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ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 11 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move, in accordance
with the previous order, that the Senate
stand in adjournment until 11 a.m.
tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and at
5:15 p.m. the Senate adjourned until
tomorrow, Tuesday, April 17, 1973, at
11 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate April 16, 1973:
INTER-AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK

John M. Porges, of New York, to be Ex-
ecutive Director of the Inter-American De-
velopment Bank for a term of 3 years, vice
Henry J. Costanzo, resigned.

IN THE AIR FORCE

The following officer under the provisions
of Title 10, United States Code, Section
8066, to be assigned to a position of im-
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portance and responsibility designated by
the President under subsection (a) of Sec-

tion 8066, in grade as

follows:

To be lieutenant general

Maj. Gen. Joseph

G. Wilson,

EZFR (major general, Regular Air Force)

U.S. Air Force.

IN THE Navy

The following named officers of the Navy
for permanent promotion to the grade of

rear admiral:

LINE

William J. Kotsch
Robert G. Mills
Eugene H. Farrell
James O. Mayo
Rowland G. Freeman
III
David A. Webster
Rupert S. Miller
Raymond W. Burk
Carl J. Seiberlich
Lloyd W. Moffit
Joseph E. Snyder, Jr.
Samuel M. Cooley, Jr.
Forrest S. Petersen
Merton D. Van Orden
Bernard B. Forbes, Jr.

Wayne S. Nelson
Doniphan B. Shelton
Alan B. Shepard, Jr.
Dewitt L. Freeman
Henry S. Morgan, Jr.
Arthur W. Jrice, Jr.
Edward W. Cooke
Charles H. Griffiths
Denis-James J. Dow-
ney
Charles D. Grojean
Chester G. Phillips
John M. Tierney
Alfred J. Whittle, Jr.
Isham W. Linder
James H. Doyle, Jr.
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Charles P. Tesh Wesley L. McDonald

Harry “E” Gerhard, Jr. Samuel L. Gravely, Jr.

William Thompson Earl F Rectanus

James B. Wilson Charles F. Rauch, Jr.

Frank D. McMullen, Jr.William F. Clifford, Jr.

Stanley T. Counts

Edward C. Waller III

Harry D. Train II

James D. Watkins

William A. Myers III
MEDICAL CORPS

Oscar Gray, Jr.

Charles L. White

Richard D. Nauman

Willard P. Arentzen

SUPPLY CORPS

Donald B. Whitmire
Leonard A. Snead
William H. Rogers
Tyler F. Dedman

Philip Crosby
Kenneth L. Woodfin
Joe G. Schoggen
Edward E. Renfro III
James E. Forrest
CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS
Foster M. Lalor
Donald G. Iselin
DENTAL CORPS
Wade H. Hagerman, Jr.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

He that doeth the will of God abideth
forever—I John 2:117.

O God, our Father, at this high altar of
our national life we bow our heads in
prayer and lift our hearts unto Thee
seeking wisdom and strength from on

high. Guide us that we may meet our
demanding duties with daring deeds, as
with cheerful courage and unwavering
faith we make our decisions, carry our
burdens and work for the best interests
of our country.

“In a world so filled with suspicion and

strife—

Create in us the splendor that dawns
when hearts are kind,

That knows not race nor station as
boundaries of the mind;

That learns to value beauty, in heart,
or brain, or soul;

And longs to bind thy children into one
perfect whole.”

In the spirit of Christ we offer this
our morning prayer. Amen.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is mnot
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

Mr. O’NEILL. 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:

[Roll No. 87]

Brown, Mich.
Burke, Calif.
Carney, Ohio
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark
Conyers

Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Dennis
Dent

Diggs
Dingell
Dulski

Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Ashley
Badillo
Biaggi
Blatnik
Boland

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

Eckhardt
Evans, Colo.
Flowers
Frelinghuysen
Gettys
Gilman
Goldwater
Hanna
Harvey
Hawkins
Heinz
Hudnut
Jones, Ala.
Jordan
Karth
Kemp

King

Landgre
Lehman

Mathias,

Morgan

Pepper
Podell

Rangel
Regula
Reuss

McEwen
Maraziti
Martin, N.C.

Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mollohan

Passman

Price, Tex.

be Rooney, N.Y.
Ruppe

Ryan
Skubitz
Staggers
Steed
Stephens
Talcott
Teague, Tex.
Udall
Vigorito
Waldie
Wilson, Bob
Young, Fla.
Young, S.C.
Zablocki
Zwach

, Calif.

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 361
Members have recorded their presence

by electronic device,

a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-

ceedings under the
with.

call were dispensed

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
approved.

, the Journal stands

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I object.

MOTION OFFERED
Mr.
that the Journal be

BY MR. O'NEILL

O’NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I move

approved.

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

Massachusetts (Mr.

The question was taken;

Speaker announced
peared to have it.
Mr. CRANE. Mr.

O’NEILL) .

and the
that the ayes ap-

Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were refused.

So the motion wa.

s agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will advise
that unanimous consent requests will be
taken later in the day.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr. Ar-
rington, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate had passed without amend-
ment a joint resolution of the House of
the following title:

H.J. Res. 303. Joint resolution to author-
ize and request the President to proclaim
April 29, 1973, as a day of observance of the
30th anniversary of the Warsaw ghetto up-
rising.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
1975) entitled “An act to amend the
emergency loan program under the Con-
solidated Farm and Rural Development
Act, and for other purposes.” The mes-
sage also announced that the Senate
agrees to amendment of the House to
the amendment of the Senate numbered
4 to the foregoing bill.

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

S.893. An act to authorize appropriations
for certain highway safety projects, to extend
and improve the Federal highway safety pro-
gram, and for other purposes;

S.1315. An act to extend diplomatic
privileges and immunities to the Liaison
Office of the People’s Republic of China and
to members thereof, and for other purposes;
and

S.J. Res. 45. Joint resolution to provide for
the erection of a memorial to those who
served in the Armed Forces of the United
States in the Vietnam war.

CONSENT CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is the day for the
call of the Consent Calendar. The clerk
will call the first bill on the calendar.
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PROMOTIONS OF MEMBERS OF THE
UNIFORMED SERVICES WHO ARE
IN A MISSING STATUS

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 4954)
to amend title 37, United States Code,
relating to promotion of members of the
uniformed services who are in a missing
status.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

HR. 4954

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
552(a) of title 37, United States Code, is
amended by adding the following sentence
at the end thereof: “Notwithstanding section
1523 of title 10 or any other provision of law,
the promotion of a member while he is in a
missing status is fully effective for all pur-
poses, even though the Secretary concerned
determines under section 556(b) of this title
that the member died before the promotion
was made.”

SEc. 2. For the purposes of chapter 13 of
title 38, United States Code, this Act becomes
effective as of November 24, 1971. For all other
purposes this Act becomes effective as of
February 28, 1961.

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

Mr, STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of an identical Senate bill
(8. 1493) to amend title 37, United States
Code, relating to promotion of members
of the uniformed services who are in a
missing status.

5 The Clerk read the title of the Senate
ill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill as
follows:

8. 1493

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
552(a) of title 37, United States Code, is
amended by adding the following sentence
at the end thereof: “Notwithstanding section
1523 of title 10 or any other provision of law,
the promotion of a member while he is in a
missing status is fully effective for all pur-
poses, even though the Secretary concerned
determines under section 656(b) of this title
that the member died before the promotion
was made.”

Bec. 2. For the purposes of chapter 13 of
title 38, United States Code, this Act becomes
effective as of November 24, 1971. For all other
purposes this Act becomes effective as of Feb-
ruary 28, 1961.

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

A similar House bill (H.R. 4954) was
laid on the table.

MANDATORY CIVIL SERVICE RE-
TIREMENT AT AGE 70 WITH 5
YEARS’' SERVICE

The Clerk called the bill (HR. 3798)
to amend subchapter IIT of chapter 83 of
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title 5, United States Code, to provide for
mandatory retirement of employees upon
attainment of 70 years of age and com-
pletion of 5 years of service, and for other
purposes.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

H.R. 3798

Be it enacted by the Senate and 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 three calendar days, after December 31,
1973, this section applies when he becomes
seventy years of age and completes five years
of service,”

(b) Paragraph (4) of subsection (d) of
section 8335 of title 5, United States Code,
is amended to read as follows:

“{4) an employee in the judicial branch,
other than a referee in bankruptey, appointed
to nold office for a definite term of years.”.

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

(1) by deleting the word “or” after para-
graph (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, 1978, he has com-
pleted five years of creditable civilian serv-
ice as determined by the Commission;”.

Sec, 3. Section 8801(3) (A) of title 5, United
States Code, Is amended by striking out the
words “12 or more years of service for dis-
ability”, and inserting in place thereof “12
or more years of service, or for disability, or
after December 31, 1978, after five or more
years of creditable civilian service”.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 2, line 3, strike out “(b)"” and insert
in lieu thereof “(c)" and immediately above
line 3 insert the following:

(b) Section 8335(b) of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by striking out “un-
til 60 days after he is so notified” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “until the last day of the
month in which the 60-day notice expires’.

Page 2, strike out lines 18 to 23, inclusive,
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

Sec. 3. Section 8901(3)(A) of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by striking
out “Government, after 12 or more years of
service or for disability;” and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: “Government—

‘(1) after 12 years of creditable service;

“(ii) for disability; or

“(iil) after December 31, 1978, after 5 years
of creditable service;”

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

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

IMMEDIATE RETIREMENT OF CER-
TAIN FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 6077)
to permit immediate retirement of cer-
tain Federal employees.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:
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H.R. 6077

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
8336(d) of title 5, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

“(d) An employee who is separated from
the service—

“(1) involuntarily, except by removal for
cause on charges of misconduct or delin-
quency; or

“(2) during a period when the agency in
which he is employed is undergoing a major
reduction in force, as determined by the
Commission, and who is serving in such geo-
graphic areas as may be designated by the
Commission;
after completing twenty-five years of service
or after becoming fifty years of age and
completing twenty years of service is en-
titled to a reduced annuity.”.

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

The SPEAKER. That concludes the
call of the eligible bills on the Consent
Calendar.

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF HR. 6168, EXTENDING ECO-
NOMIC STABILIZATION ACT OF
1970

Mr. BOLLING. Mr, Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 357 and ask for its
immediate consideration. :

The Clerk read the resolution as
follows:

H. Res. 3567

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
6168) to amend and extend the Economic
Stabilization Act of 1970. After general de-
bate, which shall be confined to the bill
and shall continue not to exceed two hours,
to be equally divided and controlled by the
chairman and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Banking and Currency,
the bill shall be read for amendment under
the five-minute rule. Immediately after the
reading of the first section of H.R. 6168
under the five-minute rule, it shall be in
order to consider without the intervention
of any point of order the text of H.R. 6879
as an amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute for the bill. If said amendment in the
nature of a substitute is not agreed to in
Committee of the Whole, it shall then be in
order to consider the amendments recom-
mended by the Committee on Banking and
Currency now printed in the bill notwith-
standing the provisions of clause 7, rule XVI.
At the conclusion of the consideration of
H.R. 6168 for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and the previous guestion shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without in-
tervening motion except one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions. After
the passage of H.R. 6168, the Committee on
Banking and Currency shall be discharged
from the further consideration of the bill
S. 398, and it shall then be in order in the
House to move to strike out all after the
enacting clause of the said Senate bill and
insert in lieu thereof the provisions con-
tained in H.R. 6168 as passed by the House.
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The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Missouri, Mr. BoLLING, is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Nebraska
{Mr. MarTIN),, pending which I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is a relatively com-
plicated rule, and I would judge from
the attention given it when the matier
was being read by the Clerk, that every-
body understood it, because no one was
listening to it being read.

I would like to try to explain entirely
accurately to the House what the rule
contains. It is understandable if you just
read the rule, and I think it is very clear.
No. 1, it makes in order the con-
sideration of H.R. 6168, the so-called
Patman bill, which is the bill that was re-
ported from the Commitiee on Banking
and Currency. That bill included a roll-
back to January 10, and certain rather
stringent provisions on the control of
interest. That bill will be debated, that
bill and the ancillary matters will be de-
bated presumably for 2 hours because
there are 2 hours of general debate
provided.

Immediately after the first section of
that bill, the Patman bill, is read, another
bill, the so-called Stephens substitute,
H.R. 6879, will be in order as an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute to the
Patman bill.

The Stephens substitute provides for
a rollback until March 16. It provides for
the Hanna amendment which changes
the approach to interest, and for a third
amendment which deals with certain
prices that were a good deal lower on the
16th of March, as I understand if, than
they might have been at another time,
the so-called Young amendment.

It is important to understand what the
parliamentary situation is going to be.
As I understand it, an amendment to the
Patman bill will be in order, and an
amendment fo the amendment in the
nature of a substitute will be in order—in
other words, it will be possible to perfect
both bills.

Then at the very end of the proceed-
ings, as I understand it, there will also
be an opportunity to offer another sub-
stitute, and there will finally be an op-
portunity for a recommittal motion.

In other words, this is a wide-open rule
making in order an amendment in the
nature of a substitute, which will be the
first item actually discussed and de-
bated because of the nature of the rule.
It gives everybody an opportunity fo
express every view, every point of view,
and to work their will in every possible
way. It is about as open a rule as we
could get.

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

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. WYLIE. Will it be possible, assum-
ing that the Stephens substitute is
adopted, to offer an amendment provid-
ing for a simple extension, in other words,
extending the present Economic Con-
trol Act for 1 year?

Mr. BOLLING. Our situation would be
this, that that provision would have to
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come in relation to the Stephens substi-
tute, before its adoption, because there
would have to be an amendment to that
substitute, as I understand the situa-
tion. What I said earlier would still fol-
low, but it would not come as an amend-
ment; it would come as a motion to re-
commit. If the Stephens substitute is
adopted, it would then only be on a mo-
tion to recommit that the opportunity
for the 1-year extension would occur, but
there would be other opportunities prior
to that for that amendment to be offered.

Mr. WYLIE, Will the gentleman yield
further?

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

Mr. WYLIE. In other words, if the
Stephens substitute is adopted, then the
committee would rise, and the only way
one could offer an amendment in the
form of a l-year extension would be on
a motion to recommit?

Mr. BOLLING. That is correct.

Mr. WYLIE. Before a vote is taken
on the Stephens substitute, and after it
is offered, is it then in order to offer an
amendment to, say, strike the section
pertaining to the consumer counselor?

Mr. BOLLING. Any perfecting amend-
ment would be in order at the right time.
I mean one could not have it at anytime,
but an amendment to the Stephens sub-
stitute would be in order.

Mr. WYLIE. If the gentleman will
yield further, I think my real question
is, at that point in time is the Stephens
substitute considered to be open for
amendment at any point?

Mr. BOLLING. The Stephens sub-
stitute is considered in effect as an origi-
nal bill and open to amendment at any
point after it is offered. The reason that
I am being so cautious about answering
is that the amendments have to be of-
fered in a certain parliamentary way.

Mr. WYLIE. If the gentleman will
yvield further, as I understand, the rule
which the committee adopted waives
points of order insofar as section 7 is
concerned, which is a rule relating to
germaneness.

Mr. BOLLING. That is correct.

Mr. WYLIE. So that if there is some-
thing which is not germane in the
Stephens substitute—and I have reason
to believe that there is. because I have
it in front of me—it would not be in or-
der to offer a point of order on the
ground that any portion of it is not ger-
mane? Is that a correct understanding
of the rule?

Mr., BOLLING, No point of order
would lie under the rule against it; that
is correct. The amendment to strike
would lie. In order to get the substitute
up, it would be necessary to waive the
points of order; that is correct.

Mr, WYLIE. The point I wish to make
here is that the Rules of the House pro-
vide that a point of order will lie if a
section is not germane. It will not lie
in this instance?

Mr. BOLLING. That is correct, but
that can, within the procedure that has
taken place in the past on many other
bills, There is one thing that could be
considered unusual about this in rela-
tion to the routine practice of the Com-
mittee on Rules. When it was possible
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in the recent past, we have tried to
specify those things that would have
been otherwise not in order and waive
the particular rule on that particular
subject.

In this case there were enough dif-
ferent problems involved in the original
bill and in the substitute, which is really
mostly the original bill, that the only
way we could get at it was to have a
general waiver. That is the only way we
felt it was reasonable to get at it.

Mr. WYLIE. What is the procedure
for objecting to a part of the first sec-
tion by making the point of order that
a certain portion of the Stephens sub-
stitute is not germane?

Mr, BOLLING. If the rule is adopted,
the only way that I would know to get
at it would be to offer an amendment to
knock it out, but it would not be subject
to a point of order.

Mr. WYLIE. In other words, what we
have to do is vote down the previous
question on the rule?

Mr. BOLLING. As far as the gentle-
man now speaking, I am not advocating
that. I am for adopting the rule so that
we can have an open discussion and
amend all the different provisions that
are before the House. If the gentleman
chooses to do something else, that is his
privilege.

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

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia.

Mr. LANDRUM. Without advocating
or not advocating, I just want to ask this
question. Once the Stephens amendment
so-called is offered, it is from that mo-
ment on until it is adopted subject fo
amendment.

Mr. BOLLING. That is absolutely cor-
rect.

Mr. LANDRUM. But if if is adopted it
is not subject to amendment.

Mr. BOLLING. That is correct.

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

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. WYDLER. Do I understand this
procedure to be that after the Stephens
amendment is offered we will be able to
amend the Patman bill or any section of
the Patman bill, any section of the orig-
inal Patman hill?

Mr. BOLLING. My understanding of
the situation, and I tried to understand
it correctly, is that a perfecting amend-
ment to the Patman bill would be in
orjer and an amendment would be in
order to the Stephens bill.

Mr, WYLIE. No, that is not correct.

Mr. WYDLER. Yes, but my guestion
is directed to this: Is the Patman bill
considered open at any point upon of-
fering of the Stephens amendment?

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, that is not
correct.

Mr. BOLLING. Only the first section of
the Patman bill will have been read.

Mr. WYDLER. That is correct, but I
understand the gentleman stated other-
wise.

Mr. BOLLING. The gentleman stands
corrected. I misled the gentleman. The
first section of the Patman bill is read,
and then as soon as that is read obvi-
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ously it is open to amendment, and then
the Stephens amendment is offered and
made in order and all of it is subject to
amendment in the normal fashion, but
the gentleman is correct, only the first
section of the Patman bill is in order
at that stage. If the Stephens amend-
ment is turned down, then the Patman
bill is subject to amendment all the way
through.

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

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I beg to
differ with the gentleman on the Rules
Committee. Once H.R. 6879 is adopted,
only the Stephens substitute is open to
amendment and not the original Patman
hill

Mr. BOLLING. I am informed I am in
error again, that section 1 of the Patman
bill is not in order for amendment, is
not subject to amendment until the
Stephens bill is disposed of.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, is the un-
derstanding of the Speaker as to the
parliamentary procedure with reference
to the substitute of the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. STepHENS) on the rule
correct?

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
vield for a clarification of the parlia-
mentary situation?

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield.

The SPEAKER. This is a question for
the Chairman of the Committee of the
Whole and the Chair would not like to
get into the parliamentary situation
which would properly be considered in
the Committee of the Whole.

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

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Speaker, I simply
want to ask for the Recorp and I want
the gentleman from Texas to hear me
on this, this bill and the Stephens sub-
stitute both contain language which
amends certain agricultural acts. I un-
derstand why it was done. I am not
criticizing why it was done because it
does fit in with the purpose of the legis-
lation, but I would like to have assurance
from the gentleman from the Rules Com-
mittee and from the chairman of the
committee that this is not to be a prec-
edent nor to set any claim that this is
in within the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

Mr. BOLLING. I will answer the gen-
tleman that on the basis of my experience
on the Rules Committee this certainly
sets no precedent. The Rules Committee
handles each complicated and difficult
situation as it comes before the commit-
tee. I do not think this is any precedent
at all.

Mr. POAGE. I take it this is the very
reason that the committee provided for
a waiver of the rules, that the committee
recognizes this sort of thing,

Mr. BOLLING. That is correct. We
faced a very complicated and difficult
situation in trying to bring a bill to the
floor under reasonable circumstances.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman discussed the matter with me and
I do not see any reason why our commit-
tee would consider this a precedent.

Mr. POAGE. I thank the gentleman
from Texas.

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

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia (Mr. BLACKBURN).

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding to me.

I want to make sure I understand.

At the time the Stephens substitute is
offered, as I understand, it is to be read
entirely. Am I correct in understanding
that section 1 of the Stephens substitute
at that time, after reading, can be
amended?

Mr. BOLLING. That is correct.

Mr. BLACKBURN. After the entire
Stephens substitute bill is read, then we
can offer amendments to section 1?

Mr. BOLLING. That is my under-
standing.

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

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from California (Mr. HANNA) .

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, if I might
recapitulate, what the gentleman from
Missouri has been trying to say to the
Members is that when the rule is con-
cluded, and we go into the Committee of
the Whole, the first thing which will be
before us will be the committee version
of the bill. At that point in time the
Stephens amendment in the nature of a
substitute will be the first thing in order.

Mr. BOLLING. That is correct.

Mr, HANNA. Assuming that the Ste-
phen’s amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute is adopted, then that substitute
will be open to amendment at all points
and, even in those sections where there
is a point of order that has been raised,
those sections will be open for amend-
ment to strike or to alter in any way. Is
that not correct?

Mr. BOLLING. I do not believe that
is correct. I would like to try to recapitu-
late,

Mr. HANNA. The reason I asked the
question is because the gentleman from
Missouri had said that even though
point of order is waived this does not
preclude the possibility of amending
a section to which a point of order might
be made.

Mr. BOLLING. To that particular
point I would have to answer that this
is correct. An amendment is in order to
a section that otherwise might be sub-
ject to a point of order. An amendment
will be in order.

Mr. HANNA. It has to be raised at the
appropriate time and under the regular
rules of the House.

Mr. BOLLING. That is correct.

Mr. HANNA. I think, if we understand
that, the matter is fairly clear. If the
Stephens amendment is defeated, the
Patman bill is open, as any bill is open
subject to the points of order.

Mr, BOLLING, That, I believe, is cor-
rect.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, would
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Georgia (Mr. BLACKBURN).

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding to me.

As I understand now, after the Ste-
phens amendment is adopted, and of
course it could not be amended, any
amendments to the Stephens substitute
would have to be adopted prior to its
adoption.

Mr. BOLLING. Correct.

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

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from California (Mr. ROUSSELOT).

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. Mr. Speaker, there was
a statement made which I want to be
sure is correct.

The gentleman from California stated,
I believe, that immediately after the rule
is adopted we would take up the
Stephens amendment. There will be 2
hours of debate first; is that not correct?

Mr. BOLLING. Correct.

Mr, ROUSSELOT. So we do not go fo
the amendment process until after the
2 hours of debate is completed.

Mr. BOLLING. That is correct.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I think
the highly complicated nature of this
rule has been brought out partially in
the previous discussion. The issue of
whether we can challenge the germane-
ness of certain areas of clear conflict
in committee jurisdiction with the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency has
really not been properly addressed. We
will not be able to truly debate or chal-
lenge these conflicts after the rule is
passed.

Second, I think that even the gen-
tleman from Missouri himself must
admit that in his own discussion of this
rule he himself has found the parlimen-
tary procedure somewhat confusing.
That is why I think it is highly impor-
tant that we seriously consider voting
down this very complicated rule. This is
a bad precedent-setting rule.

Mr. BOLLING. I would like to com-
ment briefly.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly did not de-
scribe the situation with perfect accu-
racy on the first occasion. I agree with
that. But as I read and reread the rule,
I feel that this is not the fault of the rule,
but it is my fault.

This rule is quite clear. It is entirely
within the rules of the House, and what
we propose to do is not unusual.

If those who oppose having this kind
of a debate, which opens up everything
to amendment, wish to do so, they can
make the argument on the question of
germaneness, because undeniably it will
not be possible to make points of order
on questions of germaneness.

I do not believe it would be possible to
consider any bill from the Committee on
Banking and Currency and this subject
except a very simple extension without
waiving germaneness, because there are
so many different acts involved.

I would frankly admit that the gentle-
man from Missouri did not do a good job
of describing it in the first place, but I do
not believe that is the fault of the Rules
Committee, nor do I believe it is a criti-
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cism of the way in which the matter is
being considered.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. BOLLING. I am glad to yield
further.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I appreciate the
gentleman'’s candor in admitting it is dif-
ficult to discuss this rule with any clarity.

1, as did the gentleman from Missouri,
sat through much of the debate and dis-
cussion before the Rules Committee it-
self. I believe we have only brought out
in part in this discussion the great diffi-
culty that even the Rules Committee had
in arriving at a genuine decision as to
how to bring this highly complicated and
disasterous bill to the floor.

Actually what the Rules Committee has
done is it has allowed a Stephens substi-
tute in basic conflict with the House
rules. I know the gentleman from Geor-
gia is very sincere in his effort to make
this bill (H.R. 6168) less complicated
than it already is. It was put together at
the last minute in the Rules Committee as
to how this substitute would be offered in
such an unusual way on the floor.

I believe we should really understand,
when we vote for this rule, we are estab-
lishing a great number of unusual prece-
dents. We are denying the House Mem-
bers the right fo challenge the germane-
ness.

The gentleman from Missouri himself
has said that this bill does cross into
many other areas of jurisdietion. I be-
lieve the gentleman should not be so
harsh on himself for not understanding
totally what this rule does, because of its
highly controversial nature, and was
only hastily drawn last Thursday.

Mr, BOLLING. The gentleman has now
put some words in my mouth. I was not
criticizing myself except for inaccuracy,
not for a lack of understanding.

The real problem that confronts us
and that confronted the Rules Commit-
tee is the fact that the act expires on the
30th of April. The Rules Committee was
trying to find a vehicle to get this matter
before the House in a manner that would
be fair to all Members of the House, I be-
lieve we have done so. The majority be-
lieves we have done so.

The gentleman from California (Mr,
HouiFIELD) is seeking recognition?

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

Mr. BOLLING. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman takes
the floor for the purpose of pointing out
that section 207 in each one of these bills
goes far afield and sets up a consumer
counselor and methods of appointment
and staff and many other things which I
will not go into at this time.

I call to the attention of Members of
the House that a bill that would establish
a consumer agency was referred to the
Committee on Government Operations
some 3 or 4 years ago. It was eventually
brought to the floor of the House, and it
was passed by a vote of 344 to 44.

It was a good bill. It was a well-drafted
bill. It stood the test of many, many
hearings and many hours of staff work.
It was passed in the House with the sup-
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port of Members on both sides of the
aisle.

That bill did not carry in the other
body. They proceeded to change it
around, and put a lot of amendments on
it that were knocked down in the House.
As a result, they never got the bill out of
the committee.

At the beginning of this year the
Speaker announced that one of the items
of high priority would be the establish-
ment of a Consumer Protection Agency.
Bills were introduced and again referred
to our committee. It is the intention of
our committee to take up the bill which
is identieal with the bill that was passed
in the House by a vofe of 344 to 44.

There will have to be some amend-
ments made to it because the President
has taken some executive actions in
changing Mrs. Enauer’s department and
putting it over in HEW. But those will be
in the nature of corrections as a result
of subsequent action by the President.

Mr. Speaker, it is the intention of the
committee, of course, to bring this bill
to the floor. I will not discuss at this
time the guality of paragraph 207 in Mr.
Patman’s bill but I will say that there
will be an amendment offered to delete
that from either the Patman bill or the
Stephens substitute whenever the op-
portunity is proper in the House from a
parliamentary standponit.

Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman from
Missouri will yield further——

Mr. BOLLING. I yield further to the
gentleman from California (Mr. HoLi-
FIELD).

Mr. HOLIFIELD. There have been sev-
eral confusing statemenis made. One
confusing statement was that as soon as
the Patman bill is up for consideration
in the House, the first order of busi-
ness will be the substitute of the Stephens
bill.

Now, that is not true. The first order
of business under the rule now before
us will be 2 hours of debate, and at the
conclusion of 2 hours of debate, the first
amendment that will be in order will
be the Stephens amendment, and at that
time, if the Stephens amendment is car-
ried, either in its present form or as an
amendment, then that will conclude the
matter, when it is finally passed by the
House. Buf it will be subject to amend-
ment.

Mr. BOLLING. That is correct. The
gentleman is correct.

The SPEAKER, The gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. Boruinc) has consumed
25 minutes.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman from Missouri (Mr, BoLL-
ING) yield?

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana (Mr. WAGGONNER).

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

It would appear to me from the dis-
cussion we have had up to this point
during the consideration of this rule that
unless a Member is opposed to even ex-
tending the present legislation, there is
little, if any, justification for voting
this rule down, because the committee
has brought a bill to the floor which ob-
viously is controversial, but the Commit-
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tee on Rules, with the rule which we are
now debating, made an amendment in
the form of a substitute in order. That
is the so-called Stephens bill.

Mr. Speaker, when during the amend-
ment process, after we start reading the
cominittee bill, that bill is offered as be-
ing in order, it then is subject to any
amendment that anyone chooses to offer,
as I understand it, including an amend-
ment which would provide for a simple
extension of the existing legislation. And
if suech an extension amendment is of-
fered, the vote would occur first on that
substitute language, and if the Congress
adopts such a proposal to extend the
existing legislation, then action would
have been completed on the Stephens
substitute which is offered in the form of
an amendment. If it is not, we will con-
tinue to debate for amendment purposes
the Stephens substifute, and whenever
we have taken final action on the
Stephens substitute, if it is adopted, no
action is then possible on the committee
bill. But if the Stephens substitute is re-
jected, action then becomes in order on
the original committee bill.

Mr. Speaker, it just simply seems to
me that as complicated as this is, as
controversial as it is, the Committee on
Rules has brought a rule here which will
allow the House to work its will, and the
thing that seems to be in controversy
right now is what the will of the House
is in this instance.

So I believe that unless a Member is
opposed to anything, we ought to go
ahead and adopt this rule and get along
with the debate.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
WaccoNNER) for his contribution. He has
made it very clear.

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

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Missowri (Mr. BoriiNe) has consumed
28 minutes.

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska.
Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, after this long discussion
which we have had on House Resolution
357 and the explanation by the able gen-
tleman from Misspuri, I will not further
discuss the resolution making the rule in
order. I would like to discuss some of
the content of the committee bill and
particularly the substitute bill H.R. 6879
which is made in order by this rule, and
some of the dangers inherent in this
legislation which we are considering
today.

First of all, the committee bill would
roll back and freeze prices at January
10, 1973, levels. The Stephens bill would
roll back prices on all commodities to
Marech 16. However, that is a little bit
erroneous. If you go a little further along
in the bill, Mr. Speaker, you will find that
there is a possibility that prices could
be rolled back to levels not lower than
those existing on May 25, 1970. Let me
quote from the bill:

Immediately, but not later than 60 days
after the enactment of this section, the
President shall—

And this is mandatory when you use
the word “shall”—

Mr.
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shall by written order stating in full the
considerations for his action, roll back
prices—to levels lower than those prevail-
ing on March 16, 1973.

It directs the President to roll them
back even from the March 16th date. It
does not say to where he should roll
them or at what point. It is very am-
biguous.

Then you go over on the next page,
and I want to quote again from the bill:

Whenever the Consumer Price Index as
compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics
for a calendar month exceeds (A) an annual
rate of 3 per centum for any three con-
secutive months or (b) an annual rate of
25 per centum for any 12 consecutive
months, then within 30 calendar days the
President is authorized and directed to issue
orders and regulations to establish a man-
datory program to (i) stabilize prices, wages,
and salaries at levels not less than those
prevalling on May 25, 1970.

We have control of rents. The Ste-
phens bill, however, restricts some of
these rent controls, but it remains that
we have rent controls on everything—
homes, commercial properties, and in-
vestment properties. This we do not need.
There is no need for controls, particu-
larly of commercial or industrial proper-
ties or residential properties where we
have a surplus of housing available.

Then we have the consumer counselor
section, which was just debated and was
discussed by the distinguished gentleman
from California (Mr. Hovrmwierp). It

seems strange in this bill no money is
authorized for the consumer counselor.
He is set up as an arm of the legislative
branch of the Government. The appoint-
ments and so forth come through the ex-

ecutive branch of the Government. In
checking with the counsel on the com-
mittee I find that there are no funds au-
thorized to be spent for this office. This
is a result of hasty work in the commit-
tee in the writing of this legislation.

Another point I want to make is this:
This amends the Export Administration
Act of 1969, which is not germane to the
legislation under consideration. The
Rules Committee waived that point of
germaneness in the rule.

One of the serious defects in this bill
and in the amendment of the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1969 is that it repeals
the hide export exemption enacted by the
Congress last year.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure you are well
aware of the great debate that we had
and the controversy concerning the ex-
emption of hides that was brought up in
the debate last year.

In regard to wages, there is no roll-
back in wages in this bill, in fact, it adds
a new provision in the act that states that
a substandard wage is a wage of less than
$3.50 an hour. Seventy-five percent of all
nonfarm labor in the United States re-
ceives less than $3.50; these are all ex-
empted.

In food processing, practically 100 per-
cent of your labor receives less than $3.50
an hour. They are exempted under the
provisions of the Economic Stabilization
Act, and the bill we are considering here
today.

These are very serious defects, Mr.
Speaker.
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Then there is one more item con-
cerning interest rates. The Stephens bill
provisions limit the interest rate ceil-
ing, and rollback five categories of loans
of most importance to the individuals,
small businessmen and farmers. This
provision could be expected to guarantee
a serious shortage of credit in these five
areas since money flows almost instan-
taneously to markets where yield is more
advantageous, and there is no control
over the larger loans.

Then, Mr. Speaker, in closing I would
like to quote from a newspaper editorial
from the Washington Post on prices and
freezes.

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

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself 1 additional minute.

Mr. Speaker, I quote from the edi-
torial:

The only guestion worth discussing is the
nature and terms of the freeze. The House
Banking and Currency Committee has pro-
vided an example of the kind of solution that
ought not be considered. The committee’s
bill has all of the characteristics of gen-
uinely mischievous legislation: it is willful,
ill-considered and reckless. It expresses frus-
tration in its demand for & rollback of
prices of Jan. 10, but it contains no evi-
dence of concern for the Innumerable in-
justices that a rollback would cause to the
innocent as well as the guilty. If a farmer
has had to buy feed for his pigs at the soar-
ing prices of the past three months, it is
manifestly unfair to require him to sell ham
and bacon at last January's prices. There are
doubtless many cases of pure and uncon-
scionable gouging in which a rollback will be
fully justified. But the cases need to be
judged one by one. Incidentally, the com-
mittee’s bill also includes the inevitable con-
cession to its single-minded chairman’s con-
cern with interest rates. To hold down in-
terest rates by act of Congress, in a period
of accelerating inflation, iz merely absurd.

Mr. Speaker, when you take away the
profit incentive you remove the incen-
tive to produce, and you are going to do
that with this type of bill, and you will
create shortages and black markets in
this Nation.

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

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON).

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I believe it was the distinguished gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr, WAGGONNER)
who made the comment a few minutes
ago that although he was unhappy with
the bill reported out originally by the
Committee on Banking and Currency,
and equally unhappy with what has come
to be known as the Stephens substitute,
that he thought perhaps it was the better
part of wisdom to go on with the adop-
tion of this rule, making that substitute
in order so that presumably we could,
with the proper amendment at the ap-
propriate point in these proceedings, offer
an amendment or a substitute that would
do what needs to be done.

I realize that the Members may be di-
vided on that question on both sides of
the aisle, and I take this time merely to
suggest to the membership of the House
that it seems very, very strange to me in-
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deed that after the House Committee on
Banking and Currency had been labor-
ing and holding hearings for I do not
know how many weeks, and had finally
finished with a bill that became known
as the Patman bill, or the committee bill,
that literally overnight there emerged
the substitute offered by the distin-
guished gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
SterHENS) that was assembled in such
haste that when we in the Committee on
Rules considered this matter on Thurs-
day last all we had was a very hastily
assembled series of Xerox copies of the
changes and amendments that had been
made in the original committee bill.

I, frankly, for one, did not have the
amount of time that I felt I should have
as a conscientious member of the Com-
mittee on Rules to thoroughly analyze
that bill and what the impact would be.

It is true they made what purport to
be some simple changes. We are going to
change the rollback date from the 10th
of January to the 16th of March instead.
I had some questions that I did not
even have time to ask in the Committee
on Rules because of the severe time limi-
tation under which we were operating. I
wanted to ask, for example, how great
would be the losses to retailers occa-
sioned by the requirement that they
sell their inventories, which they ac-
quired at current prices, at the level
prevailing on the 16th of March? Would
these losses result in any significant
number of bankruptecies, and, if so, how
many? How much of a drop in farm in-
come would result from passage of the
bill on an annual rate basis? How great
would be the losses to cattle-feeding op-
erations who have had to pay current
high prices for feed grains, but who
would be forced to sell the cattle at the
March 16 price level? Those are all ques-
tions, and I could go on with a long list
that I have compiled which simply had
to go unanswered in my own mind at the
time that the Committee on Rules took
final action on this bill.

And I dare say that there are not very
many Members on the floor of this House
who could answer some of the questions,
or tindeed any of the questions, I have
put.

So in addition to the other points that
were raised, I would suggest that the
gentleman from Nebraska is quite right
in suggesting that when we grant a rule
waiving points of order on totally non-
germane sections of this bill, when we,
for example, set up a Consumer Counse-
lor that is described on pages 46 and 47
of the report, as a new branch of Con-
gress, and then we are going to have an
executive agency appoint the head of this
new branch of Congress, where are all
these people who are concernad about
the aggrandizement of executive power
at the expense of the legislature? Is not
this about as clear an example of the
kind of folly that we can fall into when,
without proper hearing before the com-
mittee of proper jurisdiction—in this
case the Committee on Government Op-
erations—we undertake to waive points
of order on that particular section of
the hill?

I am told that the Export Control Act
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is one of the most intricate, involved
pieces of legislation that we have on the
statute books, and again we simply waive
points of order on very material amend-
ments to that important act, without
even permitting the appropriate and
competent committee to act on that par-
ticular measure.

This is a bad rule. It was hastily as-
sembled literally overnight so that the
Committee on Rules did not even consider
a report on the bill, or anything else.

I would suggest—even though it is
possible under the parliamentary pro-
cedure that will prevail—to offer the kind
of substitute to both the Patman bill and
the Stephens substitute that should be
offered, that maybe it would be wise to
turn down the rule and to offer the kind
of rule that would enable this House to
promptly work its will on a 1l-year ex-
tension of the present act.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. In other words, I
understand the gentleman to be saying
all those who worked so hard to make
sure that the congressional reform was
enacted into law into 1970 have been
rebuffed.

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

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois 2 additional
minutes.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

I understand that all those who were
very much concerned about the method
of procedure for bringing bills to this
House floor and being able to raise ques-
tions of germaneness, to raise points of
order, those member reformers have now
been repudiated. The Committee on
Rules has in fact given us a rule that
totally flaunts all of that effort; reform
effect of 1970.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I think
the gentleman is correct, and I would re-
peat, we are not simply nitpicking when
we point these matters out. They are
of fundamental importance as far as the
ability of this House to work its will in
an intelligent way on very, very impor-
tant substantive questions.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. If I understand the
genteman correctly, on the motion for
the previous question we should vote it
down?

Mr. ANDERSON. It would be my opin-
ion that this would be the way that we
could then offer the proper kind of rule.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. 1 appreciate the
gentleman’s comment.

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gentle-
man from Georgia (Mr. BLACKBURN).

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the gentleman from Nebraska
vielding me a few moments to discuss this
bill.

I think it is rather obvious that we
are facing a highly irregular rule on a
highly irregular procedure. If we are go-
ing to have orderly processes, we should
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insist that the House Rules Committee,
which is our policeman, which is our
watchdog, so to speak, to insure that
proper legislative processes have been
followed should itself follow those rules.
Yet we are seeing ourselves debating here
a bill which is admittedly going to be
offered as a substitute to the so-called
Patman bill because the Patman bill
could not get a rule. Yet none of us on the
House Banking and Currency Committee
has discussed or deliberated one moment
the so-called Stephens substitute. How
can we expect the other Members of the
House who have not been involved in this
for the last 6 months to exercise orderly
judgment on a bill of this importance?

There is no question that the Stephens
substitute does not represent a substan-
tive change from the Patman bill. It has
a little window dressing to give some
members of the Rules Committee an ex-
cuse to vote out a bill, but as far as get-
ting us out of the economic chaos the
Patman bill would have created, I sub-
mit the Stephens bill would also create
economic chaos.

Of primary importance, there is a seri-
ous constitutional question as to whether
Congress is justified in passing a bill of
this sort. The courts have upheld the
right of Congress to impose wage and
price controls in times of war, when men
are being asked to put their lives on the
line and when all citizens are being
asked to make sacrifices. But we are not
at war today and yet we are asking the
citizens of our country to face the dis-
comforts and loss of property which will
result from the price and interest con-
trols under this legislation.

Let us suppose a man owns a Cow
which he can now sell for $450, and then
we inject the instrument of law into the
picture and say he cannot sell that cow
for more than $300. We will have taken
away from that man the difference be-
tween the $300 and the $450 he can get
for it on the open market now.

How can we justify injecting the heavy
hand of Government into the private
economic affairs of our country at this
time when we are not facing a national
war emergency?

I submit to the Members our difficul-
ties are not of a magnitude to justify the
existence or passage of a bill of this
sort. Gentlemen, I would suggest we not
even allow the rule because of these
questions.

There is an unwarranted delegation of
authority to the President in this bill.
We are proposing in this bill to give the
President powers he has never asked for
and which no President in history has
ever requested.

We are saying there will be a ceiling on
interest rates and then we give the Pres-
ident this authority:

The President shall take all necessary
steps to insure a reasonable and adequate
flow of loanable funds into the types of loans
upon which interest rate controls are im-
posed under this subsection . . .

What does that mean? Does that mean
the President will order the Bureau of
Printing and Engraving to crank up the
presses and crank out dollar bills when
consumers or homeowners are seeking
loans? Does it mean the President will
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call in the Federal Reserve Board and
order them to relax monetary policy to
insure an adequate flow of financing?
What does this mean?

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BLACKBURN. I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Is it not
further the gentleman’s understanding
that the secondary market operations
for both FHA and VA loans are con-
ducted on an auction basis and a roll-
back of interest rates on home loans
would completely disrupt the secondary
mortgage loan market for these types of
loans?

Mr. BLACKBURN. It would completely
destroy that market. We cannot ask the
country to go into a deep freeze while
we are contemplating these changes in
our economic structure.

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr, Speak-
er, I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. HEINZ)

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise in op-
position to House Resolution 357, the rule
to H.R. 6168, the Economic Stabiliza-
tion Act.

To date phase III has been a failure.
The evidence of this failure is visible
everywhere: Soaring meat and food
prices, large jumps in rent, rapidly
climbing wholesale and industrial prices,
and steadily rising interest rates. In ret-
rospect, the President acted hastily in
his decision to lift wage and price con-
trols, and to rely on self-administration
and voluntary compliance. Most proba-
bly, he should have decontrolled only
those segments of our economy where
increased production was necessary, pro-
duction that would be possible only
through upward price adjustment. Phase
III was both unwise and premature.

But now strong, remedial action is de-
manded if we are to correct the glaring
injustices surfacing under phase III. Un-
fortunately, however, H.R. 6168 fails to
provide the flexibility necessary to han-
dle either changing economic conditions
or specific inequities which would inevi-
tably arise from the imposition of sweep-
ing price, rent, and interest rollbacks.
This bill is completely impractical and
unworkable, and if it passes in its pres-
ent form, rather than stabilizing pres-
ent dangerous inflationary forces in our
economy, it will compound them. The
Banking and Currency Committee's ap-
proach to these complex economic prob-
lems has been both simplistic and short-
sighted.

According to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. FReENZEL), who is a distin-
guished member of the committee, the
Banking and Currency Committee did
not exercise its customary care and cau-
tion in writing this legislation. As the
gentleman reported in his additional
views to the committee report on H.R.
6168, the committee conducted itself in
a manner which, “stifled needed debate
and helped contribute to the confused
nature of the final version.” The result is
the bill before us today, with its hodge-
podge of poorly developed, impractical,
and counterproductive provisions.

If we in Congress expect the Ameri-
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can worker to exercise restraint in his
wage demands in the approaching round
of contract negotiations, then we must
protect him from current inflationary
price increases which pick money from
his pockets and erode the real value of
his weekly wage. Responsible congres-
sional action would be to immediately
clamp a ceiling on all prices and rents
for the next 60 days. This ceiling would
prevent further irresponsible boosts in
prices while permitting downward price
adjustments resulting from market
pressures. Furthermore, Congress must
act now to control profit margins of all
banks and other lending institutions,
thereby restraining and perhaps reduc-
ing, interest rates now in danger of pric-
ing all prospective borrowers, both large
and small, out of the credit market. In
that 60-day period, the President should
be required to devise and bring to Con-
gress a program that would insure sta-
bility in our troubled economy. Congress
would then approve, amend it or reject
the President's proposal.

I believe that because of the Presi-
dent’s failure to control current danger-
ous inflationary pressures, Congress
must act swiftly and boldly. By clamping
on & 60-day price rent ceiling and con-
trolling the profit margins of financial
intermediaries, the President would have
adequate time to recommend to Con-
gress a comprehensive approach to cur-
rent economic difficulties. The Congress
would then be able to exercise the calm
and thoughtful review of this matter the
American people rightfully expect. Only
then can we accomplish what is so nec-
essary—that is, restraining inflationary
wage/price increases while insuring the
production of adequate supplies of food,
shelter, and other necessities by a full
employment economy.

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. RONCALLO).

Mr. RONCALLO of New York. Mr.
Speaker, I wish to speak in opposition
to the adoption of this rule.

I am sure many of my colleagues share
my amazement at the way in which this
legislation has been handled. It has been
one of the most obvious vehicles of bla-
tant partisan politics that we have wit-
nessed in some time. I, for one, am
convinced that this Nation's economy is
too precarious and too important to be
made a political football for the purpose
of scoring a few cheap shots. If this legis-
lation is enacted, those cheap shots may
cost this country very dearly in the not
too distant future.

Specifically, I think it is unconscion-
able that the rule waives points of order.
I know exactly what the purpose of that
maneuver is. If we adopt this rule,
amendments contained in the bill relat-
ing to export and import controls will
be invulnerable even though they have
no business whatsoever in this bill and
were, in fact, lifted from legislation pend-
ing before another committee and in-
serted in the bill during the markup
session without adequate consideration.

If we adopt this rule, provisions which
impose a responsibility on the Secretary
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of Agriculture will be invulnerable to ob-
jection, even though they were inserted
with little discussion by a committee
which has no jurisdiction over agricul-
tural matters and which was told by the
Secretary of Agriculture that he did not
want such powers.

This is only one aspect of the parlia-
mentary tomfoolery which has sur-
rounded the bringing of this rule to the
floor today, and I want to register my
strong protest that the leadership of this
House would see fit to deal with such
important legislation in so high-handed
and unstatesmanlike a manner.

We deserve better treatment. The
American people deserve better treat-
ment, This is no way to run a Congress
and it is no way to accomplish good
legislation. I will not be a party to so
callous a disregard for the spirit of the
rules of this House.

I shall vote against the rule.

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FRENZEL).

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
Borring) in describing this rule called
it “a wide open rule.” He also described it
as “not unusual.”

I would like to offer a contrary point
of view; that is, that this rule is exceed-
ingly unusual and hardly wide open. The
waivers of points on germaneness on the
original bill and all waivers on the sub-
stitute are unusual, in my judgment. It is
not unusual for us to pursue a substitute
under a waiver, but it is unusual for us to
waiver a substitute which no one has seen
and was, in effect, invented at the last
minute.

The waiver of germaneness on that
substitute, I think, is insulting not only to
the Committee on Banking and Currency,
which has already been insulted enough,
but also perhaps insulting to other com-
mittees who are seeing their jurisdiction
invaded by this particular bill coming
from the Committee on Rules.

Obviously, this is not the fault of the
Commitiee on Rules. It was handed a bag
of snakes in the form of a terrible bill
given to it by the Committee on Banking
and Currency. It was in a position where
it had to do something very unusual.

Mr. Speaker, the problem is not in the
Committee on Rules. It is a bad rule and
the Committee on Rules should be cen-
sured by a vote against the previous
question, but the fault is in the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency which pro-
duced this awful bill.

The Stephens substitute is not much
better. It simply pours a little perfume on
a rotten body, but leaves us in about the
same kind of situation as we would have
if we were obliged to pass the original
bill. I do not know how we are going to
get to it, but I suspect the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. WAGGONNER) is right
in saying that the key vote is going to be
on that simple 1-year extension, which I
hope most of the Members of this House
are going to support.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?
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Mr. FreNzEL. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. BLACKBURN).

Mr. BLACEBURN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to ask the gentleman if he
would not agree that a vote for the rule
under these circumstances would not
constitute an endorsement of the im-
proper procedures that have brought us
the state of confusion which exists here
today?

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman makes a good point, and one
with which I concur wholeheartedly.

Mr. Speaker, finally I would simply
say that the original bill is no good, the
bill to replace it is no good, and the rule
is no good.

What we now need is a simple 1-year
extension. I urge the House to vote down
the previous question, vote for the
amended rule, and vote for the extension.

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

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield fo the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. WYDLER. As I understand the
situation we are faced with here, the
Rules Commitiee came to the conclusion
that the Patman bill was no good, so
they arranged to allow a substitute to be
offered in place of the Patman bill. I can
only say it is hard to imagine anything
worse than the Patman bill, but I be-
lieve the substitute is worse, because it
not only carries all of the mischief of the
Patman bill, but also does not do the
consumer any good. So I believe there is
good reason to throw out the whole kit
and caboodle.

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
minority leader (Mr. GerarLp ForD).

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Let me say,
Mr. Speaker, as I have sat and listened
to the debate one cannot help but come
to the conclusion that this particular
problem with which we are faced is not
necessarily a partisan one but is one that
involves a broad cross section of our
economy and a broad cross secticn of
political forces in the United States.

Let me, however, take just a minute
to tell the Members what we would hope
to do if the previous question is defeated.
And I urge Members to vote against or-
dering the previous question.

The gentleman from Nebraska will be
prepared to offer a substitute for or an
amendment to the rule which I believe
would help to straighten out the dilemma
we face.

No. 1, in the amendment that the gen-
tleman from Nebraska would offer is the
following: On page 2, line 1 of the resolu-
tion from the Rules Committee, he would
strike “H.R. 6879" and insert in lieu
thereof “H.R. 2099.”

H.R. 2099, as I understand it, is a bill
that was introduced jointly by the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Banking and Currency and the dis-
tinguished ranking Member on our side,
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
WiowaLL). It has bipartisan support.

Is that not more sensible than a hur-
riedly drafted proposal such as H.R.
68797

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield on that point?
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Of course I
vield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. PATMAN. That bill was intro-
duced before phase 3 was actually formed
and it was done as a courtesy so the ad-
ministration’s measure would be before
the House.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I thank the
gentleman. I appreciate the gentleman’s
contribution.

The second proposal in the substitute
or the amendment to be offered by the
gentleman from Nebraska is as follows:
On page 2, lines 2 through 7, strike the
words:

If said amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute is not agreed to in Committee of the
Whole, it shall then be in order to consider
the amendments recommended by the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency now printed
in the bill notwithstanding the provisions of
clause 7, rule XVI.

That change would knock out the
waiver of points of order in the commit-
tee bill. Of course, if we substitute “H.R.
2099 for “H.R. 6879" it would be aca-
demic whether or not we have a waiver
of points of order for the Stephens sub-
stitute.

To summarize, Mr. Speaker, if the pre-
vious question is defeated I presume
the Speaker would recognize the gentle-
man from Nebraska. The gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. MarTIiN) will offer
this as an amendment to or a substitute
for the rule now before the House.

Under those circumstances, we would
end up, if that prevailed, with the com-
mittee bill up for consideration, with the
bill that was jointly introduced originally
by the gentleman from Texas and the
gentleman from New Jersey as germane
and in order, which is a 1-year exten-
sion. So we would have the opportunity
for consideration of the committee bill
and the opportunity for consideration of
a substitute for a 1-year extension.

Ladies and gentlemen of the House, in
my judgment this is the way to get out
of this perplexing dilemma, the way to
have an orderly consideration of legis-
lation that is vitally important to the
country as a whole.

Mr. Speaker, may I conclude by simply
reiterating and reemphasizing this: Vote
against the previous question, and we can
straighten out the mess.

Mr, MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I have no further requests for time.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to speak for 1 minute to this effect:

The committee bill, the Patman bill,
is a bill that goes farther in terms of a
rollback than the so-called Stephens sub-
stitute. The Stephens substitute in fact,
really only has three amendments to t_'.he
Patman bill: A March 16 rollback in-
stead of a January 10 rollback, a different
provision on interest, the Hanna amend-
ment, and one other noncontroversial
amendment.

Mr. Speaker, what we are really talk-
ing about is a bill that has a rollback to
January 10, a bill that has a rollback to
March 16, and a bill that just leaves it
entirely in the hands of the present man-
agement of economic affairs for the
country.

Now, I would suspect that those of the
Members who think on it hard do not
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want to give another blank check to the
administration, and that is what a 1-year
extension is. It is this administration
that took off phase II and went to phase
III.

The Stephens approach is the ap-
proach that tries to get right down the
middle, and I urge a vote for the previous
question, which I now move.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, this is very
probably the most controversial measure
which has confronted the House during
the present session of Congress. This is
one of those situations where we are
wrong no matter what we do. There just
is not any way to please everybody on
the subject of price controls.

Democratic House leaders have pro-
posed a bill for stringent controls and a
rollback in prices. Unquestionably, there
is a serious threat that prices will get
completely out of control and that run-
away inflation will disrupt the domestic
economic pattern. The administration
has been unwilling to take strong action
except in the case of meats. Obviously
more is required. Congress is closely at-
tuned to the thinking of the people and
the Democratic House leadership has
shown its willingness to assume respon-
sibility for strong controls. Whether or
not the proposed bill becomes law, it may
stimulate more vigorous action by the
President than he has seen fit to take
thus far.

We have just seen the biggest jump in
food prices for a single month within a
generation. Rents are up, interest rates
are up, and the price of lumber is sky-
rocketing. In just a year's time, the
wholesale price of eggs rose more than
75 percent. Flour prices rose more than
32 percent. Wheat prices soared to price
levels 66 percent higher than in 1972.
Meat prices will not bear discussion.

Coupled with the problem of runaway
food prices have been similar increases
in the cost of other goods and services.
Rents go up. Medical care goes up. Trans-
portation goes up. And the dollar is de-
valued and devalued again.

There is no logical reason for this to be
happening when there are control mech-
anisms available with which to bring
food prices into line. But the machinery
has gone largely unused while the house-
wives of America struggle each day to
provide well-rounded meals that will not
destroy the family budget. Nearly all
prices are following the same pattern. It
is beginning to look as if the Nation is
beginning a period of accelerated infla-
tion.

My apprehensions about phase III con-
trols appear to be fully borne out. The
controls in effect under phase II were
not infallible but, while they were in ef-
fect, they gave our country the best rec-
ord of any industrial nation in holding in
check the forces of inflation. I felt that
the standby controls which were used
during phase II were the proper way to
deal with the problem. The President
then had the option of varying controls
as the situation requires, But he gave up
phase II controls and the result has been
runaway prices.

It is obvious we no longer can afford—
literally—to wait for phase III to work
or for phase IV or V to come along. Es-
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pecially hard hit are those on fixed in-
comes and retirement benefits. While the
Congress in recent years has raised so-
cial security benefits by a third, the cost
of living since 1959 has gone up more
than 44 percent. Since 1967 alone, the
cost of merely surviving has risen 24.2
percent.

Congress can and must serve notice on
the world that the dollar will be pro-
tected. To freeze prices and encourage
the implementation of more effective
controls would be such a signal to the
world financial community. More than
that it would stop price escalation at
home.

It is appalling to note that in 25
years, the cost of living has risen a stag-
gering 77 percent. We are nearing the
time when it will cost Americans twice
as much to live as it did in 1948. Retire-
ment benefits have not kept pace, nor
have the wages of the average worker.

The Congress must do more than
wring its collective hands and answer
constituent complaints with meaningless
verbiage. It is time for decisive action
and it is clear it is up to the Congress to
act.

I am prepared to vote for the rule
and for the best obtainable bill to control
prices, hopefully without a rollback. I
cannot vote for a bill which rolls prices
back to January 10, nor do I feel that
the simple extension of standby controls
will not be effective. The Stephens sub-
stitute with amendments appears to of-
fer the best course of action.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous guestion on the resolution.

The SPEAKER. The question is on or-
dering the previous question.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. 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 147, nays
258, not voting 28, as follows:
|Roll No. 88]

YEAS—147
Diggs
Donohue
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,
Fascell
Flood
Foley
Ford,

William D.
Fraser
Fulton
Gaydos
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hawkins
Hays O’'Hara
Hébert O'Neill
Hechler, W. Va. Owens
Helstoski Patman
Hicks Patten
Holifield Pepper
Holtzman Perkins
Howard Preyer
Jones, N.C. Price, I11.
Jordan Rees

Reld

Earth
EKastenmeier Reuss

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Annunzio
Aspin
Barrett
Bevill
Biaggi
Bingham

Kluczynski
Eoch

Eyros
Leggelt
Lehman
Long, La.
MeCormack
McFall
Macdonald
Madden
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Metcalfe
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Moss
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzl

Nix

Blatnlk
Bogas
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Burke, Calif,
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Chisholm
Clay
Corman
Cotter
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Delaney
Dellums
Dent
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Riegle
Rodino

Roe

Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roybal

8t Germain
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Seiberling
Sikes

Slack

Abdnor
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis

Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan

urgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Butler

Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cchen
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
w.,Jr.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Findley
Fish
Fisher
Flowers
Flynt
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fountain
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fugqua
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
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Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Sullivan
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Waggonner

NAYS—268

Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Hastings
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Callf.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Kazen
Keating
Kemp
Ketchum
Euykendall
Landgrebe

McCloskey
MecCollister
McDade
McEwen
McEay
McEKinney
MceSpadden
Madigan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Melcher
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Miller
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minshall, Ohio
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,

Calif.
Mosher
Myers
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.

Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Wolff

Wright

Yates

Yatron

Young, Ga.

Young, Tex.

Zablocki

O'Brien
Parris

Pettis

Peyser

Pickle

Pike

Poage
Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie

Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rarick
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.

Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y.
Roes

Roush
Rousselot

Roy

Runnels
Ruppe

Ruth
Sandman

Sarasin
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
SBisk
Skubitz
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steed
Steele
Steeiman
Steiger, Ariz.
Stelger, Wis.
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symington
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Williams
Winn
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Young,
Young,
Young,
Zion

NOT VOTING—28
Jones, Ala. Ryan
King Talcott
Mathias, Calif. Teague, Tex.
Mitchell, N.Y. Vigorito
Morgan Waldie
Passman Wilson, Bob
Podell Young, Fla.
Rangel Zwach

Frelinghuysen Regula

Harvey Rooney, N.Y.

So the previous question was not or-
dered.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Andrews of North Carolina for, with
Mr, Talcott against.

Mr. Morgan for, with Mr. Mathias of Cal-
ifornia against.

Mr. Rooney of New York for,
Young of Florida against.

Mr., Dingell for, with Mr. Zwach against.

Mr. Conyers for, with Mr. King against.

Mr. Podell for, with Mr. Frelinghuysen
against.

Mr. Clark for, with Mr. Regula against.

Mr. Rangel for, with Mr. Mitchell of New
York against,

Until further notice:

Mr, Dulski with Mr, Harvey.

Mr. Waldie with Mr. Bob Wilson.
Mr. Vigorito with Mr. Badillo.

Alexander
Andrews, N.C.

Conyers
Dingell
Dulski

with Mr.

Mr. Alexander with Mr. Passman.
Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Ashley.
Mr. Ryan with Mr. Teague of Texas.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MARTIN

NEBRASKA

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska.
Speaker, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. MarTIiN of
Nebraska: On page 2, line 1, strike “H.R.
6879," and insert in lieu thereof, “H.R. 2099."

On pages 2, lines 32 through 7, strike the
words: “If said amendment in the nature of a
substitute is not agreed to in Committee of
the Whole, it shall then be in order to con-
sider the amendments recommended by the
Committee on Banking and Currency now
printed in the bill notwithstanding the pro-
visions of clause 7, rule XVI.”

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to explain this
amendment to the Members. The amend-
ment makes in order the consideration of
the committee bill, HR. 6168. Then it
makes in order the offering of H.R. 2099
as a substitute. This strikes out the
Stephens bill and substitutes H.R. 2099,
which is a bill which was jointly intro-
duced by the chairman of the Bank-
ing and Currency Committee and the
ranking minority member, and provides
for a simple 12 months' extension of the
Economic Stabilization Act.

Then in addition it strikes from the
original resolution (H.R. Res. 357) the
waiving of points of order in regard to
germaneness. In other words, those are
stricken from the resolution, That is all
this amendment does.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BOLLING) .

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Nebraska for yield-
ing, but I see no purpose in debating the
matter further. I thank the gentleman
again.

Mr. MARTIN of

OoF

Mr.

HNebraska., Mr.
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Speaker, I urge adoption of the amend-
ment, and I move the previous question
on the amendment and on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
amendment. offered by the gentleman
from Nebraska (Mr. MARTIN).

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was communi-
cated to the House by Mr. Marks, one of
his secretaries.

DISPOSAL OF STRATEGIC STOCK-
PILE ITEMS—MESSAGE FROM
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 93-84)

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 Armed
Services and ordered to be printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

In our current fight against rising
prices, one weapon which has not yet
been effectively employed is our national
strategic stockpile. Today I am asking
for authority from the Congress to sell
those items in the stockpile which we no
longer need to keep in reserve in order
to protect our national security.

Because the world economy has grown
so rapidly, short term demand for many
industrial commodities has outpaced
short term supplies. As a result, prices
for industrial commodities have recently
been increasing at unacceptably high
rates—in some cases by more than 30 per-
cent in the past 12 months alone,

These increases will eventually be felt
in higher prices for the American con-
sumer if we do not act decisively now.

By disposing of unneeded items in the
strategic stockpile, we can strike a criti-
cal blow for the American consumer.

The purpose of the American strategic
stockpile is to ensure an adequate reserve
of vital materials in time of war without
imposing undue hardships on our civilian
population. The basic concept is an old
one, dating back to the Strategic and
Critical Materials Stock Piling Act of
1946. Ninety-five percent of the current
stockpile was acquired before 1959—the
bulk of it during the Korean War.

The present strategic stockpile totals
$6.7 billion worth of material, ranging
from metals, minerals, rubber and in-
dustrial diamonds to unusual items such
as iodine.

Because our economy and technology
are dynamiec, our capability to find sub-
stitutes for scarce materials is far
greater today than in the past. We are
now able to meet defense requirements
for materials during possible major
conflicts without imposing an excessive
burden on the economy or relying
on an enormous stockpile, as was once
necessary,
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After a careful and searching review
of the current stockpile, I have ap-
proved new guidelines that would tailor
the kind and quantity of materials in
the stockpile to the national security
needs of the 1970's. The new stockpile
would be substantially reduced, but it
would contain the critical materials
that we need in quantities fully adequate
for our national security requirements.

