "Adminis
trator". 

Page 320, line 18, strike out "Secretary" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 320, lines 20 and 21, strike out "Secre
tary" and insert in lieu thereof "Adminis
trator". 

Page 321, line 3, strike out "Secretary" in 
both places it appears and insert in lieu 
thereof in both places "Administrator". 

Page 321, line 9, strike out "Secretary" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 321, line 16, strike out "Secretary" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 322, line 23, strike out "Secretary" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 322, line 25, strike out "Secretary" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 323, line 3, strike out "Secretary" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 323, line 8, strike out "Secretary" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 323, line 13, strike out "Secretary" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 323, line 22, strike out "Secretary" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 324, line 3, strike out "Secretary" and 
insert in lieu thereof: "Administrator and 
the Commission may each". 

Page 324, strike out lines 10 and 11, and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: "person 
subject to this part, the Secretary and Com
mission may each seek an order from the dis
trict court". 

Page 327, line 2, before the period insert 
", which shall be assessed by the Federal 
Trade Commission". 

Page 327, line 3, strike out "Secretary" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Commission". 

Page 327, strike out line 25 and line 1 on 
page 328 and insert in lieu thereof the fol
lowing: section 553 or 554. Such action may 
be brought in any United States district 
court for a 

Page 328, line 11, strike out "Secretary" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 328, line 22, strike out "Secretary" 
and insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 329, line 8, strike out "Secretary" in 
both places it appears and insert in lieu 
thereof in both places "Administrator". 

Page 330, line 6, strike out "Secretary" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Administrator". 

Page 330, line 6, strike out "The Secretary" 
and all that follows down through line 9. 

Page 330, line 12, strike out "such agree
ment" and insert in lieu thereof "this part". 

Page 330, strike out line 15 and all that 
follows down through line 10 on page 331 and 
insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"(b) The Administrator may enter into an 
agreement with the National Bureau of 
Standards to aid the Administrator, on are
imbursable basis, in performing research and 
analyses related to energy use and energy 
efficiency of products, and in developing and 
recommending to him test procedures, label
ing requirements, and energy efficiency stand
ards." 

By Mr. SANTINI: 
On page 273, after line 4, insert the fol

lowing: 
GOVERNMENT USE OF LIMOUSINES 

SEc. 416. (a) As used in this section: 
( 1) The term "limousine" means a type 6 

vehicle as defined in the Amendment to In
terim Federal Specification, Automobile 
Sedan, issued by the General Services Admin
istration, December 1, 1974. 

(2) The term "passenger automobile" has 
the same meaning as such term has under 
section 501 of this Act. 

( 3) The term "Government agency" means 
any department, agency, instrumentality, or 
authority of the executive, legislative, or 
judicial branch of the Federal Government, 
or any independent agency thereof. 

(b) Except as provided in subsection (c), 
a Government agency may not-

(1) purchase, hire, lease, operate, or main
tain any limousine; 
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(2) employ or procure the services of any 
person as a driver for a single officer or em
ployee of a Government agency; or 

(3) purchase, hire, lease, operate, or 
maintain passenger automobiles for the 
transportation of any officer or employee of 
a Government agency between his dwelling 
and his place of employment, except in the 
case of (A) a medical officer on outpatient 
medical service, or (B) an officer or employee 
engaged in field work in remote areas, the 
character of whose duties make such trans
portation necessary, and in either such case, 
only when such exception is approved by 
the head of the Government agency con
cerned. 

(c) Subsection (b) does not apply to the 
purchase, hlre, lease, operation, or main'
tenance of-

(1) motor vehicles for the transportation 
of Ambassadors stationed or conducting busi
ness abroad, or for the personal use by the 
President, and one each for use by the Vice 
President of the United States, the head of 
each Executive Department, the Chief Justice 
of the United States, the President pro tem
pore of the Senate, the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives, the Majority and Minority 
Leaders of the Senate and of the House of 
Representatives, the Majority and Minority 

Whips of the Senate and of the House of 
Representatives, and the United States Rep
resentative to the United Nations, or 

(2) motor vehicles p r imarily designed for 
military field training, combat, or tactical 
purposes. 

(d) No officer · or employee of a Govern
ment agency, other than those referred to 
in subsection (b) (3) (A) or (B) or subsec
tion (c) , may be furnished a passenger auto
mobile for his exclusive use if such vehicle 
is to be opera ted by a person other than such 
officer or employee. 

H .R.8773 
By Mr. DINGELL: 

Page 10, line 4, strike out "$1,000,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$10,000,000". 

By Mr. GOLDWATER: 
Page 39, line 20, strike the figure $406,594,-

000 and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
$444,404,000. 