Our new guidelines would provide the
needed commodities to cover our mate-
rial requirements for the first year of a
major conflict in Europe and Asia. In the
event of a longer conflict, these 12
months would give us sufficient time to
mobilize so that we could sustain our
defense effort as long as necessary with-
out placing an intolerable burden on the
economy or the civilian population.

Under existing law, the Administra-
tion has the authority to sell approxi-
mately $1.9 billion worth of stockpile
material, including substantial amounts
of zine, aluminum and lead. However,
to dispose of the remaining $4.1 billion
in unnecessary items, congressional au-
thorization is needed.

Historically, the sale of each com-
modity has been subject to individual
legislation, but this procedure is time-
consuming and redundant. To improve
on it, the authorizing legislation I am
recommending to the Congress takes the
form of a single omnibus bill for all
excess stockpile commodities; it in-
cludes individual authorizations for 16
major commodities.

At the same time that they fully pro-
vide for our national security and eco-
nomic health in the event of an emer-
gency, our new stockpile guidelines also
enhance national efficiency and thrift.
Specifically, they would permit us to sell
$6 billion in no longer needed stockpile
material over the next several years.

I urge the Congress to take prompt
and favorable action on the stockpile
legislation I am submitting. By doing
so, the Congress will demonstrate its
willingness to act in positive coopera-
tion with the executive branch in a way
that is in the best interests of all
Americans.

RicHARD NIXON.

Tae WeIrte House, April 16, 1973.

EXTENDING ECONOMIC STABILIZA-
TION ACT OF 1970

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6168) to amend and ex-
tend the Economic Stabilization Act of
1970.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 6168, with Mr.
BorriNg in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PaTMaN) will
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be recognized for 1 hour, and the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. WIDNALL)
will be recognized for 1 hour.

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

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6168, and the sub-
stitute HR. 6879, are a true test of the
ability of this Congress to deal with an
economic crisis.

There are some in this House who will
counsel us to abandon our responsibility,
to hide, to dodge, to be evasive and sim-
ply give the President an extension of
his authority to impose phase III on the
Nation. I sincerely hope that this is a
minority because nothing could be more
damaging to the economic future of
this Nation than a congressional endorse-
ment of the President’s phase III pol-
icies—policies which have brought us
the highest prices in 22 years.

Mr. Chairman, the big business lobby-
ists have descended on Capitol Hill and
this campaign has been developed and
orchestrated by the White House in an
attempt to block this legislation. Every
industry, every special interest has a spe-
cial problem and many of them are de-
manding that the Congress take special
pains to deal with each and every one of
these special problems in the statute.
Such a move would destroy this legis-
lation and would make a mockery of eco-
nomic stabilization. The House must rise
above these special pleas.

While many people—many groups—
have special problems, all of them will
be benefited if we can develop a pro-
gram to truly stabilize the economy.
Surely, this concern—for the general
economic health of the Nation—over-
rides the special problems of any group
or individual industry. Surely, there is no
manufacturing corporation, no bank, no
agricultural organization, no business
trade association, no labor union that
believes it can benefit in the long run if
the Congress weakens and lets inflation
overtake and rip apart the economy.

We have already gone much too far
down the road to ruinous inflation and
it is the height of irresponsibility for any
Member of this House to ignore the clear
warnings of a Wholesale Price Index
which is increasing at an annual rate in
excess of 26 percent and a Consumer
Price Index moving up at an annual rate
of 10 percent and still elimbing. And the
buffeting of the dollar on the world mar-
kets in recent months is another clear
signal for the Congress to act, to do the
things the President has been unable or
unwilling to initiate.

Mr. Chairman, I regret greatly that the
President’s economie policies have placed
us in a situation where we must take
such strong action. But, we must face the
facts as they are and not as we wish
them to be. The economic facts require
us to take the hard road, the difficult
road; we can no longer afford the luxury
of soft easy answers.

Under present economic conditions,
there are no easy answers and no soft
roads to economic stabilization, In urging
adoption of this measure, we do not, for
one moment, underestimate the diffi-
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culties, the complexities and unpleasant-
ness of economic controls. Controls are
not popular, but ravaging inflation that
could destroy the economy is even more
unpopular.

Despite all the propaganda and lobby-
ing which has erupted around this legis-
lation, this is not a radical measure. It
is simply a necessary measure. A few of
the calmer voices in the business
community—conservative voices—have
begun to face the hard facts and endorse
the basic thrust of HR. 6168 and H.R.
6879. Last week, the chairman of the
Federated Department Stores, Ralph
Lazarus, wrote President Nixon urging
an abandonment of phase 3. Mr. Lazarus
wrote the President:

I urge you to take action to restore the
sense of confidence and stability which pre-
valled during Phase 2 of your Economic
Stabilization Program.

The reimposition of mnndatcry controls
adapted to the present economic situation

would be an Important initial step to achieve
this goal.

This is no radical voice, but a business-
man—the head of the Nation’s largest
department store chain—who sees the
dangers of the President's permissive
policies on the economy.

Many have expressed special concern
about the problems of the agricultural
community and I share their concern
that this segment of the economy be
treated equitably under any controls
program. I have much agriculture in my
district and farmers are concerned about
the high interest rates they must pay for
farm production loans, for cattle feeder
operations, and for mortgages. This bill
will control these costs and lift a burden
from the agricultural community.

Farmers are concerned about rapidly
escalating costs for machinery, tractors,
combines, trucks; and this bill will
stabilize these prices and make it much
easier for the farm operator to come out
with a profit. In short, the rapid in-
creases in prices farmers must pay will
be halted—and in some cases rolled
back—under this bill and this will be
a big plus for the entire agricultural
community, particularly the small
family farmer who has been hit the
hardest by the price squeezes.

Mr. Chairman, the interest rate sec-
tion is essential if we are to have equity
in this program. Everyone in the econ-
omy pays interest, either directly or in-
directly, and the high cost of money is
reflected in the higher food prices, higher
rents, and the higher costs of all goods
and services. Unless we control interest
rates, we cannot expect to have an effec-
tive stabilization program.

The Federal Reserve and the so-called
Committee on Interest and Dividends
have gone to great lengths to hide the
facts about interest rates, and have urged
the banks to “cool it” until the Congress
completes its consideration of the wage-
price legislation. The message from the
Federal Reserve to the banks is clear—
delude the Congress into ignoring in-
terest rates and then, as soon as the law
is signed, you will be free to raise rates.
And when this happens it will be too late
for the Congress to correct its mistake.
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Unless we want a return to the credit
crunches of 1969 and 1970—when in-
terest rates rose to their highest levels
in 100 years—the time to act is now.
And let no one fool you—the trend on
all interest rates is up. Mortgage rates
are approaching 8 percent in many
areas of the Nation, a fact which prices
millions of Americans out of decent
homes. Farm production loans are up
again in the figures released by the Fed-
eral Reserve last week and this means
more pressure on food prices. Since the
legislation was introduced, the Small
Business Administration has announced
another increase in interest rates to
small businessmen to 94 percent. The
rates are climbing and only the Con-
gress can give the people relief.

The cost of money has been rising
more rapidly than anything else in the
economy in recent years. Since 1965,
yvields on high grade municipal bonds
have increased 62 percent. Many cor-
porate bonds have seen an increase of
at least 65 percent in interest yields and
short-term Treasury bills are up more
than 60 percent since the mid-1960's.
Mortgage rates are up nearly 50 percent.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot overestimate
the role these higher interest rates are
playing in the higher prices. But, let
me quote from a recent statement by
Dr. Sidney Weintraub, a respected pro-
fessor of economics at the University
of Pennsylvania:

Those “buying” money now—borrowers—
thus have cause to howl along with the
housewife buying meat. The cost of doing
business with borrowed money has sky-
rocketed. The higher business operating costs
contribute to the advance in product prices.
More significantly, however, to cover the
higher financing charges our regulated public
utilities have also secured price relief. The
cost of borrowed money is thus reflected in
our telephone, electric, gas and transport
bills.

Higher interest rates thus compel higher
prices. Higher mortgage terms also infiate
the cost of llving. All of us, In many ways,
pay more because of higher interest rates.

Unless we have the courage to con-
trol interest rates, prices and rents, there
is not a chance that we can moderate
wage demands the remainder of the year.
On the other hand, if we can assure sta-
bility, workers and their unions will be
in a better position to hold down de-
mands at contract time. We have a
great opportunity to break the cycle of
price increases, followed by new wage
demands, followed by more price in-
creases. It is up to this Congress to halt
the cycle.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation can re-
store the confidence of the American
people in the ability of their Govern-
ment to deal with an economic crisis.
And this confidence is at a fantastically
low level at this moment. The American
people do not believe that President
Nixon has the ability to deal with the
crisis; they are looking to the Congress.

Just last week, the Louis Harris poll
was released and it showed that only
26 percent of the American people had
confidence in President Nixon’s ability
to keep the economy healthy. A whop-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ping 69 percent replied that they lacked
confidence in his ability in this area.

More specifically, this poll found that
only 12 percent of the people had confi-
dence that the President was doing what
was necessary to keep down the cost of
living. Eighty-six percent replied in the
negative—86 percent have no confidence
in the ability of the President to keep
down the cost of living.

The President—with only 12 percent
of the people reflecting confidence in his
actions—is urging that this Congress
simply give him more power to continue
phase IIT—to extend the Economic Sta-
bilization Act for another year. Mr.
Chairman, I suggest that the House
should stick with the great majority of
the American people—the 86 percent
who the Harris poll says want something
more than the President's impossible
voluntary program of economic permis-
siveness.

Mr. Chairman, we have seen a series of
disheartening economic indicators re-
leased—indicators which tell all of us
that inflation is threatening to destroy
the entire economy. Shortly after this
House votes on these amendments and
shortly after we return home for the re-
cess, still another set of indicators will
be released—the Consumer Price Index
for the month of March. I predict that
this CPI will reveal even more shocking
figures—more shocking price increases—
and it is something that will be on the
minds of our constituents when we are
in our home districts next week.

The Members of this House have
an opportunity today to cast votes
against high prices—against inflation—
and against the discredited and sadly
misguided economic policies of the Nixon
administration. These are votes that will
be long remembered, long talked about
The ring of cash registers in the land
will remind the people of our votes for
months to come.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the legislation that is cur-
rently before us. I intend to offer an
amendment that will be a simple exten-
sion of the existing authority for 1 year.
No other amendments. Just that.

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WIDNALL, I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. JOHNSON).

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the Pat-
man-Widnall substitute, HR. 2099.

Mr. Chairman, we are meeting today
in a period of hysteria over price in-
creases, and this Congress is being asked
to enact a measure which could well
throw this Nation into an economic tail-
spin and precipitate a depression. We are
considering this bill at a time when the
economic conditions in this country are
at the highest level since World War II,

We are debating this bill without the
slightest idea of the disruption that it
would cause if enacted. As a matter of
fact, the bill applies to all prices, and
no one really knows as to what prices
will be covered. Is it the price of gold in
New York and not London? Is a price
the price of stocks on the New York Stock
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Exchange? Does it cover all professional
fees, theater tickets and highway tolls?
It seems like the bill should have defined
the prices covered.

That is the consummate confusion
in the bill and why its enactment would
be foolhardy and dangerous. The bill
would take away from the President
the flexible power to regulate prices for
1 year. In other words, the Nation would
be in an economic straitjacket for 1 year.
It would mean a complete regimentation
of the country for that period.

I do not believe that Congress wants to
do this. The statesmanlike and safe thing
to do is to extend the act for 1 year
and thus retain in the President the
power to regulate prices and wages. If
it is necessary to reinstate phase II, the
President should do it, and I am sure
he would do it if the spiraling of prices
continues. Controls are a deprivation of
freedom. They should be taken off as
soon as possible. Only by extending the
act for 1 year, through H.R. 2099, will it
be possible to have an early end to this
denial of economic freedom.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WIDNALL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. J. WiLLIam
STANTON) .

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. I appre-
ciate the gentleman's yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to tell the
Committee that, honestly, H.R. 6768, in
my opinion, is the worst legislation that I
?ave ever seen come out of the commit-

ee.

Mr. Chairman, it has been my priv-
ilege to serve on our Banking and Cur-
rency Committee in the House of Repre-
sentatives for 9 years. We have been most
fortunate in our committee over the
yvears to have Representatives on both
sides of the political aisle who have
shown great dedication to their work.
Together, we have written legislation
which, with few exceptions, I have been
able, in good conscience, to wholeheart-
edly support.

I regret to have to say that, on this
day, I find myself in complete and total
disagreement with the bill reported from
our committee—H.R. 6168.

Mr. Chairman, there is so much wrong
with this bill that I hardly know where
to begin. In studying the views of mem-
bers of the committee contained in the
report, I was especially pleased to read
the remarks of one of my colleagues on
the other side of the political aisle which
expressed my thoughts far more elo-
auently than I can. While I disagree with
his finding and his solution, I admire the
gentleman from Texas for clearly under-
standing the dilemma with which we are
faced.

Truly, this committee did not have the
time nor the resources to create a law
that would establish a just and effective
stabilization program. It would be im-
possible for any committee, no matter
how well endowed with talent and deter-
mination, to fully comprehend all the
complexities of our vast economy and
impose just control over it in the 2 days
of action we were allotted.
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At this time, Mr. Chairman, it might
be well to point out that, while our Com-
mittee knew that this act was to expire
on April 30, we made no move to hear
witnesses until less than two weeks ago.
This was a very serious mistake. Having
heard witnesses, both pro and con, no
committee could write in two days—the
total time of our Executive Session—a
bill that would solve the problems of our
economy and do justice to a problem
that we all readily admit exists.

Congressman GoxnzaLez, with whom I
wholeheartedly agree, states:

Only the President has the resources to
draw up an effective economic control pro-
gram. Only administrative regulations are
sufficiently flexible to meet the needs of a
rapidly changing situation. Only administra-
tive authority is sufficiently broad to over-
come the inequities that are endemic to eco-
nomic eontrols. In short, there is no way that
Congress can legislate in an area that only
Executive Authority is equipped to act in.

H.R. 6168 is a hopeless and unman-
ageahble piece of legislation. Although it
does contain some good ideas, I am firmly
convinced that the bill cannot accom-
plish its stated goal of controlling infla-
tion. Regrettably, in my opinion, it is so
bad that it is beyond repair.

Many of the speakers who will follow
me will outline these faults in detail. I
hope that the Congress will pay close at-
tention as H.R. 6168 is discussed, section
by section, and its unworkable provisions
clearly pointed out.

Mr. Chairman, it is regrettable that we
find ourselves pressured by time as we are
today. I am firmly convinced that this
basic legislation has to be continued. All
but one witness testified that any other
course of action would only further fan
the fires of inflation. No one dislikes the
high cost of food more than I do. No one
is more frustrated by the increases that
have erept into the pipeline in all facets
of our economy in the last few months.
Congress definitely has a responsibility
in this regard. We should make it very
clear to all manufacturers and services,
to all wholesalers and retailers, that any
unjustified increases that have taken
place since January 10 cannot be al-
lowed. The Cost of Living Council, in my
opinion, has failed in this regard. If they
have a big stick, they should have been
using it.

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

Mr. WIDNALL, I will now yield to the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. BrLACK-
BURN).

Mr. BLACKBURN. Mr. Chairman, I
appreciate the gentleman’s yielding to
me.

Mr. Chairman, the parallel between
the problems of the Soviet Union and
those of the United States might not be
obvious, but they exist.

The parallel I speak of is in the prob-
lems of the marketplace. American
housewives have been unhappy with food
prices, meat prices in particular, and some
Members of Congress are screaming for
new, tougher price controls on meat,
rents, and who knows what else.

In the Soviet Union, where state con-
trolled prices have been a fact of life
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since the revolution, housewives have
been experiencing miseries due to short-
ages of food and other consumer goods.
The Government has traditionally re-
sponded with a series of economic re-
forms. Lately, they responded with yet
another economic reform, which, I would
guess, will be no more effective in meet-
ing consumer needs than have those of
the past.

Needless to say, the Soviet consumers
have the worst of it by far, and have
had for as long as anyone can remem-
ber. But then, Soviet governments start-
ed much longer ago to try to repeal the
laws of market economics. For all prac-
tical purposes, the U.S. Government only
joined in this noble cosmetic experiment
in August 1971. But, the way things are
going, it may not be long before the
United States has a nonmarket economy
that works as badly as has the Soviet
Union’s nonmarket economy.

It is not too late to profit from
U.S.S.R's bad example, although I would
have to admit that the House Banking
and Currency Committee has sounded
increasingly as if it had been getting its
basic research from the inner riches of
Soviet Gossplan, the central planning
agency. Possibly it comes from those
countless toilers who spend their life over
wholesale price lists trying to decide,
more or less intuitively, whether hair-
pins, tack hammers, hat racks, and hay
forks should be marked up, or down, a
kopeck.

It would not be overstating the case
to say that a fundamental weakness of
the Soviet economic system lies within
the mindless effort to manage prices by
state fiat. The consequences abound
through the land. Residential blocks or
perhaps even entire cities sometimes
have no services that westerners take
for granted—maybe dry cleaning estab-
lishments are missing, or eyeglass stores.
Aspirin cannot be bought even in ex-
change for pure gold. Or the constant
swings from surfeit to shortage in con-
sumer items—one year there is a sur-
plus of clothespins, the next, none at
all to be found. And through it all, the
letters to Pravda and Economic Gazette
argue the guestion, “Who is to blame?
The farmers? The factory managers?
The coal miners?”

If that is the way the letters to the
New York Times and the Wall Street
Journal are beginning to sound, it is no
slight coincidence.

In fact, the ones to blame are the the-
orists, and those who, in parrot fashion,
repeat the empty slogans, who insist
that the consumer benefits when the
state substitutes its economic manage-
ment for market forces. It is a beguiling
concept. The market forces sometimes
are painful when prices of some neces-
sity go up. So the state removes the pain
by ordering the prices to stay put. The
Soviets decided a long time ago that the
idea had such simple beauty that they
built their economic system upon it.

It is a little too simple, however. Mar-
kets and prices allocate resources—we
sometimes wonder why we have to keep
repeating this—and do it with far great-
er efficiency than could a million plan-
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ners armed with a million computers.
A free market is itself an all-encompass-
ing computer, the best ever designed,
constantly accepting billions of buying
decision inputs, assigning values to the
goods bought and thereby allocating a
nation’s finite productive resources to
satisfy those human needs and wants
that the buying decisions reflected.

Why do not the Russian Communists
try the market approach? A conjectural
answer is that while the existing system
is maddening for consumers, it is com-
fortable for the Communist Party ap-
paratus and for the managerial bureauc-
racy. It does not take much creative
thought to respond to an order irom
Moscow to produce 10 million alarm
clocks and sell them at two rubles apiece.
‘Who can be blamed if nobody wants that
many alarm clocks? A more profound
answer might be that the Soviet au-
thorities fear the long-term conseguences
of a real decentralization of decision-
making power. Economic and political
power are certainly not unrelated. So
the Soviet Government came up with
yvet another token decentralization. It
set up a group of large government cor-
porations to take over management of
groups of industrial plants. Some of the
decisionmaking authority over the
plants formally exercised by government
ministries will be transferred to the cor-
poration. We will not hold our breath
awaiting the Renaissance.

But, we might hold our breath while
the U.S. Congressmen and officials flirt
with the beguiling concept of economic
control which has brought Soviet citi-
zens so much grief. You might say that
it cannot happen here. But you might
also say that it already is happening.
Only I am afraid when our population
starts to suffer from food and other
commodity shortage there will be no
capitalistic Unecle Sam around to bail us
out as the recent Soviet grain purchase
from the United States bailed the Sov-
iets out.

Freezing individual prices and wages,
and that is what it is, despite its new
name “ceiling,” in order to halt infla-
tion is like freezing the rudder of a boat
and making it impossible to steer in or-
der to correct a tendency for the boat to
drift 1 degree off course. The price
ceiling is cosmetic and not therapeutic.

WHAT HATH PRICES AND WAGE CONTROL
WROUGHT

A major reduction in the rate of in-
flation, to judge from much press com-
mentary and economic punditry.

A trivial effect on the rate of inflation,
to judge from much cold statistics. Here
they are from the Cost-of-Living Index
number: Annual rate of rise at the in-
flationary peak early in 1970, 6.4 percent
during 1971, 4.3 percent. The Consumer
Price Index turned in a respectable per-
formance in 1972, raising 3.3 percent, a
significant improvement over the pre-
vious year.

The initial sharp tapering off in the
rate of inflation clearly owes nothing to
controls, which were introduced in 1971.
The further decline—which came to an
end in early 1973—may well have oc-
curred despite rather than because of
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controls. But it is also possible that it un-
derstates the effect of controls. Perhaps,
in the absence of controls, inflation
would have speeded up instead of taper-
ing off a mite further. Our instruments
are too crude to enable us to make such
judgments accurately. But one thing is
crystal clear: whether controls lowered
or raised the rate of inflation, the effect
was minor in magnitude—it would be a
bold man who would assess the effect at
more than 1 percentage point.

Why the impotence of price controls?
How is it, that, despite all the fuss, the
controls had so little effect?

First. Controls were introduced when
inflation had already tapered off. Per-
mitted wage and price increases aver-
aged close to those that would have oc-
curred anyway.

Second. After the initial freeze, con-
trols were selective. They covered, in
anything more than name, well under
half the economy—as measured by
value of output, wages paid, or any other
broad yardstick. As a result, controls
probably had a larger effect on specific
sectors of the economy than the econ-
omy as a whole.

For example, the controls, in addition
to the Soviet grain deal, clearly con-
tributed to the rapid rise in food prices.
Insofar as they held down the prices of
automobiles or refrigerators, or similar
items, they left purchasers of such items
with more to spend on other things, and
this excess purchasing power naturally
flowed to items exempt from controls,
such as tools.

But, you may ask, does the past im-
potence of controls guarantee that their
reintroduction in a more stern fashion
would be of a greater consequence for
the future? The answer is that what
happens to inflation from here on out
depends upon what happens to total de-
mand and not on controls.

And what happens to total demand
in turn depends entirely on monetary
and fiscal policy.

Inflation tapered off in 1971 and in
1972 because the rate of monetary
growth was reduced sharply from 1968
to 1969. Inflation stopped tapering off
in early 1972 because the sharp reduc-
tion in the rate of monetary growth in
1970 was followed by a higher rate. Last
vear's 8-percent rise in the monetary
supply, currency, and bank checking ac-
counts, was undoubtedly too rapid, and
much of the current demand pressure
stems from the Federal system’s exces-
sive money creation during the period
of 1970-72. Inflation threatens to speed
up in 1973 and 1974 because the rate of
monetary growth has speeded up sharply
in recent months. If recent monetary
growth were to continue, no conceivable
controls could prevent inflation from ac-
celerating. On the other hand, if the
Federal Reserve cuts monetary growth
sharply and holds it there, inflation will
continue to faper off with or without
controls.

Lowered Government spending is im-
portant primarily because we are not
getting our money's worth for what the
Government spends. But it is important
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also because large deficits tend to raise
interest rates which induce people to
hold the cash to their income and also
puts pressure on the Fed to finance the
deficits. If the President succeeds in
holding down Federal spending, he will
do the most important single thing he
can to hold down inflation. If inflation,
nonetheless, speeds up, the Fed, and the
Fed alone, will be responsible. It will
have no excuses, no scapegoat to blame.
It will be on the spot.

A major cost of controls has been to
divert attention from the basic issues
to a minor sideshow.

On the other hand, controls, or the
imposition of price ceilings, as some
gentlemen in Congress prefer to call it,
are certain to produce not only market
distortions, but a permanent pattern
of expectations, a conditioned response,
that will make their removal impossible.
In clearer terms, we are facing a step
toward a big brother society so well
depicted in George Orwell’s “1984.”

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the bill, HR. 6168,
to extend and amend the Economic Sta-
bilization Act of 1970. We are considering
this bill at a time in which this country
is experencing the worst inflationary
surge since the end of World War II. It
is an inflationary surge for which the
Nixon administration is principally re-
sponsible. There have been so many mis-
takes in the handling of our economy by
the Nixon administration; it is one of
repeated failures, general disinterest, and
too little and too late responses to eco-
nomic developments,

Nowhere on the economic front is there
bright news. The prices of farm products,
processed foods, and feed grain last
month alone jumped at an adjusted an-
nual rate of 56.4 percent. For raw farm
products alone, the March spurt was at
an annual rate of 72.2 percent, the
biggest monthly increase since 1947, In-
dustrial commodities rose at a 14.4 per-
cent annual rate, the sharpest climb
since January 1951, as prices of lumber,
nonferrous metals, metal cans, paper-
board, and other basic products climbed
sharply. The prices of consumer finished
goods increased at an annual rate of 26.4
percent equaling a 25-year-old record.
For the entire first quarter of 1973, the
wholesale price index rose at an adjusted
annual rate of 21.5 percent, the sharpest
increase since 1951, Rent increases in
some parts of the country have risen by
almost 40 percent, particularly hitting
the moderate-income families.

It is no secret now that businessmen
rushed through a raft of price boosts
soon after the administration dropped its
phase IT controls on January 11 in favor
of the no-control policy of phase IIL
While we can rest much of the blame for
current economic crises on the failure of
the administration to pursue an adequate
economic policy, additional blame can
be laid at the administration’s doorstep
in basic policy mistakes. The Secretary
of Agriculture, Earl Butz, in his appear-
ance before the House Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, admitted as much in
stating that the administration had
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failed to properly gauge the great in-
crease in foreign and domestic demand
for American agriculture products.

Secondly, the administration simply
forgot about the domestic grain and soy-
bean demand in arranging its special ex-
port deal with the Soviet Union. We have
exported a large portion of our grain
products this year at a subsidized and
beneficial rate to the Soviet Union,
which has greatly increased the price of
grain products for the American family.

On the international scene, the ad-
ministration has done little to correct
our foreign financial problems and has
permitted two devaluations of the Amer-
ican dollar in the last 15 months. It can
be argued that the value of the dollar
was too high and had to be readjusted.
I believe that the first reevaluation of the
dollar some 15 months ago was a neces-
sary step, but the second devaluation
was caused purely and simply by the
failure of the administration to pursue
the economic controls of phase II. For-
eign financial markets, gold speculators,
and foreign governments expressed a
vote of no confidence in the Nixon ad-
ministration’s economic policy during the
recent mass of speculation on the dollar,

Since Nixon has been in office, the
Committee on Banking and Currency has
urged President Nixon the authority to
exercise controls over the economy, I be-
lieve that our colleague, the distin-
guished gentlelady from Missouri, LEoNOR
SvrLivaN, best summed up the feeling
of those of us on the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee regarding the adminis-
tration’s opposition to confrols. Mrs.
Svriivan addressed her remarks to Dr.
Arthur Burns, Chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board, when he appeared before
the committee a week ago Monday.

Mrs. SuLLivan told him:

Dr. Burns, after four years, I am finding it
very difficult to take seriously at face value
the warnings which come to us from this
Administration about the terrible conse-
quences of the legislation we happen to have
under the consideration of this committee,
which the majority on this committee feel
is a solution to a serious national problem.

Now, going back to 1960 when we were
working on legislation which became the
Interest Rate Control Act, giving the Presi-
dent the authority to have the Federal Re-
serve Board regulate materials and conditions
of all types of credit as a means of combat-
ing inflation, the President warned that this
was a very bad move on our part and that
we shouldn't pass it. And we did pass it
under circumstances that the President felt
he could not veto the bill on which the bill
was attached. And he denounced the Con-
gress for irresponsibility for passing this kind
of legislation. And then you came before us
just a few months later in February of 1970
and sald, in effect, that you were very happy
this authority had been enacted by Congress
and was on the books and was available to
be used In case it should be necessary to use
it, although you didn't think it would be
necessary.

And then to move forward. In 1971, after we
had been complaining bitterly that the au-
thority to regulate interest rates had not
been used, the Administration came in and
asked us to amend the Economic Stabiliza-
tion Act to include interest rates through
the Cost of Living Councll rather than the
Federal Reserve Board and we provided that
authority, too, but it has never been used.
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Now we also have the story about the Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act itself. When we
proposed it in 1970, the Administration ac-
cused us of playing politics, of demagogu-
ery, and said that if we got such legislation
it would never be used and we were just
grandstanding. Exactly a year after the
measure became law again on a bill that the
President did not feel he could veto, he put
it into eflfect with a great flourish on Aug.
15, 1971, just a year after it had been
enacted. . . .

So, how can we belleve the warnings that
we receive from this Administration about
the dire consequences of mandatory interest
rate control? The Administration track rec-
ord on such predictions is very bad because
it has usually ended up doing exactly what
it said it would never do and shouldn't be
done.

Now, let me tell you why I think the Ad-
ministration’s position on interest rate con-
trol rather than the things in the stabiliza-
tion battle is wrong. I mean the Administra-
tion, I am sorry to say, doesn’t seem to have
any confidence in the economic morals of
the American people. We all know about the
food price fiasco, and it has taken a position
that it cannot control agricultural prices be-
cause all of the farmers and all of the con-
sumers are going to turn into black marke-
teers. And on this interest rate thing, the
attitude seems to be if we hold down the
interest rate in the United States, American
capital is going to flee abroad to get a better
return.

Well, we are not asking anyone to forego a
reasonable rate of return on their capitai,
and we are not asking anyone to invest
money at a loss, but I think there certainly
is no lack of investment opportunity in the
U.S. and I don't believe that the people who
hold the money have absolutely no patriot-
ism. It 1s something completely divorced from
the character of the people who own the
money and I don’t think those who adminis-
ter the economy of cur country give the
American businessman or the investor
enough respect insofar as his consideration
for his own money over his own country is
concerned. And I just wonder what are we
going to have as a policy that we can rely
upon?

H.R. 6168, Mr. Chairman, gives the
President flexible authority in adminis-
tering the program so that he, on a
case-by-case basis, can make adjust-
ments for the purposes for assuring ef-
fective control over inflation. This bill
imposes a ceiling on all prices and infer-
est rates and provides authority to the
President to make adjustments in respect
to that ceiling, including authority to roll
back prices and make exemptions from
the ceiling consistent with the goal of
controlling inflation.

Other provisions of the bill would
include:

Stabilization of rents to levels prevail-
ing on January 10, 1973, the last day of
phase II;

Regulation of credit margins for com-
modity futures;

Creation of an Office of Consumer
Counselor to insure consumer represen-
tation in the formulation of stabilization
policies and actions;

Authorization of the General Account-
ing Office to review action of the stabili-
zation program to accomplish congres-
sional oversight;

Special provisions for public carriers
and utilities;

Explicit reporting requirements con-
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cerning the performance of the stabili-
zation program;

Authorization for the President to al-
locate petroleum products;

Explicit definition of substandard
wages;

Definition of wages and salaries in re-
spect to fringe benefits;

Requirements that, in price and wage
adjustments, the President, in granting
or not granting such adjustments, re-
veals the basis for his decision;

Requirements that the President re-
port to the Congress on health costs, in-
cluding health insurance prices, during
the duration of the stabilization pro-
gram;

Requirement that the General Ac-
counting Office study, evaluate, and re-
port to Congress the relationship be-
tween changes in consumer food prices
and trading in commodities; and

Authorization of the Secretary of Com-
merce to exert control over the export
of raw materials when needed to control
domestic inflation.

Mr. Chairman, the Members of the
Committee recognized that inequities
may arise in some industries as a result
of the price freeze under this bill. There-
fore, in subsection (a) of section 204 of
the bill, we gave the President ample au-
thority to take corrective action in such
cases, to make adjustments, and to cor-
rect inequities.

Feeling that the principle of doing
equity in all cases was so important, I
requested and got unanimous consent—
during the markup of the bill—to in-
clude language in the report dealing with
this Presidential authority, which lan-
guage is as follows:

The Committee recognizes that freezing all
prices as of January 10, 1973, may cause
some inequities among firms in a limited
number of industries. The Committee has in
mind those industries which under Phase II
and Phase III rules and regulations were
authorized to apply the so-called *special
volatile price rule” to the pricing of their
finished products. In such industries, nor-
mally, there is a time lag between an in-
crease in the price of the raw material, from
which finished products are manufactured,
and compensatory adjustments in the price
of these finished products. Thus, freezing
the prices of both “the volatile” raw ma-
terial and the finished product as of the
same date, i.e, January 10, 1973, may pro-
duce inequities. The Committee expects the
President to examine situations of this kind
and to take appropriate action pursuant to
the authority conferred upon him in Section
204 (a).

Regrettably, this language was inad-
vertently left out of the committee re-
port.

I am sure the chairman will confirm
that this is what happened.

I would like to include as part of my
remarks here, Mr. Chairman, the Cost of
Living Council definition of the volatile
prices rule:

(f) Volatile prices—Special rule. Subject
to paragraphs (g) through (1) of this sec-
tion, a prenotification firm that has custo-
marily priced an item in a manner immedi-
ately responsive to frequent and customary
market price fluctuations of the raw ma-
terials or partially processed products which
it uses in that item, may, when and to the
extent authorized by the Price Commission,
increase the price of that item to the extent
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of any significant market price increase of
those raw materials or partially processed
products, without regard to paragraphs (a)
through (d) of this section. However, in the
case cf a price increase based on an increase
in the price of a partially processed product,
only that part of the increased cost of the
partially processed product that is due to
an increase in the market price of the raw
materials in that product may be used in
computing any allowable increase under this
paragraph. For the purposes of this para-
graph and paragraphs (h) and (i) of this
section “raw materials” include raw agri-
cultural products, raw seafood, and other
raw materials used by the prenotification
firm in preparing an item for which an au-
thorization is sought under this sectlon.

(g) Limitation. No firm may increase a
price pursuant to an authorization granted
under paragraph (f) of this section to the
extent that the price as increased would re-
sult in an increase of its profit margin over
that which prevailed during the base period.

(h) Notice on invoice. A firm which in-
creases & price on any partially processed
product pursuant to authorization granted
under paragraph (f) of this section, shall
indicate on each invoice to its manufactur-
ing and processing customers that part of
any increase that is due to an increase in
the cost of the raw materials used in making
the partially processed product.

(i) Reduction of prices. Each firm that in-
creases a price on an item pursuant to an au-
thorization granted under paragraph (f) of
this section shall reduce that price to the
extent of any later decrease in the cost of
the raw material or partially processed prod-
uct upon which the price increase was based,
but is not required to decrease the price of
the item concerned below its base price.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, it seems ap-
parent to most of us that the admin-
istration does not see much hope in the
next few months of any of the recent
price increases leveling off or even de-
clining. In fact, as Secretary Butz told
us prices will be going up until the end
of the year. Earlier this week, Dr. Arthur
Burns of the Federal Reserve Board ex-
pressed concern to the commercial banks
of the apparent large volume of loan
pledges outstanding and sharp increased
use of bank commitments by its cor-
porate clients, which the Federal Reserve
feels' will cause banks to overextend
themselves in the next few months. The
Federal Reserve is asking the bankers to
reevaluate this situation and to set up
appropriate loan policies to monitor any
additional commitment loan programs.
In other words, Mr. Chairman, monetary
authorities are telling the bankers to
cut back on their loans for the rest of the
year. Unless the provisions of this bill
are enacted and approved by the Presi-
dent, this country can expect continued
inflation which makes the lives of our
citizens uncomfortable, our international
financial situation difficult, and eco-
nomic planning impossible.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentlewoman from Mis-
souri (Mrs. SULLIVAN), & member of the
committee.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, from
the vote taken a few moments ago on
the question—it looks as though the ma-
jority of the House Members are satisfied
with today’s prices and have given a vote
of confidence to the President on phase
III. Mr. Chairman, for years the urban
Members of this House have supported
legislation to provide the farmer with
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what amounts fo a minimum wage—
floors on agricultural prices, so that the
farmer could obtain a reasonable return
for his products. These floors raised con-
sumer prices somewhat, but the price
supports have helped to assure an abun-
dance of agricultural production, by as-
suring the farmer that his surplus output
would not ruin him. We used those sur-
pluses to feed the hungry all over the
world. We passed a food stamp program
to make sure the needy in this country
could also share in that agricultural
abundance,

Most of the Members know that the
only way we were able to get a food
stamp program enacted was, as part of a
package to help the farmer.

But from what we have been hearing
the past week or so, in connection with
this legislation to stop inflation, the
farmer apparently does not want or need
our help any more, and does not want to
help us stop the skyrocketing cost of
food.

The consumers of this country paid
taxes for two generations to help the
farmer derive a better income than he
could have obtained from market forces
alone. Apparently, the agricultural com-
munity thinks that the millennium has
now arrived. Cattle prices have jumped
over the moon; fruit and vegetable prices
are up in the stratosphere; and the
spokesmen for the farmers tell us, that
only now—ifor the first time—are agri-
cultural prices “just right”—just where
they should be.

And so they want to keep them there—
without any interference by price con-
trol. President Nixon has exempted agri-
cultural prices from any controls at all.

In this legislation, we are trying to
bring them under control. If we fail, I
hope the Members will remember this
debate when the inevitable wage in-
creases begin to pile up this summer.

And I hope they will remember it, too,
when the inevitable downturn in farm
prices occurs in the next recession.

Remember it when the social security
pensioners ery out that they cannot sur-
vive on the 20-percent increase we voted
last year, because their rents are higher
than their incomes, and their food dol-
lars will not even buy hamburger.

Remember it when the independent
gasoline stations run out of supplies and
their pumps are dry.

Remember it when interest rates
throw thousands of our small business-
men into bankruptey.

Remember it when the voters ask:
“Why did you let this happen to us?”

Remember it, too, when you pray.

For, unless we stop this outrage—stop
this inflation which is eating away the
economic health of this Nation—we will
have much to pray for, and we will be
praying for our country through tears.

There has been more misinformation
spread during the past week about H.R.
6168 than about any bill we have had be-
fore us in years.

This bill does not force anyone to sell
at a loss. It sets ceilings—not only on
prices—it sets them at the same time on
the costs which have made the higher
prices necessary. Prices and costs are

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

controlled in the same way. And it pro-
vides for necessary adjustments in both.

Whether the ceiling date is March 16
or January 10, it does not mean that
higher costs which occurred after that
date are ignored in setting the new price
ceilings. I urge the Members to read
what the bill says in this respect—not
just listen to the erroneous statements
of those who like prices the way they are
now and who do not want anything to
happen to reduce them.

In conclusion, I say to the Members
of the House—are you satsified with to-
day’s price levels? If so, then you oppose
this bill. But, if you are scared or fright-
ened as I am of what has happened to
the average ramily and what inflation is
doing to this country, then you will sup-
port the committee bill.

Mr. PATMAN, Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. BURKE) .

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of what I
feel is one of the extension of the Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act’s most important
provisions, that of section 11 which
amends the Export Administration Act
of 1969. This section would direct the
Secretary of Commerce to impose con-
trols on exports when there is a threat
of domestic inflation or short supply.

I was very happy to see this provision
included in the Economic Stabilization
Act. Just a few weeks ago on March 22
I testified before the Banking and Cur-
rency Subcommittee on International
Trade urging adoption of my bill (H.R.
3639) which would allow the President
to impose export controls on cattlehides.
At that time I detailed the impact of
excessive cattle hide exports, contribut-
ing to inflation, loss of business and un-
employment. Under the pseudo-controls
of phase 2, the price of hides rose 200 per-
cent, approximately 60 times the national
average which was 3.6 percent. This
astronomical price rise has continued
during the sham of phase 3. The result of
high hide prices has been the closing of
shoe factories and tanneries all over the
country and in New England especially.
In my home State of Massachusetts
alone, 68 shoe factories have been shut
in the last 5 years throwing approxi-
mately 12,000 workers out of their jobs.
Just last Tuesday I took the floor to
notify my colleagues of another shoe
factory closing in Massachusetts and
rumors circulate constantly of still more
closings.

Export controls on cattle hides would
go a long way toward preventing these
unnecessary events. The Subcommittee
on International Trade and the full
Banking and Currency Committee re-
ceived much testimony indicating that
the successive devaluations of the dol-
lar had resulted in a rush on the part
of foreign purchasers to obtain materials
of all kinds, particularly cattle hides. This
sudden increase in foreign demand has
accelerated the increase in domestic
prices and diminished supply. The com-
mittee took intelligent action in includ-
ing section 11 to provide procedures to
diminish and to forestall the infla-
tionary impact on domestic prices and
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conditions of domestic short supply
caused by abnormal foreign demand.

Mr. Chairman, action of this type is
long overdue. The sense of this legisla-
tion is that Congress is asserting itself
in the fight to control inflation and re-
duce unemployment, Time and time
again we on Capitol Hill are attacked
as being “fiscally irresponsible.” The
powers that be in the administration
seem to feel they have a monopoly on
responsibility brushing off Congress as
“beholden to special interests.” Well, Mr.
Chairman, passage of this amending of
the Export Administration Act will help
prove that the Congress is not only re-
sponsible in fiscal matters, it is intelli-
gent. The irrational tendencies of the ad-
ministration, shown in their cut, cut and
more cuts syndrome, is repudiated by the
Congress. We should be working fo create
Jjobs, not destroy them. Imposition of con-
trols on cattle hide exports and other
commodities will have benefits for all
Americans. Jobs will be saved, business
prosperity will return, prices to con-
sumers will stabilize and possibly drop,
and overall our economy will surely
benefit.

I do not ask for favoritism for any par-
ticular group in our economy, only equity.
The present imbalance in exports is hurt-
ing America, at home as well as abroad.
Section 11 is a responsible, intelligent
step for the good of all Americans. I urge
all of my colleagues to resist any efforts
to delete or weaken the export control
provision in the extension of the Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. REvUss).

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 6168,
the committee bill, while by no means
sunk and while a very meritorious bill, as
the gentlewoman from Missouri has just
pointed out, is in trouble. And the par-
liamentary procedure with which we
shall be confronted in a few moments,
when we take the bill up under the
5-minute rule, is that there will be im-
mediately in order an amendment in the
nature of a substitute to be offered by the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. Wip-
NALL) which will be a simple extension of
the present phase III price control, wage
control machinery for 1 year.

To that amendment in the nature of
a substitute I shall offer an amendment
which I shall now describe.

It is very simple. It will freeze all prices
except for agricultural prices at the farm
level. The date of the freeze shall be
today, April 16, and there is no manda-
tory provision for a rellback.

That amendment is designed to give us
an opportunity to be recorded on what
seems to me the fundamental issue; is
there an inflationary danger in this coun-
try, and is phase III as administered by
Mr. Nixon adequate to deal with it?

I believe we have only to list the un-
happy events of the last few weeks—two
and a half devaluations of the dollar: an
increase in wholesale prices in the in-
dex for March at the annualized rate of
26 percent, the worst increase since
Korean war days, a generation ago; cost-
push inflation and demand-pull infla-
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tion entwined, dragging this country into
a hopelessly chaotic and inflationary
situation.

In these circumstances the minimum
necessary, in my judgment, is to blow the
whistle, to declare a freeze as of today.
My amendment, which is a brief para-
graph, would do just that. I will quote it:

Ceiling on prices.

Notwithstanding any other provisions of
this Act, a ceiling is imposed on all prices ex-
cept agricultural prices at the farm level at
levels no higher than those prevailing on
April 16, 1973, except that no price shall be
subject to a ceiling at a level lower than any
level allowed to prevall for such price under
phase II. The President may, by written order
stating in full the considerations for his ac-
tion, make adjustments with respect to prices
in order to correct inequities.

There it is: fair, just, suitable for doing
the job, far milder than the committee
bill, which in my judgment is precisely
what is needed—but nevertheless a good
instrument to enable Members to record
themselves on whether they are satisfied
with phase III, or think something more
meaningful needs to be done.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

I thought perhaps the gentleman from
Wisconsin was rising to offer an amend-
ment to roll back the price of what some
call “barbaric gold.”

Mr. REUSS. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr. GIAIMO. I am very much inter-
ested in the gentleman’s amendment.
Could the gentleman explain why he
would be excluding agricultural prices?

Mr. REUSS. I would be excluding agri-
cultural prices, at the farm level only,
although I, myself, believe they are in
fact amenable to controls, and were con-
trolled in World War II, simply because
of widespread difficulties offered by our
colleagues.

Mr. Chairman, I want, in short, to pre-
sent an amendment which is adept at
doing the job, and not one bit tougher
than is necessary to do it.

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Chairman, may I
ask one second question?

Does the gentleman’s amendment also
provide for a freeze of wages as of today?

Mr. REUSS. No, it does not. That
would be palpably unfair, since the wage
question is now under agreeable settle-
ment between the administration and
organized labor, working out at wage in-
creases of something like 5.5 percent a
year, to which labor, incidentally, has
adhered. To freeze wages would be auto-
matically to redistribute all the fruits of
productivity from the workingman to
the stockholder, and that does not make
any sense.

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

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. As to the gentleman’s
response to the question by the gentle-
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man from Connecticut (Mr. Giammo), I
presume the gentleman would not roll
back farm prices because he wants to
eat. Is that not about the answer?

Mr. REUSS. I want to eat the fruits
of a victory here on the floor today. As
far as eating beef is concerned, I could
do that even with a rollback.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, at this
time I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. WYLIE).

Mr., WYLIE, Mr. Chairman, it is my
judgment, after sitting through 2
weeks of Banking and Currency Com-
mittee hearings and hearings before the
Rules Committee, that we should pass a
simple 1-year extension of the present
law and not vary from that.

Earlier, I had thought that a 1-year
extension with a temporary ceiling on
food prices was preferable. I offered an
amendment for ceiling on food prices in
committee as of March 16. My amend-
ment went only to food prices. I had
thought a ceiling on food prices for 90
days would show our concern to the
American housewife and provide a 90-
day period for food prices to percolate
downward and fortify the President dur-
ing the period of adjustment.

Now, I feel the ceiling would become
the floor and we would have the same
problem all over again in 90 days. Right
after I made my original statement, the
President imposed a ceiling on prices for
red meats, so my amendment became
academic.

I feel the President needs a flexible
program of restraints and that our
chances of having an enlarged supply of
food products come next year are greater
under a simple 1-year extension.

The Economic Stabilization Act was
originally introduced as part of the ex-
tension of the Defense Production Act
on June 2, 1970. The act provided stand-
by authority for wage and price controls.
Since that time, the standby authority
has been renewed repeatedly—on Decem-
ber 10, 1970; March 29, 1971; May 5,
1971; and December 22, 1971. The last
act, Public Law 92-210, amended the law
and extended the President’s authority
until April 30, 1973. This is the authority
under which he now operates the stabili-
zation program.

The wage-price law was not used until
August 15, 1971, when the President im-
posed a freeze on wages, prices, rents,
and salaries. This freeze remained in
effect until October 15, 1971, when it was
replaced by phase 2 of the economic
stabilization program. Under phase 2, the
President appointed a Cost of Living
Council, a Price Commission and a Pay
Board to administer the stabilization
program. On January 11, 1973, phase 2
was replaced by a program of largely
voluntary guidelines. Under phase 3, only
the Cost of Living Council remained as a
central administrative arm of the stabi-
lization program. Health services, con-
struetion, and some elements of the food
industry remained under mandatory con-
trols, and in the face of rising prices the
President imposed a ceiling on the price
of beef, lamb, and pork on March 29,
1973.

On the simple question of whether the
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Economic Stabilization Act should be
continued, we found in hearings before
the Banking and Currency Committee
that the answer is very difficult. We had
about as many different solutions as we
had witnesses, There was widespread
disagreement among committee members
as to the type of bill which should be
brought to this fioor.

For 1 day during committee delibera-
tions—using the word advisedly—all
prices were to be rolled back to May 1972.
Even the majority members of the com-
mittee saw the folly of this too obviously
political move and changed the date
within 24 hours to January 10, 1973.
After a full day of hearings before the
Rules Committee on last Wednesday it
was evident that this would be unwork-
able and impractical. Hearings were con-
tinued on H.R. 6168 from last Wednesday
until today. And they in an emergency
hurry-up session on Thursday, it was
agreed to adopt a rule making possible
a substitute which adopts March 16 as
a rollback date for prices.

Yet, I do not believe our problem is all
that complicated. The increase in the
cost-of-living index was exacerbated by
the sharp rise in food prices. And this
problem can be isolated when we look at
the rise in the cost of red meat, which
I have done in my additional views. The
President has acted on this score.

After sitting through hearings for 2
weeks, it became obvious that there are
areas of government where the execu-
tive branch must be given the authority
to act quickly. Congress cannot act on a
day-to-day basis to meet the complexi-
ties of our economic system.

Most everyone agrees that the root
cause of our inflation is excessive Fed-
eral spending which adds Federal deficit
on Federal deficit. If Congress is to act
responsibly to control infiation, it must
somehow bring spending within its reve-
nues. Yet, here we are imposing a ceiling
on prices so that those caught up in our
inflation practices cannot recoup their
costs forcing them into a deficit situa-
tion. I suppose the theory is, what is good
for the country is good for bull moose.

The present law states:

It is hereby determined that in order to
stabilize the economy, reduce inflation, mini-
mize unemployment, improve the Nation's
competitive position in world trade, and pro-
tect the purchasing power of the dollar, it Is
necessary to stabilize prices, rents, wages,
salaries, dividends, and interest. The adjust-
ments necessary to carry out this program
require prompt judgments and actions by the
executive branch of the Government. The
President is in a position to implement
promptly and effectively the program author-
ized by this title.

The President is authorized to Issue such
orders and regulations as he deems appropri-
ate. Such orders and regulations shall pro-
vide for the making of such adjustments as
may be necessary to prevent gross inequities.

In carrying out the authority vested in
him, the President shall issue standards to
serve as a guide.

Then, in this bill, we take it all back
on prices and interest, leaving the Pres-
ident to worry with wages. That is a cute
political trick.

I feel the only reasoned approach
would be a simple, 1-year extension of
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the Economic Stabilization Act. If and
when such controls are needed, and I
agree that they may be needed now, this
approach will allow the flexibility to
apply an economic stabilization program
when and where needed for only as long
as it is needed and will insure a return
to the free markets that we all desire as
soon as possible.

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

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PRICE) .

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
favor a 1-year extension of the Econom-
ic Stabilization Act without amend-
ments. T am adamantly opposed to any
ill-advised attempt to roll back prices, be
they to January 10, 1973, or March 16,
1973, levels. The passage of any type of
rollback amendment would serve only to
cripple our economy by threatening busi-
ness shutdowns, the disruption of pro-
duction, the creation of dislocations,
more shortages, possible rationing, and
the loss of many jobs. The threat of the
passage of such an economically dam-
aging amendment has generated a great
deal of concern among all segments of
our society—and rightly so. In my office
alone hundreds of letters, telegrams, and
calls protesting the passage of a rollback
amendment have been received. I have
yet to receive any favorable correspond-
ence on this matter.

We all realize that the cost of living
has been increasing steadily for a num-
ber of years, but this increase has, on
the whole, been taken in stride along
with an increase in salaries. If we are to
roll back prices at this time and freeze
them at March 16 or earlier levels, many
businessmen, ranchers, and farmers will
find themselves incapable of recovering
those costs of production already in-
curred under existing prices. This is a
situation under which not only they, but
all Americans, will suffer.

In my 13th Congressional District of
Texas alone, which is highly dependent
on agriculture, the economic impact of
the passage of a rollback amendment
would have the disastrous effect of crip-
pling farm and ranch operations. Let us
take into consideration the fact that the
total cost of producing agricultural goods
has increased 109 percent during the last
20 years. During this same period, taxes
have gone up 297 percent, the cost of
labor has increased by 141 percent and
the cost of machinery is up 100 percent.
Yet during this time period, the income
of the farmer and rancher has only in-
creased an average of 11 percent gross
while industrial workers, for instance,
have seen a wage increase of 129 percent.

We find today that some grain sor-
ghum farmers have actually made a
profit on their grain crop. When we con-
sider that the cost of producing grain
sorghum ranged from $2.31 to almost $4
per hundredweight, the recent prices of
$2.65 to $3 per hundredweight cannot be
considered excessive. This is especially
true for those farmers who are still
struggling to save their crops due to poor
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harvesting weather. When feed costs in-
crease we also find that the prices of
poultry, beef and pork must increase in
order to offset these increases. We com-
plain about meat costs, yet a typical
1,000 1b. steer will consume about 1 ton
of grain during his feeding period.

The cost of grain priced at $2 per hun-
dredweight, to feed this steer will be
about $40 or if the grain is priced at $3
per hundredweight, $60. The total cost
of feed grain per pound of liveweight
animal will then be 4 cents or 6 cents, re-
spectively, making a difference of only
2 cents per pound—the amount cattle
prices must increase in order to offset the
additional cost of the higher priced grain.
Still, the consumers in the United States
are receiving the best bargain in history
when we realize that the average family
spends only 15.5 percent of their dispos-
able income on food.

At a time when farmers and ranchers
have increased their productivity more
than any other industry in order to meet
rising consumer demands, we cannot
cripple farm and ranch operations by
not allowing the farmer and rancher
the ability to recover their losses in-
curred by increases in the cost of produc-
tion. The result of this action ecan only
be the loss of great sums of money and
possible bankruptey for some, the loss of
jobs and decreased production that could
lead to even higher prices and perhaps a
black market.

By rolling back prices and establishing
inflexible price ceilings other segments of
our economy will also suffer losses. An in-
terest rate rollback and freeze would
bring disaster to the financial market by
curbing public and private borrowing,
stagnating business, and promoting a
massive outflow of dollars abroad. A Fed-
eral freeze of all rents would disrupt con-
struction and deny individual communi-
ties the right to decide whether or not
rent controls are actually needed.

It is my hope that my distinguished
colleagues will take an objective look
at the overall situation relative to the
cost of living prior to casting their votes
and that no actions will be taken to fur-
ther threaten our economy. A price roll-
back and freeze is not the answer to our
highly complicated problems. This meas-
ure can only be considered counterpro-
ductive, ill considered, and reckless. It
can only result, if enacted, in a disjointed
and artificially controlled economy.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. RoussgLort) .

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to H.R. 6168. I believe
that I will be constrained to oppose the
basic concept and amendment that the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. Reuss)
has just suggested. I do not really believe
it changes very substantially the basic
amendment that the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. STEPHENS) was trying to
encourage this House to enact. To me it
is not much of a change from the bill
(H.R. 6168) which I also opposed in
committee.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask the
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gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. Reuss)
if, by establishing the freeze date of April
16, he is not, in effect, establishing a very
high price structure for many areas of
pricing to which many Members in this
House are already objecting? Isn't the
gentleman’s amendment just encourag-
ing all others in the marketplace to im-
mediately push up their prices to meet
the new deadline date of April 16 and
cause even more inflationary pressure on
prices?

Mr. REUSS. I thank the gentleman for
yielding. The answer is clearly “No.”

Mr. ROUSSELOT. How would you
avoid that problem?

Mr. REUSS. In the same way Presi-
dent Nixon did when he used the word
“ceiling.” He was very meticulous in the
use of that word. Prices can and should
fluctuate below the ceiling. This is a ceil-
ing and not a floor.

Let me say in answer to the other
question the gentleman asked that my
amendment which I will offer is indeed
different. I have to concede it is less
onerous than the so-called Stephens
substitute amendment.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. What do you do
about rents in your amendment?

Mr. REUSS. My amendment has noth-
ing to do with rents or with interest
rates; it has no rollback. Instead of a
March 16 date, it uses an April 16 date.
Finally, it excludes agricultural prices at
the farm level.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I will get to the
subject of agricultural products in just
1 minute. I have additional guestions on
the subject of the gentleman's amend-
ment.

I am very much concerned about the
gentleman's suggestion that by establish-
ing a ceiling or freeze on April 16 you do,
in fact, encourage all of those who have
not raised prices immediately to jump
into the marketplace and push up their
prices. Those who set prices will say
“Congress just approved a situation
where we can all push our prices way
above what those prices are now and
move up to what others are receiving on
April 16."

Mr. REUSS. I really think that the
gentleman should take his verbal diffi-
culty to President Nixon, because Mr.
Nixon was at great pains to show the
word “ceiling” means a system whereby
prices cannot go through the ceiling but
may go down, down, and down. The word
“freeze” is indeed the kind of word it
would have been dangerous to use, be-
cause it might have suggested that prices
were frozen at the April 16 level. But it
is my hope that prices will go down,
down, down, and indeed the President
is authorized to roll them back, not by
this amendment but by the basic law.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. The reason why I
find myself in genuine disagreement with
the gentleman from Wisconsin is that
no matter what you call it, ceiling or
freeze—and I know there is a legal dif-
ference—you still encourage the market-
place by so-called congressional acts to
rush in and move up their prices if they
have not done so already on April 16. I
think you create more of an inflationary
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pressure by what you are suggesting in
your amendment.

May I ask some additional guestions
about the area of agricultural products?

By omitting agricultural products, do
you mean prices on agriculture all the
way to the marketplace; is that correct?

Mr. REUSS. No. I mean precisely the
exclusion the President mandated under
his meat control program 2 weeks ago
Monday.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. But he did not put
a ceiling on all agricultural products in
the marketplace at the retail store.
What does your amendment do to agri-
cultural products at the retail market-
place?

Mr. REUSS. It puts a ceiling on them.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. It does not. You
said you have excluded agricultural
products, which means food products, at
both the farm and retail level.

Let me say I want to make it clear
that I oppose—and I did in the com-
mittee—all wage and price controls.
I do so because I do not think any
bureaucracy in this country is smart
enough to manage wage and price con-
trols at a central level. That is my posi-
tion. But I think the gentleman’s amend-
ment is mischievous.

Mr. REUSS. Will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. In just one moment.
I will yield further after I have made
my point.

I believe the gentleman’s amendinent
to exclude agricultural products will do
tremendous damage to the very field he
is trying to address himself, that is food
prices, and which he told us so consist-
ently in the Committee on Banking and
Currency, that he is so concerned.

Mr. REUSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. If I can obtain
additional time I will be glad to yield
to the gentleman. If not, we can discuss
his amendment when it is taken up dur-
ing the reading of the bill.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Idaho
(Mr. Symms).

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, a very
wise man one time said that one of the
few things that Government could do is
to wage war, and inflate currency. I
would amend that, and say that we have
done a very good job in this country of
inflating our eurrency, and I think that
H.R. 6168 is like rubbing vaseline on the
real cancer of inflation and high-rising
prices. It is like mopping the floor with-
out shutting off the faucet—the faucet
being the printing press and the cen-
tral—Federal Reserve banking systems
expansion of the money supply.

When my constituents in the State of
Idaho go to a local merchant to make a
purchase, they are casting a ballot, with
their dollars, in favor of the producer of
that product. If great numbers of my
constituents, and the constituents of my
colleagues, vote in this manner in favor
of any given item, then that producer
is going to prosper. He will be able to
grow, to provide new jobs, new and bet-
ter products, and he will attract others
into entering his field of production
when they see there are profits to be
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made. The more producers there are in
the field, the greater will be the compe-
tition, the more the price will fall, and
the more will be the benefit to the citi-
zens we are here to represent. An arti-
ficial ceiling, or freeze, on the price that
the market determines is going to pre-
vent new competitors from entering the
market, as they not only have costs of
production to meet, but initial invest-
ment as well. It will also prevent present
producers from expanding their produc-
tion as there would be no room in the
budget for new facilities. This very sim-
ple economic patfern holds true in every
field. There is no avoiding the law of
supply and demand. If we freeze the
price of cattle, we will stifie any increase
in the production of cattle, shortages will
develop, black markets will develop, and
ultimately the consumer will pay ex-
horbitant prices, or do without, and thus
we will have created the very situation
we set out to avoid.

Today we are talking about rolling
back the prices of food. Nowhere in the
world are the prices of food as low,
as reasonable in proportion to other
prices, as they are in the United States.
Farmers and ranchers across this coun-
try have worked hard for many years,
without much complaint, and have pro-
duced food and fiber in unprecedented
quantity. Ncw, when a nominal increase
in prices promises to reward these people
for their productivity, the Government
suggests forcible reduction of food
prices. Let us face it, gentlemen and
ladies, the real reason that prices have
risen is because of the inflation caused
by Government spending and the subse-
quent decline in the value of the dollar.
If we punish the producers of this coun-
try for the monetary irresponsibility we
have engaged in here in Congress, we
are asking for serious trouble.

Gentlemen and gentlewomen, people
will not work without incentive and re-
ward, and they will not produce if they
are punished for hard work—except in
a slave society.

We are currently experiencing the
birth pangs of an energy crisis. We are
much too dependent on the unstable
Mideast for our oil supplies, yet the
environmentalist goes into shock at the
suggestion of a pipeline in Alaska, or
the construction of a nuclear power-
plant. Our entire economy runs on
energy and we are being crippled at
every turn in attempts to solve the
problem. I have been personally con-
tacted by several small, independent oil
dealers in Idaho in this regard. In one
case the dealer was suffering severe
economic losses because of a price dif-
ferential imposed on him by his sup-
plier. In the other cases the independent
dealers are simply being forced out of
business becavse they ecan no longer
obtain fuel. This is a pattern which
now should be familiar to every Mem-
ber of Congress, because it is happen-
inzg all over the country and it is a
direct result of Government interfer-
ence with the pricing and supply
mechanisms of the free market. If we
are going to avert a severe energy
crisis, we must move as quickly as
possible to remove the environmental
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regulations, import controls, and price
controls that prevent our businessmen
from maintaining adegquate supplies of
an absolutely critical commodity.

The problems developing in this coun-
iry are not confined to energy, however,
for businessmen at all levels—those peo-
ple who supply our wants, our needs, and
the necessities of everyday life—those
neople in industries, large and small, are
becoming disallusioned, discouraged, and
angry. In spite of the fact that millions
of board feet of timber are destroyed
each year by pests and disease, our lum-
bering industry is being gravely threat-
ened by unreasonable restrictions on
-harvesting operations. Very few peopls
-in this industry are there to “rape the
Jand.” They know that sound timber
'management and reforestation are vital
to their survival, and that our forest
resources must be cared for responsibly
if there is to be any future harvest. Yet
‘they are treated like pillagers and we
care faced with enormous rises in the
«costs of all wood products. And, listen
swhat happens to a producer who does a
really good job. I recently received word
of a small Idaho lumber dealer who man-
aged to have a rather good year last
yvear and his company made a larger
profit than has been deemed allowable
under our Government's guidelines. He
is therefore subject to severe penalty, and
has been informed that if he “disgorges™
his profit, he will be allowed “to purify
himself” and will be forgiven for his
wrongdoing last year.

Gentlemen, I ask you what are we
coming to when we punish a producer
for producing well, for using hard work,
good judgment, and initiative, to make a
profit—and I further ask you if the words
“disgorge your profit” and “purify your-
self” are not straight out of the teach-
ings of Chairman Mao?

There is no well-informed person who
would claim that there are never any
abuses in business, nor that all partici-
pants in the marketplace are all “good
guys,” but there is no Member of this
body that can fail to be aware that every
time the Government intervenes in the
economy in any given area that the ulti-
mate results worsen the problem that
was supposed to be alleviated—or—worse
vet, create problems that never even
existed before.

The citizen, with his hard-earned dol-
lars in his hand, is the best judge of what
prices should be—for if he deems them
too high he will not buy, an oversupply
will develop, and prices will drop. He
does not need us to decide for him what
choices he should have. Workers are
capable of deciding what wages they are
willing to work for and if they deem a
wage too low they will work elsewhere
and the low wage employers will raise
their wages or go out of business for lack
of workers. The American citizen should
be inviolate in the marketplace, free to
make his own decisions, without Govern-
ment coercion, for Government has
proven repeatedly that it is the destroyer
of freedom when men allow it to govern
every aspect of their lives. Men are not
sheep, we are not shepherds. Our respon-
sibility is to protect their freedoms, not
take them all away. We are to provide
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an atmosphere where men can develop
responsibility—not take over all this re-
sponsibility.

I for one am absolutely opposed to the
further destruction of our freedoms and
will not participate in this continuous
drift toward the totalitarian state. The
American experiment in freedom has
produced the most dramatic improve-
ment in the condition of mankind in
recorded history, and it is time we dedi-
cated ourselves to the preservation of
freedom for one and all, instead of the
acquisition of power by some men over
the lives and work of others.

There are two ways prices are de-
cided—one voluntary and free in the
marketplace; the other at gunpoint—I
urge you to choose freedom.

(Mr. SYMMS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Rhode
Island (Mr. ST GERMAIN).

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Chairman,
President Nixon's management of the
economy has again placed us in an emer-
gency situation. Phase IITI has been a
disaster. Inflation is once again on a run-
away course devouring salaries and sav-
ings at an unprecedented rate. The prices
of food and rent are completely out of
control. Interest rates climb upward. The
only response from the White House is
high sounding promises and assurances
of some distant better day.

In February, the first month of phase
III, the consumer price index jumped up
sharply at an annual rate of 9.6 percent.
That was the largest 1-month increase
22 years. For the past 6 months the in-
crease in grocery prices stands at 14.8
percent. For the first quarter of this year
the Wholesale Price Index showed an in-
crease of 21.5 percent on an annual basis.

In Rhode Island, rent increases have
moved sharply upward. I have a recent
report that the Rhode Island Department
of Community Affairs is estimating rent
increases average 45 percent since the
end of phase II. Some individual in-
creases have been over 50 percent.

In the midst of this galloping inflation
President Nixon wants nothing more
than a broad extension of his powers to
manage wages and prices. But what he
has given us in phase III are vague guide-
lines that have been totally ineffective.
He has conveyed to Congress no hint
that he has plans for a serious attack on
inflation. There is every reason to believe
that the future will be only a continua-
tion of the past and present. Prices will
go up and up. Corporate profits will con-
tinue to bulge. Interest rates will climb
higher. Wages alone will be held down.
Yes, the average American will be the
one who suffers, but not the President’s
friends in big business.

As I see it, the Congress has no choice,
but to act decisively to avert economic
disaster, At this moment a freeze on
prices is the only constructive alterna-
tive. Should the freeze be fixed at March
16? It is certainly true that even this
would be an improvement over the Presi-
dent’s inaction. However, by March 16,
prices had already reached an extraor-
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dinary level. In general, they had
never been higher, That is why I support
a rollback to January 10.

Sitting as I do on the House Banking
and Currency Committee, I have heard
countless reasons how and why increas-
ed costs have pushed up prices. Every-
one has his justifications and statistics
to support the increase. No one claims
to be at fault. The farmers, the whole-
salers, the retailers—one and all—main-
tain that what they have added to the
price is justifiable and necessary.

I am not going to point a finger at any
group and say, ‘“You are to blame.” It
may be that no one is to blame. But I do
know this. Everyone is being harmed
by these higher prices. Retired persons
on fixed incomes are seeing the value of
their savings and their pension checks
move steadily downwards. Lower mid-
dle-income families are dropping below
the poverty level. The average American
is fighting a losing battle to keep his
standard of living at the same level. The
cost of the basic necessities is outstrip-
ping wage increases.

The Congress, as I said before, must
act firmly and decisively at this time to
bring inflation under control. The situa-
tion has deteriorated so far that, in my
opinion, a freeze is not enough. A price
rollback is necessary; otherwise, in sim-
ple equity, the controls on wages will
have to be lifted.

I am not blind to the fact that a roll-
back to January 10 will meet opposition
from many groups in our society. In
some cases there will be good reason,
but for the country as a whole I be-
lieve that a price rollback will have a
beneficial effect.

Not all objections to a rollback, how-
ever, are based on respectable grounds.
One Member of Congress who represents
one of the wealthiest urbanized districts
in the entire country, has been be-
seiged with phone calls and telegrams
over the weekend arguing against a roll-
back in meat prices. The reason? Peo-
ple who need a tax shelter for their
wealth find that investing in cattle is a
lucrative tax loophole. They have been
filling out their tax forms in recent days
and are very much aware that higher
cattle prices mean higher capital gains
for them.

In today's votes, I, for one, am not
going to be swayed by what will be of
greatest advantage to the big corpora-
tions or agribusiness or wealthy individ-
uals seeking tax loopholes. I am con-
cerned about the average American
consumer who cannot afford to buy steak
anymore—or even hamburger for that
matter. I am concerned about the ordi-
nary worker whose salary is being held
down while his expenses for necessities
climb ever higher. With that in mind,
in spite of all the difficulties involved, I
am going to vote for a rollback in prices
to January 10.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from from
California (Mr. HANNA) .

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Chairman, if this
body were meeting at the time that Mr.
Wionarr and Mr. Parmany had first in-
troduced a bill to extend the existing
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powers for 1 year, then all of this would
make sense to me, I would think that
we were acting as responsible Represent-
atives of the people who elected us. That
is not the case.

Since that bill was introduced, we have
had phase III, with its all too obvious
failures, thrust upon us.

I care not what the politics of Mem-
bers are or from what section of the
country they come, the impact of the
change from phase II to phase III has
been very, very burdensome upon the
people we represent.

We are asked here to come and work
our will on some legislation relative to
the Economiec Stabilization Act, and
what do I hear? That we unfortunately
are too weak of will to do any more than
to say to those who have written us let-
ters and who have come to see us and
who have approached us when we were
in our districts, if we were brave enough
to go there:

I know you are suffering, I know you are
having trouble, but all we can say is that you
are in the hands of your President and what
he is doing is all that can be done and we
have nothing that we can add to those
powers which he is now wlelding in the fash-
ion which is hurting you so badly.

Is that the will of the Congress? Ap-
parently, from what I hear, that is so.

I can only join the chorus of voices
that say how bad the legislation is that
came out of our committee. The Members
who sit with me on that committee know
in what a minimum of high regard I hold
the bill that came out. The members of
the committee know I tried to offer
amendments and some even joined in
that, some Members from the Republi-
can side. But that does not mean we
should give up, it seems to me, without
saying something that is meaningful to
show that we hear the cry of the people
and we hear the voice of the land and
that we will say something to the Presi-
dent other than—“keep on doing what
you are doing.”

So if we are going to pass only that part
of the legislation which gives a 1-year
extension and nothing else, I cannot be
with that. We must have something in
this legislation which says to the Presi-
dent: Stabilize.

But that is what the Economic Stabi-
lization Act is all about. We are not
stable. The prices are not only high now,
but they will, our Secretary of Agricul-
ture says, continue to climb through
September and thereafter the climb is
not going to be so bad. How do the Mem-
bers like to pass that on to the people
and tell them we will say to the Presi-
dent:

Eeep on deing what you are doing, Sta-
bilize.

What aid he do in phase I? To stabi-
lize, he had a freeze, he had to come to
a halt, and then we had something called
phase II which we thought was some-
thing we could all support. Let me say
to the free market: Thank you for stand-
ing still.

Let me talk to the Members about
the free market and the capital market.
I tried to bring in an amendment that
would say we have to allocate credit to
the little guys and I was told we cannot
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live in an America that is half free and
half slave. Baloney, because we are al-
ready half free and half slave. Where
is the freedom?

I will tell the Members where the mar-
ket allocates funds. Because of the tax
law and the investment tax credit, the
market allocates money to the big corpo-
rations. Because of its emphasis on prime
rate and because the windows of the Fed-
eral Reserve and the windows of the
other institutions of this great country
give liquidity to the banks and to the
savings and loans through the practices
that say to the big guy: “Come and get
your money. Bring in your paper. We
will give you more money,” allocations
of credit for the big borrower is assured.

But does the little man have a chance
to go to any of those windows when the
bank money is stiff? Where do they go
for a loan? Can they go out and float a
loan? Can they go out and get commer-
cial paper sold? Can they go to the Euro-
dollar markets? They cannot. So I say to
the Members we had better say some-
thing more than a l-year extension to
the President of the United States. We
must force the administration to make a
fundamental change in their policies
with respect to credit allocations. I am
convinced that the mechanisms which
the Federal Reserve has used to allocate
credit to the large corporate borrower
can with some modification be used with
equal success to allocate credit to the
small borrower. I ask my colleagues, who
should the weight and muscle of the Fed-
eral Government be behind—ITT and its
corporate brethren? No—they have eco-
nomic muscle enough to take care of
themselves. The weight of Federal influ-
ence on the eredit markets ought to be
directed in defense of the small borrower,
the consumer, the independent farmer,
and the small businessman. But this is
not the case, and despite some lipservice
we are hearing, I do not see any reason
to think that Federal policy will be
brought to the aid of the small borrower
without a clear and direct mandate from
the Congress to do so.

Whenever this country has faced a
“tight money market” or “credit erunch”
as some call it, who has been the first
and longest to suffer, the small borrower.
There is always money for the GM's and
the like, if not at the banks, then at the
other money markets. The credit sources
for the consumer are very limited, he
has the bank, the savings and loan, the
credit union. The Federal Reserve, so far,
has done nothing to assure an availabil-
ity of eredit for these borrowers. When
the tight money time is here, they take
care of the big borrowers. The inequity
of this is unacceptable and the continua-
tion of this uneven handed application
of Federal authority and power should
no longer be tolerated by those of us who
are elected by people who are in the main
small borrowers.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentlewoman from Texas (Miss
JORDAN) .

Miss JORDAN. Mr. Chairman, like
many of my colleagues, I have recently
been receiving a large volume of mail on
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the extension of wage and price control
authority from both consumers and pro-
ducers of food, goods, and services. Gen-
erally the producers, led by farmers and
cattle raisers, have been urging a simple
extension of economic controls, leaving
the President the authority for regulat-
ing wages and prices which he has al-
ready chosen to relax substantially.
These producers, although they some-
times express less than complete satis-
faction with phase ITI and its restraining
effect on the inflationary spiral, argue
that the free market forces of supply and
demand are the only reliable methods
for assuring adequate supplies at reason-
able and stable prices.

On the other hand, consumers express
shock, outrage, and disbelief at the in-
credibly sharp upward turn in the Cost
of Living Index over the past few months.
Every time they pass by a cash register
they are reminded that consumer prices
are rising faster than at any time in the
past 22 years. In the first quarter of this
vear the Wholesale Price Index has risen
at the staggering seasonally adjusted
rate of 21.5 percent. What makes these
figures even worse is the fact that these
are not short-term deviations from an
otherwise stable economic pattern, but a
trend that threatens to continue for
months or years to come.

I think the consumer has a right to ex-
pect more from the Federal Government
than a simple extension of discretionary
wage-price control authority for the
President, It is time to take the stick
out of the closet where it was stored by
the administration in January and apply
some clout in an effect to stop inflation.
The Banking and Currency Committee’s
original proposals to roll back all prices
and interest rates to January 10th levels
with further reductions mandated is one
possible answer to the need for firm Gov-
ernment action in this inflationary crisis.
However, I think it is too extreme a meas-
ure. It would create chaotic conditions
in several if not all sectors of the econ-
omy, especially in food production and
processing, which would ultimately result
in reduced supplies and/or increased
prices. Instead, I will support the pro-
posed rollback in prices, rents and in-
terest rates to March 16, 1973 levels as
a more prudent but still effective brake
on runaway inflation. This rollback,
coupled with provisions which allow the
President to make exceptions to this ceil-
ing to correct gross inequities, would pro-
vide a powerful and flexible instrument
for halting inflation. In view of the com-
plete failure of phase III, this rollback is
vitally necessary if we seriously expect to
stabilize economy. I am convinced that
this is a workable, reasonable response to
the present inflationary problem that
confronts the Nation, and that it would
avoid the variety of disruptions and black
markets its opponents predict.

I also support the “trigger” mechanism
in this bill, which requires the President
to impose mandatory controls on all ele-
ments of the economy whenever the an-
nual rate of inflation exceeds 3 percent
for any 3 consecutive months. The estab-
lishment of detailed, case-by-case con-
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trols, such as those used in phase II, are
clearly the only effective means for
soothing the inflationary fever which
seems to infect the economy whenever
the rate of inflation edges over 2.3 per-
cent.

These provisions form the basis for a
thoughtful, balanced and effective in-
flation contrel program. The Congress
clearly cannot rely on giving the ad-
ministration discretionary authority to
control prices, rents and interest rates,
but must instead mandate a positive pro-
gram of action to bring the cost of living
back into line.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Kocn).

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the substitute and in sup-
port of the committee bill. The substitute
guts the bill by removing the price roll-
back and by exempting interest rates
from any limitation. The committee bill
is not perfect—no bill ever produced in
this very complicated area of economic
controls could ever be described as per-
fect—but I am convinced that it would
do the job in protecting the checkbooks
of the citizens of this country from being
further rified by this runaway inflation.
Those who gut this bill will, I believe,
be remembered by the citizens of this
country as having allowed this inflation
to continue to eat away at our incomes.
I urge all my colleagues here to make
the control of inflation their overriding
concern in considering this issue.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Hawaii (Mr.
MATSUNAGA) .

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to learn that the commit-
tee recognized the inequities which may
arise in some industries as a result of the
proposed price rollback, and intended
that the President shall take corrective
action in such cases under the authority
conferred by the bill. This is particularly
important to those industries whose ceil-
ing prices under the stabilization pro-
gram were determined by the application
of the so-called volatile price rule. There
is in some industries often a time lag be-
tween an increase in the price of raw
material and compensatory adjustments
in the price of the final product. I com-
mend the committee for recognizing that
a freeze of both the raw material price
and the finished product price as of the
same date may give rise to inequities, and
for authorizing corrective action in sit-
uations of that kind. I want to be sure,
however, that the President has the au-
thority and would be expected to act in
all situations where the volatile price rule
has been applied under phase 2 and phase
3 rules and regulations, including those
provisions applicable to ' ooperative as-
sociations and to certain market risk-
sharing arrangements. That is my un-
derstanding of what the committee in-
tended and ask the distinguished chair-
man if T am correct in so understanding.

Mr, PATMAN. The bill does allow for
correction of gross inequities. If this sit-
uation is grossly inequitous as deter-
mined by the President, the gentleman
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would be correct. The President should
certainly consider these cases. On its
face the situation which the gentleman
described may indeed, be just such a
case.

Mr. PATMAN, Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr,
MITCHELL) .

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr,
Chairman, on January 10, 1973, the
President ended mandatory wage and
price controls and instituted a new pro-
gram which, according to the adminis-
tration, would still control inflation, but
at the same time, return the economy to
free market conditions. At the time this
new inflation control program—com-
monly referred to as phase 3—was an-
nounced, the American people were
promised a reduction in the rate of infla-
tion of 2.5 percent by the end of this
vear. To make good on this pledge, the
administration implemented a control
plan over wage: and salaries, which was
self-administering in large part, while at
the same time, the President and his
delegate, the Cost of Living Council
would retain the authority to reimpose
mandatory controls on any segment of
the economy in which inflation might be-
come & problem.

The program has been in operation
just over 3 months, and the question we
must consider is whether phase 3 worked.
According to the latest economic data
available, this program has failed miser-
ably. On March 21, the Labor Depart-
ment released the Consumer Price Index
which showed that consumer prices rose
in February at a seasonally adjusted an-
nual rate of 9.6 percent. This is the
sharpest 1-month increase in the Con-
sumer Price Index in 22 years. February
was also the first full month that the
new phase 3 was in operation.

On April 5, the Labor Department re-
leased the wholesale price Index for
March, and it showed that wholesale
prices rose during March at a seasonally
adjusted annual rate of 26.4 percent.
This, again, was the steepest monthly in-
crease in the wholesale price index in
22 years—a record. And, unfortunately,
a record which must cause grave concern.
These conditions should be quite disturb-
ing to the Congress because on the one
hand we have the sharpest increase in
prices in 22 years, and on the other hand
the Congress is being urged by the Presi-
dent to pass a simple 1-year extension
of the Economic Stabilization Act, and,
in effect, ratify phase 3—a program that
is designed to reduce the rate of infla-
tion to 2.5 percent. But, if the Congress
examines phase 3 in reference to the
thing it is supposed to accomplish—low-
er prices—then, in the judgment of your
committee, it would be disastrous for the
economy to approve a l-year extension
without also assuring the Ameriean peo-
ple that inflation will be stopped.

Let us examine more closely the na-
ture of the price increases that have
occurred as a result of phase 3. Most of
the attention has focused on the rapidly
rising cost of food. But, the latest whole-
sale price index showed that all prices,
not just foods, are rising at an extremely
rapid pace under phase 3.

Wholesale prices of farm products,

processed foods and feeds rose at an ad-
justed annual rate of 56.4 percent. Raw
farm products rose at an annual rate of
72.2 percent.

Prices of consumer finished goods rose
at an annual rate of 26.4 percent—a 25-
year record.

Industrial commeodities rose at an an-
nual rate of 14.4 percent—again the
highest since 1951.

For the entire first quarter of this
year—all but 10 days of which were
under phase 3—the wholesale price index
has risen at a seasonally adjusted annual
rate of 21.5 percent. This, too, is the
highest quarterly increase in 22 years.

The latest Consumer Price Index for
February reflected sharply rising rents
and your committee has received in-
formation of rent increases of up to 60
percent since phase 3 was announced.
Rent increases of 10 to 15 percent appear
to be commonplace in many areas.

Interest rates are on an upward trend
throughout the economy. The prime in-
terest rate, despite much-publicized jaw-
boning by the Committee on Interest and
Dividends, has risen by 2 full percentage
points in the past 12 months—a whop-
ping increase of 44 percent. Mortgage in-
terest rates have been increasing slowly
but steadily since last April and this has
contributed to new pressures on rents as
well as on the prices of existing and new
single-family homes.

In many areas, mortgage rates are al-
ready approaching 8 percent, a figure
which prices many low- and moderate-
income families out of the market, and
mortgage lending experts are openly pre-
dicting new peaks before the year is out.

Farm loans—both production and
mortgage—have also been going up
steadily and some of these increases are
refiected in food prices.

The Banking and Currency Committee
closed hearings on H.R. 6168, the Small
Business Administration announced
another increase in interest rates to
914 percent for bank loans guaranteed
by the Federal Government. This reflects
generally increasing interest rates for
small business borrowers threughout the
economy.

These figures show conclusively that
phase 3 is a dismal failure and will throw
the economy into catastrophe unless the
Congress acts and acts decisively.

So that prices can be stopped and or-
der restored to the economy, I urge the
adoption of H.R. 6168. This bill accom-
plishes two extremely important objec-
tives. First, it stops inflation. This is
something that phase 3 has been unwill-
ing to do. But, if adopted, H.R. 6168 will
stop inflation. A second, equally impor-
tant objective this bill would accomplish,
is to give the President sufficient flexibil-
ity in administering the controls pro-
gram to avoid economic disruption and
promote orderly expansion of the econ-
omy. Your committee recognizes the
need for administrative flexibility in ad-
ministering any kind of economic con-
trols program, and it has carefully pro-
vided that flexibility. So, what your Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency did
was to take a tough stand on prices.
This is something that has to be done.
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Prices must stop their spiraling in-
creases. People on fixed incomes, wage
earners, poor people and even middle in-
come people connot live with prices as
they are rising today. Another important
facet of the problem in rising costs relates
to wage increases. As everyone knows, the
President and his economic advisers are
very concerned about the so-called wage
spiral and its contribution to infiation.
But what may not be apparent to the
administration is that if increases in
wages are to be held at reasonable levels,
the price spiral must be stopped. HR.
6168 stops that price spiral in no uncer-
tain terms. Second, H.R. 6168 gives the
President the authority to make adjust-
ments in respect to prices. It only re-
quires that whatever adjustment he
makes—be it a rollback or an exemption
from the ceiling which is imposed—it be
made on rational economic grounds.
This requirement is very important be-
cause it would prevent unreasonable price
increases, but, at the same time, allow
price increases which are justified. An
additional feature is that it gives the
President the authority to examine prices
and roll them back when he finds they
are at unreasonable, unjustifiable and
unacceptable levels,

Among the other provisions of the bill
are:

Stabilization of rents to levels prevail-
ing on January 10, 1973, the last day of
phase 2;

Regulation of margins for commodity
futures;

Creation of an Office of Consumer
Counselor to insure consumer represen-
tation in the formulation of stabilization
policies and actions;

Authorization of the General Account-
ing Office to review actions of the stabili-
zation program fto accomplish general
oversight;

Special provisions for public carriers
and utilities;

Explicit reporting requirements con-
cerning the performance of the stabiliza-
tion program;

Authorization for the President to allo-
cate petroleum products;

Definition of wages and salaries in re-
spect to fringe benefits;

Requirements that in price and wage
adjustments, the President, in granting
or not granting such adjustments, re-
veals the basis for his decision;

Requirements that the President re-
port to the Congress on health costs, in-
cluding health insurance prices, during
the duration of the stabilization pro-
gram;

Requirement that the General Ac-
counting Office study, evaluate and re-
port to Congress the relationship be-
tween changes in consumer food prices
and trading in commodities; and

Authorization of the Secretary of Com-
merce to exert control over the export of
raw materials when needed to control
domestic inflation.

Mr. Chairman, my remarks to this
point have been general in nature.

In as terse terms as possible, let me
say that to merely extend this act will
constitute a travesty on just ice and the
people.
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The people—as consumers and as
workers—are appealing to us their
elected representatives. We will hear
from them at the ballot box if we fail
them. This is no threat—this is fact. Yes,
we have heard from the lobbies—the
manufacturers and the cattle growers
lobby. But I suggest we head the people
this time—for once let us vote the peo-
ple’s interest and not bow to the vested
interests.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentlewoman from New York
(Ms. ABZUG) .

Ms, ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, today's
shocking action on the floor of this House
constitutes a vote against the majority
of the American people. Bankers and
cattlemen have combined in enough arm
twisting to overcome public demand for
relief from the soaring cost of living. I
for one will not vote to extend the Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act in its present
form, because it has obviously stabilized
nothing. To extend the act for another
vear would be to provide time for the
rich to get far richer, the middle-income
group to slide into poverty, and the poor
to be phased into welfare and despera-
tion. I for one will continue trying to
seek legislative relief for the working
people whose incomes do not begin to
cover the rising cost of such basic needs
as food and shelter, and for those on
fixed incomes such as pensions or social
security who have no other means of
subsistence.

I dread to think of the results of what
the House is doing today. Already older
people are being forced by soaring rents
to move from apartments, uprooting
their whole lives. Some landlords under
the phase III lack of controls have raised
rents from 15 to 60 or 70 percent. Young-
er families must stay in cramped quar-
ters because they cannot buy homes at
the new interest rates. Millions of fam-
ilies have had to adjust to less nutritious
eating habits. Meat and other food boy-
cotts and rent strikes are likely to be
frequent, prolonged, and bitter. We are
setting the stage for more hostile expres-
sion of already deep divisions in this
country.

While the consumer suffers, big busi-
ness is doing fine. Corporate profits after
taxes in 1972 stood at a record high of
$53.1 billion—and continue to climb. Div-
idends during 1972 increased $1 billion.

The gross national product climbed by
$101.4 billion, to a new level of $1.152
trillion—an increase of 9.7 percent. But
compare the increase in productivity with
the increase in real wages. In 1972, out-
put per man-hour for nonfinancial cor-
porations in the private sector rose 4.7
percent; compensation per man-hour
rose 6.2 percent. But since prices rose 3.4
percent, the increase in real wages was
only 2.8 percent. Unit labor costs in-
creased only 1.4 percent, so that more in-
come went to corporate security holders
and less to wage earners.

Meanwhile the person living on fixed
income, the person making the minimum
wage or less, as millions do, is close to
panic—yet forced to cling to such inade-
quate jobs because unemployment is at
an unacceptable 5.1 percent. For the 31
million female members of the labor
force, unemployment is now at 6.8 per-
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cent, and, for minority-group females,
almost 13 percent.

Can anyone in his right mind call this
stabilization? Certainly the public is not
fooled by such doubletalk; they know
when they are hurting, and they are tell-
ing us, loud and clear, that they want
us to act. It is useless to give further
economic control to a President who does
not know what to do with it and can only
listen when money talks. Better a laissez-
faire marketplace than the off-again, on~
again parody of “control” that we have
had in recent months.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. GOODLING) .

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Chairman, as
presently written, there is one plus for
H.R. 6168 so far as our economy is con-
cerned. Three industries come to mind
that have already benefited. I am think-
ing of Western Union, telephone com-
panies, and our Postal Corporation. I be-
lieve first class postage is paying its way.
There probably is not a Member of this
body who has not been “snowed under"”
with communications in opposition to
the proposed rollback of prices to the
level of January 10, 1973.

It is completely unrealistic to think
that we can freeze prices at January
levels in the light of present production
costs. I can think of no segment of the
agricultural field which would not be
seriously and adversely affected. Food
processors in my area have purchased
and processed large quantities of raw
products since January. To force this
segment of agriculture to roll back sell-
ing prices to the January level is com-
pletely unrealistic. The same would ap-
ply to livestock, dairymen, and poultry
producers.

Every company which handles large
quantities of food products has pur-
chased inventories at prices higher than
those in effect in January. A rollback as
suggested in this bill would drive many
to the verge of bankruptey. This plan is
not only unworkable but grossly unfair.
It would require many items to be sold
at a loss.

At the moment I can think of no long
range benefit to either producer or con-
sumer or the overall economy. In its
present form, this bill should be de-
feated.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr, Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WILLIAMS) .

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, and
Members of the committee, I am not in
agreement with H.R. 6168. Neither am I
in agreement with a simple 1-year ex-
tension of the present Economic Stabili-
zation Act. I do want to associate myself
with the remarks of the gentleman from
California (Mr. HaNNA).

When we first passed the Economic
Stabilization Act, the President said that
he would never use it. When we reen-
acted it again in 1971, he said he would
never use it. He did use it in August of
1971.

We then reported out amendments to
the Economic Stabilization Act which
permitted the President to set up the
Wage Board and the Price Commission
under what was called phase II. Phase II
was working very, very well. I was re-
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ceiving no complaints, and I am sure
that no other Member was either.

Yet, for no reason that I have ever
been given that will hold any water, the
President on January 11 announced
phase III. Then, we had a spiraling in-
crease in the cost of food, meat, lumber,
and some other products. I say that re-
gardless of which bill is offered here to-
day, H.R. 6168 or the simple 1-year ex-
tension, I am going to offer some amend-
ments, because we should keep this in
mind: If we are voting for a 1-year ex-
tension, we are voting for the status quo.

In my area, there have been boycotts
that have decreased the sale of meat by
80 percent. In other words, the people
themselves are saying that they do not
want the status quo, and there is no rea-
son for having the status quo.

I have heard comments today to the
effect that the economy of Russia works
a certain way. The economy of Russia
functions under the Politbureau. The
Politbureau is never elected. We people
are.

I have heard comments today about
inflated values of our currency. Certain-
1y, our currency values have been inflated
because we have been engaging in deficit
Federal spending for as long as I can
remember, but there is absolutely no rea-
son to permit the present status quo to
continue, especially when the Economic
Stabilization Act has been used with
such poor judgment.

As I said before, one of the amend-
ments I will offer is to make the reestab-
lishment of the Wage Board and the
Price Commission mandatory.

I am also going to offer something that
will place some reasonable control upon
rents. I am not talking about any roll-
backs.

All this is nonsense about a free econ-
omy. The free enterprise system is just
nonsense. We have Government and
State controls over every business in this
country.

Free enterprise did not make the wheat
sale. Free enterprise has not done a lot
of things that have forced the Congress
into taking action.

For the benefit of the gentleman from
Idaho, we do not have any controls on
the importation of crude oil now. I agree
with the gentleman that we have to have
more crude oil. One way we are going to
be able to get it seems to be at this time
the construction of the Alaska pipeline,
to bring oil to the ice-free ports, so that
we do not have to depend on the Arab
countries for our crude oil, and the in-
significant amount of crude oil that
comes from Idaho.

So I say this to the Members: Do not
maintain the status quo. Do not permit
food prices to remain at their highest
point in 22 years without reestablishing
the wage board and price commission to
resolve some of these inequities.

I am not talking about any rollback.
Keep in mind that which the gentle-
woman from New Jersey (Mrs. SULLIVAN)
mentioned. In just a few months our
major labor contracts will come up for
renegotiation. If we go on the way we
are going, inflation will run rampant.

Mr. WIDNALL., Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Minnesota (Mr. FRENZEL).
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Mr, FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, every
Member knows the issues before us. I
believe that the majority and minority
and supplemental views in the commit-
tee report present the essential argu-
ments well.

The committee bill is a good example
of what happens when good intentions
outweight good sense, especially when
the good intentions are confused by a
partisan desire to embarrass the Execu-
tive,

In its attempt to force the Executive
to satisfy every constituent desire, the
committee produced an unmanagable
mess which carried little promise of price
reductions, but which almost guaranteed
irreparable harm to many segments of
our country.

The Rules Committee action of reject-
ing H.R. 6168, and the House action of
rejecting the rule, demonstrate current
feeling on the matter. Neither H.R. 6168,
nor the Stephens substitute will do. An
alternative is needed. I believe the Wid-
nall substitute, H.R. 2099, is the best al-
ternative we can pass now.

There was a time when the House
could have made constructive changes
in the wage/price control authority.
The Widnall substitute, HR. 2099, was
introduced January 15. The Banking
Committee never even met to organize
until 7 weeks later. 12 weeks after Con-
gress convened, on March 26, the
committee finally met on stabilization.

Had the stabilization program been
given careful study, and careful consid-
eration, in committee, we would not now
be faced with these widely divergent
alternatives.

Since the committee has not provided

a constructive wvehicle, we are now
obliged to vote for the l-year extension.
I do not disagree with those who thought
phase IIT premature. I thought so, too.
Nevertheless, our duty today is clear.
We are up against time limits—a situa-
tion we created for ourselves—and we
must pass the extension.

Such an action would not relieve the
Banking Committee from supervisory
oversight, nor from the responsibility
to act later—more sensibly I hope—if
necessary.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr, Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Kansas (Mr. SEBELIUS).

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, the
legislation we are discussing would roll
back farm prices to January 10, 1973. I
realize food prices have increased dra-
matically during the past months and
that farm prices have also inecreased.
What I would like to emphasize is that
farmers’ costs have gone up foo, and
in most cases, they have gone up con-
siderably more than any gains the farm-
er has experienced in increased prices.
For instance, if the price of food has in-
creased as much as the farmer’'s cost of
a medium-sized combine, we would be
paying $4.05 for a pound of round steak.

For the past week, my telephone has
been ringing off the wall and my office
has received hundreds of telegrams from
concerned farmers who have expressed
their oppositicn to rollback legislation.
These folks cannot understand why Con-
gress would propose rollback legislation
that is discriminatory. Farm product
prices move up and down in response to
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supply and demand. The farmer’'s costs
have moved in one direction, and that
direction is upward.

Several weeks ago, a good friend of
mine from Almena, Kans., paid me a visit
in my congressional office in Norton. He
gave me these three bills as evidence of
the increase in costs that the farmer
must pay, I ask that my colleagues pay
particular attention to this first bill dated
in October 1968, for a new governor for
a Ford motor on his combine. The bill
was $61.95.

In July of 1971, it became necessary
to replace this governor on this same
Ford motor, only this time the bill was
in the amount of $86.90. Some 14 months
later, it again became necessary to re-
place this same governor on this same
combine, and the bill was $110. In less
than 4 years’' time, this farmer had to
replace the governor on his combine
three times and saw the price nearly
double.

Now, if my colleagues cannot surmise
what my friend had on his mind, I can
assure you his message was simple. If
Congress is going to roll back the price
he receives for his product, why not be
fair and also roll back the price he pays
for the governor on his combine, or for
that matter, the price of a new combine;
or to earry it on logically, the price all
farmers pay in order to stay in business?

I have three bills here that a farmer
from Almensa, Kans., paid that reflects
inflation at its worst. We also have legis-
lation before us today that would not
roll back any of these costs but would
roll back the income that the farmer re-
ceives, and the income from which he
must pay these bills.

Many of my colleagues appear to be-
lieve the American consumer has a right
to a plentiful food supply regardless of
economic facts, and that the consumer
has the right to purchase this good sup-
ply at an ever-decreasing share of his
take-home pay.

My good friend in Almena, Kans,,
whose job it is to provide this food sup-
ply, cannot do it if the Government arbi-
trarily puts a ceiling on or rolls back his
income—he also cannot stay in business
if the consumers of this Nation boycott
his product while at the same time his
costs double or even triple.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. CRANE).

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, back at
the initiation of phase 2 controls the
Wall Street Journal had an interesting
editorial, wherein they pointed out that
one of the great potential perils of the
initiation of controls in the first place
was that they attacked symptoms rather
than causes of the problem, but to the
extent that the American public genu-
inely thought that the controls would be
efficacious, if at the end of a year or so
of living under controls we still had con-
tinuing pressure on prices we might an-
ticipate at that juncture a great hue and
ery from the American public to impose
even tighter controls.

I believe that clearly has been what
activated our committee in reporting out
H.R. 6168.

I would certainly agree with my col-
league from California, Mr. Hannwa,
that there are many people writing us
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expressing concern over rising prices,
particularly those we have witnessed
early in 1973.

But we must recognize that there is a
duty and a responsibility the Members
of the House have not to perpetuate er-
ror nor to contribute to an aggravation
of misunderstanding of basic economic
facts of life. The basic economic facts of
life have been touched upon already in
this debate as to what is the primary
cause of the pressure on prices and the
consequent damage to wage earners who
are striving to keep abreast of the in-
creased prices; that is fundamentally
the responsibility we bear here in the
Congress of the United States when we
continue to run up the kinds of massive
deficits that we have contributed to in
the many spending programs we have
supported over the past several years.
Subsequent thereto the Federal Govern-
ment resorts to a means of covering that
indebtedness, that gets us off the hook
here in the House. Unlike State legisla-
tures, when they engage in the same
practice and are forced to raise taxes, we
are not forced to raise taxes in the ordi-
nary way. We buck the problem to the
Federal Reserve System which monetizes
our indebtedness.

This is an indirect form of taxation,
which eats away at the purchasing power
of the dollar. In the process we avoid the
responsibility for our own actions, and I
think it is a deceit to the American pub-
lic to suggest that one can blame the
farmer or one can blame the lumberman
or one can blame the retailer or the dis-
tributor or what have you.

Mr. Chairman, these are convenient
political dodges for our share of respon-
sibility for the problems we face.

President Nixon, back on October 17,
1969, made the observation that on the
basis of his experience with wage and
price controls under the OPA in World
War II they did not work, that they were
bad for the businessman, bad for the
workingman, bad for the consumer, and
that they led to black markets, rationing,
and regimentation. It is the regimenta-
tion that comes under controls which is
perhaps one of the most pernicious as-
pects, and I do not think a sufficient
amount of sttention has been put on the
question of just exactly what the cost to
the taxpayer would be of establishing the
machinery necessary for the implementa-
tion of a program of such scope as
H.R. 6168.

Mr. Chairman, back when we debated
this before the committee a year and a
half ago, the estimate was at least $2
billion. Because this particular piece of
legislation goes beyond what was being
discussed at that time, I think we could
talk about machinery costing consider-
ably more than $2 billion.

Mr. Chairman, there is an inferesting
book that was recently published by an
author named Oto Sik, who is the man
who managed the Czechoslovakian econ-
omy, and the title of the book is “Czecho-
slovakia, the Bureaucratic Economy.”
Oto Sik in this book—and mark you, he is
a Socialist—nevertheless recognized the
importance of liberalizing the Czech law
regulating their economy; in effect get-
ting the bureaucrats off the backs of the
people so as to permit a freer market
economy to prevail.
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That is what, in fact, triggered the
Soviet intervention in 1968.

But in Sik’s book one of the main
points he makes is that on the basis of
their experience in Czechoslovakia he
concluded there is absolutely no way that
bureaucrats can effectively make the
vital determination governing the mar-
ketplace as efficiently and as effectively
over the long run as they will be made by
individual consumers working in a sit-
uation essentially dictated by the laws of
supply and demand. -

We have had some pressure on prices
thus far this year which most certainly
represent an anticipation of just this
kind of legislation. Many people un-
doubtedly felt they had better increase
prices now, because they were confident
we would extend further controls.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. CrRANE) has ex-
pired.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 additional minute to the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) .

Mr, CRANE. Mr. Chairman, in com-
mittee Chairman Burns indicated, when
touching upon the question of rent con-
trols and interest controls, that the prob-
lems which our economy would suffer
would be prodigious.

Paraphrasing President Nixon's 1969
remarks, I asked Dr. Burns if in discuss-
ing the question of a freeze or a ceil-
ing on interest rates, in my district it was
safe to say that this would be bad for
the businessman, the workingman, the
consumer, and so forth.

Dr. Burns agreed. I indicated to him
then that I had somewhat deceived him,

that I was quoting from President Nixon
on the broad question of controls.

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, I would
simply like to remind all the Members
present that it was Justice Brandeis who
perhaps best described our activity when
he said:

Americans should be most on guard against
encroachments upon their liberties when
government's intentions are beneficient;
when its policies are initiated by men of
zeal, well-intentioned, but without under-
standing.

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

Mr. CRANE. I yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. KEMp).

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Chairman, I congratu-
late the gentleman on his statement and
would like to associate myself with his
remarks and say that I am for controls,
I am for controlling Federal spending
and putting controls on the Federal Re-
serve’s ability to expand the dollar sup-
ply beyond a four percent increase per
year. Our votes in Congress, causing con-
tinued deficits and the expansionist
monetary policy of the Federal Reserve
used to help pay for these deficits have
brought about this addictive and high
rate of inflation we seek to control today.

Mr. Chairman, I will not vote for
another extension of the Economic
Stabilization Act. I voted in the past to
give the President the authority to im-
pose wage-price controls, but that was
when we were operating under a wartime
economy, and I do not believe that con-
trols are the answer to controlling in-
flation in a peacetime economy.
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Soaring prices are the results, not the
cause of inflation. When Government
spends recklessly, runs chronic deficits,
expands credit and prints more money,
prices begin to soar. The rising of nearly
all prices is the result of the monetary
policies of the Government itself. Prices
do not rise because businessmen sud-
denly become greedy; it can safely be as-
sumed that producers are already get-
ting what they successfully can for their
items.

In a free market the demand and sup-
ply of each of thousands of different
commodities and services are changing
every day. When an increase in the
money supply does not falsify the re-
sult, the goods and services in most de-
mand rise in price while those in least
demand fall. So the profit margin in
supplying the goods in greater demand
increases while that in supplying the
goods in less demand falls. This causes
more demand and relatively less to be
produced of the goods in less demand.

Thus the thousands of different goods
and services produced in the Nation tend
constantly to be produced in the chang-
ing proportions in which they are most
wanted.

Prices are indispensable signals to
producers and consumers. They must tell
the truth about supply and demand.
Voluntary restraints, wage-price con-
trols, and/or Government guidelines
falsify the signals and disorganize the
unbalanced production.

Monetary inflation is a dreadful thing.
But what does considerally more harm
than the inflation itself is the attempt
to conceal or suppress its consequences
through price and wage controls.

Government creates inflation by per-
mitting, encouraging, or forcing an in-
crease in the supply of money when it
wants to spend more than it has the cour-
age or ability to collect in taxes. The
more dollars that are printed, in relation
to the volume of production, the less each
dollar can buy, and the higher prices
must rise. And as I said earlier in the past
year the money supply has been grow-
ing at an annual rate of over 8 percent.

Alan Reynolds, in a recent article in
the Alternative, proposed a policy of re-
straint for our Federal Reserve which I
feel would achieve monetary stability
and help control inflation and I quote
from his article:

Indeed, an up-dated “Keynesian" argu-
ment says the rise of interest rates, induced
by government bond sales, will not only not
reduce private spending, but actually in-
crease it. This is because at higher interest
rates It becomes more costly for people to
hold money (which earns no interest), so
they hold less of it and the rate of spending
(velocity) increases. The demand for money
is somewhat responsive to interest rates, but
the effect on wvelocity of the comparatively
minor interest rate variations associated with
financing deficits is far outwelghed by other
effects: (1) the government’s borrowing
crowds out a roughly equivalent amount of
private borrowing; (2) i reduced money
holdings did raise price or output, people
would begin holding more money again, be-
cause it would take more dollars to satisfy
all the reasons why money is held; and (3)
higher interest rates reduce demand for in-
vestment funds, state and local government
borrowing, and mortgages.

The obvious conclusion is that the expan-
slonary impact of deficits mainly depends on
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whether or not they are financed with new
money: i.e., that "“fiscal policy” is usually a
roundabout type of monetary policy. Specif-
ically, if new government bonds were all
sold to the public (rather than to the Fed-
eral Reserve or commercial banks), there
would be no increase in the money supply,
and any expansionary effect would rest on
the unlikely effect of deficlt spending in
increasing velocity. For deficits to be fi-
nanced by sales of bonds to the publie, how-
ever, interest rates on government bonds
would have to be much more attractive than
has been possible under law and Federal Re-
serve policy (Professor Gordon Tullock has
calculated that the real value of federal debt
held by the American public has actually
fallen fron $252 billion in 1948 to $152 bil-
lion in 1971—expressed in 1963 dollars). Con-
versely, if we want to increase the money
supply, this can be done without deficits by
simply buying outstanding bonds with new
money. In 1066 we had a deficit without
monetary expansion and the result was a mild
recession; in 1968 we reduced the deficit with
a tax surcharge, but the money supply con-
tinued to rise—and so did the rate of infla-
tion.

So much for the theory. A large body of
research clearly indicates that:

(1) All significant infilations and defla-
tions have been preceded by sudden changes
in the rate of growth of the money supply;

(2) The money supply can be controlled
within sufficiently narrow Hmits if Federal
Reserve open market sales and purchases of
bonds are directed toward affecting the sup-
ply of currency and bank reserves;

(3) The factors that cause velocity to
vary are more predictable than the (non-
tautological) relationship between invest-
ment and income;

(4) Unpredictable lagged responses and the
absence of omniscience make ad hoc varia-
tions in fiscal and monetary policy counter-
productive;

(5) Various Interest rates move up and
down together, and do affect several types of
spending.

TOWARD MEANINGFUL REFORM

It follows that Congress should pass a
law instructing the Federal Reserve to keep
increases in the money supply within, say,
a zero-to-four percent range. Better still
replace the Fed's Open Market Committee
with a computer programmed to achieve
such monetary stability.

Perhaps even more important, the Federal
Reserve must be expressly prohibited from
its recurring habit of trying to keep inter-
est rates low by making new money plenti-
ful. This policy causes price-inflation and
eventually raises nominal interest rates, be-
cause lenders demand higher rates to com-
pensate for the expected erosion in pur-
chasing power of the dollars with which they
will be repaid. The idea that high interest
rates are a sign of “tight money” is the op-
posite of the truth: High interest rates usu-
ally contain an inflation premium, made
necessary by an earlier increase in the sup-
ply of money.

Artificial controls on rising interest rates
must also be aveided, since they simply make
more people anxious to borrow and fewer
people willing to lend. The first to lose out
under interest ceilings are the relatively
“poor risks;” namely, small businessmen, in-
novators, and low-income families. Fairly
high interest rates have been a necessary part
of all periods of prosperity—they allocate a
limited amount of loanable funds to the
most productive uses government's inexcusa-
ble interest subsidies to the contrary not-
withstanding.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to have
inserted at this point the best editorial I
have read on this misconception that
price controls will cure inflation:
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TEACHING THE WRONG LESSONS

When Phase 3 was announced last Janu-
ary, we argued that the truly important eco-
nomic development was the spurt in the
money supply during December, pushing the
year's growth to 8¢9;. 'Ironically, the ad-
ministration may have relaxed controls just
in time to keep them from blowing up in its
face,” we remarked. “If prices again start to
soar, of course, many people will overlook the
89, money growth during 1972 and blame
relaxation of controls.”

It has perforce come true, but with a
vengeance not anticipated even in these cur-
mudgeonly quarters. By the end of last week,
the clamor for controls had reached a deaf-
ening pitch. Wholesale prices took their big-
gest jump since the Korean war, and this
doleful news lifted the stock market out of
its doldrums. The bullish reasoning went,
we're told, that things are finally so bad
either Mr, Nixon or the Congress will have to
reimpose controls.

Now, Wall Street is rumored to act on good
economic advice, and it's not clear to what
extent it really believes that controls are the
answer to inflation. Quite likely investors
merely believe that everyone believes this,
and that it is belief rather than reality that
makes stocks move. This is called sophistica-
tion, or mob psychology.

Suddenly, in fact, everyone has become a
psychologist, including A. W, Clausen of the
Bank of America (see nearby columns). Mr.
Clausen wants to resurrect the income tax
surcharge, only this time an automatic one,
though he suggests and evidently hopes the
tax will never be applied. As placebos some-
times do cure headaches, its enactment
would solve the inflation problem by chang-
ing everyone's expectations.

With this approach any bit of nonsense
can be justified provided enough people can
be persuaded to believe it, a philosophy that
sometimes succeeds In getting you through
next week. Over a longer period of time, the
fundamentals start to catch up with you.
Psychology is about as effective in reversing
the law of supply and demand as it is in re-
versing the law of gravity.

An 8% money growth, for one thing, is
going to come out somewhere. If the money
can’t be spent on controlled items it will be
spent somewhere else, on food and imports
during Phase 2, for example. Similarly, if you
reduce the supply of food by selling a lot
of it cheap to Russia, prices of remaining
food are likely to go up, whether under
Phase 2, 3 or 4.

Nor are controls likely to touch the reason
for the especially rapid price spurt we are
currently experiencing, which seems to be
devaluation of the dollar. Some of our eco-
nomic seers calculated that since the de-
valuation would add 10% to the price of im-
ports, and since imports are only 5% of our
purchases, the effect on price Indexes would
be only 0.5%. This ignores the diminished
impact of foreign competition in restraining
prices of domestic goods, so the inflationary
result of devaluation is turning out to be
larger than such calculations predicted.

The Nixon administration understands
economic fundamentals better than most,
and it will be interesting to see how It re-
sponds to the current pressure for more con-
trols. For in a very real sense the admin-
istration has been caught in its own psycho-
logical games. It turns out that price con-
trollers who don't belleve in what they're
doing are the very worst kind. Because they
keep an eye on the economic fundamentals
they can keep the game golng, and the
psychological and political benefits coming,
longer than anyone could if he really counted
on the controls to work.

Thus, the administration introduced con-
trols when prices were already coming under
control; in faet, the consumer price index
had already been falling for some 18 months.
It relaxed the controls when it saw pressures
coming that would leave them a shambles,
And now it puts a celling on meat prices just
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when they are peaking. The strategy is to
give controls to people who want them, but
in a way to cause the least economic disrup-
tion. The other result is to teach all the
wrong lessons, to persuade people that con-
trols work and make them anxious for more.

The string has run out, for better or worse.
With an economic upturn pushing demand
rapidly upward, this is absolutely the worst
time to impose controls. If we wanted to play
psychological games, we would say, fine, let's
have the controls and watch them run on the
reefs. At least it would teach the right lessons.

It may come to that yet, but we quake at
the price. Better the administration should
ride out the current clamor, veto the kind of
unworkable controls now winding their way
through Congress, keep fiscal and monetary
policy under some restraint, and teach the
lesson that if you can get the fundamentals
in hand you don't need the controls at all.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. HUBER).

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Chairman, we have
had considerable discussion today about
the pros and cons of the free enterprise
system. In my 30 years in industry, I see
a minimum amount of enterprise and al-
most an elimination of freedom. When I
entered the business world following my
separation from the military service after
World War II, I hoped to truly see a
stable economy. But two wars and two
depressions—or recessions depending on
whether you were laid off or working—
have convinced me that stabilization is a
fine phrase but not very practical. I have
watched the economy going up and down
like an elevator. I have worked through
periods of shortages and surpluses—one
following the other with no system or
regularity. All this talk about the need
for stabilization leaves me a little nause-
ated when you consider that we are at-
tempting to superimpose stabilization on
a full employment budget that does not
take into consideration the fact that full
employment does not exist. On that
quicksand basis there is nothing stable to
be built. All of the talk revolves around
the question of which comes first, the
chicken or the egeg. Do we freeze wages
and protect prices or do we freeze prices
and protect wages? I would vote for
either or both if I thought my voting
could control the situation. However, my
experience indicates that the more gov-
ernment gets involved, the worse things
seem to get. We have been involved as a
Government in the national economy for
almost 200 years and our Federal debt
continues to rise in increasing propor-
tions. We did not stabilize anything in
1971 when we were at war and we cer-
tainly are not going to stabilize in 1973
when we are at peace. I cannot imagine
what is in store for 1974, 1975, 1976, and
so forth. When we have balanced econ-
omy, when we have a sound dollar, when
we have a favorable or balanced foreign
trade relationship, when we have full em-
ployment and when we have good busi-
ness conditions, we could then think
about stabilization because it would be-
come a reality. But, our economy today is
anything but stable and that result has
been because of big government trying to
superimpose its arbitrary decisions on an
economy that by its very nature is con-
stituted to operate with a minimum of
government interference. Too many
cooks will spoil the broth and we have
nothing but cooks in government,
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Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

Mr. PATMAN, Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. O’'NEILL) .

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

Mr. O'NEILL. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, HR.
6168 is perhaps the most important bill
to come before the House of Representa-
tives in a long time. It is legislation that
is not only needed but demanded by your
constituents and my constituents. The
high cost of living has generated more
mail to the Congress than any other sub-
ject in recent months. Most of the letters
I have seen are quite simple. The writers
simply want to know what Congress is
going to do about prices in general and
food prices in particular.

Today, in H.R. 6168, we have an op-
portunity to answer those letters and
answer them with action.

Some might say that HR. 6168 is a
gut issue, but I say it is a gutless issue.
Is the Congress going to stand up to the
President and pass meaningful legisla-
tion designed to help people, or are we to
continue our gutless way of letting the
President steamroll us with the constant
threat of a veto.

‘When this bill is read for amendments,
there will be those who will try to gut the
bill. I don't know the motives for their
actions, but I just wonder how they are
going to answer their constituents who
write them about high food prices. Per-
haps they can tell the housewives who
complain that they cannot buy beef for
their family that their congressmen were
sorry about the situation but they had
Just voted to raise food prices again. And
that is exactly what you will be doing un-
less you vote for this legislation and vote
down any gutting amendments.

Mr. Chairman, when H.R. 6168 was be-
fore the Banking and Currency Commit-
tee, I was successful initially in securing
adoption of an amendment that would
have rolled food prices back to May 1,
1972. I selected that figure because it was
only a few weeks before that date that I
testified before the Price Commission at
one of its regional hearings in Chicago
and predicted the astronomical rise in
food prices. At that time I pleaded with
the Price Commission to put a ceiling on
food prices, a power which that body
held. No action was taken at that time
even though it was needed. Had the Price
Commission followed my suggestion a
vear ago, we would not be meeting here
today and the American housewives
could be planning roast beef for their
dinner menu,

It has been argued that wages are re-
sponsible for increased food costs. Noth-
ing could be further from the truth. Let
us look at the record. Nearly 515 percent
of the labor force is still unemployed, rep-
resenting close to 5 million Americans.
An additional 2.3 million workers are
compelled to work part-time, because full
time jobs were not available, Surely with
such widespread unemployment it can-
not be said that wages are too high. But
let us look further at the situation. From
February 1972, just 3 months before my
initial rollback date, through February
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of 1973, the average yearly earnings of
nonsupervisory workers increased 5.6
percent, which, of course, is almost iden-
tical to the 5.5-percent control standard
set for wages by the Pay Board. However,
during that same period consumer prices
rose 3.9 percent or more than 50 percent
faster than the 2.5-percent standard set
by the Cost of Living Council. And the
Wholesale Price Index rose 8.2 percent
or more than three times faster than the
Government’s 2.5-price standard. The
latest Department of Labor Wholesale
Price Index shows that during March the
index rose at a seasonally adjusted an-
nual rate of 26.4 percent, the largest
monthly increase since 1951. Wholesale
prices of farm products, processed foods
and feeds rose at an adjusted annual rate
of 66.4 percent, Raw farm products rose
at an annual rate of 72.2 percent. And
what about profits?

The after tax profits of corporations
were up 15.7 percent in 1972, This comes
on top of a 14-percent increase in 1971
and another record year is expected dur-
ing 1973, Mr. Chairman, I could go on
for a long time quoting figures, but it is
clear that those at the top are making
the money and those at the bottom, the
workers and the consumers, are being
shortchanged.

The consumers have already indicated
their unhappiness with the recent boy-
cott of meat. I predict that unless action
is taken to roll prices back through pas-
sage of H.R. 6168 that these boycotts will
be continued and will be extended to
other products.

And very shortly the worker will have
his say. When current labor contracts
expire, the unions, unless there are im-
mediate across-the-board controls on all
prices, will be seeking tremendous pay
increases. These increases will not be
justified if prices are rolled back, but will
clearly be justified if we fail to take
action.

Mr, Chairman, I urge my colleagues to
vote for this legislation so that they can
tell their constituents that they are not
only opposed to high prices but are doing
something about lowering them.

Mr. Chairman, I insert as part of my
remarks an editorial entitled “Price Con-
trols,” which was aired on WBBEM-TV in
Chicago and expresses strong support
for this legislation:

PriceE CONTROLS

We are firm believers in the value of a free
market. However, there are times when the
free market goes so far out of balance there
iz obvious need for government intervention.
Such a staunch advocate of a free market as
President Nixon recognized this when he
ordered Phase II economic controls on August
15th, 1971,

With the end of the Viet Nam war and,
perhaps with a large measure of wishful
thinking, he lifted most controls Jaruary
11th of this year—substituting wvoluntary
guidelines backed by the threat of govern-
ment intervention—or Phase III.

Phase III has been a dismal failure. The
prices of farm products, industrial commodi-
ties and consumer goods have zoomed up-
ward—with the climb accelerating in March.
Raw farm products alone jumped at an an-
nual rate of 72 percent in March. Again the
President acted—a little. He placed a celling
on the price of lamb, beef and pork. But that
was not enough. Needed was a rollback of
prices and interest rates to the January 10th

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

level, such as now proposed In legislation
adopted by the House Banking Committee.

It would be better, we think, for the Presi-
dent to order the rollbacks before the full
Congress acts, retaining for himself the op-
tion of removing controls. If the President
does not act, then we believe the Congress
should pass economic stabilization acts as
approved by the House Banking Committee.

The alternative—further inflation—steep
union wages increases and, perhaps, a reac-
tive recession—in the view of the Manage-
ment of WBBM-TV—would be disastrous.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, we have
before us today a dramatically signifi-
cant bill that will contribute to our
Nation’s economic well-being.

And onece again, Congress is taking
the initiative to fill the hiatus made by
the Nixon administration’s inability to
provide effective leadership in controlling
inflation.

The first time was back in August
1970, when we realized the danger of
runaway inflation after we had suffered
2 years of simultaneous inflation and
recession under Mr. Nixon, and the un-
employment rate had doubled from 3 to
6 percent.

So, Congress decided things had gone
far enough.

Despite the President’s objection, we
enacted legislation giving Fim the power
to institute wage and price controls. For
1 year, Mr. Nixon maintained that he
would never lead this Nation down the
road to wage and price controls.

Finally, after he had lost all that val-
uable time, he turned around 180 degrees
and with much television fanfare an-
nounced phase I and its 90-day freeze.

Now, we all know that controls under
phase II were not infallible. But the
reluctant imposition of these controls
by President Nixon gave this Nation, by
far, the best record of any developed
industrial nation of holding in check the
forces of inflation.

Congress can assume credit for that,
just as Congress is now offering an alter-
nate to phase III that has teeth in it.

For, Mr. Nixon, in terminating the
mandatory price and wage controls on
January 10, took a serious economic gam-
ble. And now he and the Nation have
lost. The first substantial reading of the
performance of phase III came on March
21, when the Department of Labor re-
leased its figures; and we discovered that
consumer prices rose in February at a
seasonally adjusted rate of 9.6 percent,
the sharpest monthly increase in 22
years.

Let us take another look at what phase
III has given us—Mr. Nixon's phase III.

Rent increased as much as 60 percent
in some of our major cities, a far cry
from the 5.5-percent voluntary guide-
lines of phase III. Housewives all over
the country have had to pay 6.5 percent
more for their weekly package of gro-
ceries than they did in December. Raw
farm products increased at an astonish-
ing annual rate of 72 percent. In many
areas, mortgage rates are approaching
an 8-percent figure, pricing many low-
and moderate-income families out of the
market.

These figures are by no means con-
clusive. But they are all illustrative of
how much economic chaos phase IIT has
given us. It has been a complete failure,
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and the American people have already
rejected this ineffective game plan.

Mr. Chairman, I am very practical and
I can read the feeling of this Chamber.
I personally think that the Stephens’ bill
was good legislation. Everybody, in my
opinion, was against the Stephens bill
but the people themselves. Everybody
has been telling me of the telephone calls
they received over the weekend. Now
let me tell you that the greatest amount
of people in America favor a rollback in
prices because it is reasonable and the
only effective means of cooling off the
inflation triggered by phase III.

You know, so many Members from my
own side came to me and said, “We gave
Nixon the authority to impose wage and
price controls, and, oh, what a tangled
mess he made out of it! Let him get out
of his own chaos.” I do not believe that
is the way to operate. Sure, the Nation’s
economy is in a catastrophic situation,
and Nixon's phase III put us there; this
is why Congress must assert its respon-
sibilities to end this inflation.

Mr, Shultz has said we are going to
have a rise in prices—a rise in prices—
a rise in prices until we get to Septem-
ber, and then he expects that the curve
will start to level off. If we take Mr.
Shultz at his word—that prices will con-
tinue to increase until September—then
let us stop this increase today and let
us start the curve dropping from here.

Well, I am very practical. I know that
this substitute is going to pass. But I do
hope some of the people on the Repub-
lican side have enough courage to vote
for some of the amendments that the
people of this country want. For exam-
ple, the amendment to be offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. REvuss),
which freezes prices today, April 16, If
we can do that, and if we can have the
amendment to be offered by the gentle-
man from California on mortgages, then
I think we can accomplish something.

This is a challenge we should meet
head-on and for which we must stand up.

Mr. Chairman, all regions of this coun-
try must work together to curb inflation.
The failure of Mr. Nixon’s economic
game plan which gave us the world’s
first inflationary recession, followed by
a general wage-price freeze, devaluation
of the dollar, and phases I, II, and III,
leading up to the second devaluation and
the worse inflation in 20 years, inspires
no confidence in the Nixon economic
record.

It is, therefore, imperative that we all
vote together in this House to end ramp-
ant inflation and to begin to stabilize
prices once again.

(Mr. CULVER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorn.)

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, I share
the concern the Members of this body
have about the inflationary pressures on
our national economy. It is clear the
President’s economic policies are a bank-
rupt failure. One needs only to examine
the wholesale price index, the condition
of the stock market, the value of the
dollar abroad, or his own family budget
to see that President Nixon's attempts
to abate the inflationary spiral have
failed.

With this failure of the President’s




April 16, 1973

policies, the necessity for congressional
action becomes inecreasingly apparent.
The public expects the Government to
take such responsible and appropriate
action as is necessary to curb inflation,
but with minimal infringement upon
traditional economic principles which
have served our Nation for almost 200
years.

In my judgment, it would be unwise
to pass a bill requiring a mandatory roll-
back of prices at this time. Such a re-
strictive provision would have adverse
consequences upon many segments of the
economy, but would be nearly disastrous
to those Americans who depend upon
agriculture for their family income. It
is not an exaggeration to say that the
price rollback proposal could very well
mean financial ruin to many farmers in
my State of Towa.

I share the concern that many Amer-
icans have about the increased cost of
food and other consumer products. A
well recognized solution to this problem
is to increase agricultural production to
meet increased consumer demand. How-
ever, a bill rolling back prices will have
just the opposite effect. In recent
months, livestock feeders in Iowa have
been expanding the number of cattle on
feed even though the costs of livestock
production have gone up sharply. A roll-
back of prices could make it impossible
for them to recover their actual costs.
Furthermore, it will discourage the ex-
pansion necessary to increase the supply
and stabilize the price of food.

In addition, a rollback in prices will
force many farmers to sell livestock at a
loss and cause livestock producers to
send animals to market before full
weight to minimize losses. While a roll-
back might cause a temporary increase
in meat at lower prices, the ultimate
effect would be to greatly discourage
production.

The result could be one of the most
serious shortages of meat in our Nation’s
history. The reduced supply and shortage
would create unprecedented price in-
creases as well as pressures for rationing
and a meat black market. Bankruptey
could occur for many livestock producers
and other small businessmen in food re-
lated fields, while banks, who made good
faith loans to stimulate supply, suffer
losses. It is grossly unfair to ask one eco-
nomic group to bear such a burden in
the fight against inflation.

The time is long overdue for those who
blame farmers for high food prices to
realize that farmers already are facing
runaway produetion costs and continu-
ally must accept substantial risks of eco-
nomic loss. For example, last week's
snowstorm in Iowa caused more than $16
million in livestock loss, and -cattle
deaths alone may well reach 100,000 head
according to some reports. For many
farmers, especially those young farmers
struggling to make farming their liveli-
hood, such a loss can be ruinous.

The farm losses from this recent bliz-
zard in Jowa are a tragic example of the
pigh risks faced by farmers while provid-
ing an adequate food supply for the Na-
tion's consumers. One ean imagine the
sense of frustration which results when
farmers who have spent the day survey-
ing their losses from this natural disaster
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learn from their evening papers that
Congress is considering legislation which
jeopardizes their expectation of a reason-
able profit on the remaining livestock.

We must avoid governmental actions
which greatly increase food costs by de-
stroying the independent family farm
and turn the production of food and fiber
over to large corporate farm operations.

Inflation is an enemy to all of us, but
its effects are particularly severe on
the poor, elderly, and others on fixed in-
comes. Since executive governmental
spending is a contributing cause of in-
flation, both Congress and the President
must act to hold down Federal spending.
President Nixon has proposed a $19 bil-
lion increase in Federal spending during
the next fiscal year, including substantial
increases for defense and foreign mili-
tary spending as well as the continuation
of unfair tax loopholes. Our objective in
Congress ought to be to curtail wasteful
spending and make sure that all Ameri-
can’s pay fair share of taxes while, at the
same time, redirecting spending priorities
into sound programs which will help
meet human needs.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge the
defeat of this ill-conceived rollback
proposal.

Mr. WIDNALL, Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. ARMSTRONG).

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, the
Economic Control Act of 1972 is a colos-
sal sham.