And on page 40, line 14, strike the figure 
$104,568,000 and insert in lieu thereof the 
figure $113,108,000. 

Page 41, line 5, strike the figure $20,425,000 
and insert in lieu thereof the figure 
$26,425,000. 

And on page 41, lines 12· and 13, strike the 
figure $8,200,000 and insert in lieu thereof 
the figure $10,100,000. 

By Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia: 
On page 17, line 7, strike "$76,136,000" and 

insert therein "$77,536,000". 
On page 17, line 22, insert a comma after 

the word "authorized" and the following: "in 
consultation with authorized representatives 
of the miners,". 

On page 18, line 17, insert a semi-colon 
after the word "research" and the following: 
"Provided, That no funds shall be available 
for such research that is not coordinated with 
the Mining Enforcement and Safety Admin
istration." 

By Mr. McCORMACK : 
Page 39, line 20, strike the figure $406,-

594,000 ar:d insert in lieu thereof the figure 
$473,504,000. 

And on page 40, line 14, strike t he figure 
$104,568,000 and insert in lieu thereof the 
figure $121,268,000. 

Page 41, line 5, strike the figure $20,425,000 
and insert in lieu thereof the figure $27,-
625,000. 

And on page 41, lines 12 and 13, strike th.e 
figure $8,200,000 and insert in lieu thereof 
the figure $10,100,000. 

By Mr. SOLARZ: 
At p age 12, line 9, strike out "$26,255,000" 

and insert in lieu thereof "$28,755,000" and, 
line 12, strik e out "$7,100,000" and insert in 
lieu thereof "$7,725,000". 

SENATE-Tuesday, July 22, 1975 

The Senate met at 11 a.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by Hon. DALE BUMPERS, a Sen a tor 
from the State of Arkansas. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 

L. R. Elson, DD., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 God, whose spirit has been promised 
to those of a humble and contrite heart, 
let Thy spirit pervade this place. May 
Thy spirit be in our minds, to guide our 
thoughts. May Thy spirit be in our hearts 
to keep our motives pure. May Thy spirit 
be upon our lips, to preserve us from 
wrong speaking, to help us to speak truly. 
May Thy spirit be upon our hands that 
they may perform deeds of service. May 
Thy spirit unite us in common endeavor 
that we may advance Thy kingdom of 
justice and righteousness. May Thy spirit 
so completely rule our lives that they 
may be wise with Thy wisdom and beau
tiful with Thy love. 

We pray in His name who taught us 
the way of the Servant. 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. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

W ashington, D.C., July 22, 1975. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate 
on official duties, I appoint Hon. DALE 
BuMPERS, a Senator from the State of Ar
kansas, to perform the duties of the Chalr 
during my absence . 

JAMES 0. EASTLAND, 

President pro tempore. 

Legislative day of Monday, July 21, 1975 

Mr. BUMPERS thereupon took the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Journal of 
the proceedings of Monday, July 21, 1975, 
be approved. 

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

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR FILING 
COMMITTEE REPORT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Government Operations be authorized 
to file reports until midnight tonight. 

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 will be stated. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA
TION, AND WELFARE 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Forrest David Mathews, 
of Alabama, to be Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
think that this is an extremely fortunate 
nomination of this young man of such 
great promise, who has accomplished so 
much in a short lifetime, has been unani
a.ppointment and I am delighted that the 

mously reported by the Committee on 
Finance. I anticipate that he will be one 
of the outstanding members of the Presi
dent's Cabinet. 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Will the distin
guished majority leader yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to 
yield. 

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I have just met 
Dr. Mathews. I am very much impressed 
with him. He has administrative expe
rience. He seems to have an entirely real
istic attitude about the problems of the 
Department and yet a compassionate 
concern for the work which the Depart
ment was designed to do. I join in the 
praise of his appointment. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to 
yielc. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I am proud 
that the President of the United States 
has seen fit to nominate for Secretary 
of HEW Dr. Forrest David Mathews, now 
president of the University of Alabama. 
I have mixed feelings about this matter, 
because we hate to lose Dr. Mathews from 
the State of Alabama, even for a short 
time. He has been an outstanding citizen 
of our State. He has done a tremendous 
job as president of the University of 
Alabama. He is truly one of our outstand
ing citizens. 

Dr. Mathews did not seek this appoint
ment. The position sought him. The 
President sought him and offered him 
the position. Dr. Mathews has a deep 
sense of responsibility, a deep sense of 
his obligation to his country and to a 
career of public service. I feel that he is 
an outstanding choice. For that reason, 
I am glad that he has been nominated, 
because I believe he will do a magnificent 
job as Secretary of the Department of 
HEW. I have known Dr. Mathews for 
many years. I regard him as an inde
pendent thinker, a man of excellent 
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