The people of this country—house-
wives, farmers, working men and women,
students, businessmen, older Americans,
and others on a fixed income and all
who have been so cruelly hurt by in-
flation—have every right to expect Con-
gress to protect the purchasing power
of their hard-earned dollars.

H.R. 6168 purports to do so.

It is a fake,

This legislation holds out a promise it
cannot possibly fulfill.

But under the guise of quelling infla-
tion, this bill will permit the politicians
and bureaucrats to tighten their grip on
the Nation’s economy and take us an-
other long step down the road to a totally
regimented society.

Even if the repressive controls con-
tained in this bill were sure to put a lid
on prices, the human cost and risk to
our free society would be too high to
justify resorting to such controls. But this
legislation, this monstrosity which the
House is stampeding to enact, after a
series of hearings conducted in a circus-
like atmosphere, cannot possibly succeed.

When the first wage-price controls ever
imposed on Americans in peacetime were
applied, on what was termed a tem-
porary basis, a year and a half ago,
these controls were bound to fail. And it
was predictable the first controls would
bring a clamor to regulate previously free
segments of the economy, to make volun-
tary measures mandatory with more
stringent guidelines and to make tem-
porary measures permanent with stiffer
penalties for infractions. So it has come
to pass in & mindless repetition of the
past:

Price freezes are nothing new. The
Romans tried them as long as 1700 years
ago. And in those days they did not fool
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around with injunctions. Capital punish-~
ment was meted out to violators.

In 1304, King Philip the Fair rolled
back the price of grain in Paris. Within
2 days there was no grain for sale in
Paris. And none was sold until the price
freeze thawed.

Here in the United States, it took a
half million employees and volunteers to
run the OPA—Office of Price Adminis-
tration—during World War II, plus a ra-
tioning system. But the black market
thrived.

The United Kingdom has tried three
periods of wage-price controls since
World War II. None has worked.

For example, last November the Prime
Minister declared a total price freeze.
The result? Inflation is still above 6 per-
cent, and some commodities are up 20
percent since the freeze.

In our own recent experience, con-
trols—even the most stringent, the so-
called phase I and phase II—have also
flopped.

From August of 1971 when controls
were first applied in peacetime history of
the United States, to the end of February,
1973, consumer prices rose 5 percent,
more than any 18-month period from
1951 to 1968.

Wholesale prices are up 10.5 percent in
the 18 months since the 1971 freeze, the
steepest increase since 1951—greater
than the entire increase in wholesale
prices from 1951 to 1967 and more than
the total increase in wholesale prices
from 1967 to August 1971.

In other words, wholesale prices in-
creased more in 18 months under con-
trols than in the 4 inflationary years
preceding.

Of course it is easy to blame the ad-
ministration. Or to say that controls are
not stiff enough. But maybe we should
ask ourselves, “If the Emperors could
not make price control work when the
penalty was death, how can we expect to
succeed in a free country?”

And controls have not worked in any
free society in peacetime:

Not in Great Britain, nor Denmark,
nor France, nor West Germany, nor
Canada.

And definitely not in the United States.

There is no reason to believe the fu-
ture of wage-price controls will be better
than the sorry past. Indeed, repressive
measures mandated by HR. 6168 will
make the economie situation worse in at
least two important respects:

First, the false hopes raised by this
legislation will seem to justify further
delay in coming to grips with the main
problem—excessive Federal spending and
mounting budget deficits.

Congress has been on a spending spree
for years. And surely we all know by now
that an economic ecatastrophe is inevi-
I,able if Congress fails to restrain spend-

ng.

This decision, one which congressmen
are loathe to make, has been put off over
and over again. Despite lip service to fis-
cal responsibility, Congress has repeated-
ly put partisan considerations, squab-
bling with the President and special in-
terest in appropriations ahead of balanc-
ing the budget, which is essential to bank
the fires of infiation.

Second, this reckless and ill-considered
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legislation is bound to make existing
shortages worse and create new short-
ages. So inflationary pressure will ex-
plode if controls are ever relaxed.

If prices are held below levels which
provide an incentive to producers, man-
power and capital will be diverted, and
shortages in underpriced commodities
will grow worse. Unless of course the
sponsors of this legislation are prepared
to conseript both labor and capital.

Who can doubt that this is inevitable
in view of New York City’s prolonged ex-
periment with rent controls which has
resulted in abandonment of buildings
and a decline in rental units; the lumber
shortage; the imminent crisis in natural
gas: and shortages developing in other
petroleum products, which are tacitly
admitted by the gas rationing envisioned
by this legislation.

Yes, Mr. Chairman, this bill will make
a bad situation worse. But it is not the
economic consequences of this legisla-
tion, nor the permanent damage already
done to our national economy, which
trouble me most.

These concerns are serious: but hu-
man considerations are paramount.

What this legislation seeks to control
is people. Under this legislation, it will be
a crime for working men to bargain freely
with employers for pay rates exceeding
an arbitrary limit; it will be a crime for
buyer and seller to freely settle on a mu-
tually acceptable price above the guide-
line.

It may be tolerable to accept such re-
strictions in time of war, But to accept
such repressions permanently is un-
worthy of a free nation.

Of course we are told that the present
emergency justifies “temporary” controls.
But let us not kid ourselves, Who really
believes that kicking the wage-price
control habit will be any easier a year
from now than it is today?

Mr. Chairman, we are seldom pre-
sented such a clear choice. This is an
unremittingly bad bill. It rests on false
economic premises; it promises benefits
which cannot be delivered; it seeks to
destroy a prominent feature of our eco-
nomic system which has given Americans
prosperity without parallel in human
history. It takes the freedom out of free
enterprise.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr, GONZALEZ) .

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment to the Widnall substitute is
in the nature of a substitute.

T offer this amendment because I be-
lieve it is the only way that we can carry
out our legislative responsibilities.

Let us recognize one thing: The busi-
ness of setting up workable economic
controls is not easy. It is even less easy to
set up economiec controls that are fair to
everyone. We do not have the time here,
even if we took all week, to draw up a
fair and workable economic controls pro-
gram on the floor of the House. If we
make mistakes in the heat of emotion or
in the face of frustration and impatience,
we will be setting into law conditions that
might do great harm to the economy, or
to huge numbers of innocent people.

Suppose we strike out on the course of
rent controls, impelled by the known fact
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that there are gougers in the market. It
is possible that in our haste, in our pas-
sion, we will enact a requirement that
penalizes large numbers of innocent peo-
ple who have one or two units, and who
could not gouge anybody if they tried.
We might end up in failing to keep the
big operators from hurting people, and at
the same time hurting the little opera-
tors who never harmed anybody.

Suppose we set up interest rate con-
trols. We can declare that we want in-
terest rates to be low, but we cannot
control the supply of money. We might
end up with low interest rates and no
money to lend at any price; or we might
create a situation where some segments
of the market—housing, for instance—
might be able to get no credit at all. We
might create conditions where equity
kickers are reborn. In short, we might be
able to say that we want interest rates
to be low, but there is very little hope
that we could in the haste we are work-
ing in create a law that would in fact
make the cost of money low, and at the
same time keep money available for lend-
ing.

Suppose we try to roll back food prices.
Nobody wants high food prices, but nei-
ther do we want to put the producers
and processors out of business. And if we
roll back prices, no matter what date we
select, we are going to inflict large losses
on numerous producers and processors
who are in no way responsible for high
prices themselves, and who could not
control the situation no matter how they
tried. We've already had to recall one
bill because it was plain that the roll-
back feature was wildly unrealistic and
would have only caused huge losses in
the availability of food—we could have
had low prices, but not very much to eat.

Now all of this adds up to one thing:
the truth that we cannot effectively
create in a matter of a few hours a real-
istic and effective program of economic
controls. The likelihood of injustices is
too great; the likelihood of gross errors
is too great; and the likelihood of a plain
failure is also too great.

Yet I do not believe that Congress can
discharge its responsibilities merely by
giving the President blank check author-
ity. I opposed that in 1971, and believe
it would be unwise to do so this year.

I believe that my substitute places re-
sponsibility where it belongs. It is the
responsibility of the President to de-
velop a workable economic controls pro-
gram. He has the resources to do this. I
believe, too, that only administrative reg-
ulations are flexible enough to meet
changing needs, and respond to the in-
justices that inevitably take place under
controls programs—no matter how
wisely drawn up, no matter how care-
fully administered.

But to get a sound program, we do
not have to legislate it. We do not need
to attempt doing that for which we are
unprepared and unequipped.

We can simply extend the act for a
short period—I suggest 60 days—and
instruct the President to bring forward
detailed recommendations. He could im-
plement such programs as he sees fit. We
could review what he has done, give it our
approval or disapprove it.

Thus, we could do what we are equip-
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ped to do—legislate wisely, assigning
responsibility where it belongs, and
maintain our effective control over basic
national policy.

It is wise legislative policy for us to
extend this act for 60 days, because in
so doing we can instruct the President to
end phase IIT and start up effective
controls at once, And we can also in-
struet the President to come forward
with his estimate of what an effective
and workable program is, By acting on
that, we could exercise our responsibility
of oversight—give him what we think
good, add to it what we think necessary,
and eliminate the whole package if we
deem that warranted, even creating a
program of our own if we think that
would be wise.

But let us act with good sense, what-
ever we do.

Good sense requires that we reject a
hastily drawn program—one that has
never had a day of hearings—and re-
place it with a program that does allow
thought, consideration, and reasonable
action, My amendment offers us that
chance and that choice.

Mr. MONTGOMERY. Mr. Chairman,
we are down to the wire on the exten-
sion of the Economic Stabilization Act.
As we are all only too well aware, we are
recessing in 3 days for the Easter holi-
days. It is expected that we will not be
back at work before the authority for
all present controls expires. It is manda-
tory that we take swift action.

But in acting with dispatch, let us
not design inappropriate legislation. The
stakes are high. They are the health of
our national economy. We must provide
the Nation with a program that is work-
able—with one that is realistic.

I am greatly disturbed about the roll-
back provisions which some of the pro-
posals currently before us contain, A roll-
back would be disastrous because it would
be extremely difficult—if not impos-
sible—to administer and because it
would endanger the production of ade-
quate supplies, the only real solution to
spiraling prices.

Most of us can recall only too well our
own experiences with wartime rationing.
There were both shortages and black
markets. There were problems of priori-
ties, allocations, subsidies, embargoes,
and passthroughs. Though agencies of
enforcement often struggled heroically,
they floundered and failed at all levels.
As a result, even though we had the ra-
tion stamps to buy some meat or gaso-
line, too often it just was not at the
bhutcher’s counter or service station to
be bought. And, of course, black markets
developed.

Let us do the right thing. Let us ex-
tend the current authority so that the
President—whom we have charged with
responsibility in this area—will have the
requisite mandate and flexibility to take
whatever steps are necessary to stabilize
the economy. In some areas of the econ-
omy, clearly, different approaches will
be appropriate, by virtue of the inherent
variations and complexities of our
mighty economy. Let us not divert en-
forcement resources onto unworkable
and unproductive approaches. Nor let us
foreclose for the future discriminate ef-
forts or innovative new approaches
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which those we have charged with the
success of stabilization efforts sincerely
think are best.

It would be well, I think, not to lose
sight of the fact that under current au-
thority, if extended, rollbacks can be se-
lectively ordered and strictly enforced in
runaway areas of the economy where
such enforcement efforts would be ap-
propriate and—because focused—not
unduly expensive or unmanageable. It
would also be useful to keep in sight the
appreciable compliance activities—in-
cluding penalties imposed upon violating
companies and special restrictions on the
troublesome food, health services, and
construction segments of the economy—
which are possible under the present
authority.

Let us provide forthright extension of
the current authority. In so doing we will
be taking responsible action in an area
of our national life that is so important
that we must not fail.

Mr. FAUNTROY. Mr. Chairman, as a
cosponsor of H.R. 6168, I rise at this time
to urge my colleagues to support this bill
fully as it has been reported out by the
the House Banking and Currency Com-
committee. My chief concern is that, con-
trary to the situation under phase III,
Congress enact legislation which is fair
and equitable in its application to every
segment of our economy—business and
consumer alike. Under phases I and II
of President Nixon’s new economic pol-
icy, there was at least a general belief
that business as well as the consumer
was sharing the economic burden en-
tailed in fighting inflation. However, in
phase III, it became quite apparent that
the President had once again humbled
himself at the altar of the moneyed in-
terests in our society to the gross detri-
ment of the individual Americans who—
in their infinite wisdom—re-elected him.
Since inauguration day, under phase III,
retail prices for food, the cost of renting
or purchasing a place in which to live,
and prices for consumer goods have as-
cended at a dizzing pace., Hourly wage
rates, however, did not increase corre-
spondingly or even significantly in that
same time period.

H.R. 6168 in its present form repre-
senis a wise, sober, and fair effort on the
part of Mr. Parman’s committee to bring
the inflationary forces which the Pres-
ident unleashed on January 11 under
control once again. In fact, the very rea-
son this bill is so detailed in extending
the President’s administrative authority
to control prices, wages, and interest rates
stems from the fact that Executive ir-
responsibility on January 11 under the
present law has caused a cost of living
cricis far more pernicious and threaten-
ing to our economy than the eurrency
crisis we experienced in February of this
year.

For example, rent increases in the
Distriect of Columbia in the last four
months have ranged as high as 30 per-
cent and have averaged approximately
17 percent. Morover, the cost of purchas-
ing red meat has increased so sharply
here in Washington that many of my
constituents who formerly regarded meat
as a luxury presently find themselves un-
able to buy meat for more than one or
two meals per week. Is this the American
dream? Is this indicative of the kind of
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domestic economy policy our government
desires? My colleagues in the House
Banking and Currency Committee have
in H.R. 6168 firmly indicated that these
symptoms of the phase III disease must
quickly be ameliorated. To that end,
Section 1 of this bill mandates a ceil-
ing on all price at levels no higher than
those prevailing on January 10, 1973. The
selection of this date should not be in-
terpreted as a partisan insult to a mi-
nority President, rather it is merely a
frank acknowledgment by my Committee
colleagues of the point in time at which
retail prices exceeded reasonable levels.
In fact, there was considerable minority
support, spearheaded by the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. BLAKBURN) for an
even more drastic rollback in prices.
However, faithful to their obligations to
be fair to all Americans, a majority of
the committee fixed upon the January 10
date as the standard.

Another vital and commendable fea-
ture of the present bill is its exemption
from wage controls in section 5 of those
individuals who earn less than $3.50 per
hour. This provision was included in
order to assure that the burden of finan-
cial fighting does not fall most heavily
on those who can least afford to make
the necessary sacrifices. This is particu-
larly needed in the District of Columbia
where a recent study by the Washington
Center for Metropolitan Studies revealed
that fully one-third of the District's
working force earns less than a poverty
wage. This working poor exemption,
therefore, must not be compromised
away. In the area of interest rates, I
wholeheartedly agree with my colleagues
that we must ensure that consumers,
farmers, and small businessmen must be
protected insofar as business and home
mortgage loans are concerned.

Failure to control interest rates in the
manner provided in his bill would mean
that our goal of noninflationary eco-
nomic expansion would become reality
for the rich, while remaining a mere
pipedream for average and low income
citizens and businessmen.

This bill, then, represents an honest
effort on the part of serious members to
achieve a reasonable and beneficial eco-
nomic climate. That our selected means
for achieving this goal has not received
the full approval of the White House is
well known. However, more than that at
any other time in the history of this
Nation it is necessary that we in Congress
adhere firmly to our constitutional re-
sponsibility to represent the people who
elected us. That this bill was written to
protect the people from being stampeded
by higher prices, gouged by landlords,
fleeced by money lenders, and exploited
by profit hungry corporations is further
evidenced in section 207 which would
create the Office of Consumer Counselor
and vest in such Counselor the right to
intervene in all necessary proceedings for
enforcement of the Economic Stabiliza-
tion Act. The Consumer Counselor would
receive, investigate, and act upon com-
plaints of unlawful price increases com-
municated to him by members of the
public. For all of these reasons, Mr.
Chairman, I urge that the House ex-
peditiously adopt the provisions of H.R.
6168 as they presently appear.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, for
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too long, too many in this country and
in this Congress have sought the easy
way out of our fiscal problems. Instead
of facing the truth on inflation, attempts
have been made to delude ourselves that
the problem of inflation can be solved
through so-called wage and price con-
trols.

Prices will rise and inflation will con-
tinue as long as there is fiscal irrespon-
sibility. Inflation is not caused in the
United States by consumer purchasing,
by industry, or even by the Federal Gov-
ernment’s ever increasing expenditures.
The answer is not an expansion of Fed-
eral Government authority into areas of
the private economy. The answer lies in
bringing the Federal budget under con-
trol. Programs keep multiplying. Ex-
penses of these programs soar. No pro-
cedure exists to compare governmental
expenditures with governmental reve-
nues.

Rather than telling the American peo-
ple the truth about inflation, some would
raise the panacea of wage and price con-
trols. Controls do not work. Because
controls do not perform, some say con-
trols must be tightened and made more
stringent. We have seen how stringent
controls work in such places as the Soviet
Union, China, Cuba, and many other
countries. We have sold wheat to both
the Soviet Union and China, because
their controlled agriculture cannot feed
their own people. The route that is
marked by controls is also marked by
the signposts of less freedom, less pros-
perity, and more governmental bureauc-
racy. Let us admit a wrong turn has
been made and return to the road that
has meant prosperity and freedom to the
United States. Let us gain control of the
runaway budget. Only by this means will
we stop inflation. I have faith in America
and my fellow Americans that we can
overcome our fiscal problems. We will
not do that by the passage of the pres-
ent resolution. We will succeed in stop-
ping inflation by gaining controls of the
budget; not by adding more bureaucracy
as would result if this bill is passed.

Mr. Chairman, at this point, I would
like to have printed in the REcorp an
item which appeared in the Washington
Post of January 17, 1973, which tells us
how the establishment of more bureac-
racy cost the United States $95 million
for the 14 months phase 2 wage and
price controls were in effect:

PaaseE IT CosT UNITED STATES £95 MIirLiow

The Phase II wage and price controls cost
the country about $95 million during the 14
months they were in effect, the government
Bavs.

But Treasury Secretary George P. Shultz
says the costs of Phase III, which was an-
nounced last week, should be less.

The Phase II costs included $62.7 million
in expense for the Internal Revenue Service
and $3.7 million for the Justice Department.
The remaining funds were spent by the Pay
Board, the Price Commission and the Cost
of Living Council.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, after
much anguish and thought, I have de-
cided to support a simple 1-year exten-
sion of the President’s authority to im-
pose wage and price controls. Frankly, I
am in some pain lining up with the Presi-
dent on this issue. It is a partisan issue
and one can almost sense that public
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frustration and anger over the Presi-
dent’s handling of the economy has
reached a point of alienation that could
be profitably exploited by this and every
other democrat.

The fact is the economy is out of con-
trol with inflation running at levels we
are used to associating with banana re-
publics. At the heart of the problem has
been Mr. Nixon who has been led down
the garden path by economic advisers
who delayed the imposition of phase I
controls until it was too late and then
pulled phase II controls off too early. He
has been badly advised and the country
has been poorly served.

Regrettable though it is, Mr. Nixon has
made some decisions that we and the
country are going to have to live with. I
wish we could return to January 10 or to
March 16 or to yesterday, but the fact is
we cannot and we are fooling ourselves
and the country if we pretend that this
is good economic policy.

Perhaps a rollback, as it is called,
would send a healthy shockwave across
this inflation ridden economy, and is
supportable from that standpoint. I cer-
tainly do not criticize my colleagues who
have proposed such strong medicine.

But before I could support it, I would
want to be able to tell my constituents
a little bit more about the consequences
than we presently can. What happens to
prices that have actually gone down this
yvear—are they restored to higher levels?
What is the impact on the small busi-
nessman who has already granted wage
increases based on increased prices? Not
the big corporations who can stand it,
but the electrical contractor or small
merchant who is already living hand to
mouth. Perhaps worst of all, by rolling
back prices, could we cause a consumer
rush which might readily bring on short-
ages of essential commodities and re-
quire rationing? I think we take a real
risk and as badly as we want to do some-
thing today I am not sure we could live
with this result.

Mr. Chairman, as I said, I do not think
we can remake the President’s decision
to abandon controls—we have to live
with it and he has to. The only answer
is to grant Mr. Nixon the authority to
reimpose controls and make it clear that
if he chooses once again not to use it,
we will be forced to take stronger action
later this year.

I can only conclude that he now knows
the price of inaction. The longer he de-
lays the greater the risk that we will soon
face either a permanently inflated or
permanently controlled economy.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Chairman, at
a time when we should be pruning the
Federal bureaucracy, efforts to freeze
prices and establish economic controls
would necessitate the addition of an
army of employees to administer the
prices and enforce the controls. The Of-
fice of Price Administration had a tre-
mendous number of people on its pay-
rolls. A similar agency established three
decades later, with a vastly increased
population, a more affluent society, and
numerous increases in Government pay
and fringe benefits would probably cost
at least a billion dollars per year in sal-
aries, fringe benefits, travel expense, and
so forth.

On page 12 of the report accompany-
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ing HR. 6168, the committee expresses
its desire to promote our private enter-
prise system. In the very next breath the
committee finds that prices, rents, wages,
salaries, dividends, interest, and Federal
taxes and expenditures must be stabi-
lized with Government controls. Under
the private enterprise system, the law of
supply and demand would regulate such
matters as prices, rents, wages, salaries,
and interest. Dividends would depend
upon profits that would be made by in-
dustries and businesses operating under
private enterprise. As for Federal taxes
and expenditures, they have been out of
balance almost continuously for over 40
years. No matter how high taxes are
raised, they are never sufficient to meet
the costs of the numerous programs
dreamed up by spendthrift politicians
and bureaucrats.

Certainly the suggestion that Federal
taxes and expenditures must be stabilized
is a good one and it ought to be put into
effect as promptly as possible. As soon
as we start to cut expenditures, here in
the Congress or at the executive level,
our ears are assaulted by the screams of
those who would be affected by such cuts.
The past few months have been difficult
for those who would like to practice econ-
omy by drastically cutting spending at
the Federal level.

The best way to slow down inflation
is to bring Government spending under
control. This can be done only by elim-
ination of unnecessary spending, con-
solidation of duplicated programs, shifts
of justifiable programs from the national
to the State and local levels.

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, as a
member of the Banking and Currency
Committee, I very reluctantly rise to
express my opposition to HR. 6168. I
am opposed to the price rollback features
of the measure.

I was as anxious as any Member to
go on the record in behalf of lower prices,
and so I initially supported in committee
the initial amendment to authorize and
direct a price rollback. Upon long and
serious reflection, I am required to exer-
cise my right to change my mind. There
are good and valid reasons for my action.

It is not enough simply to go on rec-
ord, even though it is most attractive to
do so, particularly with so volatile an is-
sue as high prices. For every American
who may be helped temporarily by a con-
gressionally mandated price rollback,
there will be one who will be seriously
hurt by such action.

There are many complex factors which
have brought the economy to its present
state, and attempting to deal with these
factors by simply issuing a proclamation
that their effects will not be allowed to
come to pass is irresponsible and fool-
hardy. Congress could just as well pro-
claim that the waters of the Missisippi
pouring over the levees shall not flood the
land along the river's bank.

When we first proposed and enacted
the Economic Stabilization Act in 1970,
we were nearly 1 year ahead of the Pres-
ident in realizing that controls on the
economy were needed. We exercised wis~
dom in not trying to impose the controls
ourselves. I feel that we should again
provide the basic tools for the adminis-
tration to stabilize the economy. I pre-
dict that it will take the President but a
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very short fime to understand that it is
time to return to controls once again.

In thinking about it, I am convinced
now that a rollback is unconstitutional,
because it amounts to the confiscation of
property without due process of law. A
citizen who purchases an inventory at a
certain time for retail sale at a later
date is having his property taken away
from him. A farmer who pays the
currently inflated prices for the materials
to produce his crops and livestock will
be prevented from building these in-
creases into the price of his product.
That is unjust and unfair, and it will
not work.

The problem of food prices is coming
from what I believe to be bad agricultural
policy. It started with the decision to
sell to the world the raw agricultural
products needed here at home. This is
the decision that has to be reversed. The
United States cannot cast its basic agri-
cultural production into the world mar-
ket without any regard to the effect this
action is having on domestic food prices.
I urge the President to abandon his plan
to solve the balance-of-payments prob-
lem by sacrificing the American con-
sumer’s ability to buy the food we need
at reasonable prices.

The administration has to take the
blame for high food prices, and it has to
act in the area of agricultural policy to
develop corrective actions. A rollback of
prices will not in itself change agricul-
tural policy, nor will it lower prices. A
rollback is sheer wishful thinking,

I am of the opinion that an effort to
roll back prices without regard to the
real causes of the existing situation will
make matters substantially worse.

I belleve that the rollback idea is short-
sighted, unjust, and irresponsible, and
I feel that it will lead to disastrous con-
sequences for the American consumer as
well as the American farmer.

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 6168, the Economic
Stabilization Act Amendments of 1973.
This legislation is the most important
measure to come before the 93d Con-
gress thus far and it represents a clear
mandate from the Congress for the res-
toration of stability to our Nation's econ-
omy.

As a member of the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, I am proud to have
played a role in the development of this
much-needed legislation. The majority
of my colleagues on the Banking Com-
mittee and I believe that passage of this
measure is vitally necessary if we are to
grant the American people relief from
the onerous burden of inflation which
has skyrocketed at such an alarming
rate in recent months. It is clear that
phase IIT is a failure and that we need
strict economic controls, including roll-
backs, if we are to restore the confidence
of our citizens in our country's economy
and in their Government’s ability to
cope with our economic problems.

Mr. Chairman, on January 10 of this
year, the President announced phase III,
which lifted controls on the economy
and replaced those controls with “self-
administered” or voluntary standards for
wages and prices that did not require
prior approval by the Government. Rent
controls were completely abolished.

Since the January 10 announcement,
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galloping price inflation has hit the
economy and the consumer. Recently re-
leased figures, for example, show the
biggest monthly increase in the Whole-
sale Price Index since 1951, Prices in
March were up 2.2 percent, food prices
were up by an unparalleled 4.6 percent,
the sharpest increase since these records
have been kept and three times the Feb-
ruary increase.

In addition, tenants throughout the
country have been subjected to exorbi-
tant rent increases of up to 60 percent
in some instances. Rent boosts of 10 to
15 percent have not been unusual.

Tenants have been helpless in the
face of these increases. Dr. John T. Dun-
lop, in a statement to the Banking and
Currency Committee, admitted that the
administration has “been concerned
with the rent increases that have taken
place in some metropolitan areas in the
past 2 months.”

As the author of the section of the
economic stabilization bill which deals
with rents, I am proud that the commit-
tee supported my position that rents
should be rolled back to their January
10 level—the day all rents controls were
arbitrarily eliminated by the adminis-
tration. I believe it is most important
that this section pass without crippling
amendments. One may substitute cheap-
er food, distasteful as it may be, in order
to compensate for higher prices, but

housing is a different problem—one can
scarcely take it or leave it.

The rent section of the legislation
would permit rents to increase above
their January 10 level only where there

has been a demonstrated increase in tax-
es imposed by a State or local govern-
ment upon the landlord, an increase to
the landlord in the cost of services or
materials, or a capital improvement dur-
ing the period of occupancy. The freeze
would extend for the life of the law—
until April of 1974.

In addition to the provisions on rents,
the legislation before the House today
places a ceiling on all prices and interest
rates at the levels prevailing on January
10, 1973—the last day before phase III
became effective. Furthermore, the Presi-
dent is directed by the legislation to im-
mediately implement a plan to roll back
prices and interest rates below the Janu-
ary 10 ceiling, and to report his progress
to the Congress within 60 days, together
with justifications for any exemptions he
choses to make from the ceiling.

Although I understand that a substi-
tute will be offered to change the roll-
back date to March 16, it is my belief
that the rollback of food prices to Janu-
ary 10 should be maintained. Secretary
Shultz, under questioning by me during
hearings on the bill, conceded that food
prices were the country’s biggest infla-
tion headache at the present time. He
stated that the administration would be
satisfied with its battle against inflation
if it had been able to hold food price in-
creases in line with other price boosts. It
is clearly not enough to place a ceiling
only on meat and only when meat prices
are too high. We should promptly re-
spond to the demands by consumers for
a return to more reasonable food price
levels.

In passing this legislation by an over-
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whelming majority the Congress will suc-
ceed in gaining the confidence of the
American people that our Nation is in-
deed on the road toward sound economic
policy and well-being.

Mr. TREEN. Mr. Chairman, if this leg-
islation (H.R. 6168) is defeated, and I
hope it will be defeated, we will be in a
position to begin to move in the direction
of real economic well-being., The stimu-
lation of competition in the free market
is the only route to a healthy economy.
In a competitive market, prices respond
quickly to changes in supply and de-
mand, and prices are the barometer of
the economy. For the Government to in-
tervene in the private sector distorts the
whole economic picture. In a U.S. News
& World Report interview, January 29,
1973, issue, Treasury Secretary Shuliz
replied to a question about what is going
to prevent wages and prices from sky-
rocketing by stating:

The basic thing is competition—the free
market. That is the fundamental force we
rely on over a period of time to keep things
under control.

In a U.S. News interview with Dr. C.
Jackson Grayson, Jr., published in its
March 5, 1973, issue, Dr. Grayson stated
in response to a question about what im-
pressed him most about the American
business system during his tenure as
Chairman of the Price Commission:

That the operation of our price system—
the free-market system—is the best possible
allocator of resources, It 1s far better than
any control system ever could be. Controls
can work—and they did work—over the short
run. But in the long run, they never can sub-
stitute for the price mechanism as a way to
get goods and services where they are needed.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly urge my colleagues to defeat
this bill which will do irreparable harm
to this Nation if it is enacted. As just
one example of the misguided nature of
this legislation, I should like to cite the
proposed section 206—regulation of mar-
gin for commodity futures trading.

The committee report on HR. 6168
says with respect to this section:

The possibility of achieving such tremen-
dous returns—

And, one might add,
losses:

On downpayments representing, usually,
5 percent or less of the value of the con-
tracts has attracted numerous new investors
in the futures market, creating real concern
that excessive speculation in the commodi-
ties is unnecessarily increasing consumer
prices and industrial costs.

Well, the “concern’” may be there, but
it is a completely irrational one, Virtually
every informed witness who has ever tes-
tified regarding this proposal, either as
embodied in H.R. 6168 or as it was con-
sidered by the Subcommittee on Con-
sumer Affairs of the Committee on Agri-
culture during the 90th Congress, has
said that this proposal is based on a mis-
conception of the nature of commodity
futures trading.

It has been pointed out over and over
again that transactions involving mar-
gins which take place on the futures ex-
changes are not “credit” transactions
analygous to those which occur with re-
spect to stocks, bonds, and real estate.
As the National Grain Trade Council has

tremendous
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stated, in its testimony of March 30,
1973:

In transactions covering agreements to sell
or buy commodities for future delivery cover-
ing agreements to sell or buy commodities
for future delivery or receipt, no title passes
to the buyer and no title passes from the
seller. Each party to such a contract entered
into on a commodity exchange deposits with
his broker an amount of earnest money to
assure compliance with the contract when,
in the future, it matures, or until an offset-
ting contract is entered Into. Only if the
contract is completed by delivery, when it
matures, does a title pass. And then, con-
trary to the practice in transactions involv-
Ing securities or goods and chattles or real
estate, full payment must be made.

Moreover, it has been repeatedly
pointed out that commodity futures spec-
ulation has little effect on the cost of
commodities to the consumer. Rather,
the futures markets represent a conven-
ient and efficient mechanism for ena-
bling producers of products which utilize
commodities through the device of
“hedging,” to shift the risk of holding
commodities to others, thus insuring
themselves against drastic swings in
prices.

The ultimate beneficiary of an orderly
commodity process is the consumer, and
it is the consumer who would suffer if
this bill passes and imposes additional
costs of doing business on those who deal
in commodities. I know there is a temp-
tation to think that because “specula-
tors” are making and losing large
amounts of money there must be some-
thing wrong with it, but it just is not so.

The only possible benefit that I can
imagine coming from this provision is
that some of the Members of this body
will be educated in the workings of the
commodities markets as a result of its
failure. However, the lesson will surely
be an expensive one, and I see no sense
in imposing the cost of this experience
upon the consumers of this country.

Mr. VEYSEY. Mr. Chairman, today we
are debating one of the most monu-
mental decisions this Congress will deal
with. It is particularly important from
the standpoint of the potential damage
we could wreak upon the economy and
upon our agricultural industry if we make
the wrong decision.

We are considering legislation which
would extend the Economic Stabilization
Act, and with it, the President’s authority
to set wage and price controls. That in
itself, is a major issue, and one which I
cannot warmly support. I do not welcome
the imposition or the extension of ar-
tificial controls on our economy.

However, I have come to the conclu-
sion that such controls, on a temporary
basis, may be the only viable solution to
some of the severe ills which have beset
our economy during the past decade. The
proof of this is in the pudding, and Pres-
ident Nixon has succeeded during much
of that period in restraining runaway in-
flation. He may need to exercise his con-
trol options with even more vigor in the
future.

In light of this, I am supporting a
simple extension of this authority for
another year's time.

However, on another front, the legisla-
tion we are considering here today con-
tains a threat to open the door to eco-
nomic disaster by rolling back prices.
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Anyone who stops to analyze the effect
this would have on the system of supply
and demand which governs our economy,
cannot remotely consider supporting such
a step. Furthermore, the impact on ag-
riculture—the element of our economy
which is almost totally dependent on
supply-demand factors—would be brutal.

As an example, let us look at the effect
a price rollback would have on a
cattleman. )

Feeder cattle prices have been as high
as 60 cents a pound much of the past
several months. Five hundred-pound
steers have been moving into feedlots at
$300 per head and beef producers in
California have bought hundreds of thou-
sands of such feeders this year.

If we should roll back prices for
feeders today to January 10 levels, as
some have proposed—it would cost those
cattlemen at least $50 for each head of
stock they have bought this year. That is
a direct cash loss of half a million dollars
to a cattleman who has filled a 10,000~
head feedlot during that time.

The situation is the same with pro-
ducers of other livestock and in all parts
of the country. Their business d_epen@s
upon their day-to-day expc:_-t;se _in
analyzing the supply-demand situation,
and the market prospects for weeks,
months, and years in the future.

So much for the immediafe loss to the
livestock man. Let us look at the long
term effect on meat prices which a roll-
back would have.

When we roll back prices, livestock
producers will roll back production. When
production is cut—the supply is cut. And
when that happens—prices will go
higher. '

It is a vicious cycle which we are flirt-
ing with in any price freeze endeavor—
but it is an especially sensitive situation
when we apply such restrictions to agri-
cultural production.

One can get a better perspective of
the unique situation of the farmer—and
the special problems he faces with price
controls—if afforded an analysis of the
past 20 years in American agriculture.

Because the time and space limitations
will not permit that, let me simply make
a few observations.

In 1972, the price a farmer received for
cattle was almost exactly what it was in
1952, Other agricultural prices have
fared similarly during this time period.
Meanwhile, the share of the consumers’
disposable income which goes for food
has dropped steadily to 15 percent—by
far the lowest in the world.

By comparison, if the price of beef had
gone up as much as wages during the past
20 years—the farmer today would be
getting 80 cents a pound instead of 45
cents.

If beef had gone up as much as post-
age, the farmer would be getting 77 cents
per pound.

And if beef had gone up as much as
hospital care, the farmer would now be
getting $1.76 a pound.

As beef has gotten proportionately
cheaper and cheaper, the consumer has
eaten more and more. In 1950, the per
capita consumption was 63 pounds. To-
day, it stands at 115 pounds.

Meanwhile, the population has gone
from 150 to 210 million.

The result has been a 285-percent in-
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crease in beef production in just over 20
years.

Again—the situation for other agricul-
tural products has been similar.

Now, the farmer is finally getting a
small share of the general price increase
afforded the rest of the economy on a
regular basis. The farmer, simply, is
sharing the inflation, and like it or not,
inflation seems to be a built-in compo-
nent of our economy as people demand
more and more goods and services to
match their inecreasing standards of
living.

No, the answer to higher prices for
meat and agricultural products does not
lie in price rollbacks. The resulting jug-
gling in the production chain would find
farmers cutting back on production in
great proportion—and sending prices
soaring in the future.

The answer lies in providing farmers
and ranchers with a fair profit margin
over the long stretch, to encourage them
to continue increasing production to
match our increasing appetites. I urge
that we soundly defeat the price rollback
proposals.

Mr, DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I most
earnestly urge and hope that in its tra-
ditional nonpartisan action in time of
national emergency, this House will reso-
lutely and resoundingly approve this
pending bill, designed to extend the Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act for another year
and to authorize the imposition of cer-
tain mandatory controls over the major
factors involved in the runaway price in-
creases and inflationary spiral that are
so seriously disrupting our whole eco-
nomic system today.

Mr. Chairman, the technical and for-
mal need for the enactment of “contain-
ing"” legislation is attested to by a mul-
titude of the most respected economists
in the country.

The national practical urgency for the
adoption of this “hold-up and hold-back”
measure is attested to by the tumultuous
testimony of the great majority of our
American citizens and families who are
increasingly being priced out of the
marketplace, out of their living quarters,
out of the basic nutritional necessities of
life and out of their pocketbooks through
the unconscionable cost increases and
raging inflation which has unfortunate-
ly fallen upon them ever since the White
House, inequitably and injudiciously, ter-
minated the reasonebly effective manda-
tory restrictions of phase II last January
11, The result of the administration’s
establishment of a “voluntary” phase IIT
system has been the visitation of near
disaster upon our economy which is only
too vividly demonstrated by executive
agency figures themselves.

Mr. Chairman, the very recent U.S.
Labor Department statistics reveal that
wholesale prices rose 2.2 percent during
March, the biggest inerease in 22 years
and food prices climbed a record 4.6 per-
cent. According to our knowledgeable
economists, these tremendous increases
in wholesale prices make it virtually in-
evitable that retail prices will persist in
their continuing upward spiral for at
least the next several months. The 2.2-
percent wholesale price rise during this
past month adds up to a projected annual
rate of 26.4 percent, clearly indicating
that a year from now prices will be fur-
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ther advanced by 26.4 percent if the
March increase rate continues to prevail
unchecked.

Mr. Chairman, these distressing and
threatening mathematical facts leave no
alternative, in the national interest, other
than speedy and sensible action to em-
power and direct the President to halt
the still rising living costs and restrain
the inflationary scourge that bedevils
us. There should be no reluctance on the
part of the administration to join in the
accomplishment of this common objec-
tive, because it would otherwise definitely
appear that the administration’s pledged
goal of reducing the inflationary rate at
the consumer’s level to 2.5 percent by the
end of 1973 would be impossible of
achievement.

Mr, Chairman, no matter what, under
normal conditions, our feelings may be
about the imposition of controls or the
precise manner in which we may feel
they should be applied, let me suggest
and recommend that, in the face of all
the most dismal and abnormal economic
developments that presently surround us,
this is no time to indulge in any partisan
namecalling or blameplacing by the
Congress or the administration. Rather,
let us, each and all, conscientiously con-
centrate our attention and our diligence
upon the absolute urgency o: stopping
the destructive plague of persistently ris-
ing inflation that is actually threatening
to suffocate our entire economic system
and that is actually thrusting intolerable
financial hardships and suffering upon
the poor, the aged, and the low- and
moderate-income workers and families
throughout this country. To preserve our
national integrity it is imperative that
cooperative legislative and administra-
tive action be quickly taken to equitably
return the costs of the necessities of
modern American life to a level that is
within the reasonable reach of the ordi-
nary individual and family unit in this
Nation.

Mr. Chairman, let us, therefore, unite
the effectiveness of separate govern-
mental powers and resources in approv-
ing and applying whatever measures are
necessary for whatever time may be re-
quired to return our collapsing economic
system to its traditional operating realm
of right reason and just standards in
order to restore the confidence of the
American people in the ability of the ex-
ecutive and legislative branches of this
Government to work together in service
to the common good. Any other course
would represent a disastrous retreat from
our separate responsibilities and joint
duty to our constitutents and our coun-
try.

Mr. REID. Mr. Chairman, I wish to
state for the record that I am reluctantly
supporting a simple extension of wage
and price control authority for 1 year.

In view of the President's obvious un-
willingness to promulgate effective con-
trols under phase III, I believe that Con-
gress should mandate such controls legis-
latively, taking away the President’'s dis-
cretion to be irresponsible. We simply
cannot afford, as a nation, the skyrocket-
ing inflation which has struck since the
President terminated phase II last Jan-
uary 11.

If the President permits this inflation
to continue as it has in the past 3 months,
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countless numbers of Americans will lit-
erally be unable to purchase adequate
food, shelter, and clothing, to say noth-
ing of other less essential items.

In spite of this crisis which the Pres-
ident refuses to address, it seems clear
that a majority of the House today, for
whatever reasons, will not approve any
system of mandatory controls.

Faced with the choice of voting either
for or against a single 1-year extension of
the President’s authority, I am compelled
to vote for it. Without such an extension,
we are left with no wage-price program
whatsoever. As poor as the President’s
record is on controlling inflation, it is still
better that he have the legal authority
to do so than that such authority expire
on April 30.

Mr. Chairman, I voted “yea” on the
previous question, and I would vote “nay"”
on the 1-year extension if there were any
better alternative. Let me also say for
the record that I was prepared to offer
an amendment to the rent control pro-
visions in the committee’s bill had that
bill prevailed, the effect of which would
have been to insure that Federal rent
controls would apply to noncontrolled
rental units in local jurisdictions having
local rent control laws. This would have
prevented exorbitant rent increases on
rental units becoming exempt from local
controls, such as under the New York
State vacancy decontrol law. Some 144,-
000 units in New York City have been
decontrolled since this law took effect
nearly 2 years ago.

Let me conclude by saying that it will
behoove the President to make effective
use of the authority which we are provid-
ing him for another year. The American
people deserve equity in phase III, and
thus far they have not received it.

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chairman, the real
issue involved in this debate and the
forthcoming votes is whether Congress
and the administration are going to es-
tablish economic policies that will deal
effectively with inflation and provide a
stability that has been lacking for too
long.

In my judgment, the bill brought to
us by the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee is not perfect, but it is a necessary
measure and at least offers some hope of
getting our economy under control. The
Republican substitute, on the other
hand, offers absolutely nothing. It asks
Congress and the American people to ac-
cept on faith the promise that the
Nixon administration will somehow re-
store order and sanity to the economy,
but it establishes no guidelines or stand-
ards and it has no accountability what-
soever.

For those who insist that we need only
give the President broad discretionary
authority to deal with economic prob-
lems, we need only point to how such
authority has been used in recent years.
The Credit Control Act of 1969 has never
been used. The Economic Stabilization
Act of 1970 was not used for a full year
after its enactment. Even then, the 90-
day freeze ordered by the President ex-
cluded interest rates and basic commodi-
ties. When the freeze was lifted, it was
succeeded by the so-called phase II pro-
gram during which prices were allowed
to rise under a system of controls. Then,
starting with January 15 of this year, we
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had the disaster of phase III, in which
the entire economy was decontrolled and
inflation ran rampant. Call it ineptitude,
insensitivity, or what you will, phase III
gave this country the most alarming
surge in prices, rents, and interest rates
since the early days of the Korean con-
flict

It is abundantly clear that this admin-
istration, given only discretionary au-
thority, will not act decisively or effec-
tively to control inflation. In view of this,
and despite the fact that mandatory
controls are bound to create some dislo-
cations, it remains for Congress to enact
controls as a matter of law, The meat
boycott of March 29 was the outward
manifestation of the deepseated frustra-
tion and despair of American consumers
who feel, and justly so, that their Gov-
ernment has ignored their basic interests
and concerns.

H.R. 6168 is a proper response to those
concerns. It rolls back rents to levels pre-
vailing on January 10, and provides that
rents may not increase unless there has
been an increase in State or local taxes,
a capital improvement during the period
of occupancy, and increases in the costs
of services and materials.

It places a ceiling on all prices and in-
terest rates at the levels prevailing on
January 10, and requires the President
to roll back prices and interest rates be-
low that ceiling within 60 days.

The bill also requires the President to
establish a mandatory control program
over all elements of the economy when-
ever the annual rate of inflation exceeds
3 percent for 3 consecutive months, or
2.5 percent for 12 consecutive months.
Another important feature is the provi-
sion establishing an Office of Consumer
Counselor to represent consumer in-
terests. The provision empowering the
General Accounting Office to review im-
plementation of the legislation assures
effective and timely congressional over-
sight.

I think it was unfortunate that dur-
ing committee consideration of this bill
a section was deleted which would have
required public disclosure of information
submitted to the Cost of Living Coun-
cil. I offered such a provision to the eco-
nomic stabilization legislation we dealt
with in 1971, because it was necessary to
assure adequate oversight of the pro-
gram and public confidence in its fair-
ness. Unfortunately, that provision was
not adopted.

I am pleased, however, with two sec-
tions of the bill which deal with dis-
closure. Section 204(2)(b) provides
that—

The public shall have access to all data and
other information which is the basis for or is
used in any manner to formulate any stand-
ards issued by the President under this
section.

And section 208 authorizes the Gen-
eral Accounting Office to have access to
all reports submitted pursuant to the act,
and to transmit information to the Con-
gress. While the bill clearly could go
further and be more specific with respect
to disclosure, these provisions should
prove useful.

I urge support of the committee bill.

Mrs. GRASSO. Mr. Chairman, the sim-
ple extention of wage and price control
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authority for 1 year was the single, sad
alternative remaining after strengthen-
ing amendments, which I supported,
were defeated by the House. The bill is
inadequate. Yet, it provided the only vi-
able vehicle for some semblance of price
control and a brake on unbridled infla-
tion that has so severely depressed the
purchasing power of the American peo-
ple.

Clearly, phase III has been a disaster
for the American consumer. Before our
very eyes, salaries are devoured by un-
controlled price increases. For those who
live on fixed incomes, such as many of
our elderly citizens, a trip to the market
place wipes out a major portion of the
check on which a month's living depends.

While the President earlier refused to
use congressionally imbued authority to
establish needed controls, the Congress
vesterday refused to avail itself of the
opportunity to establish a reasonable
framework of economic controls to end
the continuing spiral of inflationary
price increases. The failure shared now
by two branches of Government to ex-
ercise responsibility means that the citi-
zens of our Nation will continue to be
the unwilling prey of inflation which has
now become the American way of life.
The victims of this failure are clearly
the people.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, every
thinking American is opposed to infla-
tion, Inflation is as dangerous to a na-
tion and its economy as the worst kind
of depression and we must be sure to-
day that we do not compound this situ-
ation by adding scarcity, unemploy-
ment and higher prices. To roll back
prices to the January level would be
disastrous to the -cattlefarmer, and
eventually to the consumer. It would
bankrupt the little cattleman in the
Southeast and West, and also the lender
who loaned him the money to feed his
cattle during the hard winter.

The average cattleman, in my area, is
a small cattle producer with a herd of
maybe 10 to 50 head of cattle and there
is no doubt in my mind that this legis-
lation would put him out of business. In
fact, the feeder cattlemen across the Na-
tion alone would lose $750 million.

Feeder cattlemen, pork, and other
meat producers need to be encouraged
to stay in business so that they can sup-
ply the ever increasing demand. This
legislation will lead to scarcity, high
prices, which soon would develop into
complete price controls and a black mar-
ket, a black market in meat would un-
dermine not only the farmer, but have
such an adverse effect as to undermine
the moral fiber of the Nation. House-
wives would be helpless and denied
choice meat while those able to buy
could purchase under the table and
through the back door. It would cause
inferior meat to be imported and dump-
ed on the American market, thus
destroying our high standards and in-
spection processes—which is the great-
est protection the consumer has ever
known.

I have seen the black markef in Eng-
land, Europe, and other areas of the
world. You could get English horsemeat
on Main Street and American steak in
back alleys at fabulous prices. This
crooked and corrupt practice reflected on
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the moral character of the people. I never
want to see this happen in the United
States.

If our meat producers are not ham-
strung, they will rise to the occasion and
produce which will bring down prices;
to roll back prices to the January level
would not only be a serious blow to the
meat producers, but also, Mr, Chairman,
to the textile and timber industries. In
the South and West, we were led to put
our eroded hills in grass and pine trees,
thus accomplishing one of the greatest
environmental achievements in modern
times. The cattle business in the South
is a new industry in its infancy. This pro-
posed legislation would destroy, or re-
tard, this growing industry so essential
to the future demand of urban America.
Tree farmers have invested years in
growing timber and pulpwood and for
the first time he is now beginning to get
a fair price for his products.

To roll back prices to the January level
would be a serious blow to the textile in-
dustry and its employees, particularly the
small operations with contracts signed a
yvear ago to deliver goods now. The tex-
tile industry has already suffered and
been hard hit by cheap foreign imports.

Forestry, cattle farming, and textiles,
are the backbone of our economy in the
Southeast. We must sustain this progress
and growth in an area once listed as
depressed when many of its people mi-
grated to the overcrowed cities.

This legislation would be a calamity.
So, Mr, Chairman, under the circum-
stances, I urge the House to adopt a
simple 1-year extension of the present
program which would give the farmer
and the textile industry a chance to read-
just, produce more, and bring prices
down.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, the legislation being debated would
impose wage, price, and rent controls on
the literally billions of economic transac-
tions taking place every day. With these
controls, the Federal Government hopes
to slow down inflation. Yet—let us face
it—the Federal Government is the chief
cause of the current inflation.

Quite aside from the fact that the
Federal Government indirectly causes
inflation by its spending policies; quite
aside from the fact that the last two de-
valuations—which greatly raised import
prices—were a result of scores of billions
of dollars of foreign aid giveaways and
our tax breaks for U.S. capital invested
overseas:; the Federal Government di-
rectly causes high prices all the while it
claims to want to halt inflation.

Present jumps in food prices have
their roots in agricultural policies of
crop years past. In fiscal 1971, during
the phase 1 and 2 periods, the Federal
Government paid farmers $3.14 billion
not to grow food. An additional $54 mil-
lion went to potential growers of a single
crop—sugar beets—to block production
of sugar. The Government withheld 37.2
million farm acres from production. By
fiscal 1972, the figure had jumped to 61.2
million acres. Yet in that same fiscal
vear, the United States sold $1.2 billion
worth of grain to the Soviet Union—that
same fiscal year in which wheat acreage
“retired” was at an all-time high. Little
wonder that the high cost of food is with
us today, considering that the cattle we
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are now eating had to spend several years
feeding off price-supported grain in arti-
ficially limited supply.

Direct price supports have a more ob-
vious impact on consumers’ costs. The
Federal Government now artificially
boosts prices for cotton, wheat, corn,
milk, tobacco, rice, grain sorghum, soy-
beans, peanuts, oats, barley, dry beans,
rye, honey, corn, and wheat products, and
rolled oats. This program is not new. It
has been contributing to inflationary
pressure for years.

The United States participates in in-
ternational agreements jacking up the
world prices of cotton, coffee, sugar, and
wheat. This boost, too, is passed on to
the consumer.

American import quotas unnaturally
reduce the supply of foodstuffs coming
into this country. We still have quotas on
cattle, fish, butter, milk, cheeses, pota-
toes, cotton, peanuts, wheat, ice cream,
animal feeds, wheat products, and sugar.
Simple economics shows that this sort
of restriction can only act to increase
prices.

The Federal program of stockpiling
items from aluminum to zine—including
billions of dollars worth of foodstuffs—
has added fuel to the fires of inflation.
Each time the Federal Government
makes a purchase for its stockpile, it re-
duces supply, which means higher prices
for the remaining goods. An inventory
of some critical materials is certainly
necessary to national defense, but as the
President’s action today in selling off our
stockpiles has shown, the Government
did not need most of what it bought.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot expect spend-
ing cuts, spending ceilings, tight money,
high interest rates, or any combination
of freezes and phases to work unless the
Federal Government stops boosting price
in the face of deep-seated infiation. A
noted economist recently observed:

Much of the departure from a freely func-
tioning competitive economy—in which
monetary and fiscal measures would work
more effectively than they have—results from
the government itself. Frequently, govern-
ment statutes and regulations have given
rise to the problem that faces us.

We need to examine afresh all of the gov-
ernmental legislation, rules and regulations
which Interfere with competition, unduly
raise prices, or otherwise give the economy
an Inflationary bias. (Murray L. Weldenbaum,

Review of Economics and Statistics, August
1972).

The truth is, the Federal Government
is acting like an individual who keeps
taking pep pills to stimulate himself at
the same time he takes tranquilizers to
calm himself. Commonsense would argue
that if he stopped taking the pep pills,
he wouldn't need the tranquilizers.

I propose, Mr, Speaker, that if the
Federal Government got out of the busi-
ness of pushing prices up, it would not
need an expensive, almost unworkable
system of price-wage-rent controls.

Mr. SHOUP. Mr. Chairman, to rollback
beef prices would force undue hardship
on the cattlemen of America—hardship
that would put many out of business.

The cattleman for too long has suf-
fered from geometric price increases
while the market money he receives for
his product remained relatively stable.
The cost of doing business has gotten
to the point that he has saturated his
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credit limits. Only now is he reaching
the point where he can see the light at
the end of the tunnel. His hopes of mak-
ing a reasonable profit and eliminating
prolonged indebtedness must endure.

I will not elaborate on the statistics
of beef prices, but when medical care has
risen 140 percent, public transportation
costs have climbed 167 percent, rent has
gone up 67 percent and disposable per-
sonal income has jumped 275 percent in
a period stretching from 1951-72; a mere
12-percent increase in cattle prices is
trivial to say the least. For example, if
beef had increased as much as a postage
stamp since 1950, then it would sell for
$2 per pound and if it would have gone
up as much as the cost of having a baby
has, it would be selling for $3.11 per
pound.

As you can see, beef has been an ex-
tremely reasonable commodity on the
American market and it still is. Cattle-
men are not making a fortune from the
sale of their cows, but are just now start-
ing to make a decent living. They would
go bankrupt if forced to dump their
cattle on the market as a result of a roll-
back just to meet operating expenses.
The result may be lower beef prices in
the short-run for consumers, but ration-
ing is a distinet rossibility in the not-too-
distant future.

It is also worth pointing out that the
cattle industry is not an assembly-line
operation. Ranchers cannot increase or
decrease production on a daily or weekly
basis to meet demands as can General
Motors. They plan years in advance for
yvearly production. Anyone who believes
mother nature can increase the calf
quota on Tuesday because there was a
meat shortage on Monday, needs a
tutoring session from the birds and bees.
It takes years to increase the size of
cattle herds and I might add with many
long and back-breaking hours and with
large outputs of capital, of which cur-
rently a great portion is borrowed.

The only rollback which seems worth
considering is one in which all prices and
wages were decreased proportionately to
that of beef. Why unload the burden of
inflation on just the farmer when it is
the concern of all of us? Proponents of
a beef price rollback would argue in-
flation controls must begin somewhere,
but it is totally unacceptable to punish
those who have heen tortured most by
increased prices.

It is a well-known fact that agricul-
ture is the heart of America’s greatness.
Why force the cattlemen, a main ven-
tricle of rural America, out of business?
I am confident you will not cause this
main artery of our society to collapse by
voting for a rollback in beef prices.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, this
is the only opportunity we are going to
have to vote in favor of not abdicating
totally to the executive, or to vote hastily
and ecompound the executive errors
through congressional folly. This reflects
a simple extension of 60 days on our part,
but it retains control of the policymaking
function of the Congress. It directs the
President to do that which he has as-
sumed, and that is to carry out the law
and the policy formulated by the Con-
gress.

Nobody debates the fact—even the
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minority report reflects this—that the
controls by the President have been a
total failure. Now we are saying by try-
ing to substitute hasty legislation that
we want to take a hand in the total
failure.

This amendment merely provides that
we extend the Act until June 30, in the
meanwhile advising the President to
come forth with a specific plan on a
specific basis, as recited here in this
amendment, by May 15. At that time
we will review it. We still hold and keep
to ourselves our constitutional respon-
sibility.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no
further request for time, the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

HR. 6168

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

AMENDMENTS TO THE ECONOMIC STABILIZATION
ACT OF 1970

SectioN 1. The Economic Stabilization Act
of 1970 is amended by redesignating sections
204 through 220 as sections 209 through
224, respectively, and by inserting imme-
diately after section 203 the following new
sections:

*“§ 204. Freeze of prices and interest rates

“(a) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, all prices and interest rates are
hereby frozen at levels no higher than those
prevailing on March 16, 1973. The President
may, by written order stating in full the
considerations for his action, make adjust-
ments with respect to prices and interest
rates in order to correct gross inequities.

*“{b) Immediately, but not later than sixty
days after the date of enactment of this sec-
tion, the President shall, by written order
stating in full the considerations for his
action, roll back prices and interest rates to
levels lower than those prevailing on March
16, 1973, in order to reduce infiation and
otherwise carry out the purposes of this Act.
The President may make specific exemptiohs
from the rollback by written order stating
in full the considerations for his action deter-
mining that such rollback is unnecessary.

“(e) (1) Whenever the Consumer Price In-
dex (all items—United States city average)
as compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics, United States Department of Labor,
for a calendar month exceeds—

“(A) an annual rate of 3 per centum for
any three consecutive months (the first such
month of which begins after the sixtieth day
after the date of enactment of this section),
or

“(B) an annual rate of 2.5 per centum for
any twelve consecutive months (the first such
month of which begins after the close of
December 31, 1972), then within thirty cal-
endar days the President is authorized and
directed to issue orders and regulations to
establish a mandatory program to—

‘(1) stabilize prices, wages, and salaries at
levels not less than those prevailing on May
25, 1970, in order to reduce inflation; and

“(ii) stabilize interest rates and corpo-
rate dividends and similar transfers at levels
consistent with orderly economic growth.

*{2) (A) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of this Act, no order or regulation may
be issued under this subsection unless it is
made on the record after opportunity for a
hearing.

*“(B) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, the public shall have access to
all data and other information which is the
basls for or is used in any manner to for-
mulate any standards issued by the Presi-
dent under this section.

*§ 205. Stabilization of rents

“(a) Notwithstanding any other pro-
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vision of this Act, the President is au-
thorized and directed to stabilize rents at
levels prevailing on January 10, 1973. There-
after, the President shall only allow rents
to increase by the actual amount of any
increase in any tax, fee, or service charge
levied by a State or local government and
any necessary capital improvement after
the beginning of the preceding period of
occupancy (and not previously charged fo
any lessee) and allocable to that residence,
and any reasonable increased costs of serv-
ices and materials.

“(b) The President may roll back rents to
levels lower than those prevailing on Janu-
ary 10, 1973, to carry out the purposes of this
Act.

“§ 206. Regulation of credit for commodity
futures trading

“For the purpose of preventing the exces-
sive speculation in and the excessive use
of credit for the creation, carrying, or trad-
ing in commodity futures contracts having
the effect of inflating consumer prices and
industrial costs, the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve system shall prescribe
regulations governing the amount of credit
that may be extended or maintained on any
such contract. The regulations may define
the terms used in this section, may exempt
such transactions as the Board may deem
unnecessary to regulate in order to carry out
the purpose of this section, and may make
such differentiations among commodities,
transactions, borrowers, and lenders, as the
Board may deem appropriate.

*§ 207. Consumer Counselor

“(a) There is established in the legislative
branch the Office of Consumer Counselor,
which shall be headed by the Consumer
Counselor, who shall be appointed for a term
of one year by the Temporary Emergency
Court of Appeals established by sectlion 216
(b) (1) of this Act. The Consumer Counselor
shall be compensated at the rate prescribed
for level III of the Executive Schedule,

“(b) The Consumer Counselor may ap-
point such employees of the Office of the
Consumer Counselor at such salaries as are
necessary to carry out the provisions of this
section.

“(c) Notwithstanding section 210, the
Office of the Consumer Counselor, under the
direction of the Consumer Counselor, shall
have authority to investigate fully, on com-
plaint from a consumer, or otherwise, all of-
ficial actlons of any board, commission, or
similar entity charged with the duty to carry
out the provisions of this title, and any such
board, commission, or similar entity shall
promptly upon request make fully available
to the Office of the Consumer Counselor all
records, information, and testimony relating
to any matter which such Office investigates.

“(d) The Consumer Counselor, or his dele-
gate, shall have authority for any purpose
related to his official dutles, to issue sub-
penas for the attendance and testimony of
witnesses and the production of relevant
books, papers, and other documents, and to
administer oaths. Witnesses summoned un-
der the provisions of this section shall be
paid the same fees and mileage as are paid
to witnesses in the courts of the United
States. In case of refusal to obey a subpena
served on any person under this subsection,
the Consumer Counselor may apply to the
district court for any district in which such
person is found for appropriate relief to com-
pel such person to obey such subpena.

“{e) The Consumer Counselor may, as the
result of an investigation under subsection
(e)—

“(1) Intervene by submitting a written
statement of his objections and the reasons
therefor; or

*{2) require a public hearing and decision
on the record as provided in section 556 of
title 5 of the United States Code;
in any rulemaking or adjudication or other
decision of any board, commission, or sim-
ilar entity, where the Consumer Counselor
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determines such intervention or requirement
is necessary in order to prevent the making
of a rule, the adjudication of a case, or the
making of any other decision contrary to law,
contrary to the intent of the Congress, con-
trary to the Constitution, or contrary to the
rules of such board, commission, or similar
entity.

“(f) If any board, commission, or similar
entity makes any rule, adjudication, or other
decision notwithstanding the objections of
the Consumer Counselor under subsection
(e), the Consumer Counselor may apply to
the appropriate district court for all appro-
priate relief to compel such board, commis-
sion, or similar entity to act in accordance
with law, the intent of the Congress, the
Constitution, or the rules of such board,
commission, or similar entity.

“(g) The authority conferred upon the
Office of Consumer Counselor and upon the
Consumer Counselor by this section with re-
spect to any board, commission, or similar
entity charged with the duty to carry out
the provisions of this title shall also extent
to any action of any officer, agency, or entity
of the Federal Government which in any
manner affects the stabilization of prices,
rents, wages, salaries, dividends, or interest.

“{h) The Office of the Consumer Counselor
shall take all necessary action to advise con-
sumers of information necessary to make in-
telligent decisions on the purchase of con-
sumer coods and services and so effect cost-
of-living economies.

“§ 208. General Accounting Office

“(a) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, the Comptroller General of
the United States (hereafter referred to in
this section as the ‘Comptroller General’)
shall have authority to review all reports
concerning prices, profits, wages, salaries, or
interest rates submitted by any person to
any officer, department, agency, board, com-
mission, or similar entity established pursu-
ant to authority granted the President by
this title.

“{b) The Comptroller General shall
promptly inform the Congress whenever the
review provided for in subsection (a) reveals
that any person has taken or is about to take
action which departs substantially from the
standards for prices, profits, wages, salaries,
or interest rates established under the au-
thority of this title. Neither section 210 of
this Act, nor section 1905 of title 18, United
States Code, shall in any way limit the in-
formation which the Comptroller General
may transmit under this section to the
Congress."”

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE

Bgc. 2. Section 210 of the Economic Sta-
bilization Act of 1970, as redesignated by
section 1 of this Act, is amended—

(1) by striking out “All" and inserting in
lieu thereof “(a) Except as provided in sub-
section (b), all”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(b) (1) (A) Any business enterprise sub-
ject to the reporting requirements under
section 130.21 (b) of the regulations of the
Cost of Living Counelil in effect on January
11, 1973, shall make public any report (ex-
cept for matter excluded in accordance with
paragraph (2)) so required which covers a
period during which that business enterprise
charges a price for a substantial product
which exceeds by more than 1.5 per centum
the price lawfully in effect for such product
on January 10, 1973, or on the date twelve
months preceding the end of such period,
whichever is later. As used in this subsec-
tion, the term ‘substantial product' means
any single product or service which account-
ed for 5 per centum or more of the gross
sales or revenues of a business enterprise in
its most recent full fiscal year.

“(B) Any person who ralses any interest
rate shall make public a report justifying any
such raise.

“(2) A business enterprise may exclude
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from any report made public pursuant to
paragraph (1) (A) any information or data
reported to the Cost of Living Council,
proprietary in nature, which concerns or re-
lates to the amount or sources of its income,
profits, losses, costs, or expenditures but may
not exclude from such report, data, or in-
formation so reported which concerns or
relates to its prices for goods and services,
“(3) Immediately upon enactment of this
subsection, the President or his delegate shall
issue regulations defining for the purpose of
this subsection what information or data are
proprietary in nature and therefore ex-
cludable under paragraph (2), except that
such regulations may not define as exclud-
able any information or data which cannot
currently be excluded from public annual
reports to the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission pursuant to section 13 or 15(d) of
the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 by a
business enterprise exclusively engaged in
the manufacture or sale of a substantial
product as defined in paragraph (1).”

Mr. PATMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that section 1 be considered as read.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. WIDNALL

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. WipNaALL: Strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert in lieu there-
of the following:

That section 218 of the Economic Stabiliza-
tion Act of 1970 (title II of Public Law 92—

210; 85 Stat 743) is amended by striking out
“April 30, 1873"” and “May 1, 1973"” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “April 30, 1974" and
“May 1, 1974, respectively.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from
New Jersey is recognized for 5 minutes
in support of his amendment.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will count.

Eighty-one Members are present, not
a quorum. The call will be taken by elec-
tronic device.

The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:

[Roll No. 89]
Hébert
Horton
Jones, Ala.
King
Kuykendall
Mathias, Calif.
Metcalfe
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mollohan
Morgan
Passman
Pepper
Perkins
Podell
Quie
Rangel

Alexander
Andrews, N.C.
Archer
Arends
Ashley
Blatnik
Carney, Ohio
Clark
Conyers
Diggs

Dingell
Dulski

Foley
Giaimo

Gray

Harvey

Regula
Rooney, N.Y.
Rosenthal
Ryan

Sikes
Talcott
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Ullman
Vigorito
Waldie
Whitten
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Young, Fla.
Zwach

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed 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. 6168, and finding itself without a
quorum, he had directed the Members
to record their presence by electronic de-
vice, when 385 Members responded to
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their names, a quorum, and he submitted
herewith the names of the absentees to
be spread upon the Journal.

The Commitfee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. Before the point of
order was made the Chair had recognized
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
WIDNALL) .

Mr. WIDNALL. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, during the general de-
bate I indicated I would offer during the
course of action on the bill an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute that
would limit the extension of the bill to 1
yvear, from April 30, 1973, to April 30,
1974. That is exactly what has been of-
fered at this time.

It is a very simple amendment and is
broad in authority. I believe it will be in
the best interests of this country if we
can just have this simple extension at this
time.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. REUSS TO THE

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTI-

TUTE OFFERED BY MRE. WIDNALL

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Revuss to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr, WipNALL: At the end of the
substitute insert the following new section:

Sec. 2. The Economic Stabilization Act of
1970 is amended by redesignating sections
204 through 220 as sections 205 through 221,
respectively, and by inserting immediately
after section 203 the following new section:

“CEILING ON PRICES

“Sge, 204, Notwithstanding any other pro-
vislons of this Act, a ceiling is imposed on
all prices (except agricultural prices at levels
no higher at the farm level) than those pre-
valling on April 16, 1973, except that no price
shall be subject to a ceiling at a level lower
than any level allowed to prevall for such
price under phase II. The President may, by
written order stating in full the considera-
tions for his action, make adjustments with
respect to prices in order to correct gross
inequities.”

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, a point of
order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I make the
point or order that the Clerk inadvert-
ently, I believe, misread the amendment
in two particulars: The exception for
agricultural prices should be “(except
agricultural prices at the farm level)”,
and in line 6 the correct phrase is “in-
equities” rather than “gross inequities.”

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Reuss to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. WmnaLL: At the end of the
substitute insert the following new section:

SEc. 2. The Economic Stabilization Act of
1970 is amended by redeslgnating sections
204 through 220 as sections 205 through 221,
respectively, and by inserting immediately
after section 203 the following new sections:
*“§ 204, Ceiling on prices

“Notwithstanding any other provisions of
this Act, a ceiling Is imposed on all prices
except agricultural prices at the farm level
at levels no higher than those prevalling on
April 16, 1973, except that no price shall be
subject to a celling at a level lower than any
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level allowed to prevaill for such price under
phase II. The President may, by written order
stating in full the considerations for his
action, make adjustments with respect to
prices in order to correct gross inequities.”

Mr., REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to strike out the word
“gross” in the last line of the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Chairman, reserving
the right to object, what is it that the
gentleman from Wisconsin now wishes to
strike from his amendment?

Mr. REUSS. The word “gross” in the
last line.

Mr. GROSS. Just to strike “gross™?

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the unanimous consent request of
the gentleman from Wisconsin (M.
REUSS).

The Clerk read as follows:

The gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. REUSS,
asks unanimous consent to strike the word
“gross” In the last line of the amendment.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, further
reserving the right to object, would the
gentleman from Wisconsin like to sub-
stitute *“144"?

Mr, Chairman, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Wis-
consin?

There was no objection.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, there is
before us the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. Wip-
~aLL), in the nature of a substitute, to
simply extend the existing phase 3 price
and wage stabilization legislation for 1
year.

If the Members think that two devalu-
ations and the monetary crisis abroad is
a good record for phase 3; if the Mem-
bers think that the most horrendous in-
crease in the wholesale price index, 26
percent, at an annualized rate, the most
terrific increase in 22 years, is a good
record; if the Members think that alarm-
ing increases both in cost-push and de-
mand-pull inflation are a good record;
then I am sure the Members will want
to vote for a pat on the back for phase
3 by supporting it with the so-called
Widnall amendment.

If the Members believe, however, as I
do, that we are confronted with a seri-
ous inflationary crisis, and that in addi-
tion to sound monetary and fiscal policy,
responding to the crisis requires clear
and pervasive direct controls, then I hope
Members will vote for the ceiling em-
bodied by my amendment.

This is a very reasonable ceiling. It
does not roll back or crank back prices;
it has as the ceiling level prices as of
today. It exempts, because of technical
difficulties, agricultural prices at the
farm level, although, of course, it does
impose them at the wholesale and retail
distributional levels. There is no rollback.
The date is today. It has nothing to do
with interest rates and rents, or control
of dividends or profits. It relates simply
to prices, not to wages. I believe it is in
the public interest.
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Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, what would be the
duration of the ceiling placed on prices
under the gentleman’s amendment?

Mr. REUSS. The duration of the ceil-
ing depends entirely on the President,
that is to say, any time that he feels that
the ceiling is inequitable he may raise it,
reject it, or do whatever he wants to do.
In any event, it of course can only last
a year, that is the outer limit.

Mr. ICHORD, Does the amendment of -
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin
apply to wages?

Mr., REUSS. My amendment does not
apply to wages for the reason, as both
the administration and representatives of
labor testified that under existing law,
there is now an effective arrangement re-
stricting wages to something on the order
of 5.5 percent a year. To freeze wages
would simply be mandating that the in-
crease in the productivity of labor be
transferred to excess profits of the corpo-
ration. Nobody wants that. But I would
point out that the existing wage con-
trols in the 1970 act which we are amend-
ing are plenty strong enough to permit
whatever action the President might
want to take.

Mr. ICHORD. As a matter of history,
how about the price of rents?

Mr. REUSS. Rents are likewise within
the purview of the existing act. However,
as the gentleman knows, they have been
very substantially disbanded under phase
3. I believe that an amendment with re-
spect to rents may be offered later on. I
wish to keep my amendment simple.

Mr. ICHORD. Further regarding the
matter of legislative history, the gentle-
man has used the term ‘“agricultural
prices at the farm level.” Is the gentle-
man using this term in the same sense
that the President used it in his order
setting a ceiling on meat prices?

Mr. REUSS. Precisely.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. BROWN).

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Is the gentleman suggesting that the
existing law does not also give the Presi-
dent the authority to do exactly what
his legislation does?

Mr. REUSS. No; I am not. Supporters
of this amendment deplore the fact that
the President has not taken this action.
We, therefore, think the Congress has to
step in and act.

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

Mr. REUSS. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. WOLFF. The gentleman has in-
dicated because of the possible technical
difficulties he is not recommending a
freeze on agricultural prices at the farm
level?

Mr. REUSS. Because of technical dif-
ficulties—there are more technical dif-
ficulties on the floor here as well—with
which the gentleman is thoroughly
familiar.

Mr. WOLFF. I do not see how you can
propose with grain prices up almost 200
percent in 1 year, we put a ceiling on
pirices at the retail or wholesale level and
the manufacturing level without putting

' CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

a ceiling as well on agricultural prod-
ucts at the farm level.

Mr. REUSS. That is precisely, of course,
what the President did with respect to
meat controls, and while grossly inade-
quate in their coverage, his ceiling has at
least prevented further increases in the
price of meat to the consumer. This
amendment would extend that principle
to other food prices, and to all prices.

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

Mr, Chairman, my colleagues earlier
today mentioned the fact that the cat-
tleman and cattle feeder was taking ad-
vantage of high prices. Let me draw to
the Members’ attention a few facts
this afternoon. Simply, for those who
had beef today, the meat they con-
sumed this noontime was born 2 years
ago. The calf that is born on the range
today will not come to market until the
fall of 1975.

How in the world can anyone hedge on
the market that far in advance? I do not
know of a single gambler in the United
States who would ever go to the tables
of Las Vegas with the odds that a farmer
Taces each year when he goes to the field.
There is not one single item that a farm-
er sells at the marketplace that carries
a price tag. He is at the whim and will
of the market—supply and demand pre-
vails. A price is not established until it
leaves first hands, the hands of the pro-
ducer.

We all know that the problems created
by a surplus or a shortage are simply the
result of supply and demand. The system
is no different on meat, automobiles,
stereo sets, or anything else. The prob-
lem we have today is that beef is in short
supply. The farmers are not holding back
their livestock, because one thing we
want to remember is that the farmer is
dealing with a perishable product. When
that animal is ready for market, it must
be sold, because today's cost of grain
makes it prohibitive to keep the animal
any longer than the profit that the par-
ticular producer might realize in feeding
that animal.

We should also remember the dis-
astrous weather conditions we had in the
Midwest this year. The normal gain for a
700-pound animal up to about 1,000
pounds would normally cost between 25
and 30 cents a pound. The cost this year,
because of adverse weather has ranged
as high as 60 to 70 cents a pound. With
this in mind, there is no way the cattle
feeder can absorb the losses or rollbacks
contemplated under this piece of legisla-
tion. We all know who brought the prices
up. It is very simple. The consumer
brought the prices up—the very people
who established the boycott or the same
people who put the prices where they are
today. Do not blame the farmer. He is a
businessman just like everybody else is.
His product went to market. It is in short
supply. Everybody wants it, so the price
has increased.

Another thing we ought to remember
is that people have discovered a protein
diet, not only in the United States but
all over the world. They recognize meat
and especially what it means to the aver-
age diet in Argentina, New Zealand, and
all the countries that import into the
United States, they have discovered that
meat is a really wholesome item.
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Let me try to reflect with the Members
momentarily if I can when the US.
Department of Agriculture refers to the
“average market basket.” That average
market basket 20 years ago cost the con-
sumer $860. Today the consumer pays
$1,300 for that same basket of groceries.
However, 15 percent of that increase is
in food costs but 85 percent of that in-
crease is in costs chargeable to labor,
such as packaging, transportation, re-
tailing, and so forth, and all the
other items over and above the cost
of the food alone. The average consumer
20 years ago paid 23 percent of his dis-
posable income for food. Today he pays
15.7 percent. In 20 years because of the
efficiency of the American farmer there
has been a tremendous reduction in food
costs. Because of that savings the people
of this Nation have had $53 billion to
spend for other items such as campers,
recreation, TV sets, cars, and other
items.

One year ago the farmers of this coun-
try made $7,500 a year. That was the
average income. The blue collar workers
made $10,500 a year, and the white col-
lar workers made $14,500 a year. The
agricultural segment of the economy has
always been low.

Out of curiosity I called the Defense
Department and asked how much an
army colonel received in base pay 20
years ago and I was told it was $8,000.
That same colonel today is receiving
$21,000 base pay.

I tried to find the cost of an average
single dwelling unit in the Distriet 1
vear ago. The National Association of
Hoine Builders told me last year the cost
was $24,700. This year 1973 the same
house was worth $34,400, an increase of
23 percent.

I am opposed to the amendment and
will support a simple extension of the
present act.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the author of this
amendment made some reference to pro-
ductivity. I want to remind the Members
that the productivity increase in the
agricultural industry has been greater
than in any other industry in this coun-
try. It has been at the rate of about 14
percent per year. This amendment
would prohibit the agricultural industry,
which has been the most productive,
from getting any increase in price from
the increases in productivity hereafter.
In fact they would in addition thereto
be required to absorb increases in cost
from other industries involved in food
manufacturing and if Congress sets a
ceiling on the retail prices and mean-
while there is an increase in the cost or
profit margin at any level between the
retailer and the last man on the totem
pole, which on food products is the
farmer, the farm producer is going to
have to absorb those increases in costs.
So in effect the amendment would con-
ttl'Ol the price of raw products, or attempt
0.

I believe such controls are unworkable
anyway and would be self-defeating by
discouraging the needed increases in
supply. In our system we have rationed
products by price except for very brief
periods, such as one in World War II
where we had a floor, high enough to
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encourage production and at the same
time set the ceiling just above that.
Price is our method of rationing prod-
ucts in this country. This amendment
attempts to eliminate the present ra-
tioning system and not substitute an-
other one for it. For example, a week
ago, there was a storm in Iowa and 76,-
000 head of cattle and 240,000 turkeys
died in 1 night. There have been other
large losses of this kind in the last 4 or
5 months. Eliminating the use of DES
has the effect of reducing supplies. This
is not saying DES should or should not
have been outlawed but the effect is the
same on supplies.

Devaluation also encouraged tempo-
rarily some sales overseas, Although im-
ports are 25 times as much as exports in
volume, the supply is changed to some
extent. Many things affect supply and
whenever the supply is reduced, some
way or another, there must be a ration-
ing system which results in the end in
somebody or everyone cutting down
some on consumption. In World War II,
we had ration cards and tried to cut
everybody an egual amount, but we do
not have a system like that and a whole
agency to administer it. The only tool to
use to ration is price and the amendment
does not substitute another tool when
price is eliminated. To put a ceiling on
price and do away with that method of
rationing without substituting something
for it would be unworkable.

The system would have to devise tools
of its own. For example, if the supply is
not great enough to cover demand, and
we're to go to the store to buy something
not rationed through price, merchants
might sell a limited amount to each cus-
tomer.

In Syracuse, N.Y., in 1946, I saw two
women get into a hair-pulling contest,
because they were both after the last
piece of meat in a store. That was in 1946,
and it could happen again. For example,
turkey producers raise more than one
crop. If there is price control too low,
some will simply not raise anymore or
start any more poults. When there is
too little turkey meat or red meat, the
grocer may say, “There are only so many
pieces per customer.” The family of two
would get the same as the family of 10.
The family where the wife does not work
or the wife who can stand in the line all
afternoon, would receive more than
where both husband and wife both work
and neither can get there in the morn-
ing and stand in line.

We have to have some kind of ration-
ing system, but what this amendment at-
tempts to do, is to do away with our
present rationing system, which is pric-
ing, and not substitute anything else for
it.

I also think such an amendment would
cause us to not look sufficiently at the
real problems. I know it has been a long
time since the Sherman Act, the Clay-
tion Act, the Robinson-Patman Act, and
others, but believe me, the very things
which existed at that time which resulted
in noncompetitive pricing exist in this
country today.

We have administrative pricing in a
good many of our industries. That is
where the real inflation is coming from.
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There are monopolies, semimonopolies,
and mergers; we have so many indus-
tries which just add on any cost or any
increase in profit margin they want to
and charge that amount without fear
that competition will undersell them.
This is where the real inflation is coming
from.

For us to come in here and vote for a
bill like this and think that we are really
doing something would tend to cause us
to just fool ourselves.

The committees of this Congress ought
to look at the mergers, anticompetitive
practice, and monopolies. The oil com-
panies now own 25 percent, for example,
of the coal reserves. They own 50 percent
of the nuclear energy capacity or re-
serves. The top 20 oil companies own 84
percent of the refineries and control
the imports of oil, which is supposed to
be their competition, because imports are
based upon refinery capacity for the
previous year. Many other industries do
not have effective incentive to produce
more and meet competitive prices.

We cannot possibly have any effective
action overall against inflation unless we
deal with these problems, instead of
deluding ourselves into thinking an
amendment like this will take care of the
problem.

This kind of amendment and bill also
results in continuing inequities. Those
articles priced too cheaply in camparison
to other products are held down and
those which are too high can continue.
Competition is reduced for articles which
are to high and additional production is
not encouraged for articles which are too
cheap. Adjustments corresponding to
changes in world prices could not be
made. I have prepared a list which is
available to Members showing what has
happened to prices of many commodities
compared to wages and profits.

The fact of the matter is that, in the
20 years since 1952, the prices received
by farmers for their commodities have
not kept pace with the price paid by the
housewife.

Since 1952, for example, the price re-
ceived by farmers for beef cattle has in-
creased about 30 percent. But the retail
price for both round steak and chuck
roast, during the same period, went up
more than 63 percent.

In the last 20 years, the price received
by farmers for wheat has gone down
about 20 percent. During the same time,
the retail price of white bread went up
nearly 65 percent.

In the last 20 years, the cost of a new
automobile has gone up 17 percent. Dur-
ing the same period, the price of a trac-
tor jumped almost 60 percent.

Since 1952, the cost of a semiprivate
hospital room has increased 375 percent.

The cost of auto insurance rates has
gone up 157 percent.

The price of a movie ticket has jumped
212 percent.

Corporate profits have gone up 168
percent.

In other words, the farmer has lagged
behind other sectors of the economy in
the last 20 years.

And while food prices have gone up,
they have risen at a more modest rate
than most other items.
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In order to put the food price contro-
versy in its proper perspective, I have
prepared a table showing the rate of in-
crease—or decrease—for certain items
from 1952 until 1972,

The table follows:

{In percent]

Increase over
1952

Item IS?é

Overall cost of living
U.S, per capita income belore taxes__
LS, per capita income after taxes.
Corporate profits, afier taxes
Price of common stocks. . ... ________
Wages, private selected, nonagricultural in-
dustries _
Welfare payments, family of 4 in Detroiti_____
Price paid by farmers for tractors =2
Price paid by farmers for all motor vehicles__ .
Price paid by farmers for all types machinery,
except tractors
Meat:
Price received by farmer for beef_.
Retail price for round steak
Retail price for chuck roast.___ 4
Price received by farmer for hogs.._..._
Retail price for pork chops. ...
Grain:
Price received by farmer for corn.
Price received by farmer for wheat
Retail price for white bread. ______
Retail food prices (average)
Furniture and bedding
Floor coverings
Apparel and upkeep.
Women'’s shoes.
Drycieaning
Transportation costs.
New cars
Auto insurance rates. .........
General physician office calls
Semiprivate hospital room daily rate
io
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! Increases based on 1955 and 1961, as compared to 1972,

Mr. Chairman, I urge rejection of the
pending amendment.

Mrs. SULLIVAN, Mr, Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the Reuss amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the biggest complaint
today is about the constant increase in
the price of food, which is something felt
by all individuals in this country, and is
the most important failure of the stabi-
lization program.

The constantly rising prices in food
are hurting those on fixed incomes and
the poor far more than anything else,
and placing ceilings on food is more
necessary than on automobiles, stoves,
refrigerators, or clothing. Our purpose
in placing controls over agricultural
prices in H.R. 6168, as written, was to
give a mandate to the President that in-
flation must stop and all products must
be controlled across the board.

Why write into the law an exemption
for agricultural prices? The President
himself exempted them. Why should we
ratify that action of his by writing such
an exemption into the law?

I would rather let the law stand as it
is right now and let the onus of the food
price failure stay right where it belongs,
at the White House, rather than have the
House bail out the President’s mistaken
policy by writing an exemption for agri-
cultural prices into the law.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentlewoman yielding to me.
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I want to associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentlewoman from Missouri.
I want to commend her for a very fine
statement.

I do not think the Reuss amendment
will resolve our problems. Prices are at
the highest they have ever been. We are
not serving the American people by this
action; we are just running away from
our responsibilities.

I again associate myself with the gen-
tlewoman from Missouri and will vote
against the amendment.

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, Members: I was pre-
pared to offer an amendment, but I am
long enough a Member of the legislative
branch to read the signs, and I do not
think any substantive amendment is go-
ing to pass this body.

I am just going to give you, the Mem-
bers, a little prediction about where you
will stand after this day on the fioor.
First, let us talk about the press, The
press is going to see our actions as a
victory for the President. Many of us on
both sides of the aisle seem to be very
concerned about the balance of power
as between ourselves and the President.

Just remember that this day's work
will be read out as a great indication that
the will of the Congress has the tensile
strength of a wet noodle.

If Members believe that is a bad situa-
tion, let me give them their position with
the public. Their position with the public
is something like the third act of Othello.

Here we are in the third phase of an
equalization control program. How is it
like the third act of Othello?

‘We have heard a lot of very intelligent,
straightforward, I believe factual mate-
rial here on the floor, but that is not
what counts. It is, what is believed?

Do the Members remember Desde-
mona? Iago said all those bad things
about her, none of which were true, but
she was just as dead in the third act as
if they were true. Because what killed
her was what Othello believed. It mat-
tered not what was true.

Now, the people believe that they
brought a message to the Congress to say,
“Look, please tell somebody down at 1600
Pennyslvania Avenue to do something
about prices and rents.” They said that
very clearly. They said it to me. They
said it to other Members. And they be-
lieve we can do something about it.

Now, if we do not say something posi-
tive in this extension, about prices or
rents, then we have told the press we
have no effective will. We have lost an-
other battle for power. We have told the
people that their belief in us is ill-
founded. Their belief will continue that
we could have done something about it
if we had wanted to. This is the dan-
gerous and operative fact.

All we have to do—and it is not so
strenuous—is simply to tell the Presi-
dent to do something that the present
act tells him he can do. We can tell him
to freeze prices on agriculture. He can
do anything he wants with the prices on
agriculture, under this bill. We tell him
to freeze rents. He can make any adjust-
ments landlords reasonably demand.
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Members had better listen to what the
people are saying and had better think
about what they believe, because lots of
times what people believe is operative,
and sometimes it is even imperative.
Think about the next election.

Members may be in a bad state with
the press, but they are going, like Des-
demona, be dead in phase II with the
public.

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

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Wisconsin has made a very important
distinction in his amendment, as I un-
derstood it, when he proposes a ceiling
to be imposed on all prices except agri-
cultural prices at the farm level.

The reason why that is important is
that prices at farm level on raw agricul-
tural commodities would be absolutely
unworkable. It is completely impractical
to try to enforce them. The American
people will never tolerate putting a Fed-
eral investigator or enforcer on every one
of the family farms of America.

That is what is so completely absurd
about the committee bill, in that it does
impose a rollback on all prices, including
prices on the farm. It would deny our
livestock producers any chance of recov-
ering their actual costs incurred in buy-
ing expensive replacement feeder cattle.
But nothing has yet been said about the
fact that the committee’s rollback is also
extremely unfair to the feed grain farm-
ers of this country.

For example, by no stretch of the
imagination can our corn farmers be said
to be getting high prices for corn at the
present time, and they were not on Janu-
ary 10, March 16, or any other time dur-
ing the life of the Economiec Stabilization
Act. Last Friday, the prices at central
Iowa markets were only $1.29 to $1.36
for No. 2 yellow corn, which is well below
parity. Our corn farmers should be able
to look forward to corn rising to a rea-
sonably adequate price as heavy demand
continues. Corn should be permitted to
go up at least another 40 or 50 cents to
be an adequate price, but the committee
bill voted by 22 out of 23 Democrats on
the Banking and Cwrrency Committee
would roll the price of corn back to the
even lower prices of Jan. 10.

Similarly, oats were only from 79 to 90
cents, and that ought to go up another
20 cents a bushel for anything like an
adequate price.

The important thing is that by rolling
back prices, as the committee bill pro-
vides, we would be breaking faith with
our farmers, who have been urged by
everybody—not just the executive and
legislative branches of Government, but
also by consumer organizations, labor
unions and everybody else—to expand
production of food. They have been told
that the way the farmers can contribute
to alleviating the problems of consumers
is by increasing supplies. The farmers
have, therefore, gone out in good faith
to increase supplies. They have bought
feeder replacement cattle, at very high
prices. If farmers who made such invest-
ments were now to be limited to the lower
prices for fat cattle, which existed at
some time in the past, they could not
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possibly break even with the cattle they
have on those feedlots today.

If we in the Congress are stupid
enough to pass the committee bill rolling
all prices back fo January 10, we will be
making the farmer lose at least 15 cents
a pound on all of the gain he puts on
such feeder cattle, and that is a very
substantial loss. It is one which our typi-
cal family farmer simply cannot endure.

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

Mr, MAYNE. I yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr, WOLFF) .

Mr. WOLFF, Mr. Chairman, I wonder
if the gentleman can tell us what effect
the Soviet wheat deal and the feed grain
deals have had upon prices.

Mr. MAYNE. Well, I would hope that
the expansion of our foreign markets for
wheat and feed grain will be recognized
as very beneficial not only to American
agriculture but to our entire economy.
I know that as far as feed grains are
concerned, the Soviet sale brought a
very substantial price improvement to
Iowa farmers for their corn last sum-
mer when such improvement was sore-
ly needed. Corn went up about 15 cents
a bushel last summer at a time when it
is usually going down. The Russian sale
also has contributed mightily to the
diminution of our unfavorable balance
of trade.

Mr, Chairman, if industry and the rest
of the economy were doing one-tenth as
good a job at selling our products over-
seas as American agriculture is doing
today, we would not be faced with a $6.4
billion deficit in our balance of trade.

I will say to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WoLFF) that the productivity
of the American farmer is one of the
real strengths which are keeping us go-
ing in this country, and we had better
not do anything to penalize and handicap
the farmer so as to make it impossible
for him to produce food at reasonable
prices. He has been doing a magnificent
job, a much better job than labor, from
the standpoint of productivity.

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

Mr. MAYNE. I yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WOLFF).

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, the point
that is involved here is the fact that we
took a vast quantity of feed grains out
of the limited supply available to Amer-
icans at a time when we did not have
the productivity to sustain it. As a result,
we took feed grains away from the Amer-
ican cattleman and gave it over to the
Soviets and to China. This according to
all segments of the food industry is the
basic reason why feed grain prices and
wheat prices and meat prices in this
country have gone to the point where
they have today because we have taken
from a limited supply instead of waiting
until such time as we built up our pro-
ductivity through unused acreage.

Mr. MAYNE. Feed grain prices have
not gone up in this country. In central
Iowa markets Friday, No. 2 yellow corn
was only $1.29 to $1.36. I will say to the
gentleman that that is a bargain for the
buyer and represents a less than ade-
quate return to the producer.
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Mr. WOLFF, How about soybeans? Ac-
cording to the New York Times soybean
prices have increased from $3.58 per
bushel 1 year ago to $6.18 per bushel
today. How about wheat? One year ago,
before the Russian wheat deal, wheat
sold at $1.63, today it i1s $2.29.

Mr. MAYNE. Soybeans were not in the
sale we are talking about to the Soviet
Union. They are not a feed grain.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I spoke earlier in the
day when there were fewer Members on
the floor,

This entire bill has been extremely in-
teresting. There are those on our side
who have said, ‘“The monkey is on the
back of the President. Why do we not
just leave it there. He has woven an
economic web that has become difficult
to entangle. Let him just stay in that
web, get himself out of it alone.”

Mr. Chairman, I do not think that is
the right attitude. There are those who
say we ought to go back to January of
1972; there are those who say we ought
to back to January of 1973; and then
there are those who say we ought to go
back to March 15, 1973:

Well, it is obvious to me as I read the
will of this Congress that Members do
not want to go back to any of these dates.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
Reuss) would freeze prices as of today.
Now, what is wrong with freezing prices
as of today?

Mr. Shultz the Secretary, not too long
ago, said to the Nation:

We will continue to experience rising
prices. Prices will ascend at a rate of about
2 percent a month, and we can expect this
to persist until about September; then in
September there will be a leveling off, and
finally prices will stabilize.

He anticipates the rate of increase will
be something like 4 or 5 percent for the
year.

Now, Mr. Chairman, if the administra-
tion predicts a continual upward surge
until September, why can we not stop it
and cut it off right at this particular
moment? That is what the amendment
calls for. Let us see if we can get this
curve-off now, and see if we can get it
down below 4 or 5 percent.

Mr. Chairman, I think the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. Reuss) is a fair amendment for
both the consumer and the farmer. With
a pessimistic forecast of a substantial in-
crease in food prices for the whole year,
freezing prices as of today is the surest
way to guarantee that consumers are not
priced out of the food market.

And if the farmers’ costs for fertilizer,
feed grain, and other necessary expendi-
tures continue to increase at the current
rate, imagine what future increases will
accrue to the farmer when workers who
build farm machinery and produce
fertilizer demand higher wages because
of increased food costs. I believe the
farmer should get a fair and reasonable
return for his labors, but inflated costs
for farm machinery, feed, and fertilizer

hurt his family just as much as high food
prices hurt urban families.

So I cannot fathom how any Member
from the city or from the farm area can
be opposed to the amendment offered by
Mr. Reuvuss. All regions of this Nation
must work together to curb inflation.

Mr. PATMAN, Mr, Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on the
Widnall amendment and all amend-
ments thereto close in 40 minutes.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, reserving the right to object, do you
want to make it 30 minutes?

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, reserving
the right to object, is it the intention of
the gentleman from Texas to preclude
the offering of other amendments relat-
ing to this?

Mr. PATMAN. No. All amendments
within 40 minutes and all amendments
thereto, for debate only.

Mr. PICKLE. Are you saying, then, if
you have an amendment prepared it has
to be offered within that time?

Mr, PATMAN. Yes.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
that all debate be closed in 40 minutes.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr, HANNA. Mr. Chairman, I would
not seek to be on the list. I simply rise
to move the previous question on Mr,
Revuss' amendment, and I do that——

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will have
to inform the gentleman the previous
question is not in order in the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The Chair was going to suggest that
those who seek to speak on the Reuss
amendment to the Widnall amendment
in the nature of a substitute seek recog-
nition first so that we may dispose of
that amendment and proceed to other
amendments.

Mr. HANNA. Let me just put this in
the framework of a question to the Chair:

Is it not true that if we could now
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. REUSS)
to the amendment in the nature of a
substitute offered by the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. WipnaLL) that this
would then give us all of the rest of the
time to discuss some of the other amend-
ments that are to be offered?

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair will state
that that is exactly correct, and that is
the purpose of the Chair.

The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. REuss) to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute offered by the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. Wip-
NALL).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice; and there were—ayes 139, noes
263, not voting 31, as follows:
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Adams
Anderson,
Calif.
Aspin
Bennett
Bergland
Biester
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Brinkley
Brooks
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Mass.
Burton
Clay
Conte
Corman
Coughlin
Cronin
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Dellums
Dent
Donohue
Downing
Drinan
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Fish
Flood
Flynt
Ford,
william D,
Fountain
Fraser
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gibbons
Gllman

Abdnor
Abzug
Addabbo
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Badillo
Bafalis
Baker
Barrett
Beard
Bell
Bevill
Blaggi
Bingham
Blackburn
Bowen
Bray
Breaux
Breckinridge
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carey, N.X.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
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[Roll No. 90]
AYES—139

Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gunter
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hawkins
Hays
Heckler, Mass.
Hicks
Holifield
Howard
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Jordan
Karth
Eastenmeler
Eazen
KEyros
Leggett
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Lujan
McCloskey
McCormack
MeDade
McFall
Macdonald
Madden
Mathis, Ga.
Mazzoll
Meeds
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Murphy, N.Y.
Nedazi
Nix
Obey
O'Hara
O’Neill
Owens
Patten

NOES—263

Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Cotter
Crane
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, Wis.
Delaney
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Findley
Fisher
Flowers
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Gettys
Giaimo
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling

Pepper
Pike
Price, I11.
Pritchard
Randall
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rostenkowski
Roush
Roybal
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Selberling
Sikes
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steele
Stokes
Stratton
Stuckey
Studds
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Tiernan
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Whitehurst
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wolff

Wright
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Zablocki

Green, Oreg.
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Hastings
Hechler, W. Va.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Keating
Kemp
Ketchum
Kluczynski
Koch
EKuykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lehman
Lent
Litton
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Lott
McClory
McCollister
McEwen
McEay
McEinney
McSpadden
Madigan
Mahon
Mailliard

Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Melcher
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Miller
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minshall, Ohio
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Brien
Parris
Patman
Perkins

1973

Peyser

Pickle

Poage

Powell, Ohio
Preyer

Price, Tex.
Quie

Quillen
Railsback
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.

Roe
Roncallo, N.Y,

Rose
Rosenthal
Rousselot
Roy
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth

8t Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, ITowa
Smith, N.Y.
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Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steed
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
White
Whitten
Widnall
Williams
Winn
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Young, Alaska
Young, S.C.
Young, Tex.
Zion

Snyder
NOT VOTING—31

King Talcott

Mathias, Calif. Teague, Tex.

Metcalfe Vigorito

Mitchell, N.¥. Waldie

Morgan Wiggins

Passman Wilson, Bob

Podell Young, Fla.

Rangel Young, Ill.

Regula Zwach

Rooney, N.Y¥.

Ryan

So the amendment to the amendment
in the nature of a substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIR

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair proposes
to recognize authors of amendments who
were standing in the order of their se-
niority on the committee and then the
Members after that, so that the amend-
ments may be debated.

Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. Chairman, as I have
been listening to this debate today over
the setting of price ceilings on products, it
is very ohvious to me that the main con-
cern of my colleagues seems to be over
the price of food and its effect on con-
sumers.

I would like to point out to this august
body that food never has been as good a
buy as it is in America today. I know this
is a shocking statement to many persons,
but I say the best criterion by which to
measure whether food is a good buy or
not is by one’s wages.

Certainly we have been going through
a period of inflation and no one has felt
the effect of inflation any more than the
farmer.

I heard today a statement that the
price of meat never has been higher.
What a shame that the price of beef has
finally passed the point of what it was 20
years ago. Do you know of any product
that sells today for less than it did 20
years ago?

Pettis

Alexander
Ashley
Bolling
Clark
Conyers
Diggs
Dingell
Dulski
Harvey
Hébert

Jones, Ala.

As I said earlier, the best criterion
with which to measure the cost of food is
by the amount of food one can buy for
an hour’s work. Today a day’s wages will
buy over 23 pounds of beef. Back in 1952
that same day's wages bought only 14
pounds.

Sixteen and one-half percent of to-
day’s take home pay goes for food—the
lowest percentage of any time in history.

Over the past 20 years the farmer has
witnessed an 1l-percent increase in the
price he receives for his produce. But all
the costs that the farmer has had to
endure have risen much faster than 11
percent. Farm machinery costs over 20
years have risen 100 percent, farm labor
costs have gone up 141 percent and taxes
have gone up 297 percent. And bear in
mind the farmer has o pay costs of living
such as clothing, transportation, food and
housing as do others. So, in these terms,
you can see that food really is cheap.

Now, if we are going to find the culprit
for high prices we are going to have to
look at the overall picture and what goes
into making the cost of food what it is
today.

I am not condemning labor for being
able to enjoy a substantial wage increase
over the last 20 years. But I think when
we are talking about trying to hold the
price of inflation down, we certainly can
not omit labor and the hourly wage.

In the same 20 years of rising costs, it
is interesting to note that chain stores
in 1952 were paying $1.31 an hour for
labor. In 1972, this same chain store paid
$3.42 an hour—more than a 150-percent
increase. Again, I do not condemn labor
for the increase, but I must say that in all
fairness, farmers are entitled to an equal
return on their investments.

Finally, I would like to point out one
other thing—we have got to have a
healthy agriculture in this day and age
with the demand such as it is for food
around the world. One of the underlying
causes of today's inflation is America’s
import-export deficit. Here the farmers
are going to play a vital role in helping
this country restore its balance of trade.
The one product that this country has
that the whole world wants is food.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ST GERMAIN

TO THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF

A SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR, WIDNALL

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. St GErMAIN to
the amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. WipnNaLL: at the end of the
amendment insert the folllowing:

Sec. 2. Bection 207(b) of the Economic
Stabilization Act of 1970 is amended by strik-
ing out the period at the end thereof and
inserting the following in lieu thereof: *:
Provided, That such agency shall issue no
order which has the effect of reducing wages,
or salaries in effect, or proposed to be put
into effect, in an appropriate employee unit
unless such order is made on the record after
opportunity for a hearing. Not less than
thirty days after issuance of such an order
a statement of explanation shall be directed
to the affected parties and made available
to the public. Such statement shall include
8 full explanation of the reasons why the
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existing wage or salary, or proposed wage or
salary adjustment, does not meet the re-
quirements of or the standards established
by the regulations prescribed by the agency.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Rhode Island (Mr. ST GERMAIN) is rec-
ognized in support of his amendment.

(By unanimous consent Mr. HANLEY
yvielded his time to Mr. ST GERMAIN.)

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr Chairman, the
amendment before us was adopted by
the full committee without any dissent.

When Mr. Dunlop testified before us.
He heads up the Cost of Living Council. I
asked him if he did not agree that in
instances where an adverse decision were
about to be rendered upon a wage con-
tract by the Cost of Living Council, that
there should be an opportunity for hear-
ing rather than just a presentation of
briefs.

He concurred, and agreed that this
would give an opportunity for hearing
to those parties who would be aggrieved
by an adverse decision as a result of a
contract entered into between manage-
ment and labor. Either party, manage-
ment or labor, could request this oppor-
tunity to be heard. This amendment has
nothing to do with the time frame with-
in which a decision would have to be
rendered. The 30-day provision refers to
the fact that subsequent to the decisions
having been made, the reasons for the
decision would have to be forwarded to
the parties involved.

Mr. Chairman, unless there are ques-
tions I yield back the remainder of my
time.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in favor of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is funda-
mental that the opportunity for a hear-
ing with respect to a negotiated wage
agreement be given. It seems to me that
any person affected by governmental
action should have an opportunity for a
hearing and there should be a require-
ment that the reasons for the action be
given by the agency. I have defended
exactly the same proposition with respect
to business under all the regulatory
agency bills I have had anything to do
with.

It seems so clear on the face of things
that there should be an opportunity to
create a body of decision which is uni-
form and applicable on the basis of rea-
son instead of on the basis of fiat that it
would be impossible to vote against such
an amendment as this without doing a
great disservice to the program that is
here established.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Rhode Island (Mr. St GERMAIN) to
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. WIDNALL).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. ST GERMAIN)
there were—ayes 91, noes 124,

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Chairman, T
demand a recorded vote. A recorded vote
was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 271, noes 132,
not voting 30, as follows:




Anderson,
Anderson, I1l.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boges
Boland
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Broyhill, Va.
Burke, Callf.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Chappell
Chisholm
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Cohen
Conable
Conte
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Dantels,
Dominick V.
Danlielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dellums
Dennis
Dent
Diges
Donohue
Drinan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Esch
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,
Fascell
Findley
Fish
Flood
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford,
Wihliam D.
Fountain
Fraser
Frenzel
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos

Abdnor
Andrews,
N. Dak,
Archer
Arends
Armstrong

[Roll No. 01]
AYES—271

Gettys
Gilaimo
Gibbons
Gliman
Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Griffiths
Gude
Gunter
Haley
Hamiiton
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoskl
Henderson
Hicks

Hillls
Holtzman
Horton
Howard
Hungate
Hunt
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jordan
Earth
Kastenmeier
Eazen
Keating
Kemp
Kluczynskl
Eoch

Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McEay
MeKinney
MeSpadden
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mailliard
Mann
Maraziti
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Mezvinsky
Milford
Miller
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa,
Moss
Murphy, Ill.
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nichols

Nix

Obey

O'Brien
O’'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Patman

NOES—132

Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker

Beard
Broomfield
Brown, Mich,
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Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Preyer
Price, I11.
Pritchard
Railsback
Randall
Rees
Reid
Reuss
Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y,
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Roy
Roybal
Runnels
5t Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Saylor
Schroeder
Selberling
Shoup
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Towa
Smith, N.X.
Btaggers
Stanton,
J. William
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steele
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Bullivan
Symington
‘Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Wampler
Whalen
White
Widnall
Williams
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
‘Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wolft
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
Zablockl

Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burleson, Tex,
Butler

Byron
Camp
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clawson, Del
Cochran
Collier
Collins
Conlan
Crane
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Daniel, Dan
Davis, Wis.
Denholm
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Eshleman
Fisher

Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johmnson, Colo.
Jones, Tenn,
Ketchum
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lent
Lott
Lujan
McClory
McEwen
Mahon
Mallary
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C,
Mayne

. Michel
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minshall, Ohio
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,

Calif.

Myers
Nelsen
Parris
Pettis
Foage
Powell, Ohio
Price, Tex.

NOT VOTING—30

Jones, Ala. Regula

King Rooney, N.Y.
Mathias, Calif. Ryan
Metcalfe Talcott
Mitchell, N.¥Y. Vigorito
Morgan Waldie
Mosher Wiggins
Passman Wilson, Bob
Harvey Podell Young, Fla.
Holifield Rangel Zwach

So the amendment to the amendment
in the nature of a substitute was agreed
to

Schneebeli
Sebelius
Shipley
Shriver
Shuster
Snyder
Spence
Steed
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Calif.
Treen
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Walsh

Ware
Whitehurst
Whitten
Winn
Young, Alaska
Young, I11.
Young, 8.C.
Zion

Hammer-

schmidt
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Hébert

Alexander
Ashley
Bolling
Clark
Conyers
Dingell
Dulski
Green, Pa.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MR, GON-
ZALEYZ FOR THE AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE
OF A SUBSTITUTE OFFERED BY MR, WIDNALL

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer a substitute amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Substitute amendment offered by Mr. GonN-
zaLez for the amendment in the nature of
a substitute offered by Mr., WipNaLL: Strike
out all after the enacting clause and insert
in lieu thereof the following: “That (a)
section 218 of the Economic Stabilization
Act of 1970 is amended by striking out
‘April 30, 1973°, and by inserting in lieu there-
of ‘June 30, 1873, and by striking out ‘May 1,
1973' and inserting In lieu thereof ‘July 1,
1973".

“(b) The President is authorized and di-
rected to develop & detalled program to sta-
bilize Interest rates, rents, prices, and wages
and to transmit such program to Congress
on or before May 15, 1973, together with his
recommendations for such legislation as
he considers necessary to carry out such pro-
gram.”

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Chairman, I make a point of order
against the amendment.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. There is
a lot of confusion, Mr. Chairman, but the
way I understood the amendment, it was
an amendment in the form of a substi-
tute and not an amendment to H.R. 2099.
I think it should come in order.

April 16, 1973

The CHAIRMAN. It is the understand-
ing of the Chair that it is an amend-
ment to an amendment in the nature
of a substitute, which is thus in order.
It is a substitute for an amendment in
the nature of a substitute, and this is in
order. The Chair overrules the point of
order.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. I thank
the Chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Texas (Mr. GonzaLEZ) is recognized.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr,
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Mr, Chairman, when this amendment
came before the Committee on Banking
and Currency it was defeated. Very
truthfully, at that time I supported it as
the only alternative we had with the
parliamentary process we had at that
particular time. Since that time and dur-
ing the hearings on the bill everyone
agreed the worst possible thing we could
do, regardless of whether we would want
the bill or we would not want it was to
write a short extension. Both the labor
representatives and the National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers, said the worst
thing we could do would be to do some-
thing that would only last for 60 days.

Mr. Chairman, I urge defeat of the
amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, Secretary Shultz has
said in the last week that perhaps the
worst thing we could do with economic
stabilization is to provide a 60-day ex-
tension. This would give us 60 days of
uncertainty; it will give us 60 days for
the cattle producers to wonder what to
do with their herds; it will give us 60
days for our international partners to
wonder whether we mean business about
changing our international monetary
system and extending trade. This will
absolutely wreak havoc with the pro-
ducers and create uncertainty through-
out this great country of ours.

If we really think we should have a
stabilization program, it has to have
more durability than 60 days. There is
nothing in the bill we are passing which
will prevent the Banking and Currency
Committee from going back and writing
additional legislation, but to mandate
more legislation by putting the Banking
Committee in the picture in another 60
days will simply mean the commitiee
will bring in a similar bill to that which
we have had before us teday.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GONZALEZ)
for the amendment in the nature of a
substitute offered by the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr, WIDNALL).

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 151, noes 253,
not voting 29, as follows:
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Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Armstrong
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bennett
Biaggl
Bingham
Blatnik
Boggs
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brooks

Burleson, Tex.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.

Dominick V.
Danielson
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Dent
Derwinski
Diggs

Anderson, Ill.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Ashhbroock
Bafalis
Baker
Beard
Bell
Bergland
Bevill
Biester
Blackburn
Bowen
Bray
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.

Collins
Conable
Conlan

1973

[Roll No. 92]
AYES—151

Ford,
William D.
Fraser

Fulton
Gaydos
Giaimo
Gonzalez
Grasso

Gray

Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Hicks
Holtzman
Howard
Johnson, Calif.
Jones, Okla.
Jordan
Earth

Eazen
EKluczynski
Eoch

Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Long, La.
Long, Md.
McCormack
MecFall
Macdonald
Madden
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Mezvinsky
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley

. Mollohan

Moorhead, Pa.
Moss

Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N. Y.
Nedzi

NOES—253

Conte
Coughlin
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, B.C.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
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Nix
O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Pickle
Price, IlL.
Rees
Reuss
Riegle
Roberts
Rodino
Roe

Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush
Roybal
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shipley
Sisk
Smith, Towa
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Thompson, N.J.
Thornton
Tiernan
Van Deerlin
Vanik
White
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wolff
Wright
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan

Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.

. Johnson, Pa.

Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey
Froehlich
Fugua
Gettys
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gude

Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
EKastenmeier
Keating
Eemp
Ketchum
Euykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta

Lent

Litton

Lott

Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McDade

Pritchard

Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Towell, Nev.
Treen

Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mayne
Melcher
Michel
Milford
Miller
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minshall, Ohio
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Mosher
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
O’'Brien
Parris
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pike

St Germain
dman

San
Sarasin
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
=]

Steele
NOT VOTING—29

King Ryan
Mathias, Calif. Stokes
Talcott
Vigorito
Waldie
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Young, Fla.
Zwach

Waggonner
‘Walsh
Wampler
Ware

‘Whalen
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Williams
Winn

Wyatt

Wydler

Wrylie

Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, 1.
Poage Young, S.C.
Powell, Ohio Zion
Preyer
Price, Tex.

Alexander
Ashley
Bolling
Clark
Conyers
Dingell
Dulski
Harvey
Holifield Regula
Jones, Ala. Rooney, N.Y.
So the substitute amendment for the
amendment in the nature of a substitute

was rejected.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that, on the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute of-
fered by the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. WipnNaLL) and all amendments
thereto, the debate close and we vote at
5:45 p.m.

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

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY ME. WILLIAMS TO THE
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. WIDNALL
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I have

two amendments, and I ask unanimous

consent that they be read and con-
sidered, I will speak on them separately.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. WiLLiams to

the Amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute offered by Mr. WiDNALL:

Sec. 203. (a) Except as provided by sub-
section (b) the President or his delegate is
authorized and directed to stabilize resi-
dential rents at levels prevailing on April 15,
1973. Thereafter, the President shall allow
rents to increase by 2.5 per centum thereof
with respect to each consecutive twelve-
month period beginning at the end of the
preceding period of occupancy or April 15,
1973, whichever is the later. In addition, the

Metcalfe
Mitchell, N.¥.
Morgan
Passman
Podell

Rangel
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President shall allow rents to increase by the
actual amount of any increase in any tax,
fee, or service charge levied by a State or local
government and any reasonable capital im-
provements after the beginning of the pre-
ceding period of occupancy (and not pre-
viously charged to any lessee) and allocable
to that residence, and any reasonable in-
creased costs of services and materials.

*{b) This section shall be applicable only
in any incorporated city, town, village or
in the unincorporated area of any county
upon receipt of a resolution of its govern-
ing body adopted for that purpose in accord-
ance with applicable local law and based
upon a finding by such governing body,
reached as a result of a public hearing held
after twenty days' notice, that there exists
such a shortage of housing as to require Fed-
eral rent stabilization in accordance with
subsection (a) in such city, town, village, or
unincorporated area in such county.”

Section 204 shall be amended as follows:

“There shall be established a Wage Board,
to be composed of fifteen members, and
Price Commission, to be composed of six
commissioners and a chalrman, appointed by
the President, representative of business,
labor and the public, for purposes of admin-
istering this Act, to hold the rate of infla-
tion to 2.5 per centum annually.

“Where such boards, commissions and
similar entities are composed in part of mem-
bers who serve on less than a full-time basis,
legal authority shall be placed in their chair-
men who shall be employees of the United
States and who shall act only in accordance
with the majority vote of members. Noth-
ing in section 203, 205, 207, 208 or 209 of
title 18, United States Code, shall be deemed
to apply to any member of any such board,
commission, or similar entity who serves on
less than a full-time basis because of mem-
bership on such boards, commissions or en-
tity.

“The Federal Reserve Board shall be re-
sponsible for enforcing controls on any and
all interest rates.”

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania has requested the Chair
to advise him of the amount of time he
will have on each amendment. The Chair
recognizes him for 45 seconds on his first
amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, under
the present Economic Stabilization Act
we leave the discretion entirely to the
Executive branch. The first amendment
that I am offering says that the Presi-
dent is authorized and directed to sta-
bilize rents at levels prevailing today
and would permit only a 2.5 percent an-
nual increase in rents per year after that
period of time plus other incidental
expenses.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

The Chair now recognizes the gentle-
man for 55 additional seconds on his
second amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The second amend-
ment simply goes back and uses almost
exactly the same language as in the
original bill only it mandates that the
Wage Board and Price Commission shall
be set up to control the rate of inflation.
It simply takes the power away from the
President.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the adoption of
these two amendments and ask that they
be voted on separately.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the first amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania to the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute offered
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by the gentleman from New Jersey, Mr.
‘WIDNALL.,

The amendment to the amendment In
the nature of a substitule was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the second amendment offered by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the gentleman from New Jer-
sey, Mr. WIDNALL,

The amendment to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
PEPPER) .
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PEPPER TO THE

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE

OFFERED BY MR. WIDNALL

Mr. PEPPER. Mr, Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. PerreEr to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute of-
fered by Mr. WipNaLL: At the end of the
amendment offered by Mr. WioNaLL, add the
following new section 2:

“The President is authorized and directed
to stabilize rents at levels prevailing on Jan-
uary 10, 1973. Thereafter, the President shall
only allow rents to increase by the actual
amount of any increase in any tax, fee, or
service charge levied by a State or local gov-
ernment and any reasonable capital improve-
ment after the beginning of the preceding
period of occupancy (and not previously
charged to any lessee) and allocable to that
residence, and any reasonable increased costs
of services and materials,

“(b) The President may roll back renis to
levels lower than those prevailing on Jan-
uary 10, 1973, to carry out the purposes of
this Act.”

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the Committee, this amendment
is exactly the amendment on rent con-
trols that was in the Stephens substitute
which appears on page 5 of the Stephens
substitute. It simply authorizes and di-
rects the President to stabilize rents at
the level prevailing on January 10, 1973,
and thereafter the President shall only
allow rents to increase by the actual
amount of any increase in any tax, fee,
or service charge levied by a State or local
government, and any reasonable capital
improvement after the beginning of the
preceding period of occupancy, and not
previously charged to any lessee, and al-
locable to that residence, and any rea-
sonable increased costs of services and
materials.

Mr. Chairman, I have had my rent in-
creased twice since January, and most
other Members of the House who also
rent have had a similar experience. We
can afford such increase better than most
tenants.

But in my congressional district there
have been instances where rent, some-
times on the poor, has been raised as
much as 50 percent. My amendment
would direct the President to reimpose
rent controls as of the level of January
10, with the exception of any increases
that may be proper under the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. PEppER) to the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute offered
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by the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.

WIDNALL) .
The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-

peared to have it.
RECORDED VOTE

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice;

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 173, noes 225,
answered “present” 6, not voting 29, as
follows:

[Roll No. 93]

AYES—173

Gilman
Gonzalez
Grasso

Gray

Green, Pa,
Griffiths
Gubser

Gude

Haley
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hawkins Riegle
Hays Roberts
Hechler, W. Va. Rodino
Heinz Roe
Helstoski
Hicks
Holifield
Holtzman
Howard
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Kluczynski
Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Lent

Long, La.
MeCormack
McDade
McEay
Macdonald
Madden
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.¥,
Natcher
Nedzi

Nix

Obey

O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens

Parris

NOES—225

Breckinridge
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burleson, Tex.
Butler

Byron

Camp

Carter

Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain

Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, 111,
Annunzio
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bennett
Bergland
Biester
Bingham
Blatnik
Boland
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carey, N.X.
Carney, Ohio
Chappell
Chisholm
Clay
Collier
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Dent
Diggs
Donohue
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Fish
Flood
Flynt
Ford,
William D.
Fraser
Frey
Fulton
Gaydos
Gialmo

Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser
Pickle
Price, Ill.
Pritchard
Randall
Rees
Reld
Reuss

Rogers
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roy
Roybal
St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Saylor
Schroeder
Seiberling
Sisk
Bnyder
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steed
Steele
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stubblefield
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wolft
Wright
Wydler
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

Abdnor
Abzug
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak,
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis

Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Crane
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., dr.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.

Biaggi
Blackburn
Bowen
Bray
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Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Keating
Eemp
Ketchum
EKoch
Kuykendall

Dellenback
Denholom
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Findley
Fisher
Flowers McCollister
Foley McEwen
Ford, Gerald R. McFall
Forsythe McKinney
Fountain McSpadden
Frelinghuysen Madigan
Frenzel Mahon
Froehlich Maillard
Fuqua Mallary
Gettys Mann
Gibbons Maraziti
Ginn Martin, Nebr.
Goldwater Martin, N.C.
Goodling Mathis, Ga.
Green, Oreg. Mayne
Gross Mezvinsky
Gunter Michel
Guyer Milford
Hamilton Miller
Hammer- Mills, Ark.
schmidt Mills, Md.
Hanley Mizell
Hanrahan Montgomery
Hansen, Idaho Moorhead,
Harsha Calif.
Myers
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Brien
Pettis
Pike

Roncallo, N.Y,
Rose
Roush
Rousselot
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sandman
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Bebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Bhuster
Sikes
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Towa
Smith, N.X.
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
gtuckey

ymms
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Walsh
‘Wampler

Hastings
Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan

Holt

Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—6

Jones, Okla. Rallsback
Minshall, Ohio Teague, Calif.

NOT VOTING—29

Jones, Ala. Rooney, N.Y.
King Ryan
Mathias, Calif. Talcott
Metcalle Vigorito
Mitchell, N.Y. Waldie
Wiggins
‘Wilson, Bob
Young, Fla.
Zwach

Poage

Powell, Ohlo
Preyer

Price, Tex.
Quie

Quillen
Rarick
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.X.

¥
Young, Alaska
Young, T,
Young, 5.C.
Rouncallo, Wyo. Zion

Conte
Grover

Alexander
Ashley
Boggs
Bolling
Clark
Conyers
Dingell
Dulski
Eilberg
Harvey

So the amendment to the amendmen?
in the nature of a substitute was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Kansas (Mr.
SEBELIUS).

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Chairman, I am
aware that all Members wish to get this
over with. I did intend to offer an amend-
ment. I would like to read it to you:

“ROLLUP OF BOVINE GESTATION

“Sec. —. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, any economic fact, or any prin-
ciple of animal biology, effective Jenuary 10,
1873, all mammals which are members of the
genus Bos (ruminant quadrapeds distin-
guished by a stout body and hollow curved
horns standing out laterally from the skull)
are authorized and directed to accelerate the
gestation period for the production of their
progeny by a ratio which bears the same rela-
tionship to such gestation period as the num-
ber 1 bears to the number 2.”
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The explanation is that as a response
to some currently rampant unenlight-
ened consumerism, this amendment
would require cows to produce calves in
one-half the time now devoted to such
enterprise.

I submit to my colleagues that the
Bovine gestation rollup amendment is
germane and as a matter of fact is prob-
ably more germane than the bill we are
considering here today, H.R. 6168 and
related amendments.

Now, what we have here is a situation
where many of my colleagues in the
Congress are attempting to legislate the
supply and demand of farm products in
behalf of the American consumer; and,
I might add, at the expense of the Ameri-
can farmer. The primary focus of this
legislative attempt seems to be the so-
called high cost of beef.

I am simply going to the source of
the problem. This amendment would en-
able the leadership of the majority party
and our urban and consumer-oriented
colleagues to get more beei to the mar-
ketplace and more meat to the consumer.
We have had serious losses in the cattle
industry in my congressional district due
to one of the worst winters on record.
Many calves have perished. This bill
would establish a congressional mandate
that cows from this point on would “get
with the consumer program” and pro-
duce calves in one-half of the time now
devoted to such enterprise.

Let me point out that if one believes
that if prices are too high for any par-
ticular product in our urban areas and
that in order to solve the problem, all
Congress has to do is roll them back; re-
gardless of supply and demand or other
economic consideration.

I refer to a case in point where a col-
league from New York simply stated in
the press that farmers are free to set
prices where they wish—that the sky is
the limit. I refer again to a case in point
where several days ago the Cost of Living
Council Director warned cattlemen they
had better move their cattle to market
or the Government would take appropri-
ate action. I have it on good authority
the Cost of Living Council is going to put
a ceiling on bad weather to enable the
cattleman to move his cattle.

Now if it is germane for my colleagues
in this distinguished body to state pub-
licly that boycotting meat will lower the
price despite the fact that the boycott
can put the cattleman out of business, I
think my amendment would have been
germane.

If it is germane for my colleagues to
claim that *cattle barons” are getting
rich off of the consumer when in fact
they are experiencing the first reasonable
profits in 20 years. I think my amend-
ment would have been germane.

If it is germane for the President to
impose a ceiling on meat and endanger
our Nation's entire food supply system,
back off prices at the farm level, and
cause meat shortages, then I think my
amendment would have been germane.

If it is germane for the director of the
Cost of Living Council to warn cattlemen
of Government action if they do not move
their cattle to market, despite the fact
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the cattle are waist deep in mud, I think

my amendment would have been ger-

mane.

If it is germane for consumer advocates
to urge housewives across this Nation to
boycott meat in an effort to stop inflation
despite the fact that other costs—edu-
cation, health care, housing, clothing, la-
bor, entertainment—and other consumer
goods have increased more than the cost
of meat, then I think my amendment
would have been germane,

If it is germane for the President, the
Congress, the Cost of Living Council, and
consumers across this Nation to give the
farmer a black eye and single him out for
unfair blame and discriminatory treat-
ment, I think my amendment would have
been germane.

Since this rollback bill is apparently
the “answer” to high food costs that
many of my colleagues want to take back
to their constituents over the Easter
break, let us promptly act. Using this
same commonsense approach, we can
enable all of us to say we took immediate
action to satisfy the demand for meat
products in this country. It apparently
makes no difference that price rollback
legislation will create chaos in the rural
economy, cause many individual farm-
ers to declare bankruptcy, and in the long
run cause meat shortages. When that oc-
curs, we will have licked the problem.
Housewives will not have meat prices to
complain about because there will be no
meat. It is a matter of will. If the Cost
of Living Director states cattlemen can
“make a very nice living” with a cutback
in cattle prices, despite losses running
200 percent above normal due to adverse
weather, it is obviously a matter of will.
And, if the executive branch can do this,
I think we had better get busy here in
the legislative branch.

I might point out I originally thought
a good farm bhill or making it economi-
cally possible for the cattleman to stay
in business and increase his production
would have answered this food cost and
inflation problem. Buf, after paying close
attention to my colleagues during the de-
bate here today, I can see now it is sim-
ply a matter of will. That being the case,
let us put this distinguished body on rec-
ord and require cattle to produce calves
in one-half of the normal time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the genflewoman from New York
(Ms. ABzZUG).

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. ABZUG TO THE
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. WIDNALL
Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I offer an

amendment to the amendment in the

nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Ms. Aszvc to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. WinwaLn: at the end of the
amendment insert the following:

SEC. —. Bubsection (h) of section 203 of
the Economic Stabilization Act of 1970 is
amended to read as follows:

“{h) (1) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, the President is authorized
and directed to stabilize rents at levels pre-
valling on January 10, 1873. Thereafter, the
President shall only allow rents to increase
by the actual amount of any increase in any
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tax, fee, or service charge levied by a State
or local government and any necessary capital
improvement after the beginning of the pre-
ceding perlod of occcupancy (and not previ-
ously charged to any lessee) and allocable to
that residence, but no increase permitted
under this sentence shall exceed two and
one-half per centum in any year for any
housing unit.

“(2) The President may roll back rents to
levels lower than those prevailing on January
10, 1973, to carry out the purposes of this
Act:

“(3) This subsection shall pre-empt the
applicability of the provisions of State and
local rent control laws with respect to a
rental unit only to the extent that such laws
operate to permit to be charged for such unit
a rent in excess of that permitted by this
subsection.”

POINT OF ORDER

Mr, FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, a point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. FRENZEL. I did not hear the
amendment completely, Mr. Chairman,
but it sounded to me almost exactly like
the amendment which the House just
voted down. I would make the point of
order that we are getting into re-
dundancy.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ex-
amine the amendment.

Mr. FRENZEL. If was an amendment
offered by the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. PEPPER), Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BoLLiNGg). The
Chair has had an opportunity to examine
the amendments in question, and this
amendment is different from although
similar to the amendment offered by the
Gentleman from Florida. Therefore, the
Chair overrules the point of order and
recognizes the Gentlewoman from New
York.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, before
somebody moves to abolish the House I
thought it might be useful if we got a
significant rent control provision, so that
we would at least have some place some
of us could live in, at a rent we could
afford, after abolition.

Like the amendment offered by Mr.
PeppER, this amendment would freeze
residential rents at the January 10,
1973, levels, and would allow for in-
creases for taxes and necessary capital
improvements thereafter, but it would
not allow for operating increases and
would set an overall ceiling of 25 per-
cent annually, which is the inflation rate
Mr. Nixon has suggested is permissible.
Also, it would apply to housing covered
by local rent control wherever it would
set a lower rent than would the appli-
cable local law.

I believe Members all heard the pre-
vious speaker on the subject. Rents have
been rising sharply across this country.
I do not know whether some of the Mem-
bers in this House are aware of the fact
that of all occupied units in the United
States some 37 percent are renter-
occupied.

I have seen a lot of votes here today
for the less than 1 percent of the U.S.
population which raises cattle. I believe
it would be very useful indeed if we
found it in our hearts, in our legisla-
tive efforts and will, to put forth a vote




12546

here for the needs that tenants, who rep-
resent 37 percent of the American peo-
ple, have to fight this increase, which is
heightened due to the moratorium on
federally assisted housing. Vacancy
problems have been very serious. There
have been increases in major areas
throughout the country, in some cases
30 to 60 percent. Among the standard
Metropolitan statistical areas whose rent
increase rate in the latter half of 1972
exceeded the administration’s goal of
215 percent are Boston, Buffalo, New
York, Philadelphia, San Francisco,
Washington, Chicago, Detroit, Honolulu,
and Atlanta. According to a study re-
cently prepared by the Library of Con-
gress, with the lifting of mandatory rent
controls under phase III, “competitive
pressures on rents will be especially se-
vere for those groups who can least
afford higher rents—namely, the larger,
low-income urban family.”

Unless economic stabilization strictly
controls all prices, rents, profits, and in-
terest rates, allows working people some
catch-up pay increases, exempts those
who earn less than $3.50 an hour from
wage controls, and provides realistic en-
forcement procedures that will really
protect consumers, the major burden will
continue to be placed on the wage earner,
the middle class and those on fixed in-
comes. It would be better not to extend
the President’s stabilization powers at all
than to arm him further with the kind
of discretionary authority that has al-
lowered prices, rents, and profits to soar.

I urge the adoption of my amendment,
and the defeat of the Widnall substitute.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. Aszuc) to
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. WIpNALL).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion—demanded by Ms. Aszuc—there
were—ayes 114, noes 185.

RECORDED VOTE

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 147, noes 250,
answered present 5, not voting 31, as

follows:
[Roll No. 94]
AYES—147

Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Annunzio
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Bennett
Bergland
Biaggl
Bingham
Blatnik
Brademas
Brasco
Breaux

Dominick V.
Danielson
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellums
Dent
Diggs
Donohue
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Evans, Colo.

Griffiths
Gubser

Gude

Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Hawkins

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.

Helstoski
Holifield
Holtzman
Howard
Ichord
Johnson, Calif.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeier
Eazen
Eluczynski
Koch

Kyros
Leggett
Lehman
Long, La.
McCormack
McDade
McKay
Macdonald
Madden
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Melcher
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley

Abdnor
Anderson, I11.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bafalis
Baker
Beard
Bell
Bevill
Biester
Blackburn
Boland
Bowen
Bray
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohilo
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burleson, Tex.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Coughlin
Crane
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert

W.,Jdr.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.0.
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala,
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Findley
Fisher
Flowers
Flynt

Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Moss
Murphy, IIL
Murphy, N.Y.
Nedzi

Nix

O'Hara
O'Neill
Owens

Parris

Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Peyser

Price, I11.
Randall

Rees

Reid

Reuss

Riegle
Rinaldo
Rodino

Roe

Rogers
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl

NOES—250

Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gettys
Gibbons
Ginn
Goldwater
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Gross
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harsha
Hastings
Heinz
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Horton
Hoamer
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Jarman
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Eeating
EKemp
Eetchum
Kuykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Lent
Litton
Long, Md.
Lott
Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McEwen
McFall
McEinney
McSpadden
Madigan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary

Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
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Roybal
St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Saylor
Schroeder
Seiberling
Staggers
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steele
Stokes
Studds
Sullivan
Symington

Thompson, N.J.

Tiernan
Van Deerlin
Vanik
‘Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wolff
Wright
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.

Mathis, Ga.
Mayne
Meeds
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Miller
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Mosher
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
O'Brien
Pettis
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
ick

Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.XY.
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.X.
Rose

Roush
Rousselot

¥
Runnels
Ruppe
Sandman
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Bmith, N.¥.
Snyder
Spence
Stanton,

J. William.
Steed
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
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Wryatt
Wydler
Wylile
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, I1l.
Young, S.C.
Wilson, Bob Young, Tex.
Wilson, Zablocki
Charles, Tex. Zion
Winn
ANSWERED PRESENT—5
Minshall, Ohio Teague, Calif.
Railsback
NOT VOTING—31
Alexander Jones, Ala. Rooney, N.Y.
Ashley King Ruth
Boggs Mathias, Calif. Ryan
Bolling Metcalfe Talcott
Clark Mitchell, NY. Vigorito
Conyers Morgan Waldie
Dingell Passman Wiggins
Dulski Patman Young, Fla.
Eilberg Podell Zwach
Hanna Rangel
Harvey Regula
So the amendment to the amendment
in the nature of a substitute was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, PEYSER TO THE
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY ME. WIDNALL

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the amendment in the
nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Peyser to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. WmowaLL: At the end of the
amendment insert the following:

SecTioN 1. The Economic Stabilization Act
of 1970 is amended by redesignating sections
204 through 220 as sections 206 through 222,
respectively, and by inserting immediately
after section 203 the following new sections:
*“§ 204 Ceiling on prices

“(a) Notwithstanding any other provisions
of this Act, a celling is imposed on all food
prices at levels no higher than those pre-
valling March 16, 1973. The President may,
by written order stating in full the considera-
tions for his actions, make adjustments with
respect to prices in order to correct gross in-
equities.

“(b) Immediately, but not later than sixty
days after the date of enactment of this sec-
tion, the President shall, by written order
stating in full the considerations for his
action, roll back prices to levels lower than
those prevailing on March 16, 1973, in order
to reduce inflation and otherwise carry out
the purposes of this Act. The President may
make specific exemptions from the rollback
by written order stating in full the con-
siderations for his action determining that
such rollback is unnecessary.

“{c)(1) Whenever the Consumer Price
Index (all items—United States city aver-
age) as compiled by the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tisties, United States Department of Labor,
for a calendar month exceeds—

“(A) an annual rate of 3 per centum for
any three consecutive months (the first such
month of which begins after the sixtieth
day after the date of enactment of this sec-
tion), or

“{B) an annual rate of 2.5 per centum
for any twelve consecutive monthe (the first
such month of which begins after the close
of February 28, 1973), then within thirty
calendar days the President is authorized
and directed to issue orders and regulations
to establish a mandatory program to sta-
bilize prices, wages, and salaries at levels not
less than those prevailing om May 25, 1970,
in order to reduce inflation;

“(2) (A) Notwithstanding any other pro-
visions of this Act, no order or regulation
may be issued under the subsection unless

Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Treen

Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler

Ware
Whalen
‘White
Whitehurst
‘Whitten
Widnall
Williams

Conte
Grover
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it 15 made on the record after opportunity
for a hearing,

“(B) Notwithstanding any other provisions
of this Act, the public shall have access to
all data and other information which is the
basis for or is used in any manner to formu-
late any standards issued by the President
under this section.

“§ 205 Stabilization of rents

‘“(a) Except as provided by subsection (c)
and notwithstanding any other provisions of
this Act, the President is authorized and di-
rected to stabilize rents at levels prevailing
on January 10, 1973. Thereafter, the President
shall only allow rents to increase by the
actual amount of any increase in any tax,
fee, or service charge levied by a State or
local government and any reasonable
capital Improvement after the begin-
ning of the preceding period of occupancy
(and not previously charged to any lessee)
and allocable to that residence, and any reas-
onable increased costs of services and
materials.

“{b) The President may roll back rents to
levels lower than those prevailing on Janu-
ary 10, 1973, to carry out the purposes of this
Act.

“(c) Bubsections (a) and (b) of this sec-
tion shall not apply to rents in those State,
county, or local jurisdictions where controls
on rents are in effect under State, county, or
local law and where the President determines
that such controls are more stringent than
the stabilization and rollback provisions of
subsections (a) and (b). In the event that
A State, county, or locality institutes con-
trols on rents after this section takes effect,
then subsections (a) and (b) shall cease to
apply in that jurisdiction if the President
determines that such controls are more
stringent than the stabilization and rollback
provisions of subsections (a) and (b). For
the purposes of this section, the term ‘State’
means any State of the United States, the
District of Columbia, any territory of the
United States, Puerto Rico, Guam, American
Samoa, and the Virgin Islands.”

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, this is
truly a challenge. I have only 100 seconds
to speak for all our senior citizens who
are living on limited incomes, for our
young families who are just getting
started, for our middle-income people
facing the cost of education for their
children and the most of maintaining
their homes, and for all people who are
struggling to make ends meet.

In the simplest terms, the American
people, our constituency can do without
many products but they must have food
to eat and a place to live. It was said on
the floor earlier this afternoon that all
amendments were doomed to failure.
This has already been disproved. If we
can vote to grant labor and management
the right to a hearing, certainly we in
good conscience must vote to give our
people a hearing in the supermarkets and
in their homes.

I honestly believe the Members of this
Congress are responsive to the needs of
the people. If the Congress in its wisdom
decides upon what I have suggested, then
it will come up with an answer that will
truly speak to this frightening national
crisis,

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

Mr. PEYSER. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. VANIK).

Mr., VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to inquire of the gentleman if his

amendment applies to raw agricultural
prices.

Mr. PEYSER. Yes; this does apply to
raw agricultural prices.

Mr, VANIE, I thank the gentleman.
I think it is a very good amendment and
I hope my colleagues will support it.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. Peyser) to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. WIDNALL).

The question was taken; and on a
division—demanded by Mr. Revss—there
were—ayes 53, noes 169.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Mr. Chair-
man, I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 101, noes 303,
not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No. 95]
AYES—101

Abzug Ford,
Adams William D.
Addabbo Fraser
Anderson, Grasso
Calif. Green, Pa.
Annunzio Griffiths
Badillo Gude
Barrett Hansen, Wash.
Bennett Harrington
Biaggl Hawkins
Bingham Hechler, W. Va.
Boland Heckler, Mass,
Brademas Helstoskl
Brasco Holtzman
Brown, Calif. Howard
Burke, Calif. Jordan
Burke, Mass. EKarth
Carey, N.Y. Eoch
Carney, Ohio Kyros
Chisholm Macdonald
Clay Madden
Corman Meeds
Cotter Minish
Daniels, Mi
Dominick V.
Danielson
Delaney
Dellums
Diggs
Donchue
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif,

Peyser
Pritchard
Rees

Reid
Reuss
Rinaldo

Roe
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Roybal

5t Germain
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Seiberling
Snyder
Staggers
Stanton,

Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Moss

Nedzi

Nix

O'Hara
O'Neill
Patman
Patten
Pepper

Yatron
Young, Ga.
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Fountain

Frelinghuysen

Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Gettys
Gilaimo
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gongzalez
Goodling
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hannsa
Hanrahan

Long, Md.
Lott

Lujan
McClory
McCloskey
McCollister
MeCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McKinney
McSpadden
Madigan
Mahon
Mailllard
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoli
Melcher
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Miller

Hansen, Idaho

Harsha
Hastings
Hays
Hébert
Heinz
Henderson
Hicks
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifield
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Huber
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman

Mizell
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Mosher
Murphy, Il
Murphy, N.Y.
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
Obey
O'Brien
Owens
Parris
Perkins
Pettis
Pickle
Pike

Johnson, Calif. Poage

Johnson, Colo.

Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Eastenmeier
Kazen
EKeating
Eemp
Eetchum
Eluezynski
EKuykendall
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent

OAag!
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, I11.
Price, Tex.
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall
Rarick
Rhodes
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.X.
Rogers
Ronealio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.X.

Rose
Rostenkowski
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Roy
Rununels
Ruppe
Ruth
Sandman
Sarasin

Satterfield
Baylor
Scherle
Schneebeli
Sebelius
Shipley
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Sikes
Sisk
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Spence
Stanton,

J. William
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Btuckey
Symington
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Walsh

Wampler

Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Young, Alaska
Young, IL.
Young, 8.0,
Young, Tex.
Zablockl
Zion

Anderson, I11.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

Arcf: er

Bergland
Bevill
Biester
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Bowen
Bray
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley

Broyhill, N.C,

NOES—303

Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Coughlin
Crane
Cronin
Culver

Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W.,Jr.
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.

Dellenback
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan

du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch

Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn,
Findley

Fisher

Flowers

Flynt

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe

Litton
Long, La.

Roush
Rousselot

NOT VOTING—29

King Rooney, N.Y.
Mathias, Calif. Ryan
Metcalfe Talcott
Mitchell, N.Y. Vigorito
Morgan Waldie
Passman Whitten
Podell Wiggins
Rangel Young, Fla.
Regula Zwach
Riegle

Alexander
Ashley
Bolling
Clark
Conyers
Dingell
Dulski
Eilberg
Harvey
Jones, Ala.

So the amendment to the amendment
in the nature of a substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
PICKLE) .

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, it is my
understanding the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. RousseLoT) will offer a mo-
tion to recommit at the proper time, and
under the rules of the House it is his right
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to do so. I am going to ask for a division
vote on that, because I think we ought to
have a chance to vote on controls or no
controls.

It seems very strange to me today that
we have spent 6 or 7 hours of debate,
every word of which has been related to
whether we should have some kind of
controls in phases I, II, or III, or what
kind of controls we should extend. We
ought to be considering whether we
should go ahead with controls or not. I
think probably it is better for us to let
the economiec barometer run its course, as
risky and as unpleasant as it might be,
than to continue with another year of our
present program.

Are we so hooked on controls, whether
it is a price- or wage-related matter, that
we cannot turn our economy loose in
peace time? I think we have reached a
point where we ought to let it take its
run.

You can vote against the Widnall
amendment, which could be considered a
vote against the Patman bill, but that
might be interpreted as a vote as against
the Patman bill.

So, Mr. Chairman, I will ask for a divi-
sion on the recommittal motion.

The CHAIRMAN, The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. DEN-
NIS).

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, as I have
listened to the debate here this afternoon
it has occurred to me we ought to set
the words to music, and call it “Walking
Through an Economic Wonderland.” We
are indebted to the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. SEeeL1us) for enlivening an
otherwise rather dreary debate by re-
minding us that we cannot legislate the
gestation period of a cow but, no more,
in the long run, as a matter of fact, can
we legislate the level of prices and wages
contrary to the thrust and drive of the
powerful economic forces, including Gov-
ernment expenditures in excess of in-
come, which in the end will set them.

It has been suggested here that the
people think we can prevent inflation-
ary prices, merely by passing a law
against them. If it is true that they do
think that, since it is not an economic
fact and we cannot really do it, I suggest
it might be well, since inflation is such
a cruel tax, to tell the people the truth.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Missouri (Mr.
ICHORD).

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
WYLIE) .

Mr. WYLIE, Mr. Chairman, might I
ask if there are any amendments still
pending?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
that there is an amendment or two at the
desk, but the Chair is not clear whether
they are going to be offered.

Mr. WYLIE. Then, Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
MICHEL)
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Mr. MICHEL, Mr. Chairman, it is a
wonderful thing we are trying to do for
the consumer here this afternoon—a
truly marvelous thing.

It is not bad enough that retail food
prices have shot up in the supermarkets.
No, we are going to fix that. We are
going to fix it by taking some of that food
off of the grocery shelves, I guess if some
food items are not there to buy, that
ought to stop some of the complaints
about high prices.

Now, that is what I call a real service.
Whoever dreamed up this idea of a roll-
back really deserves to be compli-
mented—or something.

You do not think I am serious? You
think I am exaggerating? Bluffing? You
think maybe I am trying to protect some-
body’s inflated profits at the housewife’s
expense?

Well, you are wrong on all counts. You
only need two things to prove the valid-
ity of what I am saying:; a little common-
sense, and a copy of this—“Average
Prices Received by Farmers, March 15,
1973,” published by the U.S. Department
of Agriculture.

What is that? You missed what I said?
Let me repeat it, then. I said that a price
rollback, either to the middle of January
or to the middle of March, will mean
shortages of some food items at the retail
level. In other words, it will mean some
bare grocery shelves.

You do not understand how that can
be? Let me tell you.

Let us consider a January rollback, for
instance, and use turkey as an example.
You like turkey? Is it still a bargain, rela-
tively speaking? Well, then, you had
better stock up, and here is why.

Two of my constituents, a man and
his brother are in the turkey raising
business. They raise 30,000 of these birds
a year, supplying the retail market with
about 450,000 pounds of turkey annually.

They raise them in 3 groups of 10,000
each, and it takes about 18 weeks for
each group to grow to marketing weight.
They are now about 7 weeks along with
their first group this year.

Last year and the year before their
feed cost them, per ton, $99.80 and $95.80,
respectively, and they received an aver-
age market price per pound of 21 cents
and 23 cents, respectively.

This year their feed is costing them
just about double. That is right, just
about double—$195 per ton. And all their
other production costs, including the in-
terest on their operating loans, have gone
up, too.

In fact, in order just to get their
money back on this first group of birds—
now listen to this—in order just to break
even, without any return for investment
and labor, they will have to receive a
minimum of 28 cents per pound when
they sell those turkeys in 11 weeks.
Twenty-eight cents a pound, and if some
of these birds, get sick and die, or get
killed—which sometimes happens—that
28 cents would not cover their costs.

Now, if you just look at this table—
“Average prices received, etc.” see that
a price rollback to January will pre-
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sent them with a little problem, be-
cause the price of turkeys at the farm
level on January 15 was 24 cents.

Are you listening? Twenty-four cents.
And remember, they will have 28 cents
invested in those birds.

So, you say, that is tough. So what?
Farming is a gamble, and they knew that
when they went into the business. They
knew that when they bought those 10,000
turkey poults T weeks ago. So, everybody
loses once in a while.

Well, I will tell you “so what.” If this
happens, those brothers are going to cut
their losses and forget about turkeys this
year. Normally, they would raise two
more flocks of 10,000 birds each in 1973,
but if a price rollback guarantees them a
loss, they would be fools to buy any more
poults. And they would not do it.

What does that mean? It means that
these brothers will not be supplying the
market with the 300,000 pounds of
turkeys they would ordinarly raise be-
tween now and the end of this year. And
other turkey producers all across the
c{_)untry will find themselves in similar
circumstances.

So, do not worry about turkey prices.
You will not be able to buy any at any
price—legally, that is.

Oh, we might have some bootleg
turkeys—especially around Thanksgiv-
ing. You will be walking down the street
watching the pigeons on the sidewalk
and thinking vaguely about squab with
stuffing if one gets close enough, and this
voice will come hissing out of the alley—

Hey, mister: You interested in a hot
turkey?

}Sfaound farfetched? Do not kid your-
self.

OK, OK, you say. We have got a com-
promise. We will just roll back to the
middle of March. How is that?

That is just as stupid.

Farmers were getting 28.4 cents for
turkeys on March 15. That four-tenths
of a cent will barely cover the increased
interest these brothers are paying on
their operating loans. Sure, that is bet-
ter than a direct out-of-pocket loss, but
it is no incentive to raise any more tur-
keys. Would you raise them for free? No
return on your investment and nothing
for your time? Would you?

All right. I have used turkeys as an
example. The situation applies as well
to other livestock and commodities. A
rollback will freeze in out-of-pocket
losses to many producers, and create the
best doggone disincentive for food pro-
duction that anybody could dream up if
if he spent months working on it.

Well, how about a rollback to March?
Surely, farm prices went up between
January and Marech?

Yes, some did. And, some went down.
Wheat, rye, corn, oats, barley, sorghum,
and dry beans went down. So did grape-
fruit and temples, and milk and eggs.

But, production costs did not go down.
The things that farmers have to buy
went up. The official price index of farm
costs went up from 458 in January to
472 in March—a record high.

So, what would a March rollback do
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for these commodities? The same thing
a January rollback would do for turkeys
and others—freeze in out-of-pocket
losses for many producers and create a
disincentive to produce. How long will
ezgs keep in the refrigerator?

I hope by now I have made my point—
that a rollback to any point in time—
even to yesterday—will put some food
producers in a situation where they will
be guaranteed a loss. And if you hold
that in effect for a while, it will inevita-
bly mean shortages of some foods, and
probably black markets.

So, if we are going to have a rollback,
let us at least give a little thought to
what foods are preferred by the major-
ity, so that we can plan to have our
shortages in other commodities.

(Mr. ROUSSELOT asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the RECORD.)

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Chairman, the
kind of sweeping controls which we are
going 1o be asked to impose on the Amer-
ican economy, if H.R. 6168 is passed,
would necessarily involve limitations on
the profits which may be earned by indi-
vidual people and enterprises. In effect a
large portion of American industry will
be declared a virtual “public utility” if
this bill is enacted. Mr. Allen Nixon, pres-
ident of the Southern States Industrial
Council, has written en excellent analy-
sis of the impact which limitations on
profits would have on our free economy.
At this time I should like to share with
my colleagues the valuable thoughts ex-
pressed in Mr, Nixon's statement:

Price CommissioN VERSUS FReEE ENTERPRISE
(By Allen Nixon)

NasHvVILLE, TENN,, January 4, 1973.—When
Congress enacted wage and price controls
and the administration put them into effect,
it was Inevitable that economic injustice and
downright absurdity would result. The na-
tion's experience with controls during World
War II and the EKorean War demonstrated
that regulation of a free economy leads to a
variety of bureaucratic abuses. The regu-
lators' desire for power produces violations
of the principles of free enterprise basic to
America’s prosperity.

A case in point is the Price Commission's
“profit margin limitation rule” which threat-
ens to play havoc with the financial stability
of countless companies vital to the economic
well-being of the communities in which they
are based.

Before explaining this rule and how it is
being applied, it is worthwhile noting that
the real menace of Big Government lies in
the rule-making power of the bureaucracy.
This capacity of the bureaucracy to create
administrative law is a capacity to exercise
tyranny over the property of citizens, As a
result, when the Congress gave the President
power to regulate wages and prices, it pre-
pared the groundwork for a maze of admin-
istrative regulations with the force of law—
regulations not drafted by members of Con-
gress but by faceless bureaucrats,

Thus it is that companies today must
reckon with the “profit margin limitation
rule,” which, in effect, requires that busi-
nessmen devote their best energles to mak-
ing sure that they don't succeed too well,
that the free enterprise system not work to
best advantage.

The “profit margin limitation rule” pro-
vides that a company’'s operating profits for
1972 cannot exceed the average of such
profits secured during the two best years of
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the three years ending prior to Aug. 15, 1971
as expressed as a percentage of sales. If a
company’s profits are in excess of the maxi-
mum and if it did not roll back prices be-
fore the end of 1972, it must pay triple dam-
ages as a penalty. That is, according to the
Wall Street Journal, the Price Commission
orders the company to reduce prices, or make
refunds, equal to three times of either the
profit-margin excess or the price overcharges.

This penalty is vicious and vindictive, not
to speak of being completely contrary to
everything in the free enterprise system.
Moreover, it is grossly unfair to what the
Price Commission calls Tier III companies,
generally those with sales under $50 million
a year. These companies, as a rule, don't fig-
ure their earnings on a quarterly basis. They
usually don't know their percentage of profit
until they examine their accounts and take
inventory at the end of their fiscal year. But
when they do this, they may discover they
bhave violated the “profit margin limitation
rule.”

The Price Commission, in setting up the
averaging procedure, ignores the fact that a
company may have had three unprofitable
years in a row. Under the administrative rule,
however, a company with this experience is
restricted to a profit level derived from years
of below-normal profitability.

Moreover, the Price Commission ignores
the fact that the product mix is a key factor
for retailers and wholesalers. In many such
businesses, some items produce a good profit
while others have very low profitability. A
businessman can't tell in advance how much
he will sell of the various items. He would
need a crystall ball to determine the product
mix in advance.

Nevertheless, the penalty can be stagger-
ing. A medium-size company, with a profit
figure of about 1.5 per cent above the ap-
proved level, may be faced with a half million
dollar penalty. In short, the “profit margin
limitation rule" can be a disaster.

The average small and medium business
doesn't have large cash reserves into which
it can dip to pay penalties, especially when
faced with huge quarterly tax payment de-
mands.

TUnless the Price Commission abolishes the
“profit margin limitation rule” penalty, it
could turn out to be a “business buster.” In
any case, the businessman, who should be
devoting his attention to creating earnings
for his stockholders, has to devote much of
his time to making sure that the earnings
record is not too good. The situation is ab-
surd, fantastic and outrageous!

‘While the Price Commission works over-
time seeing that companies don't enjoy a
good margin of profit, the President and vari-
ous federal agencies keep saying that they
want to activate the economy and create
healthier economic conditions. But healthier
economic conditions mean healthy profits.
The higher profits a company earns the bet-
ter chance there is for wage increases based
on productivity, for new hiring, enlargement
of trade at home and overseas, and for an
improved trickle-down effect in the commu-
nities where a company has plants or outlets.

The Price Commission officials don't seem
to understand the causes of prosperity or the
nature of the trickle-down effect. Their
minds seem set on regulating and control-
ling. Barron's Financial Weekly pointed this
out in a recent article on the way the gov-
ernment has fouled up the lumber business,
The magazine noted that the federal gov-
ernment’s action are contradictory. “On the
one hand,” said the paper, “the federal gov-
ernment, through lavish support of home
buillding and mortgage lending, has pushed
housing starts to a record-breaking 2.4 mil-
lion units. On the other hand, in order to
avold the inflationary consequences, the au-
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thorities seek to clamp a lid on such key
building materials as lumber and plywood,
or, failing that, insist upon their quota of
scapegoats.”

In the current price situation, the federal
government is the real culprit. The govern-
ment is the single biggest supplier of raw
timber. About 22 per cent of the nation's
lumber needs are met by the national for-
ests, But while the Price Commission im-
poses strict controls on the finished prod-
ucts sold by lumber dealers the U.S. For-
est Service sells logs to the highest bidder.

Good businessmen, responding to market
conditions, attempt to boost sales and reduce
operating expenses. But when they are suc-
cessful in doing that, they run into the dan-
ger of federal penalties as a result of the
“profit margin limitation rule.”

In other words, the government, after en-
couraging business activity, turns around,
through the agency of the Price Commission,
and penalizes businessmen who show effi-
ciency and enterprise. This can't be allowed
to continue if the government wants to pro-
mote the overall growth of the economy.

Businessmen are only doing what energetic,
intelligent businessmen are supposed to do—
make & good profit for their shareholders. In
the current situation, there is no way the
businessman can win. If he is inefliclent, his
company is endangered. If he makes a good
profit, he is likely to be faced with a stiff
federal penalty because of unreasonable fed-
eral rules. Certainly, the federal rules should
not be set up in such a way to endanger a
competent executive’s position with his board
and stockholders.

Some bureaucrats, sad to say, most prob-
ably delight in trapping the businessman who
shows a good profit as a result of efficient
operation. In the long run, however, the ap-
plication of the “profit margin limitation
rule” will impose the most drastic penalty
not on corporations but on the American peo-
Ple. They will be deprived of the effective
working of the free enterprise system which
is their greatest economic boon. All this sim-
ply underscores the need for scrapping the
unwise and unworkable regulatory apparatus.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
GRoss).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back my time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
ANNUNZIO) .

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, during
my 9 years in the House of Representa-
tives I have cast many votes, but the
“no” vote I am casting today against this
legislation is perhaps the strongest that
I have cast.

I am voting “no” because this bill
in its present form favors those whose
interests lies in avoiding any price con-
trols.

A simple extension of the Economic
Stabilization Act means that this body
is telling the American people that it
has absolutely no concern in their eco-
nomic welfare. In the 3 years that the
President has had wage and price con-
trols, he was managed to turn a rather
stable economy into an economy that
shows the highest food prices in nearly
a quarter of a century and an economy
that very shortly may find itself without
any petroleum or gasoline reserves.
Faced with such a record, I find it im-
possible to vote to give the President
another year in which to add to his
shameful record.
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The Members of this body may well
have satisfied the wishes of the lobbyists,
but how are they going to answer the
complaints of their constituents that
food prices are too high. We had an op-
portunity today to bring food prices
down, but we refused to take action. We
have turned our backs on the American
people, and we have shirked our respon-
sibilities as lawmakers.

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

Mr. ANNUNZIO. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, before
consideration of the amendment offered
by Mr. PevysER, the gentleman from New
York, I intended to offer the following
amendment:

Page 1, Immediately after line 7, insert
the following new section:

“Sgc. 2. Section 203 of the Economic Sta-
bilizatlon Act of 1970 is amended by insert-
ing at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“*(}) Whenever the authority of this title
is implemented in any manner, the Presi-
dent shall, by order, stabilize the prices of
all raw agricultural products.’”

This amendment would direct the
President to order controls on meat and
raw agricultural products if he exercised
c¢-ntrols.

The escalation of food prices and meat
provide the most violent threat to a sta-
ble economy. If agricultural prices and
meat cannot be controlled—nothing else
can be controlled.

If we expect to hold the line on prices
of other commodities and labor, we must
hold prices across the board. There can
be no exceptions.

In my collogquy with Mr. PEYSER, he in-
dicated that his amendment would apply
to raw agricultural products, which was
the thrust of my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from Missouri
(Mrs. SULLIVAN) .

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to Mr., WipNaLL's amend-
ment on the nature of a substitute. If any
Member were to take a selective poll of
sentiment in his congressional district
about the provisions of HR. 6168, the
Member would find that practically every
special interest group in the District op-
poses it. The farmers oppose it, of course,
because they like the prices they have
been receiving and do not want to be
regulated. The stores and their whole-
salers oppose it because it would cause
a lot of paperwork, and extra work, in
marking down the prices they have so
busily marked up since phase IIT began.
The gamblers in commeodities futures
hate the idea of having their margins
subject to regulation. The officials of the
big oil companies are incensed over the
idea of assuring adequate gasoline and
oil supplies to small distributors, and in-
dependent retailers. The landlords cer-
{ainly do not want this bill at all. Not at
all.

So who likes the idea of stopping in-
flation? Only the people like it.

And let me warn the Members of this
House: If we do not do what the people
have been demanding we do—and that is
stop this horrible increase in living
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costs—all of the businessmen you have
been hearing from this past week, about
the inconveniences created for them by
H.R. 6168, are going to be telephoning
you in a couple of months pleading with
you to stop the union demands for tre-
mendous wage increases.

And what will you tell those business-
men then? Will you say then, that the
President made a mistake when he
junked the whole fabric of price con-
trols in January? That will not solve
anything. The question will be—how did
the individual Member vote on the House
floor on April 16 when we had the op-
portunity to stop this inflation?

If President Nixon had removed con-
trols on October 10 instead of January
10, he would not be President today. I
think every Republican Member of this
House recognizes that fact. President
Nixon does not have to face the voters
of this country again. Those who do have
e different stake from the President’s in
this legislation to stop inflation.

The President asks for another year
of the same free hand he has had up to
now, in using controls or junking them
as he sees fit. If Congress gives him that
free hand, knowing what we know now
about the manner in which he turned the
inflation of January 10, and thereafter,
loose on the American people, I hope
the Members who vote for that outcome
will level with the American people and
say they don’t think Congress should do
any more than rubber stamp the White
House on the most fundamental issues of
prices, wages, rents, interest rates, and
other aspects of our daily lives.

Unless we mandate effective controls,
rather than just a continuation of this
galloping inflation, we will be abdicating
our responsibility, President Nixon has
had more power than any President in
our history to stop inflation—his grant
of authority is wider than that given
Franklin D. Roosevelt in World War II
or Harry S Truman in the EKorean war.
Roosevelt and Truman wused their
authority to hold inflation in check.
President Nixon has not.

So, if we merely extend the present
law without requiring that effective steps
be taken to stop rising prices, rents, and
interest rates, we will be giving President
Nixon a vote of confidence in phase III.

That is the issue here. Has President
Nixon done a good job in holding infla-
tion in check? Those Members who think
he has done a good job will vote merely
to extend his present authority. If they
prevail, then let them explain to their
constituents why they think all of the
increases in food costs and in rents and
in everything else under phase III are
good for the country and good for the
people.

Every Member of this House professes
to be for the consumer. Most of the Mem-
bers have bitterly denounced high prices.
Now let us see who votes for a continua-
tion of those prices. This is the moment
of truth. I cannot vote for a continua-
tion of a program that has been so un-
fairly administered. The Congress can
adopt a better bill and it must.

(By unanimous consent Mr. PaTMAN
yvielded his time to Mr. REES.)

April 16, 1973

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MHR. REES TO THE
AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MRE. WIDNALL

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment fo the amendment in the
nature of a substitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Rees to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. WmNALL: at the end of the
amendment insert the following:

“DEFINITION OF WAGES AND SALARIES

“Sec. 3. Section 203(g) of the Economic
Stabilization Act of 1970 is amended to read
as follows:

*“*(g) For the purposes of this title, the
term “wages” and “salaries” do not Include
reasonable contributions by any employer

pursuant to a compensation adjustment
for—

*“*(1) any pension, profit sharing, or an-
nuity and savings plan which meets the re-
quirements of section 401(a), 404(a)(2),
or 403(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954;

**(2) any group insurance plan; or

*'(3) any disability and health plan;
unless the President determines that the
contributions for such purposes made by
any such employer are unreasonably incon-
sistent with the standards for wage, salary,
and price increases issued under subsection
(b) or under any other provision of this
title. Contributions necessary to maintain
reasonable benefit provisions provided in
any plan described In this subsection shall
not be considered *“unreasonably incon-
sistent"." "

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

Mr. REES. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. WIDNALL. The minority will ac-
cept the amendment.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to know what the amendment says,
whether we accept it or not.

Mr. REES. Under the present law as
we passed it last year, it says that
pension plans, profit sharing, and so
forth, contributions to these funds are
not under the definition of wages and
salaries unless they appear to be unrea-
sonably inconsistent in regard to the
standards set by the Pay Board on
Wages and Salaries and Price Increases.
The problem is that all industries are
regulated under the Pay Board except
one industry, and that is the building
trades. They are regulated under the
Construction Industry  Stabilization
Committee.

All this amendment does is to say that
the building trades in terms of the defi-
nition of wages and salaries will take
the same definition that we mandated
last year, and the definition is now ac-
cepted by the Pay Board, so that all in-
dustry, including the building trades,
will be included under the definition set
down by the Pay Board. That is all it
does.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from California (Mr. REEs) to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. WIDNALL).

The amendment to the amendment in
the nature of a substitute was agreed to.
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Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan, Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back the balance of my
time.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, as amended.

The amendment in the nature of a
substitute, as amended, was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. BorLrLing, chairman of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union reported that that com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 6168) to amend and ex-
tend the Economic Stabilization Act of
1970, pursuant to House Resolution 357,
he reported the bill back to the House
with an amendment adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAEER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read
the third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR.
ROUSSELOT

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I of-
fer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I am, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. RoUsseLoT moves to recommit the bill
H.R. 6168 to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered on the
motion to recommit.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

Mr, ASHBROOK. 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 164, nays 243,
not voting 26, as follows:

[Roll No. 96]

YEAS—164

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,

Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Badillo
Baker
EBarreit
Biaggi
Bingham
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Brademas
Brasco
Bray

Brown, Calif,
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burton
Carney, Ohio
Chappell
Chisholm
Clawson, Del
Clay

Collins
Conlan
Corman
Cotter

Crane
Cronin
Daniels,

Dominick V.

Danielson
de la Garza
Delaney

Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Dent
Derwinski
Diggs
Donohue
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif,
Fisher
Flood
Ford,
William D.
Fraser
Froehlich
Fulton
Gaydos
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Grasso

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffiths
Gubser
Hanley
Hanna
Harrington
Hawkins

Hays

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz
Helstoski
Hicks
Holifield
Holtzman
Howard
Huber
Hungate
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo,
Jordan

Earth
Kastenmeler
Eemp
Eetchum
Kluczynski
Eoch

Eyros
Landgrebe
Leggett
Lehman
Long, Md.
Lujan
McCormack
McFall

Abdnor
Anderson, Il1.
Andrews,

Dak

Arends
Aspin
Bafalis
Beard

Bell

Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blester
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler

Byron

Camp

Carey, N.Y.
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain

Cleveland

Co

Cohen

Collier
Conable

Conte
Coughlin
Culver

Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert

Devine
Dickinson
Dorn
Downing
Duncan

du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell

Madden
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Meeds

Michel
Miller
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Moakley
Moss
Murphy, T11.
Myers

Nedzi

Nix

Obey
O'Hara
O'Nelll
Owens
Parris
Patman
Patten
Pettis
Pickle
Powell, Ohio
Price, I11.
Rangel
Rarick

Reid
Rinaldo
Rodino

Roe

Roncalio, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl

NAYS—243

Findley
Fish
Flowers
Flynt
Foley
Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Fuqua
Gettys
Giaimo
Gibbons
Gllman
Ginn
Goodling
Gray
Gross
Grover
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash,
Harsha
Hastings
Hébert
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
EKazen
Eeating
Euykendall
Landrum
Latta
Lent
Litton
Long, La,
Lott

MeClory
McCloskey
McCollister
McDade
McEwen
McEay
McKinney
McSpadden
Macdonald
Madigan

Rousselot
Roybal
Sarbanes
Saylor
Seiberling
Shipley
Sikes
Slack
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stokes
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Treen
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Whalen
‘Wilson,
Charles H,,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Wollt
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.

Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mayne
Mazzoli
Melcher
Mezvinsky
Milford
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minshall, Ohio
Mizell

Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher
Murphy, N.Y.

Preyer
Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Railsback
Randall

Roncallo, N.Y,
Rose

Roush

Roy
Runnels
Ruppe
Ruth

8t Germain
Sandman
Barasin
Satterfield
Scherle
Schneebeli
Schroeder
Sebelius
Shoup
Shriver

Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
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Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Steed
Steiger, Ariz.
Btephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.

Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Ware

White
Whitehurst

Thomson, Wis. Whitten

Alexander
Ashley
Clark
Conyers
Dingell
Dulski
Eilberg
Harvey
Jones, Ala.

King

Mathias, Calif.
Metcalfe
Mitchell, N.¥.
Morgan
Passman
FPodell

Regula

Riegle
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Widnall
Willlams

Young, Alaska
Young, Il
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki

Zion

NOT VOTING—26

Rooney, N.Y.
Ryan
Talcott
Vigorito
Waldie
Wiggins
Young, Fla.
Zwach

So the motion to recommit was re-

jected.

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:
Mr. Rooney of New York for, with Mr, Pass-

man against.

Mr. Eilberg for, with Mr. King against.
Mr. Morgan for, with Mr. Mathias of Cali-

fornia against.

Mr. Dingell for, with Mr, Mitchell of New

York against.

Mr. Podell for, with Mr. Talcott against.
Mr. Vigorito for, with Mr, Young of Florida

against.

Mr. Riegle for, with Mr, Regula against.
Mr. Conyers for, with Mr. Zwach against,

Until further notice:

Mr. Dulski with Mr, Harvey.

Mr. Clark with Mr. Wiggins,

Mr. Alexander with Mr. Ashley.

Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Ryan,
Mr. Metcalfe with Mr. Waldle,

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.
Mr. WIDNALL. 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 293, nays 114,
not voting 26, as follows:
[Roll No. 97]
YEAS—203
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carter

Abdnor
Addabbo
Anderson,

Calif.
Anderson, T11.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

N. Dak,
Arends
Bafalis
Baker
Beard
Bell
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill

Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Duncan

du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell
Findley

Fish

Fisher

Flood

Chamberlain
Chappell
Clancy
Clausen,
Don H.
Cleveland
Cochran

Biaggi
Biester
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bowen

Bray

Breaux
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.

Cohen
Collier
Conable
Conte
Coughlin
Cronin
Danlel, Robert
W., Jr.
Daniel, Dan
Daniels,
Dominick V,
Danielson
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dellenback
Dent
Devine
Dickinson

Flowers

Flynt

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey

Fuqgua

Gaydos
Gettys

Giaimo
Glbbons
Gilman

Ginn
Goodling
Grasso

Gray
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Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Grifiiths
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hays
Hébert
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Henderson
Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan
Holifleld
Holt
Horton
Hosmer
Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
Eazen
Keating

McCloskey
McCollister
McCormack
McDade
McEwen
McFall
McEay
McEinney
McSpadden
Madigan

Abzug
Adams
Annunzio
Archer
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Aspin
Badillo
Barrett
Elackburn
Elatnik
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Brown, Calif.

Carney, Ohio
Chisholm
Clawson, Del
Clay
Collins
Conlan
Corman
Cotter
Crane
Culver
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Diggs
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Ford,
William D.
Froehlich
Fulton
Goldwater
Gonzalez

Mahon
Mailllard
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Mazzoll
Meeds
Melcher
Milford
Mills, Ark.
Mills, Md.
Minshall, Ohio
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Moorhead, Pa.
Mosher
Murphy, IIL.
Murphy, N.¥.
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix
O'Brien
Parris
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pike
Foage

Price, Tex.
Pritchard
Quie
Quillen
Railsback

Randall
Rees

Reid

Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rostenkowski
Roush

Roy

Runnels

Ruppe

Ruth
NAYS—114

Gross

Hanna
Hawkins
Hechler, W. Va.
Helstoski
Hicks
Holtzman
Howard
Huber
Hungate
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeler
Eemp
Ketchum
KEyros
Landgrebe
Lehman
Long, Md.
Macdonald
Madden
Mezvinsky
Michel
Miller
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.,
Moss

Nedzi

O 'Hara

O 'Nelll

Obey

Owens
Patman
Patten
FPickle
Powell, Ohio
Price, I11.
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Sandman
Sarasin
Satterfield
Saylor
Scherle
Schneebell
Sebelius
Seiberling
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster

Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Steed
Stephens
Stratton
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Callf.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Udall
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Vanik

Rangel
Rarlck
Reuss

Rodino

Roe
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rosenthal
Rousselot
Roybal
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Shipley
Smith, Iowa
St Germain
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Steele
Steelman
Steiger, Ariz.
Steiger, Wis.
Btokes
Studds
Sullivan
Symms
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Tiernan
Treen
Van Deerlin
Whalen
Williams
‘Wilson,
Charles H.,
‘Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Young, Ga.

NOT VOTING—26

King Rooney, N.Y.
Mathias, Calif. Ryan
Metcalfe Talcott
Mitchell, NY. Vigorito
Waldie

Morgan
Wiggins

Passman
Podell Young, Fla.
Zwach

Alexander
hley
Clark
Conyers
Dingell
Dulski
Eilberg
Harvey Regula
Jones. Ala. Riegle

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Eilberg for, with Mr. Waldie against.

Mr. Passman for, with Mr. Metcalfe against.

Mr. Jones of Alabama for, with Mr. Conyers
against.

Mr. Dulski for, with Mr. Dingell against.

Mr. Vigorito for, with Mr. Podell against.

Mr. Talcott for, with Mr. Riegle against.

Mr. Young of Florida for, with Mr. Rooney
of New York against.

Mr. Morgan for, with Mr. Ashley against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Clark with Mr. Harvey.

Mr, Ryan with Mr. Wiggins.

Mr. Mitchell of New York with Mr. King.

Mr. Alexander with Mr. Mathias of Cali-
fornia.

Mr. Regula with Mr. Zwach,

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of House Resolution 357, the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency is dis-
charged from the further consideration
of the bill, S. 398.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. PATMAN

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. ParmaN moves to strike out all after
the enacting clause in S. 398 and to insert
in leu thereof the provisions of H.R. 6168,
as passed, as follows:

That section 218 of the Economic Stabiliza-
tion Act of 1970 (title II of Public Law 92-
210; 85 Stat. 743) is amended by striking out
“April 30, 1973" and “May 1, 1973"” and in-
serting in Heu thereof “April 30, 1974" and
“May 1, 1974," respectively.

Sec. 2. Section 207(b) of the Economic
Stabilization Act of 1970 is amended by strik-
ing out the period at the end thereof and
inserting the following in lieu thereof: *:
Provided, That such agency shall issue no
order which has the effect of reducing wages,
or salaries in effect, or proposed to be put
into effect, in an appropriate employee unit
unless such order is made on the record after
opportunity for a hearing. Not less than
thirty days after issuance of such an order
a statement of explanation shall be directed
to the affected parties and made avallable to
the public. Such statement shall include a
full explanation of the reasons why the exist-
ing wage or salary, or proposed wage or salary
adjustment, does not meet the requirements
of or the standards established by the regu-
lations prescribed by the agency.”

DEFINITION OF WAGES AND SALARIES

Sec. 3. Section 203(g) of the Economic
Stabilization Act of 1970 is amended to read
as follows:

*“{g) For the purposes of this title, the
term ‘wages’ and ‘salaries’ do not Include
reasonable contributions by any employer
pursuant to a compensation adjustment for—

“(1) any pension, profit sharing, or an-
nuity and savings plan which meets the re-
quirements of section 401(a), 404(a)(2), or
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403(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954,

**(2) any group insurance plan; or

*{3) any disability and health plan;
unless  the President determines that the
contributions for such purposes made by
any such employer are unreasonably incon-
sistent with the standards for wage, salary,
and price increases issued under subsection
(b) or under any other provision of this title.
Contributions necessary to maintain reason-
able benefit provisions provided in any plan
described in this subsection shall not be con-
sidered ‘unreasonably inconsistent".”

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 6168) was
laid on the table.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the House insist
upon its amendment to the bill S. 398
and request a conference with the Sen-
ate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Tex-
as? The Chair hears none, and appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. PATMAN,
BarreTT, Mrs, SULLIVAN, Messrs. REuss,
8t GERMAIN, ANNUNzIO, REES, COTTER,
MircueLL of Maryland, WipNALL, JOHN-
soN of Pennsylvania, J. WiLLiam STAN-
TON, BLACKBURN, BROWN of Michigan, and
WYLIE.

GENERALLEAVE

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
uanimous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which fo revise
and extend their remarks and to include
extraneous matter on the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

ORDER TO PUT OVER ROLLCALL
VOTES UNTIL WEDNESDAY

Mr, O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the vote in the House
on any amendment adopted in the Com-
mittee of the Whole to the legislative
appropriation bill be put over until
Wednesday.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts?

There was no objection.

TAX DAY—1973

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr, Maz-
zoLl). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from California
(Mr. Corman) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, by mid-
night tonight the American taxpayer,
who has not already done so, will drop
his form 1040 and check for his 1972 in-
come tax into the mail box addressed to
his nearest branch of the Internal Reve-
nue Service. The “last-minute-April 15"
mailers—this year a day of grace—are
usually the average taxpayer who, while
taxes are always difficult to pay, has done
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so with what might be called good-
natured grumbling. But this year, some-
thing different is abroad in the land. The
good-natured grumbling has become se-
rious discontent. A 1972 Harris poll
showed that 88 percent of the people de-
manded “closing loopholes for high-in-
come people,” and 68 percent wanted
“corporate profits taxed at a higher
rate.”

Some say there is a taxpayer’s revolt
throughout the country. Perhaps so. It
must be very upsetting to the average
taxpayer to learn that we have a tax sys-
tem so arranged that a wealthy individ-
ual often pays no income tax, or perhaps
very little; and that giant corporations
enjoy great tax advantages which result
in a ridiculously low tax burden, given
the large profits realized by them. If the
average taxpayer believes that the Fed-
eral tax structure is terribly unfair and
inequitable, I can only agree with him.
If he joins a taxpayer's revolf, I can-
not blame him.

There is nothing wrong with the con-
cept of a Federal income tax system.
Most people agree that the costs which
the Federal Government assumes for its
citizens should be paid in this way. But,
the American people must be able to
have confidence in the system. It must
be fair; it must produce enough revenue
to meet the cost of public needs—not a
system replete with tax preferences,
shelters or loopholes for only a privileged
segment of the taxpaying population.

These loopholes, preferences, or shel-
ters—by whichever name one wishes to
call them—have a long history. In the
19205 we worried that we might not have
enough gasoline for our model T Fords,
so we adopted the oil depletion allow-
ance. After World War II, special tax
incentives were initiated to encourage
capital to flow into the building indus-
try. All sorts of special tax privileges
were provided for real property develop-
ment. Then it was thought that not
enough money was going into plant ex-
pansion, so the Congress provided an-
other special tax incentive—the invest-
ment credit. I could recite many more.
Perhaps the stated objectives of the so-
called “tax incentives” were a reason-
able national objective. But the methods
have proven, ineffective, expensive and
unfair,

This is why, Mr. Speaker, a number of
my colleagues joined me last year in an
initial effort for major tax reform. This
year we reintroduced the bill with
changes—symbolically numbered H.R.
1040—the Tax Equity Act of 1973.

As Chairman MmLs promised in the
fall of 1972, general tax reform has been
the first order of major business before
the Ways and Means Committee in the
93d Congress. For more than 2 months,
we have been hearing testimony, and the
hearings will continue through this week.
Preceding the public witnesses, the com-
mittee heard 11 panel discussions on
broad areas of the tax code. Specialists
in each area discussed their views with
the committee members and with each
other. It was an enlightening experience.
Our tax system was vigorously attacked

and defended. But, Mr. Speaker, I must
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say that no witness defended it as much
as did Presidential Aide John Ehrlich-
man on a recent ABC's “Issues and
Answers” program. His basic point was
that he could not find any loophole to
close, and that the only way to broaden
Federal revenues is fo tax contributions
to churches and the Boy Scouts. His com-~
ments were astounding. Let me quote a
few:

You don't raise very much money by mak-
ing every corporation pay a tax. Where you
really can raise money by closing loopholes
is if you don't let the average householder
deduct the interest on his mortgage any more,
and you don't let him deduct charitable con-
tributions to his church or to the Boy Scouts,
or you don't let him take personal exemp-
tions. Now that is where you can really raise
a lot of money. . . ."

Of course, this is not true and I am sure
that Mr. Ehrlichman knows it. His fail-
ure to point to the real revenue-raising
loopholes serving only the wealthy is ob-
viously a smokescreen to hide the serious
inequities in the tax code. These inequi-
ties are not a figment of the imagination,
but they are the very thoughtful concern
of the 51 Members of the House who
have cosponsored H.R. 1040, and I hope
the serious concern of every other Mem-
ber and Senator.

Mr, Speaker, referring to my earlier
comment that the panelists appearing
before the Ways and Means Committee
defended and attacked our present tax
laws, I think it would be useful to point
out the amendments contained in H.R.
1040 which were proposed by some of the
specialists. While they did not refer to
the language or pertinent section of
H.R. 1040, I am pleased to know that our
efforts for tax reform are supported by
these eminent experts in the tax field.

First, Current taxation of undistrib-
uted profits of controlled foreign cor-
porations, section 412 of H.R. 1040: the
following panelists recommended that
the existing deferral of tax on income
of foreign subsidiaries be eliminated:

Dr. Joseph Pechman, Brookings Insti-
tution.

Prof. Stanley S. Surrey, Harvard Law
School, Cambridge, Mass.

Prof. Peggy Musgrave, Northeastern
University, Boston, Mass.

Mr. Stanford G. Ross, law firm of
Caplin & Drysdale, Washington, D.C.

Prof. Lawrence M. Stone, University of
California School of Law, Berkeley, Calif.

According to the Wall Street Journal
of March 21, 1973, Chairman WiLsur D.
MiiLs supports this proposal. The article
stated:

# * ¢ One thing that should be changed,
he said, is the provision enabling multina-
tionals to defer U.S. taxes on foreign income
until it's brought back to this country. “I
thought we can eliminate this shelter by
making this income subject to American tax,”
he said, * ¢ *

Second. Taxing capital gain income
as ordinary income, sections 101 and
102 of H.R. 1040. The following panelists
supported the taxation of capital gains
at ordinary income rates:

Dr. Joseph Pechman, Brookings Insti-
tution.

Prof. Harvey D. Brazer, University of

Michigan, Ann Arbor, Mich.
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Prof. Richard A. Musgrave, Harvard,
Cambridge, Mass.

Professor Musgrave supported the
proposition that in computing the
amount of eapital gains to be taxed as
ordinary income, some adjustment
should be made for the factor of infla-
tion.

Professor Brazer recommended reduc-
ing the top rate on individuals to 50 per-
cent—as does H.R. 1040—if capital gains
are taxed as ordinary income,

Third. Repeal of ADR and the invest-
ment credit, sections 401 and 402 of H.R.
1040: Prof. Robert Eisner, Northwestern
University, recommended the nepeal of
ADR and the investment credit.

Senator BircH BavyH recently intro-
duced a bill (S. 1281) to repeal the asset
depreciation range system.

Fourth. Limit depreciation deduction
to equity in case of rental real estate.
Section 502 of H.R. 1040: Mr. Jerome
Eurtz, law firm of Wolf, Block, Shor &
Solis-Cohen, Philadelphia, recommended
that the depreciation deduction be lim-
ited to the taxpayer's equity in the real
estate.

Fifth. Development Expenditures of
Fruit and Nut Groves and Vineyards, sec-
tion 504 of H.R. 1040: The following
panelists recommended the same treat-
ment of development expenditures for
fruit and nut groves and vineyards as is
provided in H.R. 1040.

Prof. Charles Davenport, University of
California Law School, Davis, Calif.

Prof. Roland L. Hjorth, University of
Washington Law School, Seattle, Wash.

Sixth. Use of limited partnership for
tax shelters, Section 313 of HR. 1040:

Prof. Paul R. McDaniel, Boston Col-
lege Law School, recommended that a
limited partners loss from partnership
operations cannot exceed his contribu-
tion of capital to the partnership.

Seventh. Repeal of Western Hemi-
sphere trade deduction, section 411 of
H.R. 1040: The following panelists rec-
ommended the repeal of the special de-
duction now allowed Western Hemi-
sphere frade corporations.

Erof. Peggy Musgrave, Northeastern
University, Boston, Mass,

Mr. Stanford G. Ross, Caplin & Drys-
dale, Washington, D.C.

Eighth. Repeal of exemption for indi-
viduals of earned income from foreisn
sources, section 314 of H.R. 1040: Mr,
Stanford G. Ross, Caplin & Drysdale,
Washington, D.C., recommended the re-
peal of this existing exemption.

Ninth. Limitation on foreign tax credit,
section 506 of H.R. 1040: Prof. Lawrence
M. Stone, School of Law, University of
California, Berkeley, recommends that
both the per-country and overall limita-
tions be applied in computing the foreign
tax credit.

Tenth. Minimum tax amendments,
section 501 of H.R. 1040: Mr. Martin D.
Ginsburg, law firm of Weil, Gotshal &
Manges, New York, recommended that in
computing the minimum tax there should
be no deduction of the regular income
taxes from the items of tax preferences.
Mr. Ginsburg also recommended that in-
tangible drilling expenses should be
treated as an item of tax preference.
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The following panelists recommended
that tax-exempt interest should be
treated as an item of tax preference.

Prof. Paul R. McDaniel, Boston Col-
lege Law School, Brighton, Mass.

Mr. Kenneth A. Goldman, Irell & Man-
ella, Los Angeles, Calif.

Eleventh. Carryover of basis at death,
section 106 of H.R. 1040: Mr. Bart A.
Brown, Jr., Dinsmore, Shohl, Coates &
Deupree, Cincinnati, stated that a carry-
over of basis at death would be preferable
to a capital gains tax on unrealized ap-
preciation at death.

Twelfth. Integration of estate tax rate
with inter vivors gifts, section 601 of H.R.
1040: Mr. Richard B. Covey, Carter, Led-
yard & Milburn, New York, N.Y., stated
that he preferred the provisions of H.R.
1040 over all other proposals for integra-
tion of the estate and gift taxes.

Thirteenth. Fifty percent limitation
on the charitable deduction in the case of
the estate tax, section 604 of H.R. 1040:
Prof. David Westfall, Harvard Law
School, recommended that the estate tax
deduction for charitable bequests be
limited to 50 percent of the estate, as
does H.R. 1040.

Fourteenth. Life insurance included in
gross estate, section 603 of HR. 1040:
Prof. David Westfall, Harvard Law
School, Cambridge, Mass., recommended
that life insurance be included in the de-
cedent’s gross estate on the basis of a
premium payment test.

Ample support of our efforts has also
been evidenced by a number of the public
witnesses. Time and space do not permit
many examples, but I will comment about
the testimony of George H. Deffet, one of
the top 50 builders of apartments in the
Nation. His testimony speaks directly to
several sections of H.R. 1040. Let me
quote him in part:

It seems very strange to me that in order
to provide decent shelter for millions of
Americans, we must unerringly produce more
tax millionaires. This is simply a ludicrous
situation and on moral grounds alone should
be considered unacceptable.

He mentioned that up to $1 billion in
real estate tax write-offs in 1971 alone
has been—and again I quote:

Siphoned into the pockets of high bracket
investors, a host of middle men, syndicates
and others, all in the cause of creating low
and moderate income housing. . . . the system
extends tax shelter subsidies, a blank check
if you will, to all new residential construc-
tion. That includes middle income, semi-
luxury and luxury hi-rise apartment devel-
opments plus new shopping centers and com-
mercial-industrial properties, but such proj-
ects do not require indirect subsidy to gen-
erate adequate capital. . . . It is my personal
opinion that present real estate tax incen-
tives—I really prefer to call them tax shelter
loopholes—perpetuate a totally unfair form
of taxation. Indeed, they are perversions of
the progressive tax system. ... Rapid depre-
ciation and favorable caplital gains are the
major elements of real estate *“tax shel-
ters.” . . . These elements are not necessary
for sustained high levels of construction ac-
tivity. . . . I am convinced these tax loopholes
indirectly ald fragmentation and Irration-
ality in our industry. . . . I contend they
stimulate and support artificial competition
while inhibiting technological advance-
ment. . . . These effects ultimately deny con=-
sumers superior housing products at lowest
possible costs.
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Mr. Deffet’s remarks are sobering and
food for thought.

Knowing full well the busy schedule
that absorbs the time of every Member, I
would still hope, Mr. Speaker, that when
the tax reform hearings record is avail-
able, my colleagues would take the time
to study as much of it as possible, and to
study it in relation to what H.R. 1040
proposes. It will be a worthwhile experi-
ence and an important one when they
are called upon to consider tax reform
legislation.

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

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr, DRINAN).

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, today, as
the mails are flooded with the Federal in-
come tax returns of millions of Amer-
icans, it is particularly appropriate that
we, Members of Congress, should speak
on the subject of tax reform. For as the
Constitution stipulates, it is the House of
Representatives that bears the responsi-
bility for originating all tax laws.

It is doubly appropriate that tax re-
form should be considered today, in light
of the recent announcement of the chair-
man of the Ways and Means Committee,
Mr. Miris, that further consideration of
tax reform is to be postponed at least
until new foreign trade legislation is
completed.

THE PROMISE OF TAX REFORM

There are two fundamental reasons
why tax reform is an immediate neces-
sity: equity and revenue. First, over the
years the tax laws have grown excessive-

ly complex, with the piecemeal addition
of more and more special-interest breaks
and preferences. Partly as a result of
these changes, public confidence in the
tax system has fallen sharply, and the
progressive nature of the Federal in-
come tax structure is open to serious
doubt. As a resulf, there is a compelling
need to overhaul the Internal Revenue
Code so as to accomplish greater tax
equity.

Second, tax reform holds forth the
promise of billions of dollars in addition-
al, and badly needed, Federal revenues.
In the first 4 years of the present ad-
ministration budget deficits totaled well
over $100 billion, and unfortunately,
there is no evidence to suggest that this
unfortunate trend is reversing. In fact,
the President's proposed 1974 budget
anticipates a budget deficit—on a uni-
fied basis—of $12.7 billion, and if the ex-
perience of past years is any precedent,
then the actual deficit will be much
higher.

While modern economic theory sug-
gests that deficit spending has its advan-
tages, there can be too much of a good
thing, and such is the situation now.
There can be no question that the con-
tinuing red ink in the Federal budget
has contributed to inflation. But while it
is clear that more Federal revenues are
needed, it is doubly certain that a tax
increase is to be avoided if at all pos-
sible—and in fact can be avoided, if re-
sponsible tax reform legislation is en-
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acted. The tax burden upon the great
majority of the American people is al-
ready heavy enough, and any tax in-
crease without tax reform would inevi-
tably further aggravate the distortions
of the tax code that virtually cry out for
reform.

The revenues that could be brought in
by tax reform could be put to any number
of productive usages. The squeeze on the
Federal budget has had the unfortunate
result of jeopardizing many existing pro-
grams of great domestic benefit while
effectively shutting the door on major
new initiatives; for example, compre-
hensive health insurance, or greatly im-
proved transportation programs, or Fed-
eral aid in development of advanced
technology for civilian purposes. In ad-
dition, the revenues to be gained through
tax reform could conceivably be put to
use in relieving the heavy burden of the
most regressive of all Federal taxes—
the payroll tax for social security.

For that matter, such revenues could
be utilized to reduce the property tax
burdens that are robbing millions of our
Nation's elderly citizens of any measure
of financial security. And, of course,
these revenues could help iron out the
imbalance between Federal revenues and
f:ederal spending that has fueled infla-

ion.

The bill that is the focus of today’s
consideration, Congressman CoORMAN’S
Tax Equity Act of 1973 of which I am a
cosponsor, would increase Federal reve-
nues by approximately $20 billion annu-
ally, while greatly improving the equity
of taxes, and generally assisting the tax
plight of the lower- and middle-income
citizens of our Nation. In addition, Con-
gressman CorMaN’'s bill would have the
added advantage of removing many of
the existing tax shelters that have
caused substantial economic dislocation
by providing incentives to base funda-
mental business decisions not on sound
economie criteria but on artificial tax ad-
vantages—even though these decisions
often provide only minimal produectivity.
The Tax Equity Act would provide an
even-handed treatment of capital invest-
ments, and would in all probability result
in a more productive utilization of cor-
porate and individual capital.

THE BURDEN OF TAXES

In his recent testimony before the Ways
and Means Committee, Leon Schull, na-
tional director of Americans for Demo-
cratic Action—ADA—commented that
the Federal tax system is becoming
“progressively less progressive.” The evi-
dence of the past decade supports this
contention, as the progressive nature of
the tax law has been increasingly buried
under an avalanche of tax preferences
and loopholes, of little if any benefit to
the average taxpayer. Perhaps even more
significant is the marked growth in the
percentage of Federal revenues that are
received from the so-called regressive
taxes—chiefly the social security pay-
roll tax. These regressive taxes strike
hardest at lower- and middle-income
taxpayers who derive their income not
from stocks and bonds, but from the
salaries and wages that accompany their
labor.

In the 3 years between 1972 and 1974
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the share of personal income taxes as a
percentage of total Federal revenues has
decreased from 45.4 percent to 43.6 per-
cent. Similarly the corporate income tax
share has decreased from 15.9 percent in
1972 to an estimated 14.4 percent in 1974,
But during this same period the social
security tax has increased from 25.8 per-
cent to 30.5 percent. In terms of dollar
receipts, the social security tax revenue
has in the last 3 years increased by more
than $24 billion, a jump of 45 percent be-
tween 1972 and 1974, a rate more than
double that of either individual or corpo-
rate income taxes. In 1949 the payroll
tax was at a 2-percent rate and applied
to a maximum of $3,000 of income, with
a maximum tax of about $60. In
1973, the maximum rate has risen to
117 percent, the maximum taxable
earnings to $10,800, and the maximum
tax—which is paid by most middle-in-
come families—has jumped to $1,263.60.

The burden upon the individual tax-
payer has also risen dramatically, to the
point where social security taxes and in-
dividual income taxes combined are ex-
pected to comprise nearly three-quarters
of total Federal revenues for fiscal 1974,
while corporate taxes will make up only
14.4 percent of the revenue “pie.” The
percentage contribution of corporate
taxes has fallen sharply in recent years.
In 1960 corporate taxes made up 35 per-
cent of total Federal revenues. By 1969,
as a result of the many subsidies and tax
breaks introduced into the tax laws, this
proportion had dropped to 27 percent.
Now, primarily as a result of the new
tax giveaways engendered by the Presi-
dent’s new economic policy (NEP) the
corporate share will have fallen by an-
other 13 percent to the 14.4 percent fig-
ure. This shrinkage in corporate rate of
contributions has, necessarily, been ac-
companied by an inecrease in the tax bur-
den upon the average person.

The progressive character of the in-
dividual income tax structure has also
declined, as the network of tax prefer-
ences has virtually made a mockery of
the “nominal” tax rates of higher income
groups. Preferential tax treatment for
capital gains, higher benefit rates for
personal deductions in higher income
and tax brackets and a host of other
preferences and loopholes have managed
to reduce the wealthy person’s tax share
far below the stated maximum rate of
70 percent.

In fact a study by the noted Brook-
ings Institution economists Joseph
Pechman and Benjamin Okner demon-
strates that taxes take only 32 percent
of the income of individuals in high tax
brackets. In addition, some wealthy in-
dividuals manage to pay no tax at all.
While the maze of deductions and pref-
erences result in a total tax reduction
of only $651 to an average family in the
$10,000 to $15,000 income bracket, these
same tax advantages result in an average
tax saving—or “tax welfare payment”—
of $720,448 per year for each of the 3,000
American families with incomes of more
than a million dollars a year. The tax
loopholes and preferences clearly help
not the average American, but the rich.

To sum up the trends in tax policy over
the last decade, reductlons in personal
income tax have been essentially can-
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celed out by sharp increases in regres-
sive payroll taxes. Corporate taxes have
risen slightly in total dollar amount, but
comprise an increasingly smaller share
of total Federal revenues. The big losers
have been the poor- and middle-income
Americans, the big gainers corporations
and the wealthy, In view of this trend,
it is little wonder that millions of Amer-
icans demand that the wealthy and cor-
porations pay “their fair share” and that
cries of a taxpayer “revolt” continue to
be heard. I believe that the trend away
from progressive taxation must be re-
versed.
THE TAX SUBSIDY MESS

Each year the network of tax subsidies
that has grown over the years costs the
Federal Government in excess of $50 bil-
lion in lost revenues, with highly ques-
tionable benefits in view of this enormous
cost. Prof. Stanley Surrey of Harvard
University, formerly the Treasury De-
partment’s Assistant Secretary for tax
policy, has devised a concept of the tax
expenditure budget as a means to meas-
ure the cost of the various tax prefer-
ences. The tax expenditure budget as-
sumes that the revenue loss due to a tax
subsidy is equivalent to a direct govern-
ment subsidy program, for example, of
the grant-in-aid type. The logic used is
that a dollar not received by the Treasury
is the same as a dollar spent by the
Treasury for a direct grant program. The
dollar that does not come in from one
source—as the result of a subsidy—must
be supplied from other groups of tax-
payers. The difference is, that unlike or-
dinary grant programs, tax expenditure
preograms are virtually immune from cri-
ticism. They are spared the yearly debate
that accompanies most direct grant pro-
grams. They are not subjected to the kind
of rigorous cost-benefit analysis that
most other programs must endure. They
are hidden from the public eye.

And, most important, the benefits of
the tax expendifure programs go almost
exclusively to big business and the rich,
while the great majority of average
American taxpayers must make up the
difference.

Studying the 1971 subsidy programs,
Professor Surrey concluded that the tax
expenditure budget was costing the Gov-
ernment $51.5 billion for that year. While
some of these tax expenditures—such as
charitable deductions and mortgage in-
terest deductions, among others—are
justifiable and ought to be continued, if
not reinforced, cthers are highly suspect.
Among those that robbed the Federal
Treasury of billions of dollars for the
benefit of a very few wealthy individuals
and corporations: the $6 billion loss due
to the special treatment of capital gains,
the $2.6 billion for tax-free interest on
municipal bonds—which benefit only a
very tiny proportion of the population—
$1 billion for the oil and mineral deple-
tion allowance, $700 million for the asset
depreciation range—$1.7 million for
1972—and $165 million for deferral of
income earned by U.S. corporations
abroad.

These massive tax subsidies are vul-
nerable from the standpoints of tax
equity, revenue loss for benefit achieved,
general economic wisdom, and govern-
mental operation.
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THE RICH GET RICH, AND THE POOR GET
TAXED
For individuals, the tax subsidy net-
work causes what is called in economic
terms ‘“horizontal inequity,” in which
people with the same income are taxed
at widely differing rates due to the
source of that income. For example, be-
cause of the two preferential tax treat-
ments available to investors for capital
gains, income that is unearned through
capital gains is taxed at a far lower rate
than the same income would be were it
actually earned. In fact, the capital
gains preference—which costs the Gov-
ernment between $6 and $9 billion each
yvear—gives 85 percent of its benefits to
only 5% of the taxpayers. The following
table—table 1 shows by income group
how much tax savings are realized
through the capital gains preference:
Table 1: Savings resulting jrom capital
gains treatment

Savings (average)
$1

£50-100,000
$100,000+

The gross inequity in capital gains
treatment is clearly an example of tax
favoritism for the wealthy. Unfortu-
nately the capital gains situation is not
unique. Figures used by Senator Ken-
NEDY in his statement on tax reform of
April 12 reveal that when all of the tax
preferences for individuals are totaled,
the gulf between the benefits for the rich
and the sparcity of benefits for poor and
middle-income families is even more
startling. While individuals earning over
a million dollars receive an annual tax
welfare write-off of $720,448 and pay an
effective tax rate of only 32.1 percent—
compared to the 70% rate in the tax
tables—the half of our Nation’s popula-
tion that earns less than $15,000 per year
receives less than $700 in tax preference
benefits per year.

It is often claimed in defense of the
subsidy system that these tax breaks are
necessary to provide a stimulus for cer-
tain kinds of economic benefit. But the
results of many of the subsidies hardly
justify their loss in government reve-
nues. A 1969 study revealed that the oil-
depletion allowance cost the Govern-
ment $1.4 billion each year in lost reve-
nues, but generated only $150 million in
additional oil reserves.

Two other corporate tax giveaways,
particularly beloved by the Nixon ad-
ministration, are the Investment Tax
Credit—ITC—and the Asset Deprecia-
tion Range—ADR. The ITC program has
cost the Government an average of $2.1
billion per year since 1962. Allegedly this
program provides an inducement for
corporations to increase employment,
but favorable results are sparse, if not
nonexistent. In contrast to Federal di-
rect-grant employment programs, which
ordinarily have performance goals and
incentives, there is nothing in the ITC
which ties the availability of this tax
break to actual increases in jobs.

It is estimated that the ADR program
will cost the Government $£30 billion over
the next decade, and its benefits are
equally nebulous. Eighty percent of the
tax benefits of this preference go to the
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top .002 percent of the Nation’s corpora-
tions.

In many cases the system of tax sub-
sidies causes substantial economic dis-
location, as capital is invested in areas
of the economy not for the productivity
or growth potential of that particular
area but solely for its tax-avoidance fea-
tures. While under existing law it is en-
tirely understandable that businesses
and investors should seek to minimize
taxes—so as to avoid the unreasonably
and unrealistically high nominal maxi-
mum tax rates which thus virtually
never actually apply—in the absence of
these preferences these artificial pres-
sures upon capital movement would be
removed, so that more fundamental eco-
nomic criteria would be used for invest-
ment. Without the subsidy network, in-
creased capital would be available for
the more productive areas of the econ-
omy. But under present law, treatment
of capital gains and estate tax formula-
tions encourage the lock-in phenom-
enon, in which large amounts of capital
are isolated from the free marketplace
for excessive periods of time—for rea-
sons owing less to sound economic prac-
tice than to tax preference utilization.
The tax subsidy system does not hold up
to vigorous cost-benefit analysis. A sub-
stantial reduction in tax preferences and
reform of the capital gains and estate
tax provisions of the IRS codes, such as
proposed in Congressman CORMAN'S bill,
would significantly expand the total tax
base and would make possible, as is also
included in the Corman bill, a reduction
in the nominal maximum tax rate from

the current 70 percent to a more realistic
50 percent.

THE COSTS OF TAX SUBSIDIES

It is often claimed in defense of the
tax subsidy programs that they do not
require the substantial administrative
costs inherent in direct grant programs.
The evidence does not bear this claim
out, for the maze of special preferences
has made the tax system excessively
complex, and as such the costs to the
Government of administering these pro-
grams are in fact quite substantial. In
hearings recently held before the Treas-
ury Subcommittee of the Senate Appro-
priations Committee, the complexity of
the tax code and the administrative
costs were brought into sharp focus.

The hearings revealed that in 1971
the Internal Revenue Service issued 33,-
000 separate rulings on tax questions, of
which only 633 were public. Thousands
of man-hours and dollars were spent on
the private rulings—which more often
than not dealt with the at times byzan-
tine complexity of the tax subsidies.
These private rulings, I might add, have
a most significant effect on Federal rev-
enues, but are effectively removed from
public scrutiny.

It is little wonder that the annual
budget of the Internal Revenue Service
is approximately $1.4 billion. The Sen-
ate hearings revealed that between fiscal
yvears 1968 and 1972 the IRS spent a
total of 2.3 million man-hours and $18.2
million in administering the oil, mineral,
and gas depletion allowances. In addi-
fion, it was estimated that $21 million
would be saved annually if capital gains
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were treated as ordinary income. Finally,
it was noted that last year $600 million
was spent by 40 million taxpayers for
commercial tax preparation assistance.
These figures are compelling testimony
to the fact that there is indeed a sub-
stantial administrative cost to the tax
subsidy system, and that there is a great
need for simplification of the Infernal
Revenue code.

In 1958 a Joint Economic Committee
study of Federal subsidy programs con-
tained the following paragraph:

Federal programs aimed at supporting or
improving the economic position of particu-
lar groups or industries should be constantly
reevaluated in the light of changing cir-
cumstances. Whatever thelr initial justifi-
cation, subsidy Programs should be so con-
trived as to eliminate the necesslty for their
continuation . . .

In the 1972 study on the same subject,
the committee staff study states:

Unfortunately, the necessity for an ac-
counting of Federal subsidy programs ap-
pears to have increased in the decade since
1860 . . . The system of Federal subsidies
seems to be somewhat out of control in the
sense that it continues to grow despite the
fact that we know so little about it.

At one point even President Nixon
expressed support for a reform of the
subsidy and preference system. In 1969
the President said:

Special preferences in the law permit far
too many Americans to pay less than their
fair share of taxes, Too many other Ameri-
cans bear too much of the tax burden, This
administration is determined to bring equity
to the federal tax system.

Apparently the President has forgot-
ten his pledge, as it can unfortunately
be said that the President has been per-
sistently hostile to meaningful tax
reform.

The tax subsidy system is in desparate
need of overhaul for reasons of both
equity and potential revenue gain. I be-
lieve that Congressman CorMAN's bill
would successfully accomplish both of
these goals.

One part of Congressman CorMAN’s bill
strikes me as being particularly note-
worthy. The Tax Equity Act proposes to
replace the existing personal deductions
scheme with a new system of credits
against tax for the personal exemptions
and other deductions of an individual.
A credit of 24 percent of the total
amount of an individual taxpayer’'s de-
duction. This provision will reduce the
income taxes of those in the lower tax
brackets. For example, a married couple
with two dependents would pay less un-
der Congressman Corman's formulation
if their income was less than $15,333.

Reform of the personal deductions sys-
tem is long overdue. At present the ef-
fective benefit of the deduction varies
with the tax rate paid—in other words
an individual in the 14 percent income
tax bracket receives for a $750 dollar de-
duction the benefit of only 14 percent of
$750, or $105. However, a wealthy in-
dividual in the 50 percent tax bracket
receives a benefit of 50 percent of the
same $750 amount, or $375. Congressman
CormaN’'s bill would assist lower- and
middle-class income taxpayers by re-
placing the current system, which pro-
vides tax favoritism for the rich, with

April 16, 1973

an even-handed policy that would give
all taxpayers, regardless of income, the
same deduction benefit rate. This reform
is clearly necessary as a matter of basic
equity.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that my colleagues
on the Ways and Means Committee are
listening to the words spoken here to-
night on the subject of tax reform. It is
time to put some sense into our tax sys-
tem. It is time we face up to fiscal reali-
ties and utilize the potential revenue to
be gained through tax reform.

It is time that we act to restore the
faith of the millions of Americans who
paid their taxes today knowing that the
tax laws are written not for the benefit
of the average man, but for the advan-
tage of a select few. Tax reform cannot
wait.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the distinguished gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. HECHLER).

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to add my com-
mendation to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia for his great leadership in connec-
tion with closing the loopholes in our tax
structure.

I think it is absolutely inaccurate and
unfair for a member of the White House
staff—I believe it was Mr. Ehrlichman—
to state publicly that it would be neces-
sary to wipe out deductions for charitable
contributions if we are going to have any
tax reform in a meaningful way.

There are some specific, concrete sug-
gestions and proposals contained in the
legislation introduced by the gentleman
from California I think it is time that
the Congress act on these propesals, close
these unfair loopholes in the tax system
which put the burden too largely on the
harried individuals in this Nation; too
largely on the middle and lower classes.

It is time that we enacted the type of
tax reform which the gentleman from
California has advocated. I am very
pleased that he has taken this time for
this special order and trust that this may
bring additional support from through-
out the Nation so that the kind of tax
reform which he is advocating and which
those of us in this Chamber are support-
ing will be enacted.

I thank the gentleman from California.

Mr. CORMAN. I thank the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. HECHLER) Very
much for his support of this legislation.

I would call to the attention of the
House, a different sequence of events this
year, of the tax reform hearings before
the Committee on Ways and Means.

In all of the other bills we have had
in that commiftee since I have been
there, it is the practice of the adminis-
tration to send down its proposals, to
explain and defend them, and then
to give the public an opportunity to com-
ment on those proposals.

That is apparently the sequence of
events with the trade bill which we will
soon take up.

This year hearings were called on tax
reform; the administration indicated it
had no comment to make and no pro-
posals to make.

The public will conclude its portions
of the hearing on the 19th of April. Af-
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ter the Easter recess, the administration
will give us the benefit of its thinking for
1 day. Apparently, it thinks very little
of tax reform.

My point is that In every other case
the public has an opportunity to study
administration proposals, comment on
them, support or oppose them. Certainly
they will have that opportunity with the
trade legislation.

Regrettably, our committee functions
in such a way that it can take up only
one matter at a time. As I understand
the public releases, we anticipate spend-
ing from now until the August recess on
trade legislation. I do not think anyone
is very serious about substantial, equit-
able tax reform this year.

I hope the people will remember, not
just on April 15th when they pay their
tax, but every week when they see that
little box on their pay check saying how
much is withheld for taxes; I hope they
will remember that there are people with
tremendous sources of wealth in this
country who pay no tax or very little
tax.

I appreciate my colleagues who sup-
port this legislation.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield
further?

Mr. CORMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from West Virginia (Mr, HECHLER) .

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr,
Speaker, does the gentleman from Cali-
fornia have any figures which would in-
dicate how many people with incomes
over $50,000 or $100,000 a year escape
without the payment of income taxes?

Mr. CORMAN., No. I am sorry we do
not have the figures. We have not re-
ceived the figures from the Treasury, to
see what impact, if any, the 1969 Reform
Act had.

Probably the percentage of people who
pay no tax at all is diminishing, yet the
people who pay a very modest amount
of tax—1 or 2 or 3 percent, effective in-
come tax rate on incomes of $100,000 or
more —is a tremendous number. We have
asked Treasury to supply us with sta-
tistics on the 25 highest income people,
individuals, not corporations. We asked
for that information in August. We are
still waiting for it.

We do have the figures on corpora-
tions. It is a fact that 10 of the 50 most
successful corporations pay a less effec-
tive income tax rate than the average
laborer pays in social security on the dol-
lars he earns by the sweat of his brow.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Does
the gentleman from California have any
summary he can give us of the percent-
age of taxes paid by some of the major
oil corporations in this Nation?

Mr- CORMAN- I have the figures
which were supplied to us by the Treas-
ury for the 50 largest corporations in the
country- I will ask permission to insert
the entire list in the Recorbp.

The gentleman might be interested in
this. It is the effective income tax rate
on their profits.

Occidental Petroleum apparently had
the most successful tax accountants and
tax lawyers of the whole lot, because
their effective rate was 1.4 percent. Gulf
Oil was 1.9 percent. IT. & T., on profits
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of roughly a half billion dollars, had a
4.2 percent tax rate.

We hear so often that we siphon off
48 percent of corporate profits for taxes.
If we did that would be a substantial
sum of money. We have to get down to
the seventh largest corporation before we
get an effective tax rate as large as the
social security rate of 5' percent.

It is true that some corporations pay a
substantial amount of money in taxes.
Some get up close to 48 percent, but a
substantial number do not, because of
the so-called incentives that have been
written into the tax code.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I be-
lieve it is outrageous that only when an
individual or a corporation can afford
the lawyers and the accountants can he
take advantage of our tax system, where-
as the average taxpayer, who is filing
his income tax at the deadline of April
16, obviously cannot afford the account-
ants and the lawyers necessary in order
to take advantage of these many loop-
holes which the gentleman from Cali-
fornia is trying to correct.

I further commend the gentleman
from California for his leadership in
his area.

Mr. CORMAN. I thank the gentleman.

I must say, having gone through the
1969 Reform Act and having listened for
the past 2!2 months to the witnesses on
this subject, it seems to me the first
thing one has to do to get into a tax
shelter system is to have enough income
over his basic living needs that provides
him submiantial money to invest. One
also has to have good credit to leverage
his investments. But if one has a sub-
stantial amount of money that he does
not need with which to live, really pay-
ing taxes is optional.

I was pleased by the candor of Assist-
ant Secretary Ed Cohen in 1969. He said
that they had looked over returns of a
number of high income tax payers, and
he said, “We cannot figure out what
makes people pay the taxes they do.” It
is a fact that some people of tremendous
wealth, probably through a feeling of
responsibility or patriotism for their Na-
tion, pay large amounts in taxes, yet they
do not have to. They could invest their
money in shelters so that they would not
have to pay much in taxes.

One cannot really blame those who do
not pay. We in a sense have to blame
ourselves for leaving the tax code in that
condition.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield a mo-
ment further?

Mr. CORMAN. Yes, I yield to the
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
HECHLER) .

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I am glad the gentleman men-
tioned the leadership which Fred Harris
and his Tax Action Committee are tak-
ing, and I think perhaps we might dis-
tribute a few more of those buttons
which say, “Take the rich off welfare.”

Mr. CORMAN, Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman very much for his con-
tribution, and I do join in commending
former Senator Harris' group, because I
think, unless the average taxpayer real-
izes what is happening to him, he is not
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going to be much concerned. He does not

like to have to pay taxes, and he wishes

they would go away.

They are not going to go away and he
is never going to get tax relief until some
type of tax reform is available.

Mr. Speaker, the chart previously re-
ferred tois as follows:

Effective Federal income taxr rate paid by
50 companies selected from Fortune maga-
zine list of large corporations

Rank (Beginning with low-
est rate)—Corporation

. Oceidental Petroleum

1970
Effective Rate

Texaco
. Monsanto
. Shell Oil

PRIgmbkeb-

. Sun Oil
. Standard OIll (California)
. Mobil Oil

. Greyhound

. United Aircraft

. Union Carbide

. Goodyear Tire and Rubber_._
. General Motors

. Phillips Petroleum

. Westinghouse Electric

. Honeywell

. International Harvester
. Litton Industries

. Dow Chemical

. Bordon

. American Can

. Rapid American

. General Electric

. Firestone Tire and Rubber.
. Eastman Kodak

. Continental Can

. Sperry Rand

. General Tele and Electronics
. Ford Motor

. Caterpillar Tractor

. DuPont

. Procter

45

46-A Textron

47. R. J. Reynolds Industries
48. Burlington Industries
49. International Paper

ORI R AN R RO IO NI N OB A B NN-O DN 0N OWRD WD b SN DA

Lockheed Aircraft (Due to huge losses,

this company has not been in-

cluded)

! Even though there appears to be some tax
paid, the 10-X for ITT indicates that Hart-
ford and ITT failed consolidated tax re-
turns on which no tax was paid.

*The Ford Motor figures represent the
effects of State and local, as well as Federal
Income Taxes. Their reports combine these
amounts and thus the percentages are high-
er.

#This high effective rate may have been
the result of expenses being taken for book
purposes which are not deductible for tax
purposes (e.g. Goodwill).

NoTes.—These figures were taken from an-
nual 10-K reports flled with the Securities
and Exchange Commission, These are the top
50 corporations for which there are figures
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avallable. A more detailed report is available
in my office.

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr,
Speaker, I am pleased to have the privi-
lege today to join my colleague from
California in calling special attention to
the important problem of tax reform
which faces the Congress. Congressman
CormAN has for years been a ‘leading
spokesman on this important issue. I
commend him for his work today ar_ld for
the future benefits all taxpayers will re-
ceive as a result of the enactment of
comprehensive tax reform, such as he

rOpOSes.

5 I? any of us doubted before the need
for genuine tax reform, the latest Harris
and Gallup polls should clear away that
doubt. Two out of three persons inter-
viewed feel their taxes are too high, and
80 percent feel the tax laws are written
to give advantages to the rich.

Our Nation was founded on the prem-
ise that all men are equal, but over
the years by building up a system of tax
preferences, exclusions, exemptions, and
deductions, we have devised a tax sys-
tem which says essentially that earned
income is worth less than income from
investments; that salaried individuals
must give to the government a greater
percentage of their earnings than is re-
quired of wealthy people whose income
is derived from investments.

By enacting H.R. 1040, we willgo a ilong
way toward correcting the many injus-
tices built into our tax system. We w;_ll
also get the government out of the busi-
ness of acting as an indirect investment
counselor, and we will raise much needed
revenue for important government serv-
jces now threatened with termination.
Services such as libraries, mental health
facilities, manpower training, vocational
rehabilitation and others which the ma-
jority of the people who pay the major
share of the taxes use and most often
need. e )

On this matter the administration
simply cannot have it both ways. First it
denies that there is any real need for
tax reform, any real need to make those
with incomes of $100,000 a year or more
pay their fair share of the burden, or any
real need to shift a greater portion of the
tax burden to coroprations the profits of
which come out of the earnings of mil-
lions of other taxpayers. On the other
hand, the administration wants to ter-
minate hundreds of worthwhile and
needed programs geared toward the citi-
zens who have for years paid the most
taxes.

The majority of American taxpayers
have been very patient with us while we
wasted money on an immoral and expen-
sive war. However, these people—our em-
ployers—have had enough and it is time
we started returning their tax dollars to
them, first by collecting a greater share
of our revenue from other available
sources and secondly, by using their tax
dollars to provide services which they
need.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank our colleague, Congressman Cor-
Mman, for giving us the opportunity to sup-
port this tax reform bill today of all days.
I'm sure that there are many sleepy and
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broke taxpayers who have just completed
their tax returns this morning. They too
support this bill which is aimed at far-
reaching welfare reform. I call this wel-
fare reform because it seeks to get rid of
subsidies to the wealthy paid for by the
low- and middle-income citizens.

We all know the inequities which exist
in our income tax code., One which this
bill will eliminate is the personal ex-
emption and nonbusiness deduction
which is worth more to the wealthier tax-
payer than to the less well-endowed wage
earner. The present law with a $750 per-
sonal exemption is worth only $107 of tax
reduction to the person who pays at the
lowest rate, but the taxpayer in the high-
est tax bracket, and there are not too
many of those thanks to loopholes, has
his tax reduced by $525 because of the
same $750 exemption. HR. 1040 will pro-
vide a tax credit for personal exemptions
and nonbusiness reductions which re-
duces the taxes by the same amount for
taxpayers at every level. This one pro-
vision will go a long way to eliminating
the more obvious inequities.

One of the more famous, or infamous,
exemptions in the present tax structure
is the depletion allowance for the extrac-
tion of minerals, especially the oil deple-
tion allowance. In this time of energy
crisis, the supporters of this provision are
out in full force. It has been calculated
that the allowance pays oilmen 19 times
the cost of each well. This year the loss to
the treasury from this provision is esti-
mated at $1.4 billion. This money would
be better used to provide research and
development moneys directly than as a
subsidy to the wealthy oil barons. Under
the Corman bill this allowance is
eliminated.

I could go on extolling the virtues of
each section of this tax bill, but we all
know their importance to the redis-
tribution of the tax burden from the poor
and middle-class citizens to the wealthier
ones who can afford to pay. These are
just two examples of the needed changes
that H.R. 1040 makes.

I do want to make it clear why I regard
this as a welfare reform bill. Philip Stern
in his excellent testimony before the
Subcommitiee on Priorities and Govern-
ment has made some calculations on this
subject. The families earning less than
$3,000 a year receives $92 million in tax
welfare through various exemptions and
deductions; those earning over $1 million
a year receive $2.2 billion. On a weekly
basis per family, this amounts to $14,000
for the millionaires; the tax welfare for
the poor wage earner making less than
$3,000 is 30 cents per week.

Would any of us be able to gel re-
elected if our constituents knew that we
authorized a welfare program that gave
$14,000 per week to wealthly families?
Yet this is what we have done. We are
guilty both by commission and omission.
‘We have set up such a tax code, and we
have made only superficial efforts at
getting rid of the monster.

H.R. 1040 goes a long way toward end-
ing this huge Federal giveaway pro-
gram. John Ehrlichman has said that
the only way to raise much money by
tax reform is by getting rid of the work-
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ingman’s exemptions or deductions, like
church contributions or mortgage in-
terest. That is a smoke screen the ad-
ministration has thrown up to scare the
publie. I do not know what the admin-
istration calls a lot of money, but I call
the $19 billion that this bill would raise
the first year, even before many of its
provisions go into full effect, a whole lot
of money.

It is time for us to let the public know
that Congress is responding to the tax-
payers’ revolt. We have been waiting for
the tax reform program of the President,
but he is too busy inventing new tax
loopholes like the asset depreciation
range. Let us work together to pass this
meaningful legislation.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today fo join with my colleagues
in expressing my strong support for ef-
fective tax reform legislation.

One of the basic principles which sup-
posedly underlies the present tax system
in the United States is that individuals
should be taxed according to their abil-
ity to pay. However, we all know that
taxes in this country are not progressive.
While the system may look progressive
on paper, it is riddled with loopholes and
special privileges which permit the
wealthy to avoid paying their fair share
of taxes.

For example, despite the passage of the
Tax Reform Act of 1969, statistics reveal
that in 1970, 394 people with incomes of
$100,000 a year and 107 people with in-
comes above $200,000 paid no income tax
for that year.

Several of the most powerful corpora-
tions are paying taxes at an effective rate
ranging from 0 to 6 percent, while a fam-
ily of four with an annual income of be-
tween $11,000 and $14,000 a year is pay-
ing taxes at a rate of 20 to 24 percent.
Testimony before several congressional
committees has revealed that in 1970 and
1971, seven giant corporations, who made
dividend payments between $33 and $78
million, paid absolutely no taxes to the
Federal Government.

In 1960, the corporate share of the
Federal income tax was 35 percent. Re-
cent studies now show that the relative
vield of corporation income taxes dur-
ing the last 12 years has actually dropped
and now accounts for only about 25 per-
cent of the Federal income tax.

While these wealthy individnals and
corporations are able to reap the ad-
vantages of our inequitable tax system,
low- and middle-income Americans are
forced to bear the burden of an ever-
increasing tax load. The working Ameri-
cans, whose income is chiefly derived
from wages and salaries, are the ones
most severely affected by rising prices
and higher taxes. Yet they have no oil
wells or vast amounts of real estate to
depreciate. They are taxed for virtually
every penny they earn while wealthy
individuals and corporations pay only
half-tax on their capital gains and no
taxes on their income derived from State
and local bonds.

Last year, President Nixon cam-
paigned very strongly on the issue of
tax reform. In June 1972 he stated that
he would submit a comprehensive tax
reform proposal to Congress before the
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end of 1972, It is now well into 1973 and
no proposals have emanated from the
‘White House.

However, we have heard from adminis-
tration spokesman, John Ehrlichman
on this issue. During a television inter-
view, Mr. Ehrlichman stated that there is
“a lot of misinformation around in this
business of tax loopholes.” He further
stated that he doubted tax reform would
be likely to bring about much additional
revenue unless “you start digging into
the average taxpayer’'s exemptions, or
charitable deductions, or mortgage cred-
its, or something of that kind.”

It is quite apparent that the Nixon
administration is planning to ignore its
campaign promises. Instead, the ad-
ministration hopes to frighten the aver-
age taxpayer into believing that he, not
the wealthy individual or corporation,
will be the one to feel the pinch from tax
reforms.

It is obvious, then, that Congress must
take the lead in initiating and support-
ing meaningful tax reform legislation.
President Nixon's actions involving im-
poundment of legally appropriated funds
make tax reform an even more urgent
priority.

According to the President, in order to
avoid higher taxes, it is necessary for
him to impound funds which deprive the
country of money needed to rebuild our
cities, to provide quality education for
our children, and to protect and preserve
the environment in which we live.

I question how President Nixon can
Jjustify these impoundments while refus-
ing to support tax reforms which would
supply billions of dollars of new revenue.
The answer must be that the Nixon ad-
ministration has made a deliberate deci-
sion to cut back programs directly bene-
fiting low- and middle-income Ameri-
cans rather than to support tax reform
proposals which would be economically
painful to its wealthy supporters.

A recent study by economists at the
Brookings Institution concluded that if
a comprehensive tax system were put
into effect in this country, the Treasury
could gain about $55.7 billion in revenue
which is now lost through loopholes in
the present tax structure.

Mr. Speaker, ever since I have been
elected to Congress, I have supported leg-
islation to bring about effective reforms
in the tax system. During this session of
Congress, I have cosponsored two bills,
the Tax Equity Act of 1973 and the Tax
Reform Act of 1973, which would elim-
inate or modify many of the tax exemp-
tions and loopholes of the current system.

The need for reform is obvious. The
Federal Government desperately needs
the additional revenue which may be
gained from enacting tax reform legis-
lation. But perhaps more importantly,
enactment of tax reform legislation will
do much to combat the increasing feel-
ing among many Americans that the
Government is only responsive to the
needs of the rich. Passage of effective tax
reform legislation can be an important
step in helping to renew and strengthen
the average taxpayer’'s confidence in our
Government.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, today mil-
lions of Americans are paying their Fed-
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eral tax bills indignant that others with
the game or more income are avoiding
their fair share of taxation through loop-
holes and preferences. Now, while taxes
are fresh in our minds, is the time to take
a good look at our Federal income tax
system and why it should be improved.

I see three basic reasons, apart from
plain fairness, why we need tax reform:
revenues, price stability, and a healthy
balance of payments.

REVENUES

We are told that our Federal Govern-
ment cannot do what needs to be done
in education, in health, in housing, in
the redevelopment of our cities and
countryside, in the environment, because
it lacks the revenues to do it. This is non-
sense. There are billions of dollars lost
each year through unjustified tax pref-
erences—tax expenditures—which never
appear in the budget. In his bill (H.R.
1040) Congressman CorMAN has sug-
gested plugging some 50 loopholes to
raise over $19 billion a year in additional
revenues. In H.R. 967, I pointed to only
eight loopholes which could be closed to
raise an extra $9 billion a year. The mon-
ey to fund worthy domestic programs is
there, if we only have the will to de-
mand it.

PRICE STABILITY

The asset depreciation range system
and the T-percent investment tax credit
were enacted during the 1971 recession
to stimulate business investment in fixed
capital plant and equipment. Now, with
industry operating close to capacity,
these tax incentives are inducing infla-
tionary shortages in the heavy, durable,
sophisticated sectors of industry. The
latest wholesale price index showed an
increase, annually projected, of 26.4 per-
cent. Skilled manpower is scarce, raw
materials are scarce and high priced, or-
der books are filled for a long time to
come, and dangerous bottlenecks are de-
veloping. The tightened money and in-
creasing interest rates we are currently
experiencing also result mainly from ex-
cessive investment activity. It is surely
high time to repeal or modify these two
provisions,

BALANCE OF PAYMENTS

In 1971 and 1972, the United States
amassed a total balance-of-payments
deficit of $40 billion. The present income
tax laws encouraged these staggering def-
icits by allowing U.S. corporations to de-
fer U.S. tax on income earned by for-
eign subsidiaries as long as such income
is not repatriated in dividends. The Joint
Economic Committee estimated that in
1971, subsidiaries of U.S. corporations
abroad earned $13 billion before taxes
and repatriated only $3 billion in divi-
dends. Billions of dollars were retained
and reinvested in Europe, mainly to
avoid the 48-percent U.S. corporate in-
come tax. Removing this incentive to
keep subsidiaries’ earnings abroad is an
obvious first step toward improving our
balance-of-payments picture.

For these reasons, tax reform must
have top priority this year. Some have
suggested postponing tax reform until
next session. I say that we cannot afford
a whole year of mutilated domestic pro-
grams, of price increases, of a steadily
weakening dollar abroad. We have wait-
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ed for administration leadership for 2
years; it is useless to wait further. We
must exercise fiscal responsibility, get to-
gether on tax reform, and present the
President with a fait accompli—an equi-
table, economically sound, and popular
bill which even he will not dare to veto.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr, Speak-
er, in my State of California, when a
group of students, calling themselves,
“Project Loophole” tried to repair some
of the holes in California’s tax laws, Gov-
ernor Reagan responded that the State
needed loopholes, saying they helped
maks the State run. Personally, I tend
to doubt that California would have been
irrevocably damaged if Mr. Reagan had
not taken advantage of these loopholes,
and instead payed his share of State
taxes,

Much of the bemoaning by industry at
a national level strikes me in the same
way. For many years now, the tax laws
of our Federal Government have needed
a close inspection and overhaul. Thanks
to a few individuals, and consumer
minded groups, the inspection has taken
place. Now it is time for us to do the
overhauling.

The reason I am speaking here today
is that I believe we can and must begin
this repair, and I feel the Tax Equity Act
of 1973, authored by Congressman CoRr-
MaN of California, goes a long way to-
ward accomplishing this goal.

The taxation of capital gains income
at the same rate as ordinary income, and
the elimination of the investment tax
credit and oil depletion allowances, as
provided in this bill, will do much towards
equalizing the tax burden.

Also Mr, Cormaxn’s bill will rechannel
home millions in revenue, currently lost
because of overseas investment manipu-
lation by American corporations. These
companies have changed the line, “the
business of America is business,” to “the
business of America is anywhere but in
America.”

For tax purposes, a foreign operation
by an American company is the best of
both worlds. If at first the operation is
unprofitable, then it is called a “branch”
s0 that the losses can be deducted from
domestic income, and U.S. taxes. But if it
becomes profitable, it is acquired by a
foreign subsidiary, and again U.S. taxes
are avoided.

As William Carley, of the Wall Street
Journal pointed out on October 16, 1972:

Tax havens on remote islands, dummy sub-
sidiaries in Switzerland, loopholes in tax
laws, all permit many companies to avoid,
more or less legally, large sums in taxes.

I want to impress upon you the word,
legally. As unethical as these practices
may be, no laws are being broken. All
that is being broken are the records for
overseas investment. Hopefully the pas-
sage of a tax reform bill will put a stop
to this tax dollar drain.

But the National Association of Manu-
facturers has come to us and said if we
change these laws and raise the taxes
on overseas earnings it will cost Ameri-
can workers more than 200,000 jobs.

These are strong words. I ran for elec-
tion on the promise that I would fight
for more jobs in my district, and not al-
low any to be lost. Under these circum-
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stances my first thought would be to dis-
approve of this kind of legislation. But if
these consequences really exist, then why
has every union spokesman who has come
to me, asked me to support this kind of
tax reform?

Another question I would like to ask
the National Association of Manufactur-
ers is, if, to quote them. “The invest-
ment tax credit is about the best way we
can take care of the unemployed,” then
why did George Meany come here a
month ago and advocate the elimination
of it?

1 suspect I will not get an answer to
my questions from these people.

This country is in need of tax reform.
H.R. 1040, alone, could bring in $20 bil-
lion in new revenue by 1974.

This country can also survive tax re-
form. Despite predictions to the contrary,
American industry will not wither away,
or grind to a halt, if it is forced to in-
crease its share of the tax burden.

It is our responsibility to see that this
tax reform takes place. And it is a re-
sponsibility we should not adbicate.

Mr, DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker again we
come to income tax deadline day—a day
which for all Americans represents a re-
sponsibility to our Nation but which for
some citizens brings with it a painful
moral dilemma.

I am referring to the conscientious ob-
jectors to war who at this time each year
must grapple anew with the fact that
some of their Federal taxes will invari-
ably be spent on instruments of war—in
direct violation of their religious and
moral beliefs.

It is for these men and women that I,
along with 11 of my colleagues, are
again introducing the “World Peace Tax
Fund Act.”

This measure would establish con-
scientious objector status for taxpayers
identical to that presently written into
the Military Selective Service Act. Under
the act, any person who could not con-
tribute to military expenditures for com-
pelling religious or moral reasons, could
choose to have those tax dollars routed
instead to peace-related activities.

I would like to read to you one of the
thousands of letters received on this is-
sue over the last year, because it articu-
lates better than my words can this crisis
of conscience:

DeEAR CoNGRESSMAN Derroms: I have re-
cently read the text of the World Peace Tax
Fund Act and am wery encouraged by it. I
have for many years been compelled by the
moral law of mankind not to lend my sup-
port in any way to war and preparations for
war.

In the end, however, the ITRS seizes my
money, either from my savings account or
my paycheck. They have now seized several
thousand dollars, which I look upon as the
purchase price for half a dozen 500-pound
bombs or for a long burst from a Vulcan
cRnnon.

To avoid this I, 1ike many other war tax
resistors, resort to tactics by which I hope to

increase IRS's office expenditures to get my
money, 50 that in the end what they recover

will only pay for their bureaucratic expenses
and not for military purposes.

But as a citizen I hate this tactic. I re-
spect the IRS. I would like to see its bu-
reaucratic expenses reduced, not increased,
in the interest of smaller government. But
until I read your proposal I did not know
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what else to do, in order to avoid supporting
the barbarism of war.

Many thousands of Americans believe that
non-contribution to war is essential to their
life, happiness and honor.

For this gentleman, and all those who
share his convictions, we must remedy
the glaring disparity between our first
amendment promises of religious free-
dom and our current tax laws.

Joining me in sponsoring this bill are:
Ms. AszuG, Mr. BinGHAM, Mr, CONYERS,
Mr. Dices, Mr. Epwarns of California,
Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr. MITCHELL of Mary-
land, Mr. MoakLEY, Mr. RANGEL, MTr.
ROSENTHAL, and Mr. STARK.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the subject of
my special order on fax reform.

BILL. INTRODUCED TO DIRECT
PRESIDENT TO RATION FUEL TO
INSURE ADEQUATE FARM SUFPLY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, as each
day goes by, the energy crisis worsens.
Gasoline and diesel fuel supplies continue
to dwindle at an alarming rate. Inde-
pendent fuel dealers and jobbers are cur-
tailing their operations because fuel sup-
plies are nof available. Many are going
out of business.

While the implications of this situa-
tion on our Nation are immense, no-
where are they as alarming as in the ag-
riculture sector. Without fuel, farmers
cannot plant their crops. Without a
crop, the flow of food to the consumer
would come to a halt. And our Nation
would go hungry.

Within the next 90 days, farmers in
Illinois and most of the Midwest will need
45 percent of the total amount of fuel
they use during an entire year.

This year even more fuel than usual
will be required. Due to a wet fall and
spring, very little plowing has been done.

In addition, Illinois alone will have ap-
proximately 4,300,000 more acres in pro-
duction this year than last because of
USDA efforts to increase the Nation's
food supply. Nationwide the additional
land in production will approximate 40
million acres.

Already some farmers have been shut
off from their normal sources of fuel be-
cause of insufficient supplies., This has
led to stockpiling and hoarding by those
fortunate farmers who have storage facil-
ities. But many more have limited stor-
age capacity. And some farmers cannot
now buy tanks to store fuel on their
farms because of the great demand for
the additional storage capacity.

Obviously, immediate action is neces-
sary to insure that farmers have enough
fuel and this potential catastrophe is
averted. Omne estimate shows Illinois
alone will suffer a 1,500,000 gallon short-
age of fuel this year. This shortage can-
not be allowed to affect farm operations.
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Today I am introducing legislation that
would direct the President to establish
and implement a plan for rationing gaso-
line and diesel fuel in States and areas
when supplies become insufficient for es-
sential farm operations. The plan could
and should be used immediately to head
off a potential disaster. The authority
would continue for 1 year.

Rationing of fuels in our land of plenty
is not a pleasant prospect. But we all
must realize that when it comes to fossil
fuels, our days cf plenty are over. We
must make the best use of what is left.

RETIREMENT AND BENEFITS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. HoGan) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, today we
passed two bills which originated in the
subcommittee on which I am the ranking
minority member. Since these bills were
approved under unanimous consent with-
out debate, I requested this special order
to explain their provisions.

The first is HR. 3798, a bill to provide
for mandatory retirement of employees
upon attainment of 70 years of age and
5 years of service. It would further amend
the Federal employees’ group life insur-
ance law and the Federal employees’
health benefits law, in changing from
12 to 5 years the service provisions for
retention of such coverage after retire-
ment effective with respect to separa-
tions which occur subsequent to Decem-
ber 31, 1978.

At the present time, the law requires
automatic separation of a 15-year em-
ployee at the end of the month in which
he attains age 70, or whatever later age
he completes the minimum 15 years of
service. In unusual cases, extension be-
yond retirement age may be authorized
by the President.

The Civil Service Commission recom-
mends a change in the law because the
present age 70/15-year service provision
in the civil service retirement law is not
responsive to the needs of the Govern-
ment. To support this view, the Civil
Service Commission has cited the 1966
report of the Cabinet Committee on Fed-
eral Staff Retirement Systems.

This report states:

The 15-year service minimum in manda-
tory retirement not only prolongs the em-
ployment of some who should retire, but
stands in the way of the hiring of new work-
ers who would not have 15 years of Federal
service by the time they reach age 70. This
provision was adopted in 1926, when there
were few private pension plans and no Social
Security program. There were compelling so-
cial and economic reasons for permitting
older hirees to stay on the rolls until they
could gain a significant CSR benefit, even
if this took their Government employment
well past age B80. Today, the oclder person

with short Federal service may be presumed
to have other public or private pension cov-

erage through Social Security, corporate re-
tirement, State or local government retire-
ment, Veterans' Compensation, military re-
tirement.”

Enactment of this legislation will aid
the older employee who is inclined to re-
tire, but because of the requirement of 12
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years of service to gualify for retention
of Federal employees’ group life and
health benefits does not retire.

Accordingly, the bill which we ap-
proved today will open opportunities for
younger employees.

In addition, the bill will minimize the
reluctance of some agencies to hire em-
ployees 55 years of age and older.

For these reasons, I supported passage
of this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, the other bill we ap-
proved earlier today was H.R. 6077, a bill
which I cosponsored, to permit the vol-
untary retirement of a Federal employee
who has completed 25 years of service,
or who is age 50 and has completed 20
years of service, during a period while
his agency is undergoing a major reduc-
tion in force.

This legislation will be of considerable
benefit to employees, management, and
the community where an agency is lo-
cated which undergoes a reduction in
force.

As many of us who have Federal in-
stallations in our districts know, a major
reduction in force can result in severe
adverse effects. The younger employees
of the agency with less service are re-
moved. Management—the Federal Gov-
ernment—which is charged with the suc-
cessful operation of the agency’s mission,
is without the services of valued, younger
employees, and the “bumping actions”
which accompany any reduction in force
have a disruptive effect on agency man-
agement. In addition to these effects,
local communities, both large and small,
suffer economically.

The purpose of HR. 6077, which is
recommended by the administration, is
to lessen the hardships which accom-
pany any major reduction in force ac-
tion. It benefits the employee who has
the age and/or service requirements and
who wishes to retire but cannot do so un-
der the present civil service retirement
law. It also benefits the management of
the agency which must eontinue to func-
tion effectively after the reduction in
force.

It is the understanding of the com-
mittee, and my hope, that before any
eligible employee exercises his option to
retire under the provisions of this legis-
lation that he be informed of his reten-
tion rights before or while the reduction
procedures are in process. It is also in-
tended that safeguards be implemented
by the Civil Service Commission to in-
sure that any separation by a truly vol-
untary action of the employee, and free
of all coercion to retire.

In making a determination as to
whether an agency is undergoing a ma-
jor reduction in force, the Civil Service
Commission under the bill will weigh the
following factors:

First. Impact of reduction in force on
the local economy.

Second. The degree of disruption of
the agency or installation’s operations.

Third. Effect on future capability of
the installation to carry out its mission.

Fourth. Consideration will also be
given as to whether employees through-
out the agency could exercise the option
to retire or whether the option would
e restricted to specific geographical
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areas, and organizational units where
the effects of the reduction in force are
particularly severe.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly endorse this
legislation and urge my colleagues to do
likewise.

ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr. FrReENzEL) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
day to present an amendment to the En-
vironmental Education Act—Public Law
91-516. The purpose of this amendment
is to eliminate some of the obstacles
which seem to me to hamper this vital
program.

The Environmental Education Act was
designed as an educational wvehicle to
help preserve and enhance our environ-
mental quality. The program, and this
Congress, have taken some great steps in
this direction. But, like all programs,
some aspects of it should be improved.
Among these are the functions of ac-
countability, efficiency in administration
and greater coordination with local,
State, and regional groups.

There are many States which have
created their own environmental educa-
tion programs. They recognize the need
to educate the public coneerning the
preservation of our environment. Region-
al councils have also been established in
some cases to provide interstate cooper-
ation on regional problems. These are
worthwhile steps and the Federal Gov-
ernment should not duplicate these ef-
forts. We should instead coordinate these
programs, encouraging other States and
regions to participate, and provide addi-
tional funds and technical assistance for
their programs.

Accountability is an additional prob-
lem in the current act. Grant proposals
are submitted to the U.S. Office of En-
vironmental Education, for review, and
possible funding. Typically, there is little
knowledge on the part of the individuals
making the decisions on the environmen-
tal needs of that area, or on the effec-
tiveness of the individual programs once
they have been funded. What is needed
is an administration system which would
be responsible for the decisions made,
and could then react to the projects
which have received grants.

Finally, a general assessment of the
entire program must be made before fur-
ther appropriations are determined. In
order to assure that the money availahle
is being used most efficiently, the Office
of Environmental Education must carry
out a national assessment of the needs
and trends in environmental education.

My amendment will attempt to fulfill
all of these objectives. Funds would be
distributed throughout the United States
as well as the regional offices of educa-
tion. To assist the commissioners in de-
termining guidelines, making recom-
mendations, and evaluating the program,
regional and national advisory coun-
cils would be established. These councils
would be composed of individuals from
the various States’ areas. This would pro-
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vide a knowledge of needs of the various
areas, coordination with the State pro-
grams, and a feedback system to insure
the effectiveness of the programs.

The amendment also requires that be-
fore any further extensive allocations are
made, a national assessment of the pro-
gram must be carried out by the Office
of Environmental Education.

We all recognize the need for a com-
prehensive program for the education of
the general public about the quality of
the environment. But this program must
be designed so as to assure that the
money we spend will be used wisely and
effectively to produce the most desirable
results.

The text of the bill as amended fol-
lows:
H.R. T056
A bill to amend the Environmental Edu-
cation Act to improve iis eflectiveness
through increased accountability, regional-
ization, and assessment procedures

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the En-
vironmental Education Act (20 U.S.C. ch.
35) is amended to read as follows:

“That this Act may be cited as the ‘En-
vironmental Education Act’,

“STATEMENT OF FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

“Sec. 2. (a) The Congress of the United
States finds that arriving at high standards
of environmental quality is one of the most
necessary but controversial goals facing this
country and its governments. It also finds
that the educational world characteristically
responds to assist in meeting national priori-
ties. P.L. 91-516, establishing the Office of
Environmental Education, and the many
State environmental education acts have
established that environmental quality is
best Tharmonized and/or compromised
through educational processes. Underpinning
any successes achieved in improving environ-
mental quality, locally, regionally or nation-
ally, is increased citizen awareness and un-
derstanding of environmental and ecological
interrelationships—the mission of all en-
vironmental education programs. Presently
adequate resources do not exist to meet an
educational obligation to educate and inform
all citizens; concerted efforts to develop
respurces to educate citizens about environ-
mental quality and ecological balance are
therefore necessary.

*“{b) It is the purpose of this Act to en-
courage and support the development of new
and improved curricula based on local needs
to encourage understanding of policies, and
support activities designed to enhance en-
vironmental quality and maintain ecological
balance; to demonstrate the use of such cur-
ricula in model educational programs; to dis-
seminate curricular materials and other
environmental education information for use
in educational programs throughout the
Nation; to provide training programs for
teachers, other educational personnel, public
service personnel, and community, labor,
and industrial and business leaders and
employees, and government employees of
State, Federal, and local levels; to provide for
the planning and/or use of environmental
etudy centers; to provide for community
education programs on preservation, wise
utilization and enhancement of environ-
mental quality and maintenance of ecological
balance; to provide for the preparation and
distribution of materials and programs by
mass media in dealing with the environment
and ecology; and to provide for a continuing
evaluation process of the foregoing programs.

“ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION

“SEC, 3. (a) (1) There is established within

the Office of Education an Office of Environ-
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mental Education (referred to in this section
as the "Office’, which, under the supervision
of the Commissioner, through regulations
promulgated by the Secretary, shall be re-
sponsible for (A) the administration of the
program authorized by subsection (b): (B)
the coordination of all activities of the Office
of Education which are related to environ-
mental education activities of the Office of
the Commissioner for Education. The Office
shall be headed by a Director who shall be
compensated at a rate not to exceed that
prescribed for grade GS-17 in section 53322
of title 5, United States Code; (C) there is
established in each of the ten United Btates
Office of Education Regions an office of en-
vironmental education (referred to in this
section as the ‘office’) which, under the
supervision of the Director of the Office of
Environmental Education, through regula-
tions promulgated by the Secretary, shall be
responsible for (A) the administration of the
regional program authorized by subsection
(b): and, (B) the coordination of activities
of the regional office which are related to en-
vironmental education. The office shall be
headed by a coordinator who shall be com-
pensated at a rate not to exceed that pre-
scribed for grade GS-15 in section 5332 of
title 5, United States Code.

“(2) For the purpose of this Act, the term
‘environmenal education’ means the educa-
tional process dealing with man's relation-
ship with his natural and manmade sur-
roundings, and includes the relation of pop-
ulation, pollution, resource allocation and
depletion, conservation, transportation, tech-
nology, and urban and rural planning to the
total human environment.

“(b)(1) The Commissioner of Education
shall carry out a program of making grants
to, and contracts with, institutions of high-
er education, State and local education agen-
cies, and other public and private agencies,
organizations, and institutions (including li-
braries and museums) to support research,
demonstrations, and pllot projects designed
to educate the public on the problems and
alternative solutions related to environmen-
tal quality and ecological balance, except
that no grant may be made other than to
a nonprofit agency, organization, or institu-
tion.

“(2) Funds appropriated for grants and
contracts under this section shall be distrib-
uted as follows:

“(A) Ten per centum of all funds appro-
priated shall be allocated to the Office for
the purpose of supporting and meeting the
program criteria described in this section
that have overarching national implications.

“(B) Ninety per centum of funds appro-
priated shall be allocated to the ten regional
offices for the purpose of supporting and
meeting the program criteria described in
this section. Ten per centum of these funds
shall be utilized by the ten regional offices
for the purpose of supporting and meeting
the program criteria described in this section
that have overarching regional implications.

“(C) Allocation of funds to the regional
offices shall be pro-rated based upon the most
recent national population census.

Recognizing that there are three major
groups involved in this Act (elementary and
secondary education, higher education, and
community education), no grant or contract
will be awarded unless clear evidence is pro-
vided that no less than two of the said
groups shall be involved in the program for
which funds are sought.

“(3) Pund appropriated for grants and
contracts under this section shall be avail-
able for such activities as—

“(A) the assessment of environmental edu-
cation trends and needs on the State, Federal,
and local levels;

“(B) the development of interdisciplinary
curricula in the preservation, wise utillza-
tion and enhancement of environmental
quality and ecological balance aimed at meet-
ing local needs;
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“(C) preservice and inservice training pro-
grams (including fellowship programs, In-
stitutes, workshops, symposia and seminars)
for educational personnel to prepare them
to teach in interdisciplinary and subject
matter areas assoclated with environmental
quality and ecological balance, and for pub-
lic service personnel, government employees,
and business, labor and industrial leaders
and employees;

(D) the planning and/or use of environ-
mental study centers;

“{E) community environmental education
programs, Iincluding special programs for
adults;

“(F) exemplary centers that demonstrate
programs and disseminate materials and in-
formation in environmental education;

(&) block grants to those state agencies,
councils or commissions which include en-
vironmental education as a major compo-
nent of their activities for the purpose of
supporting or meeting the program criterla
of this section that have overarching state
implications; and

“(H) preparation and distribution of ma-
terials and programs suitable for use by the
mass media in dealing with the environ-
mental and ecology.

“(4) (A) Financlal assistance under this
subsectlon may be made available upon ap-
plication to the Commissioner and in re-
sponse to requests for proposals (R.F.P.’s) for
those programs and research having over-
arching national implications as identified
by the Office of Environmental Education;
and,

“(B) wupon application to the regional
commissioner in response to R.JF.P.s for
those programs and research having over-
arching regional implications as identified by
the regional office of environmental educa-
tion. Additional financial assistance under
this subsection may be made available only
upon application to the regional commis-
sioner. Applications under this subsection
shall be submitted at such time, in such
form, and contalning such information as
the Secretary shall prescribe by regulation
and shall be approved only if it—

*{1) provides that the activities and serv-
ices for which assistance is sought will be
administered by, or under the supervision of,
the applicant;

“(il) describes a program for carrying out
one or more of the purposes set forth in the
first sentence of paragraph (3) which holds
promise of making a substantial contribu-
tion toward attaining the purposes of this
section;

“(iii) sets forth such policies and proce-
dures as will insure adequate evaluation of
the activities intended to be carried out un-
der the application;

“(iv) sets forth policies and procedures
which assure that Federal funds made avail-
able under this Act for any fiscal year will
be so used as to supplement and, to the ex-
tent practical, increase the level of funds
that would, in the absence of such Federal
funds, be made available by the applicant
for the purposes described in section 3, and
in no case supplant such funds.

“{v) provides for such fiscal control and
fund accounting procedures as may be neces-
sary to assure proper disbursement of and
accounting for Federal funds paid to the ap.
plicant under this title; and

“{vi) provides for making an annual re-
port and such other reports, in such form
and containing such information, as the
Commissioner may reasonably require and
for keeping such records, and for affording
such access thereto as the Commissioner
may find necessary to assure the correctness
and verification of such reports.

“(C) Except for the ten per centum of
funds allocated to the national and regional
offices for the purpose of meeting and sup-
porting programs with overarching implica-
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tlons as described in paragraphs 3 (A) and
(B), all applications submitted for financial
assistance under this Act may be approved
by the regional commissioner only if the
State environmental education council and/
or State education agency has been notified
of the application and has been given the
opportunity to offer recommendations.

“(D) Amendments of applications shall,
except as the Secretary may otherwise pro-
vide by or pursuant to regulation, be subject
to approval in the same manner as original
applications.

“(5) Pederal assistance to any program or
project under this section shall not exceed
90 per centum of the cost of such program
for the first fiscal year of its operation, in-
cluding costs of administration, unless the
Commissioner determines, pursuant to reg-
ulations adopted and promulgated by the
Becretary establishing objective criteria for
such determinations, that assistance in ex-
cess of such percentages 1s required in
furtherance of the purposes of this section.
The Federal share for the second year shall
not exceed 75 per centum, and for the third
year 60 per centum. Non-Federal contribu-
tions may be in cash, or kind, fairly evalu-
ated, including but not limited to plang,
equipment and services.

“(e) (1) There are hereby established ten
Regional Advisory Councils on Environmen-
tal Education. Each Council shall consist of
members appointed as follows:

“(a) One member from each State, within
the region, appointed by its Governor.

“(b) Five at-large members appointed by
the Secretary. Such persons shall be ap-
pointed from the public and private sector,
of their respective region, with due regard
to their fitness, knowledge and experience
in matters of, but not limited to, academic,
scientific, medical, legal, resource conserva-
tion and production, urban and regional
planning, and information media activities
as they relate to our soclety and affect our
environment, and shall give due considera-
tion to geographleal representation in the
appointment of such members: Povided
however, That among the appointees one
shall be an ecologist and one a student. The
chairman of each Council shall be elected by
the members of the Council.

“{2) The Regional Council shall—

“(A) advise the Regional Commissioner
and office concerning the administration and
operation of programs assisted under this
section;

“(B) make recommendations to the office
with respect to the allocation of funds ap-
propriated pursuant to the purposes set
forth in paragraph 3 of subsection (b) and
establish the criteria used in approving ap-
plications; and shall consider an appropriate
geographical distribution of approved pro-
grams and projects throughout the region;

“(C) develop criteria for the review of ap-
plications and their disposition;

“(D) assist the office in conducting & con-
tinued assessment of trends and needs in
environmental education;

“(E) advise the office on those programs
or research In environmental education of
overarching regional concern that need ex-
amination or support;

“(F) transmit to the National Advisory
Council an assessment of all programs, needs
and trends in environmental education with-
in the region; and

“(G) develop and implement, in coopera-
tion with the regional office of environmen-
tal education, a program of information dis-
semination and communications with the
states within each region and between re-
gions,

“(D) (1) There is hereby established a Na-
tional Advisory Council on Environmental
Education. The Council shall consist of
seventeen members obtained as follows:

“{A) One member from each of the ten re-
gional councils; each regional council shall
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elect its representative from among its mem-
bership.

“(B) Seven at-large members appointed by
the Secretary, Such persons shall be appoint-
ed from the public and private sector, of their
respective region, with due regard to their
fitness, knowledge and experlence in matters
of, but not limited to, academic, scientific,
medical, legal, resource conservation and
production, urban and regional planning,
and Information media activities as they re-
late to our society and affect our environ-
ment, and shall give due consideration to
geographical representation in the appoint-
ment of such members: Provided, however,
That among the appointees fwo shall be
ecologists and two students. The chalrman
of the Council shall be elected by the mem-
bers of the Council from among its member-
ship.

“]:2] The National Council shall—

“(A) advise the Commissioner and the
Office concerning the administration of,
preparation of general regulations for, and
operation of programs assisted under this
section;

“(B) make recommendations to the Office
with respect to the rise of funds appropriated
pursuant to the purposes set forth in para-
graph (2) of subsection (b);

“(C) assist the Office In conducting a
continual assessment of the trends and needs
in environmental education;

“(D) advise the Office on those programs or
research in environmental education of over-
arching national concern that need examina-
tion or support;

“(E) develop criteria for the review of ap-
plications and their disposition for those pro-
grams described in part (A) paragraph (2)
subsection (b); and,

“(F) develop and implement, in coopera-
tion with the Office of Environmental Edu-
cation, a program of information dissemina-
tion and communication with the regional
offices and other agencies within the Fed-
eral Government.

“TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

“Sec. 5. The Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, in cooperation with the
heads of other agencies with relevant juris-
diction, shall, insofar as practicable upon re-
guest, render technical assistance to local
education agencies of local, State and Federal
governments and other agencies deemed by
the Secretary to play a role in preserving and
enhancing environmental quality and main-
taining ecological balance. The technical as-
sistance shall be designed to enable the re-
ciplent agency to carry on education pro-
grams which are related to environmental
guality and ecological balance.

"SMALL GRANTS

“Sec. 4. (a) In addition to the grants au-
thorized under section 4, the Regional Com-
missioners, from the sums appropriated, shall
have the authority to make grants, in sums
not to exceed $10,000 annually, to nonprofit
organizations such as citizens groups, volun-
teer organizations working in the environ-
mental field, and other public and private
nonprofit agencies, institutions, or organiza-
tions for conducting courses, workshops,
seminars, symposiums, institutes, and con-
ferences, especially for adults and community
groups (other than the group funded).

“(b) Priority shall be given those proposals
demonstrating Innovative approaches to en-
vironmental education.

“(c) For the purposes of this section, the
Regional Commissioners shall require evi-
dence that the interested organization or
group shall have been in existence one year
prior to the submission of a proposal for Fed-
eral funds and that it shall submit an annual
report on Federal funds expended.

*“(d) Proposals submitted by organizations
and groups under this section shall be limited
to the essentlal information required to eval-

uate them, unless the organization or group
shall volunteer additional information,
“ADMINISTRATION

“Sec. 5. In administering the provisions of
this Act, the Commissioner is authorized to
utilize the services and facilities of any
agency of the Fetleral Government and of any
other public or private agency or institution
in accordance with appropriate agreements,
and to pay for such services elther in advance
or by way of reimbursement, as may be agreed
upon. The Commissioner shall publish an-
nually a list and description of projects sup-
ported under this Act and shall distribute
such list and description to interested edu-
cational institutions, citizens' groups, con-
servation organizations, and other organiza-
tions and individuals involved In enhancing
environmental guality and maintaining eco-
logical balance.

“AUTHORIZATION

“Sec. T. There s authorized to be appro-
priated for the fiscal year ending Jume 30,
1974, $10,000,000 for carrying out the pur-
pose of this Act.”

THE EMPLOYEE BENEFITS PROTEC-
TION ACT

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ERLENBORN) Is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, I was
pleased April 12 to join Jorn DenT, the
chairman of the general Subcommittee
on Labor, and ALBerT QuiE, the ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Education and Labor, in introducing H.R.
6900, the administration’s Employee
Benefits Protection Act.

This bill is one of two measures pro-
posed by the administration with the in-
tent of providing greater security to the
$160 billion now accumulated for the re-
tirement of 32 million American workers
covered by private pension plans, and
giving all Americans greater incentives
for saving for their retirement. I have
not seen the other bill, which I under-
stand will be referred to the Committee
on Ways and Means, and so will reserve
judgment on it until T have analyzed it
and until I can view the recommenda-
tions it makes from the perspective our
committee hopes to gain by virtue of the
study we are presently conducting,

The proposed Employee Eenefits Pro-
tection Act we are introducing today for
the administration is overall a good bill.
This is the third time in as many Con-
gresses that I have sponsored such legis-
lation in behalf of the administration.
As with previous versions, it presents
several changes over its predecessor; and
they are constructive changes. I am hope-
ful the introduction of this measure will
spur us into action.

As is demonstrated by the bipartisan
sponsorship of this bill, there is no dis-
pute among the members of our com-
mittee, nor among the unions, employers,
plan administrators, banks, and the
many others involved with private pen-
sion plans, about the need for strength-
ening fiduciary standards and requiring
more significant reporting and disclo-
sure. We have studied and debated the
subject, and there is little reason to de-
fer action any longer.

The fundamental purpose of the pro-
posed amendments to the Welfare and
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Pension Plans Disclosure Act is the
broadening and strengthening of the
protection of rights and interests of par-
ticipants and beneficiaries of employee
welfare and pension benefit plans. This
aim is accomplished in three ways. First,
by the addition of two new sections: One
setting forth responsibilities and pro-
sceriptions applicable to persons occupy-
ing a fiduciary relationship to employee
benefit plans, including a “prudent man"
standard for evaluating the conduct of
all fiduciaries; the other barring from
responsible fiduciary positions in such
plans for a period of 5 years all persons
convicted of certain listed criminal of-
fenses. Second, by additions to and
changes in the reporting requirements
designed to disclose more significant in-
formation about plans and the transac-
tions engaged in by those controlling
plan operations and to provide specific
data to participants and beneficiaries
concerning the rights and the benefits to
which they are entitled under their plans
and their rights under the law. Third, by
providing remedies through either State
or Federal courts to insure that the pro-
tections provided by the act can be ef-
fectively enforced.
I. FIDUCIARY RESPONSIEILITY

A fiduciary is one who occupies a posi-
tion of confidence or trust. As defined by
the amendments, a fiduciary is a person
who exercises any power of control, man-
agement or disposition with respect to
moneys or other property of an employee
benefit fund, or who has authority or re-
sponsibility to do so. The fiduciary re-
sponsibility section, in essence, codifies
and makes applicable to these fiduciaries
certain principles developed in the evo-
lution of the law of trusts. The section
was deemed necessary for several
reasons.

First, a number of plans are structured
in such a way that it is unclear whether
the traditional law of trusts is appli-
cable. Predominantly, these are plans
which, although maintaining a fund of
assets to finance benefit payments, are
not established as trusts. Certain insured
plans fall into this category. Administra-
tors and others exercising control func-
tions in such plans under the present act
are subject only to minimal restrictions
and the applicability of present State
trust law is sometimes unclear.

Second, even where the funding mech-
anism of the plan is clearly in the form
of a trust, reliance on conventional trust
law often is insufficient to adequately
protect the interests of plan participants
and beneficiaries. This is because the
common law of trusts was developed in
the context of testamentary and inter
vivos trusts—usually designed to pass
designated property to an individual or
small group of persons—with an attend-
ant emphasis on the carrying out of the
instructions of the settlor. Thus, if the
settlor includes in the trust document an
exculpatory clause under which the
trustee is relieved from liability for cer-
tain actions which would otherwise con-
stitute a breach of duty, or if the settlor
specifies that the trustee shall be allowed
to make investments which might other-
wise be considered imprudent, the trust
law in many States will be interpreted
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to allow the deviation. In the absence of
a fiduciary responsibility section in the
present act, courts applying trust law to
employee benefit plans have allowed the
same kinds of deviations, even though the
typical employee benefit plan, covering
hundreds or even thousands of partici-
pants, is quite different from the testa-
mentary trust both in purpose and in na-
ture. It is expected that courts will inter-
pret the prudent man rule and other
fiduciary standards bearing in mind the
special nature and purposes of employee
benefit plans intended to be effectuated
by the act.

Third, a fiduciary standard embodied
in Federal legislation is desirable because
it will bring a measure of uniformity in
an area where decisions under the same
set of facts may differ from State to
State. This uniformity of decision will
help administrators, fiduciaries and par-
ticipants to judge the legality and pru-
dence of proposed actions by an estab-
lished standard and will avoid the
necessity of reference to varying State
laws.

Finally, taken together, the funds of
employee benefit plans constitute an
enormous sum of assets and it is evident
that the operations of such plans are
increasingly interstate. The mnational
public interest in the continued prudent
management of these plans and in the
integrity of their funds is direct and
clearly warrants protective Federal legis-
lation.

Section 14(a), when read in connec-
tion with the definition of the term
“employee benefit fund,” makes it clear
that the fiduciary responsibility provi-
sions apply only to those plans which
have assets at risk. Thus an unfunded
plan, such as one in which the only as-
sets from which benefits are paid are the
general assets of the employer, is not
covered. However, if the plan does have
assets at risk, the form in which those
assets are held is deemed to be a trust,
whether or not a trust agreement exists,
and the trust assets may be used only for
the two stated purposes: providing bene-
fits for participants and defraying rea-
sonable administrative expenses.

The next two subsections (14(b) and
(e)) incorporate the core principles of
fiduciary conduct as adopted from exist-
ing trust law, but with modifications ap-
propriate for employee benefit plans.
These salient principles place a twofold
duty on every fiduciary: to act in his re-
lationship to the plan’s fund as a pru-
dent man in a similar situation and un-
der like conditions would act, and to act
solely in the interest of the participants
and beneficiaries of the plan; that is, to
refrain from involving himself in situa-
tions or transactions—especially trans-
actions with known parties in interest—
where his personal interests might con-
flict with the interests of the partici-
pants and beneficiaries for whom the
fund was established. Thus, section 14
(b) (1) sets out the prudent man stand-
ard and the attendant affirmative duties
to discharge responsibilities in conform-
ance with the instructions—as set out
in the governing plan documents—and
solely in the interest of the plan’s par-
ticipants and beneficiaries.
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There follows a list of proscriptions
(section 14(b) (2)) which represent the
most serious types of fiduciary miscon-
duct which in one way or another have
occurred in connection with employee
benefit plans. Some of these situations
have been found in the administration
of the WPPDA. Others have been dis-
covered by congressional investigations,
newspaper reporters, audits, and mis-
cellaneous sources. While the magnitude
of these improper practices is small in
relation to the total number of plans in
existence, the seriousness of the improp-
er practices disclosed indicates the need
for additional precautions to insure that
these specific examples do not become
general conditions. The list of proscrip-
tions is intended to provide this essen-
tial protection.

The exemption provision which follows
the listed proscriptions has been included
in recognition of established business
practices, particularly of certain institu-
tions such as commercial banks, trust
companies, and insurance companies
which often perform fiduciary functions
in connection with employee benefit
plans. The Secretary will, by individual
or class exemptions, provide exceptions
so that the established practices of these
institutions and others are not unduly
disrupted, so long as they are consistent
with the purposes of the act. For ex-
ample, the proscription in section 14(b)
(2) (G), prohibiting a fiduciary from fur-
nishing service to a party in interest is
not intended, in the normal course of
events, to bar a fiduciary bank from pro-
viding services to the employer whose
employees are participants in the plan.

Next, there are listed transactions in
which fiduciaries are expressly allowed to
engage. This listing is necessary for rea-
sons similar to those which required in-
clusion of the exemption provision. That
is, the breadth of the proscriptions, while
considered necessary for the reasons
stated above, would operate in some cases
to prohibit transactions which are
deemed desirable to the sound, efficient
functioning of employee benefit plans. It
was therefore necessary to specify that
certain transactions, likely to be engaged
in by fiduciaries of virtually all plans,
will be allowed notwithstanding the pro-
scriptions. It is emphasized, however,
that even with respect to the transac-
tions expressly allowed, the fiduciary’s
conduct must be consistent with the pru-
dent man standard.

Especially significant among the ex-
pressly allowed transactions is that
which permits, in most types of plans, in-
vestment of up to ten percent of the
fund assets in securities issued by the
employer of the employees who are par-
ticipants in the plan. Since such an em-
ployer will often be an administrator of
his plan, or will function as a trustee or
in some other fiduciary capacity, this
provision creates a limited exception to
the listed proscription against self-deal-
ing. The exception is made in recognition
of the symbiotic relationship existing be-
tween the employer and the plan cover-
ing his employees. Such investments are
commonly made under provisions in a
trust agreement expressly allowing them.
In recognition of the special purpose of
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profit sharing plans, the limitation does
not apply to such plans if they ex-
plicitly provide for greater investment in
the employer's securities. Section 14(c)
also recognizes the practice of including
in trust instruments various authoriza-
tions governing the handling of the fund.
Many such authorizations have been in-
serted by legal draftsmen because of
questions in their judgment as to author-
ity and are generally recognized as ap-
propriate.

The next two subsections ((d) and
(e)) are intended to codify, with respect
to employee benefit fund fiduciaries,
rules developed under the law of trusts.
Thus a fiduciary is made personally
liable for his breach of any responsibility,
duty or obligation owed to the fund, and
must reimburse the fund for any loss re-
sulting from such a breach. He must also
pay over to the fund any personal profit
realized through use of fund assets.
Where two or more fiduciaries manage a
fund, each must use care to prevent a co-
fiduciary from committing a breach or
to compel a cofiduciary to redress a
breach. Plan business is to be conducted
by joint fiduciaries in accordance with
the governing instruments of the plan,
or in the absence of such provisions, by a
majority of fiduciaries, and a fiduciary
who objects in writing to a specific action
and files a copy of his objection with the
Secretary is not liable for the con-
sequences of such action.

The requirement (section 14(f)) that
every plan contain specific provisions for
the disposition of fund assets upon ter-
mination is necessary to avoid confusion
on the part of fiduciaries and participants
and beneficiaries alike as to the proper
disposition of the fund assets upon ter-
mination of the plan. It is essential at
such a time that the plan administrator—
who is still, notwithstanding the termina-
tion, a fiduciary subject to the act—know
how assets remaining in the plan’s fund
must be distributed and it is important
that the distribution plan be specified so
that participants and beneficiaries can
assess the propriety of the fiduciary’s ac-
tions when the plan terminates. The re-
quirement that liabilities to participants
and beneficiaries be satisfied before
claims on the fund by contributing par-
ties will be heard is inserted to insure
that the interests of participants and
beneficiaries will be fully protected.

Exculpatory and similar clauses which
purport to relieve a fiduciary from any
responsibility, obligation, or duty under
the act are expressly prohibited and
made void as against public policy (sec-
tion 14(g)). Whatever the validity such
provisions might have with respect to
testamentary trusts, they are inappro-
priate in the case of employee benefit
plans. The large numbers of people and
enormous amounts of money involved
in such plans coupled with the public
interest in their financial soundness, as
expressed in the act, require that no such
exculpatory provision be permitted.

The basic 3-year statute of limita-
tions—section 14(h)—for suits to en-
force the fiduciary provisions or redress
a fiduciary’s breach may be extended up
to an additional 3 years if the breach is
not disclosed in a report required under
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the act. No action may be brought more
than 6 years after the violation occurred,
except that if the breach involves a will-
ful misrepresentation or willful conceal-
ment of a material fact, a suit may be
maintained within 10 years after the
violation occurs.

Pinally, section 14(i) explicitly pro-
vides that a fiduciary is not liable for
violations committed before he became
or after he ceased to be a fiduciary.

The second, all-new section, section
15, prohibits persons convicted of certain
listed erimes from serving, for a period
of 5 years after conviction or the end
of imprisonment for such conviction, in
a responsible position in connection with
an employee benefit plan. This prohibi-
tion is considered necessary because of
the large funds involved and the attend-
ant great risk of a loss affecting a large
number of persons. Section 15 is modeled
after section 504 of the Labor-Manage-
ment Reporting and Disclosure Act—
LMRDA—which bars persons convicted
of certain crimes from serving as union
officers. The presence of the LMRDA pro-
hibition is another reason for including
a similar provision in the Protection Act.
Without such a provision, persons bar-
red from serving as union officers might
take positions with employee benefit
plans.

The crimes listed have been chosen
with reference to three kinds of criminal
activity. These are: First, activities
which involve a wrongful taking of prop-
erty: second, activities which are related
to and often occur in connection with
the efforts of organized crime elements
in the labor-management and securities
fields; and third, crimes of a nature so
vicious that involvement in them casts
grave doubt on the individual’s responsi-
bility. Thus, in addition to the specifically
named crimes, the list includes crimes
described in section 9(a) (1) of the In-
vestment Company Act of 1940, involving
misconduct in the securities field; viola-
tions of section 302 of the Labor-Man-
agement Relations—Taft-Hartley—Act;
certain violations of the LMRDA ; viola-
tions of chapter 63 of title 18, United
States Code, mail fraud; and violation
of section 874, kickbacks from public
works employees; 1027, false statements
in documents required by the Welfare
and Pension Plans Disclosure Act; 1954,
offer, acceptance, or solicitation to influ-
ence operations of employee benefit plan;
1503, jury tampering: 1505, obstruction
of Government agency proceedings; 1506,
theft or alteration of court record or
process, false bail; 1510, obstruction of
criminal investigations; and 1951, inter-
ference with commerce by threats or
violence of title 18, United States Code.
The section contains its own criminal
penalty, with a higher fine than that pro-
vided for other eriminal violations of the
act. It is the same penalty as that speci-
fied in section 504, LMRDA.

To avoid confusion which has arisen
over the similar LMRDA provision, sec-
tion 15 states clearly that the term of
imprisonment does not include the pe-
riod of parole, if any, and the problem
of unequal application of the restoration
of citizenship rights clause due to vary-
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ing State laws has been obviated by re-
moval of the clause.
II. REPORTING AND DISCLOSURE

The underlying theory of the Welfare
and Pension Plans Disclosure Act to date
has been that reporting of generalized
information concerning plan operations
to plan participants and beneficiaries
and to the public in general would, by
subjecting the dealings of persons con-
trolling employee benefit plans to the
light of public scrutiny, insure that the
plan would be operated according to in-
structions and in the best interests of the
participants and beneficiaries. The Sec-
retary's role in this scheme was minimal.
Disclosure has been seen as a device to
impart to participants and beneficiaries
sufficient information to enable them to
know whether the plan was financially
sound and being administered as in-
tended. It was expected that the knowl-
edge thus disseminated would enable
participants to police their plans.

But experience has shown that the
limited data available under the present
act is insufficient even though the bur-
den of enforcement has been partly as-
sumed by the Secretary. The amend-
ments, therefore, are designed to in-
crease the data required in the reports,
both in scope and in detail. Experience
has also demonstrated a need for a more
particularized form of reporting, so that
the individual participant knows exactly
where he stands with respect to his
plan—what benefits he is entitled to and
what steps he must follow to secure his
benefits.

Moreover, the addition of fiduciary
responsibility provisions has increased
the need for both generalized and par-
ticularized data. On one hand, partici-
pants will be able to ascertain whether
the plan’s fiduciaries are observing the
rules set out in the fiduciary responsi-
bility section only if they have access to
sufficient date about plan transactions.
On the other hand, the prophylactic ef-
fect of the fiduciary responsibility sec-
tion will operate efficiently only if fidu-
ciaries are aware that the details of their
dealings will be open to inspection, and
that individual participants and bene-
ficiaries will be armed with enough in-
formation to enforce their own rights as
well as the obligations owed by the fidu-
ciary to the plan in general.

The existing exemption from coverage
under the Welfare and Pension Plans
Disclosure Act for plans of tax-exempt
private organizations has been removed.
Substantial numbers of persons are now
participants in plans established by
these organizations and they are entitled
to the same assurances and protection
as participants in other private plans.

To provide the flexibility necessary to
avoid hardship and duplicative report-
ing, as well as unnecessary paperwork
for both plan administrators and the
Secretary, the act includes exemption
and variation authority which the Sec-
retary may apply on a class basis.

There are four significant changes de-
signed to impart more information about
the plan and its operations in general:

First, administrators will no longer be
required to include the trust agreement
or other instrument governing the plan
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in the plan description. However, the de-
seription must be written in layman’s
language so that participants and bene-
ficiaries will be able to understand their
plan’s schedule of benefits and require-
ments concerning eligibility for benefits,
nonforfeitability, and procedures for
claims and remedies. Second, the annual
report must include the opinion of an in-
dependent accountant based upon the
results of an annual audit. Such infor-
mation will allow better assessment of
the plan’s financial soundness by admin-
istrators and participants alike—the ex-
emption for the books of institutions
providing investment, insurance and re-
lated functions and subject to periodic
examination by a government agency
will prevent duplicative sudit examina-
tions of these institutions.

Third, plans other than those which
are unfunded must include in their re-
ports information pertaining to leases,
party in interest transactions and in-
vestment assets other than securities in
addition to information about securities
investments and loans. Finally, actuarial
information is now required so that par-
ticipants and beneficiaries can judge the
progress of the plan’s funding scheme
and its overall financial soundness.

Amendments to provide particularized
information to individual participants
and beneficiaries are found in section 8.
In addition to the plan administrator's
obligation to make available copies of the
plan description and latest annual re-
port, the Secretary may require the ad-
ministrator to furnish reasonable noti-
fieation in layman’s language to all par-
ticipants of their rights under the Act,
and to furnish to any participant or bene-
ficlary so requesting in writing a fair
summary of the annual report and a
statement of what benefits—including
nonforfeitable benefits, if any—have ac-
crued in his favor or both. This will en-
able a participant to find out where he
stands with respect to the plan at any
given time. Administrators must make
good faith efforts to supply to a par-
ticipant—or his survivor—upon his ter-
mination of service under a plan, a notice
explaining exactly what procedures must
be followed to secure benefits due.

Further, the administrator must fur-
nish to participants and beneficiaries
upon request complete copies of the plan
description, annual report, or bargaining
agreement, trust agreement, contract or
other instrument under which the plan
is established and operated. He may
make a reasonable charge to cover the
cost of such copies. If a plan is subject
to a Federal vesting requirement and is
exempted from providing preretirement
vesting for benefits earned during a year
of financial hardship, participants must
be informed of the lack of vesting in that
year.

IIT. ENFORCEMENT

The changes in the enforcement pro-
visions have been made so that the rights
given to participants and beneficiaries
elsewhere in the act will be enforceable
in an appropriate forum. The enforce-
ment section reflects the addition of the
fiduciary responsibility provisions and
provides remedies of two kinds; those de-
signed to rectify fiduciary breaches and
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those to insure that participants and
beneficiaries, and the Secretary, will re-
ceive the information required by the
reporting and disclosure provisions. Suits
to redress breaches of duty by a fiduci-
ary or to remove persons from plan posi-
tions serving in violation of the criminal
conviction bar may be brought by the
Secretary, or by a participant or bene-
ficiary. The provision for equitable relief
would allow, among other things, the
imposition of a constructive trust over
fund assets transferred to a third person
in breach of the fiduciary’s duty. Certi-
fication by an accountant as a prerequi-
site to the Secretary’s investigation is no
longer necessary because the annual
audit requirement allows an assumption
that the plan report is accurate.

Participants and beneficiaries may sue
in any State court of competent jurisdic-
tion. For actions in Federal courts, na-
tionwide service of process is provided in
order to remove a possible procedural
obstacle to having all proper parties
before the court. Federal and State
courts are given discretion to award at-
norney’s fees and court costs to any
party in actions brought by a participant
or a beneficiary. The court also has dis-
cretion to require the plaintiff to post
security for court costs and reasonable
attorney’s fees. Suits by a participant or
beneficiary to redress a fiduciary breach
or remove a fiduciary must be brought as
class actions where the jurisdietion per-
mits class actions and the requirements
for such an action can be met.

Fiduciary breaches may be rectified
through civil suits only. Criminal pen-
alties for such breaches are inconsistent
with the principles established under the
common law of trusts. However, crim-
inal penalties remain available in cases
of reporting violations, and, under title
18, United States Code, in cases of em-
bezzlement, false statement, bribery and
kickbacks in connection with employee
benefit plans.

IV. EFFECT OF OTHER LAWS

The act provides for a uniform source
of law for evaluating the fiduciary con-
duct of persons acting on behalf of em-
ployee benefit plans and a singular re-
porting and disclosure system in lieu of
burdensome multiple reports. However,
State law will continue to apply to plans
not subject to the Act. This application
of State law will include actions brought
by participants and beneficiaries to re-
cover benefits due under the plan or to
clarify rights to future benefits.

States may require the filing with a
State agency of copies of reports re-
quired under the act, and actions in State
courts for accountings are expressly al-
lowed if certain conditions are met, in-
cluding adequate notice to participants
and the Secretary. Furthermore, the act
expressly authorizes cooperative ar-
rangements with State agencies as well
as other Federal agencies and provides
that State laws regulating banking, in-
surance, and securities remain un-
impaired.

VISIT WITH HON. LEE KUAN YEW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
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tleman from Oregon (Mr. WYATT) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. WYATT. Mr, Speaker, last week
the United States was honored by an
official visit by the Honorable Lee Kuan
Yew, the Prime Minister of the Republic
of Singapore. A little over 1 year ago, I
had the pleasant experience of visiting
the Prime Minister’s country, and left
with an enormous respect for what he
and his countrymen had accomplished.
I had some time with his housing minis-
ter, and was amazed at the progress
made in Singapore to provide its citizens
with quality housing.

Prime Minister Lee is a dynamic
leader, a forceful man with great vision
and courage. His accomplishments for
his country are very impressive.

He addressed the National Press Club
here in Washington on April 6 and I
think a fair description of the Prime
Minister and his accomplishments were
contained in the introductory remarks
of Donald R. Larrabee, the president of
the club.

To provide a further insight on the
background and accomplishments of
one of Asia’s truly great statesmen, I am
including herewith excerpts from Mr.
Larrabee's introduction:

EXCERPTS FrOM MR. LARRABEE'S
INTRODUCTION

An American political figure, whose respect
for the quality of leadership knows no party
lines, has said of our speaker today that he
heads probably the best-run country in the
world. Former U.S. Treasury Secretary John
Connally, at an appearance in Houston ear-
lier this year, told fellow Texans that the
little city-state of Singapore is going places
because it happens to be run by Lee Kuan
Yew who, he said, is one of the “really great,
smart leaders in this world.” And Mr. Con-
nally added: If he had a nation of any size
that he could lead, he would be a great force
to be reckoned with—because I don't know
of anybody that knows of him, or any world
leader who has ever dealt with him, that
doesn’t recognize he’s a man of great capacity
and great leadership. He's providing a spark
for that city-state that's unequaled anywhere
else in the world.”

This is a strong endorsement for a man
who knows where the power lies. But there
are few who would disagree. Even his ad-
versaries. One of Singapore’s more skeptical
intellectuals was quoted recently by News-
week as saying of our speaker: “Whatever his
faults, Lee Kuan Yew will go down in his-
tory as a very great man who has galvanized
a nation out of nothing."

In Singapore's eight years of independence,
the lion city under its Chinese founder has
broken with the past and leaped self-assur-
edly into the future . .. like the mouse that
roared. It is something of a global city, a kind
of super-efficient, super-technological me-
tropolis with a wildly improbable success
story that keeps on building. The United
Press reported recently that more than one
third of Singapore’'s two million people live
in high standard government housing with
rents as low as $20 a month and employment
and educatlonal opportunities never seem to
stop getting better.

By all accounts, this solid record of achleve-
ment is due to the determination of a man
who rolled up Singapore’s national sleeves
and set about creating a rugged society. He
acquired the name “Harry"” in his student
days in Britain and he has all the spunk of a
Harry we knew, the late President Truman.
He also has the father image of an Efisen-
hower, the charisma of a Eennedy, the sus-
plcion of the press of a Johnson and the self-
disciplined, puritanical approach of a Nixon.
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Indeed, the Prime Minister and his So-
cialist People's Action Party stalwarts have
inspired an almost Spartan devotion to hard
work and honesty in the people of Singa-
pore, The work ethic about which Mr, Nixon
talks is a living reality in Singapore. And,
as a result, she is at once the world's newest
boom town and, next to Japan, Asia’s most
prosperous nation.

What's good for business seems to be good
for the people. There is a labor shortage and
no shortage of foreign investment. Last year,
the Republic attained a per capita income
in excess of $1,000, several times that of
most neighborhood countries.

Little wonder that Singapore's bustling
citizenry cannot imagine a future without
the Prime Minister who now leads them in
his fourth term.

Unlike American politiclans, I'm told, his
plcture is rarely seen, though, I'm also told,
his presence is everywhere. Marrying West-
ern intellectualism to Chinese political
pragmatism, the Prime Minister is part
George Washington, part Eastern autocrat,
part 20th century Victorian—and all dy-
namism. He is brilliant—he won a starred
double first degree at Cambridge Univer-
sity—he is tough. He is an organizer.

Newsweek magazine noted that in the
1960's, when he first formed the People’'s Ac-
tion Party, the Prime Minister coldly en-
tered into an anti-colonial alliance with
Singapore’s Communists. But, once he
took office, the magazine reported, he pro-
ceeded to crush his communist allies, thus
becoming one of the few politicians ever to
ride the Red Tiger to power and then suc:
cessfully dismount.

A non-smoker, he has no known vices. And
from press reports, he does not tolerate
excessiveness in his people. The Lee govern-
ment recently banned all films depleting
extreme violence and it has been known to
refuse passports to youths whose hair falls
below the collarline. Now that is strict na-
tional discipline, almost hair-raising.

In terms of good government and in rela-
tion to the corruption and tyranny preva-
lent in much of the rest of Southeast Asia,
the regime of Singapore’s Prime Minister
stands out like a good deed in a naughty
world.

IN DEFENSE OF THE FARMER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. RAILSBACK) isrec-
ognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Speaker, once
again the farmer has been made the
brunt of anti-inflationary measures. We
cannot expect farmers who have worked
hard for what profits they are now re-
ceiving to sit back and take the bill, H.R.
6168, reported by the House Banking and
Currency Committee. There have been
many livestock people, who have gone
out of business in the last few years, be-
cause of losses or low-profit margins. The
net return on their investment has been
meager. If we enact restrictive legisla-
tion at this time, we in the Congress may
very well encourage more farmers to go
out of business; thereby decreasing pro-
duction, and eventually raising the prices
of beef and pork even more. This will not
serve either the farmer or the consumer.

I have received several hundred calls
from people in my distriet and over 1,000
pieces of mail, within the past week, pro-
testing the language approved by the
committee. Typical comments in these
communications are:

All my farm purchases have climbed 50%
in the past 19 years.
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You might point out to your colleagues
that in 1970 many farmers closed out the
year in the minus column.

I think supply and demand should set the
price of farm commodities.

We certainly hope that Congress will not
impose a rollback on cattle feeders. It can
only lead to a decreased supply, while con-
sumers really want and need an increased
supply.

I have assured such individuals that I
am opposed to HR. 6168 as it is pres-
ently written, and I today urge all of my
colleagues to also oppose the legislation
before us. We would be better off direct-
ing our attention to the causes of infla-
tion and not unduly crippling the farm-
ers, who themselves are also hurt by
inflation.

Let us take a moment to look at the
record. During the past 20 years, the price
of food at the retail level—"“the super-
market basket”—has risen less than 50
percent. Meanwhile, the overall costs of
goods and services—purchased by the
farmer and city worker alike—have in-
creased by at least 60 percent.

We in America spend less than one-
sixth of our disposable income on food.
This is far below the proportion spent by
even the mnewly affluent citizens of
Europe. It is also a substantial reduction
from our own level in the early fifties.

Also, we eat far better than any other
people. Americans' consumption of beef,
for example, has more than doubled in
the last 20 years, and that of the prime
and choice cuts has increased by nearly
300 percent. Few foreigners can even
imagine imitating our ordinary eating
habits. Sirloin steaks sell for $3 a pound
in Rome, and beef loin in Tokyo is a
delicacy at $12 a pound.

But, if the U.S. farmer has consistent-
ly elevated his countryman’s standard of
living, he has not always done as well for
himself. Because the farmer receives less
than half of the dollar spent at the su-
permarket, his return has not always
paralleled movements in retail prices.
Indeed, from 1952 to 1972, prices ob-
tained by the farmer for his produce had
increased about 11 percent, while the
total costs ineurred in raising crops and
breeding livestock rose by more than 100
percent during the same time period.

I know these figures make dry and for-
gettable reading for most people—but
they are certainly real enough to the
men and women who live and work the
land. Their meaning is spelled out in the
steady flow of those who once tried to
make a living at farming into the fac-
tories and offices of the cities. Farm
population is down more than 12 million
since the Korean war, and this decline
has left behind only the most efficient
strains of farmers. These are the ones
who have tripled agricultural productiv-
ity over the last two decades. And it is
these workers too who boosted our ex-
change-earning farm exports by nearly
a third last year.

And yet, in spite of such great achieve-
ments, the average farm family's income
is still almost 20 percent below that of
its urban and suburban counterpart. Few
now in number, farmers have never been
able to press for the guaranteed prosper-
ity some Americans have claimed as
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their right. Farmers’ labors are rewarded
only as the market sees fit.

Fortunately, for the first time in years,
net farm income is nationally about $20
billion. For the farmers who have just
been struggling along, this represents a
chance to continue their living. It would
be ironic indeed if we in the Congress
were now to prevent the marketplace
from partially correcting the old and
continual inequity of poverty on the
farm.

Should the American housewife be
upset by her rising food bills—even
though U.S. food prices have risen far
less sharply than those of eight Euro-
pean countries last year? Of course, she
should. Cold statistics are not comfort-
ing to her when she passes the meat
counter. But I think it is important that
we try our best in putting food prices in
their proper perspective, and be sensitive
to the very difficult problems confront-
ing the American farmer.

Most farmers are hoping to be confi-
dent about the future. In response to
market conditions, they are already in-
creasing their output. Expanding the
supply of farm products should moder-
ate grocery bills in the coming months.
Agricultural workers are eager to earn
a decent living, but not at the expense
of the housewife. Instead, they support
an expanded volume of production sold
at fair and consistent prices. That is
what the farmers of America want—
surely that is what we all want. Let us
permit the marketplace to continue op-
erating as it was intended: as one of
supply and demand.

COMMENTS ON H.R. 6168 AND
HR. 2099

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts (Mrs. HEck-
LER), is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mrs. HECEKLER of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, after participating in today's
deliberations, I remain convinced that
this body has shown no capability to
deal effectively with the problem of
inflation.

I support a simple extension of the
present authority only as a last resort,
because it would be irresponsible above
all to leave the President with no power
to exert controls in this critical stage of
our economic recovery.

Nevertheless, I am not satisfied with
this legislation. Adequate measure has
not been taken of the heartfelt agony
being expressed by housewives, senior
citizens, wage earners, and tenants across
the Nation, as they witness the erosion
of the financial security and well-being
they have labored long and hard to
achieve. These are the voices of thought-
ful, sensible, patriotic Americans, and
they are seeking relief from the shrink-
ing real value of their earnings.

I feel that this bill ignores the plight
of the consumer, and so I rise to urge
the President to use the authority ex-
tended by this legislation to relieve the
pressures on the wage earner before they
result in irrecoverable injury. Govern-
ment will fail its responsibility to the
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people if the inflationary spiral is not
curbed, especially in those sectors which
drain off the largest chunk of an indi-
vidual’s income: Food prices and rents.

For those on fixed incomes, such as
our senior citizens, this is an especially
harsh time, and we in Government bear
a special responsibility for their con-
tinued security.

Good intentions alone will not resolve
the crisis. Tough decisions must be
made—for, regardless of one's philoso-
phy, in the end reality dictates what
choices must be made. I again urge our
economic policymakers to heed the voice
of consumers—of the housewife and the
breadwinner—to take the actions which
the situation requires and which the
people deserve.

SPEECH OF SENATOR HUGH SCOTT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr, McFaLL) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, the dis-
tinguished minority leader of the Senate,
HucH Scorr of Pennsylvania, recently
addressed an assembly at the Time, Inc.’s
50th anniversary dinner in Washington,
D.C. His comments upon the inevitabil-
ity, and long history of, executive-legisla-
tive tension are worth noting, and so I
introduce them in the RECORD:

SPEECH OF SENATOR HUGH ScoTT

Hedley Donovan: It is now my honor to
introduce the minority leader of the Senate,
Hugh Scott of Pennsylvanla, who has shown
long a deep concern for the effectiveness of
Congress. He has said of the leadership of
both Houses: “They will have to say over
and over again to Congress that unless you
reform yourselves it is inevitable that the
erosion of congressional powers will con-
tinue.”

Senator Scott is a man of many achieve-
ments and attainments, including the au-
thorship of a number of books, among them,
How to Go Into Politics, Come to the Party,
and How to Run For Public Office and Win.
He knows whereof he speaks for he has won
eight elections to the House of Representa-
tives and Is now in his third term as Sen-
ator. And I learned from my charming din-
ner partner to my right, Mrs. Scott, that he
is the only Pennsylvanian ever to be elected
to a third term in the Senate. Senator Scott.

SEN. Scorr: Mr. Donovan, Mr. President,
my colleagues and ladies and gentlemen:

It is an honor to be here tonight. I was talk-
ing to Senator Humphrey before we sat down
and we realized that in 1972, in the coverage
of that campaign, TIME, I believe presented
one cover on Senator McGovern and two on
Senator Muskie, and none on Senator Hum-
phrey. Now, I think this is a sad commentary
on the fact that TIME must evidently have
been slightly deaf and their attention should
have been more adequately called to Hubers,
but we are willing at a 50% discount to ap-
pear jointly on any future cover.

I do not want to sadden the occasion, but
I would not want to let the opportunity pass
to mention how disturbed all of us are and
how unhappy we are at the tragic event of
last night which has stricken our beloved
colleague, Senator Stennis, and of course if
our Chaplain had not asked you to note that
occasion by a moment of prayer, I am sure
the Speaker and I would have done so. We
miss him and we are glad to hear that he is
resting more comfortably and we hope for
him a very early recovery.
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Now, as to the great company of the
Congresses, I think it can be sald, that every
President is known by the company he
would rather not keep.

It doesn't seem 50 years ago that I, as a
young hopeful just out of law school, became
a charter subscriber to an experimental pub-
lication called Time. But as we have been
reminded in stentorian tones so often since,
“Time marches on." Tempus indeed fugits. As
we have lately observed, Time is less transi-
tory than Life.

So here we are a half-century after two
young men from Yale set up shop in Cleve-
land to report and explain the news in a
more spritely and penetrating way than it
had been done before. Now Time has be-
come & habit, but I remember how the habit
began with me.

“Backward ran sentences until reeled the
mind,” as Gibbs of The New Yorker wrote
years later. And, “Where it all will end, knows
God.”

Archalc words were rejuvenated and new
ones invented. Oriental titles were adapted
to modern uses. Leaders of business and fi-
nance became tycoons, not just to Time read-
ers but to everybody.

Nobody in the news rated reverence, nor
yvet does. If a newsworthy character was
snaggle-toothed, he was snaggle-toothed in
the Time report. If he was egg-bald, he was
egg-bald in Time. And if he was Sam Ray-
burn, he resented it.

All of which may have comported with
Matthew Arnold's definition of journalism
as “literature in a hurry.”

The stylistic eccentricities served their
purpose as attention getters without detract-
ing from the more serious plans of Time’s
founders. It is not too much to say that, for
better or worse—and I think for better—
Henry Luce and his associates revolutionized
American, and to a degree, world journalism.
Along the way, what they did to the Ameri-
can language opened new philologic vistas.

I remember one celebrated occaslon when
Clare Luce was ambassador to Italy and the
farewell party was given for her by her staff.
She presented a gold charm that night to
Henry Luce, that illustrates what I have just
sald and, as I recall it, it said on it, “tempus
vetus luz”—time and life and light. Of course,
it was the light which atiracted the sub-
scribers.

The what-where-when deadpan news story
of the past seemed pretty flat compared with
Time's account of the same event. Talented
writers of a calibre not often attracted to the
older journalism were recruited. Opinion in-
corporated into the account of an event was
not regarded as a sin against journalism ob-
jectively by Time editors. Indeed, it was en-
couraged, the rationale being that nobody
with eyes, ears and a mind could be totally
objective—and shouldn't be.

The ingredients of opinion now spices al-
most all forms of journalism, particularly our
dally papers in Washington, and even tele-
vision, much as the tycoons of that industry
deny it. As Howard Smith recently conceded
in a news commentary, all television can sup-
ply within the limited time frame of iis news
shows is animated headlines. If the news is
not what they say it is, they keep right on
saying It anyway.

Headlines, through selection and emphasis
can be more tellingly opinionated than es-
says, and often are. I don't deplore this as
much as do some of my political assoclates
who have found that ink can singe. I recog-
nize that an adversary relationship exists,
and should exist, between government and
the press.

1 am also fairly complacent about bias in
public communications because I am con-
vinced that, when exaggerated, it is self-
defeating. The outcome of the last presiden-
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tial election happily strengthened that con-
viction for some of us.

We might as well face it: both your busi-
ness and mine are in bad with the people
of this country. Neither of us rated very
much higher than secondhand car dealers
In a recent poll measuring the degree of con-
fidence by various categories of public ser-
vants, My own feeling is that neither we
politicians nor you journalists deserve the
low esteem in which we both seem to be
held. Looking back over the last 50 years, it
seems to me that we, between us, must have
done more than something right.

For our problems, social and political, are
not swept under the rug as they were when
this century was younger. Government may
not be more efficient, but it is more compas-
sionate. Journalism is infinitely better in-
formed and more informative.

But what I have been told to talk about
here tonight is not the relationship between
government and press but between govern-
ment and government—between the presi-
dency and the Congress. For example, here
we are now told, the relationship is so abra-
slve that it allegedly threatens a constitu-
tional crisis.

My own feeling is that this overstates the
case. Also, that this crisis is not, as many
would have us believe, the exclusive fault of
a powerful President. I keep reading that he
is as haughty as De Gaulle, deliberately of-
fensive to Congress, and a potential tyrant.

If there has been a degree of inclvility be-
tween the White House and the Capitol, and
there has, I submit that it has not all, or
even in large part, flowed uphill. The Nixon
Administration has been called the most cor-
rupt in history by one of my colleagues;
others have accused the President of every-
thing from embracery to hallucination; his
policy in Viet Nam has been called war-
mongering, even while it was visibly leading
us out of earlier commitments to belligerence.

The fact is that pulling and hauling be-
tween the President and Congress has been
going on through all 50 years we are con-
cerned with here and ever so long before
that, dating back to George Washington's
walkout he staged from the Senate after his
appearance there in which he noted with
some profanity that he was ‘“never going
back to see any of those people again.”

The founders arranged for it by establish-
ing a system of checks and balances between
theoretically equal branches of government.
Nobody likes to be balanced, much less
checked. The 535 Members of Congress al-
ways think they know better than that
single fellow downtown. Yet they keep
noticing that he is, by Orwellian measure,
more equal than they are. Here again the
founders may be to blame, and intentionally.
They created a strong Executive, which pri-
marily distinguishes our system from the
more usual parliamentary systems.

If the Presidency has become too power-
ful and Congress too weak—as I concede that
in some areas they have in recent times—it
is, I believe, because we have dealt with a
great Depression and three wars since the
1920s. Congress was happy to turn the De-
pression over to a strong President. And wars
cannot be fought and peace achieved by a
committee—certainly not by a committee of
535; or, as Woodrow Wilson said: “I know not
how better to deseribe our form of govern-
ment by the chairmen of the standing com-
mittees."”

And I cannot resist the obvious reference
to the camel as an animal constructed by
committees.

In any event, Congress spends too much
time reading the minutes and squandering
the hours.

If Congress wishes to regain certaln pow-
ers, then let it try to do so, submitting the
{ssue to the arbitration of the courts and
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thereafter abiding by those decisions, Short
of that, what we are talking about lies some-
where between fustian and shadowboxing.

Perhaps the peace now in sight will give
us a chance to clear the constitutional am-
biguity that now enshrouds the war-making
power. Perhaps, too, we can define more
clearly the authority of the President to im-
pound appropriated funds and to invoke
Executive privilege on behalf of his asso-
clates—both being practices that are as old
as the Republic. And if Congress really be-
lieves any of these things, then let them find
out and let them establish the powers of the
three bodies by the ultimate intervention of
that third party, the Judiciary.

To accomplish these clarifications, how-
ever, Congress must modernize its own opera-
tions and that 1s what we have been talking
about in all these varlous forums around
the country. I have read all of those discus-
sions and throughout everyone seems to
make the same point, that it should start
with internal reforms. I believe that my
party has shown part of the way by limiting
our members to one committee apiece under
certain circumstances in the House and one
major committee in the Senate, and by
modifying the seniority system to the ex-
tent of voting in caucus, and also In the
Senate on committee assignments and
seniority.

Now, these are significant but
reforms.

But there must be more. Congress, of
course, needs the aid of computers and re-
trieval systems and experts to operate them.
In many ways, we are still marching to the
measured beat of another century's drums.
We must pick up the cadence, if we are to
march in today’s parade. Republicans are not
free of blame. Democrats, who have been in
power in Congress 90% of the time over the
last 40 years, must catch up, too.

Perhaps their determination to put a Presi-
dent of the other party in his place will
stimulate them sufficiently. If they don’t get
overstimulated, something useful may come
of the present split personality of our
Government.

If a low opinion of Congress pervades much
of the academic world, since they know our
job much better than we presume to know it,
consider what the president of the Senate
before the 1800s thought of the academics.
This is what John Adams sald: “I really be-
gan to think that learned academics not
under the inspection and control of govern-
ment have disorganized the world and are
incompatible with social order.”

So, as we progress toward more efficient
and more open behavior, well, Time will
tell—and so will its competition,

Pending the resolution of this Executive
versus Legislative conflict, I'l therefore count
upon Time to keep us and the American peo-
ple informed, feeling that if anybody knows,
knows Time.

Mr. DoNovAN. Thank you very much, Sena-
tor Scott.

limited

FREEDOM OF EMIGRATION ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. RopiNo)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, it was with
a great deal of pride that I joined 275 of
my colleagues in the House of Represent-
atives and 76 in the Senate in cospon-
soring the Freedom of Emigration Act of
1973, HR. 3917. It is my strong convic-
tion that this vital legislation is necessi-
tated by actions in the Soviet Union
which are an affront to the human dig-
nity and freedom of those within the
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Soviet Union who wish solely to exercise
the universally recognized right to emi-
grate freely.

As modern nations have matured, the
right to emigrate has been among the
basic tenets of their civility. It is clearly
affirmed in the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights of the United Nations
that has been ratified by the United
States and the Soviet Union. The Soviet
constitution further pays homage to this
vital human right, even though in prac-
tice its implementation has been consid-
erably diminished.

Of most immediate importance, how-
ever, is the desire of the Soviet govern-
ment to trade on special terms with our
Government. In asking for special status
in trade, it is only right and proper, in
my judgment, that we list our terms for
such favors. Among the most important
among all of the terms I can list would
be the just and equitable treatment of
the thousands of people who want only
to live elsewhere. If we overlook this op-
portunity and succumb to economic and
commercial interests, elevating them
above human rights and dignity, we
would make a mockery of our own found-
ing documents and our support and rati-
fication of the Declaration of Human
Rights.

Is it right or proper for our Govern-
ment to raise such an issue with a sov-
ereign state? Are we really, as some have
charged, interfering in the internal af-
fairs of another nation? I think not.
Given the fact that the Soviets have
asked something very special from the
American people in trading rights, it is

only logical that we as a people should
set our terms for trade and commerce.

If these terms are unacceptable,
then trade becomes impossible and
unnecessary.

After all, the Soviets have never been
bashful about reminding us as a nation
and people of our own deficiencies con-
cerning civil rights for American Ne-
groes and other minorities. The major
difference is that we made great prog-
ress in improving our own laws and con-
tinue to do so. We are not ashamed to
recognize our failings and strive to
strengthen our national resolve to cor-
rect our deficiencies.

Actions such as proposed in this legis-
lation are not without specific precedent
in our history. President Theodore
Roosevelt unilaterally halted a trade
treaty with Russia in 1911 because the
Russians were systematically persecuting
Russian Jews in a series of calculated
and horrible programs, That trade treaty
had first been ratified in 1832 and had
resulted in over $50 million a year in
trade—the equivalent in present day
terms of hundreds of millions of dollars.
Nevertheless, President Roosevelt sus-
pended the treaty and his action was ap-
proved by the Congress in 1911.

It is my hope that the Soviet Union
will see the wisdom of changing its emi-
gration policies so that we as a people
and nation will not feel that we are left
with little chance to open wide the doors
of peace through commerce and trade.
For there is little disagreement that the
cause of peace is well served through
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endeavors such as trade and cultural and
scientific exchanges.

But repressive policies, whether they
be against people of another nation or
their own, are still repressive and there-
fore reprehensive. We must therefore
continue to press for changes in these
policies with whatever mechanism is at
hand. I am confident that we will con-
tinue in our effort, and that we will not
be bought off with tantalizing tales of
exemption from the insidious policies the
Soviet Union has been pursuing toward
Soviet Jews seeking to emigrate. The So-
viet Union’s fluctuating policies, as in
the case of imposition and relaxation of
the repellent brain tax gives us good rea-
son to be skeptical. If our proposal is not
enacted during the forthcoming consid-
eration of trade legislation, recurrence
of such cruel policies could very likely
take place, with little chance for us to
act to aid these oppressed Soviet citi-
Zens.

On the other hand, with our legislation
firmly implanted in a trade act, if the
Soviets were able to demonstrate that
they meet the test of the law, then we
could feel free to recommend to the Pres-
ident that he certify as to the Soviet
Union’s compliance, thus activating
most-favored-nations’ treatment for
that nation.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to be counted
among the strong supporters of this cru-
cial legislation. We all are serious about
our intent and our work on its behalf.
We cannot and will not be fooled or
bought off. We will not participate in the
ransom of human life in the name of
commerce. Old world politics of this
character are not in the traditions and
heritage of our Nation.

FESTIVAL OF FREEDOM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. BURTON. Mr, Speaker, I am
pleased and honored to mark this week of
Passover, the Jewish festival of freedom,
by including in our proceedings a resolu-
tion on Freedom of Emigration for Soviet
Jewry, authored by the Honorable Henry
A. Waxman, distinguished representative
of the 61st assembly district of the Cali-
fornia State Legislature.

I believe the vast majority of Mem-
bers of this House, as well as the majority
of freedom-loving Americans throughout
our land share the conviction so elo-
quently expressed in Assemblyman Wax-
man's resolution of Soviet Jewry, which
supports the Jackson-Mills-Vanik Free-
dom of Emigration amendment to the
upcoming trade legislation. I hope we will
soon pass the legislation pending before
us which would make full freedom of
emigration a central concern of Ameri-
can trade policy.

The resolution follows:

ASSEMBLY JOINT REsoLUTION No. 15—RELA-
TIVE TO EAST-WEST TRADE RELATIONS

AJR 15, as amended, Waxman (Rls.). East-
West trade relations.

Memoralizes the President to support, and

Congress to enact legislation to amend the
federal East-West Trade Relations Act of 1971
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to deny most-favored-nation status to coun-
tries which prevent their citizens from emi-
grating freely by requiring the payment of
ransom taxes.

Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California, jointly, That the Leg-
islature of the State of California respectfully
memoralizes the President to support, and
the Congress of the United States to enact,
legislation to amend the East-West Trade
Relations Act of 1971 so as to deny most-
favored-nation status to countries which pre-
vent their citizens from emigrating freely by
requiring the payment of ransom taxes; and
be it further

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to
the President and Vice President of the
United States, to the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, to Senator Henry M. Jack-
son and Congressmen Charles Vanik and Wil-
bur Mills, and to each Senator and Represen-
tative from California in the Congress of the
United States.

THE CUYAHOGA NATIONAL PARK
AND RECREATION AREA ACT OF
1973

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. VANIK) is recog-
nized for 10 minutes.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, today, I rise
to speak in support of legislation intro-
duced by my distinguished colleagues,
Mr. SEIBERLING and Mr. REGULA, mem-
bers of the Ohio delegation, and other
Members of Congress to establish the
15,000-acre Cuyahoga Valley National
Historical Park and Recreation Area.

This bill represents the culmination
of a process which began over a decade
ago. As early as 1961, residents in and
around Peninsula, Ohio, formed the
Peninsula Valley Heritage Association
to encourage, in part, the preservation
of the natural, scenic, and historical fea-
tures of the valley. In June 1966, the
Secretary of the Interior, Stewart Udall,
toured the valley. At that time Mr. Udall
pointed to the possibility of the Federal
Government applying its expertise in
planning, development, and manage-
ment to saving one of America’s price-
less undeveloped valleys. Two years ago,
legislation was first introduced to pre-
serve the valley. Our efforts today repre-
sent a continuation of these efforts.

The legislation we introduce today is
an outgrowth of President Nixon’s man-
date outlined in 1971 “to put the parks
where the people are.” Last Congress,
an important step in the establishment
of urban area parks was taken with the
creation of the Gateway National Rec-
reation Area in New York Harbor and
the Golden Gate National Recreation
Area near San Francisco. Similar Fed-
eral assistance is necessary in Ohio—the
sixth most populous State in the Un-
ion—to preserve a great natural and his-
toric area for the enjoyment of the peo-
ple. It is even more desperately needed
in the highly urbanized Cleveland-
Akron area—an area which contains
more than one-third of the State’s pop-
ulation, but which is over 200 miles
away from the nearest national park.

THE NATURAL BEEAUTY OF THE CUYAHOGA RIVER
VALLEY

To anyone who has recently visited
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the Cuyahoga River Valley between
Cleveland and Akron, the reason for our
concern is obvious. The natural beauty
of the river is being choked between the
sprawling expansion of Cleveland and
Akron. Shopping centers, quick food
chains, filling stations, and automobiles
threaten to devour the irreplaceable
richness of the valley floor.

In contrast to the overly publicized
picture of the Cuyahoga as “the river
that burned,” only a few miles outside
the city limits of Cleveland the charac-
ter of the river changes dramatically.
Above Akron and Kent, the river is
nearly a wild stream with picturesque
brooks flowing gently into its waters.

The valley itself with its significant
natural and historical features and rec-
reation potential is one of the most prom-
ising natural resources in mid-Amer-
jea. The valley lies adjacent to the
Portage escarpment, which cut diago-
nally across Ohio from northeast to
southwest. This jagged divide marks the
flow of rivers in the State—those north
of the divide flow into Lake Erie, while
those south of the divide flow into the
Ohio River.

The escarpment roughly marks the
edge of the great glacial ice sheets that
once covered large areas of the North
American continent. As a result of its
close proximity to this geological land-
mark, the Cuyahoga is a river of extra-
ordinary contrasts. Within the sur-
rounding valley and uplands there lies
one of the most varied examples of bo-
tanical life on the continent. Vegeta-
tion representative of the Appalachian
range to the east and the flat prairie
land to the west converge dramatically
within the region of the river.

RIVER VALLEY OF MAJOR HISTORICAL
SIGNIFICANCE

Located between the Great Lakes and
the Ohio-Mississippi Valley, the Cuya-
hoga River has long served as a conduit
between these two great inland water
systems. The Erie Indian Nation long ago
established an important commercial
and communications link from the Cuya-
hoga southward to the Tuscarawas,
Muskinghum and Ohio Rivers. With the
annihilation of the Eries in the 18th
century, many displaced tribes came to
inhabit the area: Shawnees, Delawares,
Mohicans, Miamis, Ottawas, and Hurons.
However, this strong Indian heritage
and their numerous archaeological sites
in the Cuyahoga Valley is today threat-
ened by careless commercial expansion.

In the last decade of the 19th cen-
tury, white settlement began to blossom
in Ohio. The turning point came with
the signing of the Greenville Treaty in
1795.

With Indian title extinguished in the
area, northeastern Ohio became secure
for survey and settlement. William Ellis
in his book on the Cuyahoga describes
this exciting period with these words:

When the Cuyahoga was the republic’s
northwest boundary, settlement was working
its way too slowly north from the Ohio River,
leaving America’s northwest corner nervous-
1y unpeopled and unpossessed. This corner of
the land wore a defense of roadless forests
and so the Cuyahoga became the only means

of opening the arean which General Wash-
ington called the “invaluable backland.”
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Moses Cleaveland, who lent his name
to the great city along the lake, pioneered
efforts to chart the region—the Western
Reserve of the State of Connecticut. But
it was another man, Lorenzo Carter, who
spirited the effort to settle this portion
of Ohio. Carter built the first frame
house in Cleveland, where only log cabins
had stood before. In 1820, Carter opened
the first school, and during the years be-
fore the Civil War it was Carter who
helped slaves escape North to freedom
along the Cuyahoga.

THE CUYAHOGA VALLEY:! HISTORIC KEY IN

AMERICA'S INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION

Carter and another great pioneer of
the time, Levi Johnson, laid the founda-
tions for the great industrial center that
Cleveland is today. Carter’s ship Zephyr,
a vessel of 30 tons, initiated Cleveland's
shipbuilding industry. Not long after,
Johnson started the area's first contract
construction business which spurred de-
velopment in the area. Schools, houses,
shops, a courthouse, all contributed to
the dynamic growth of northeastern
Ohio.

In the industrial development of the
area of Cuyahoga played a vital role. The
gateway opening the industrial age in
Ohio was the construction of the Ohio
and Erie Canal. In 1825, a visionary
Irishman, Alfred Kelley, began the con-
struction of the canal along the shallow
and twisting Cuyahoga in Cleveland. By
June of 1827, 36 miles had been con-
structed to Akron. Finally in 1832, the
entire 309 miles to Portsmouth on the
Ohio River had been completed.

The construction of the canal instant-
1y opened up the economy of the midcon-
tinent. New towns and communities
sprouted into existence: Massillon,
Canal Fulton, Dover, and others became
thriving commercial centers. The small
communities of Boston Mills and Pen-
ninsula established during the construc-
tion of the canal still retain a rural
charm of the early Western Reserve
settlement days that help make the
Cuyahoga Valley the historic keystone of
the midwest.

Witk the expansion of commerce, the
development of local industry was not
far behind. Soon, the manufacture of
clay products, farm machinery, and
leather goods all thrived with easy ac-
cess to the canal. With the growth of in-
dustry, immigration into the area ac-
celerated. The population of Cleveland
grew from 1,075 in 1830 to 92,829 in 1870.
The population of Akron grew tenfold
during the same 40-year period.

In 1863, a young Cleveland business-
man, John D. Rockefeller entered the
oil business. Convinced of the potential
of kerosene as a lamp fuel, Rockefeller
wanted to organize a company to manu-
facture the product. The Atlantic and
Great Western Railroad completed its
western line to Cleveland and supplied
Rockefeller with a direct route to the
East coast markets.

In this early period Rockefeller saw
his involvement in oil as merely “a side-
line.” In less than a decade, however,
the situation had changed dramatically.
The industry that had begun with
Drake’s first well in Titusville, Pa., was
rapidly developing into a business of ma-

April 16, 1973

jor dimensions. And J. D. Rockefeller
made sure Cleveland was leading the
way.

On January 10, 1870, Rockefeller and
four partners, including his brother Wil-
liam, incorporated the Standard Oil Co.
Grace Goulder's early account of Rocke-
feller in Cleveland describes the impres-
sive beginnings of the company.

In Cleveland . . . the holdings included
two refineries In excellent condition, sixty
acres of land, up-to-date cooperage shop,
lakeside dockage, and railroad tank cars . . .
The Standard Oil Company of Ohio at the
time of its inception was not only the big-
gest oil operation in Cleveland, it also rep-
resented one-tenth of the petroleum busi-
ness in the country.

Nobody, except perhaps Rockefeller
himself, foresaw the phenomenal growth
that was ahead for the industry.

In the same year of 1870, another in-
dustrial development was occurring 36
miles to the south in Akron. That was
the year Dr. Benjamin Franklin Good-
rich, a physician turned manufacturer,
organized the first rubber factory west of
the Alleghenies. The plant turned out
fire hoses, billiard cushions, wringer rolls,
and fruit jar rings.

It was not until the dawning of the
automotive era that the real implications
of the early work of Rockefeller and
Goodrich were felt. The advent of the
automobile thrust northeastern Ohio into
a vitally strategic position in the Nation's
economy.

But the legacies of the past—indeed,
the entire history of the region—will be
jeopardized if not enough care is taken
to preserve it. Under the provisions of
our legislation a concerted effort will be
made to recapture the unique history of
the valley from its origins as an Indian
trading route to its central role in the
industrial expansion of our country. A
national park in the valley will be a “liv-
ing museum” of the history and cultures
of the area. But the park will be much
more,

PROVISIONS OF THE PARK BILL

The creation of the Cuyahoga Valley
National Park and Recreation Area will
preserve this extraordinary land for the
enjoyment of this and future genera-
tions. As President Nixon stated in his
recent message to Congress on natural
resources and the environment:

Americans not only need, but also very
much want to preserve diverse and beautiful
landscape, to maintain essential farm lands,
to save wetlands and wildlife habitats, to
keep open recreational space near crowded
population centers, and to protect our shore-
lines and beaches., Our goal is to harmonize
development with environmental quality and
to add creatively to the beauty and long-
term worth of land already being used.

LOCAL PLANNING AND MANAGEMENT

The key feature of our proposal is the
extent of local involvement in the plan-
ning and management of the park. Too
often, decisions of vital importance to
the public interest are made in the re-
mote, air-conditioned corridors of Wash-
ington. This legislation takes important
precautions to insure that the interests
of the people of the region are not stam-
peded by remote control planning.

First of all, the park will be managed
by a 13-member Cuyahoga National Park
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and Recreation Commission. The mem-
bers of the commission will all be rep-
resentative of the region:

Two members to be appointed from
recommendations submitted by the
Board of Park Commissioners of the
Akron Metropolitan Park District.

Two members to be appointed from
recommendations submitted by the
Board of Park Commissioners of the
Cleveland Metropolitan Park District.

Two members to be appointed from
recommendations submitted by the Gov-
ernor of the State.

One from the membership of an Ohio
conservation organization.

One from the membership of an Ohio
historical society.

Five members representing the gen-
eral public, from among permanent resi-
dents and electors of the park area.

LIMITS ON LAND ACQUISITION

Under the provisions of this legisla-
tion, the Secretary of the Interior may
not acquire any land as long as the owner
is in compliance with zoning provisions
established to promote the character of
the park. This is but one device to pro-
tect the rights of landowners in the area.

If an individual within the boundaries
of the park decides to sell his land, he
may retain possession of his holding for
a period of 25 years. This right is contin-
gent only on the landowner's consent to
use his land in a manner which is in har-
mony with the purposes of the park.

But suppose a landowner does not want
to sell his holdings? Under this bill the
Secretary of the Interior may negotiate
with the owner to purchase a right of
“scenic easement” to the land. With this
arrangement the Federal Government
will pay a landowner not to develop his
land in ways that would erode the char-
acter of the park.

With regard to the communities of the
area, their land will not be included
within the boundaries of the park. This
exclusion represents only one of a num-
ber of safeguards for these communities.

To compensate for the erosion of the
local tax base that may accompany the
establishment of a park in the valley,
the Secretary of the Interior is author-
ized to assist these local governments in
the development of a plan to minimize
the impact of any shrinkage of the tax
base. Primarily this assistance would be
relief for these governments of the fiscal
responsibility for road maintenance and
firefighting and law enforcement serv-
ices.

Finally, an extensive effort has been
made in this legislation to encourage
public participation in the process by
which decisions are made concerning the
park. Public hearings must be held be-
fore the boundaries of the park are ini-
tially established and before they are
subsequently altered. Further, the in-
dividual landowner has opportunity to
redress any grievances through the Fed-
eral adjudication procedure established
under the Administrative Procedure Act.

This legislation presents a tremendous
opportunity, Mr. Speaker, for Congress
to continue onward with the work we
began 2 years ago in the creation of two
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great urban recreation areas: Gateway
and Golden Gate. We cannot afford the
luxury of time. Every legislative effort
must be made to conserve the natural
beauty and historic importance of one of
the greatest small rivers in America, the
Cuyahoga.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL
SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. HaMILTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, on Feb-
ruary 20, 1973, I spoke in this body of
the constitutional crisis which arises
from the imbalance between the legisla-
tive and executive branches of govern-
ment in the formulation of U.S. foreign
policy.

Despite the Constitution’s clear man-
date for a sharing of power between the
Congress and the President in foreign af-
fairs, we have drifted dangerously close
fo one-man rule in crucial foreign policy
decisions, This is neither necessary nor
tolerable in a free society. Indeed, it is
an anomaly in a democracy.

In my February 20 statement, I sug-
gested several steps to strengthen the
role of the Congress in foreign affairs.
Among those suggestions was the estab-
lishment of a Joint Committee on Na-
tional Security. I am introducing legisia-
tion today to create such a committee.
Senator HumpHREY has introduced iden-
tical legislation in the Senate.

While a permanent committee on na-
tional security will not by itself correct
the imbalance, it will constitute a mecha-
nism for the Congress to express its col-
lective view or views on national security
issues. It has been estimated that over
half of the standing committees of the
Congress are in some way involved in
U.S. foreign policy. There is consequently
no way of determining who speaks for
the Congress on foreign policy issues or
where the Congress stands on any par-
ticular issue. We need coherence to voice
the congressional view and the joint
committee I propose would fulfill that
need.

Its main responsibilities would be—

First, to study and make recommenda-
tions on all issues concerning national
security.

Second, to review and evaluate the ac-
tivities, goals, and strategies of the Na-
tional Security Council,

Third, to studv and make recom-
mendations on Government practices
with respect to the classification and de-
classification of documents.

Fourth, to make reports on its find-
ings.

The committee’s membership of 25
would include the Speaker of the House,
the majority and minority leaders of the
Senate and the House, the chairmen
and ranking minority members of the
Committees on Appropriations, Foreign
Relations and Foreign Affairs, Armed
Services, and the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, plus three Members of
each body, two from the majority party
and one from the minority, chosen by

12571

the Speaker and the President of the
Senate.

There naturally will be some problems
in working out the relationships between
the new joint committee and the stand-
ing committees, but the Congress must
resolve these problems and improve its
capacity for handling national security
issues or there is no hope for its dealing
with foreign policy as a coequal of the
executive branch.

By addressing itself to the broader
issues that go beyond the jurisdictions
of individual committees, the joint com-
mittee could speak as a unified voice for
the Congress and thereby facilitate the
congressional foreign policy role. It would
serve as a convenient forum for consulta-
tion with the Executive in emergency
situations, neutralizing to some extent
the argument that national emergencies
do not allow time for the President to
consult the Congress before committing
the Nation to a particular course of ac-
tion,

If we cannot arrive at our own con-
clusions independent of the Executive
and make our own judgments concern-
ing vital issues of national security, then
we are not meeting our constitutional
responsibility to act as a check on and
balance to the executive branch. The
Joint Committee on National Security
will help the Congress fulfill that respon-
sibility by providing greater expertise, a
broader perspective, and a device for
meaningful and speedy consultation on
foreign affairs issues.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS TO IM-
PROVE COMMUNICATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Mrs. Grasso)
is recognized for 10 minutes.

Mrs. GRASSO. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing three bills to improve
communication between citizens, their
elected officials and Government agen-
cies.

The first bill would encourage Con-
gressmen to provide toll-free telephone
service for constituents to their district
offices by allowing each Representative
funds to pay the base cost of such serv-
ice. The second bill would allow citizens
to write postage-free letters to the
FPresident, Vice President, executive
agencies and departments as well as to
their own Senators and Representative.
The third bill would initiate a GSA study
to determine the feasibility of establish-
ing an incoming toll-free telephone sys-
tem for the regional offices of executive
agencies,

The need for toll-free telephone serv-
ice and postage-free letters is daily evi-
dent to elected representatives and
agency officials alike. Clearly, it is imper-
ative for Members of Congress to know
the views, concerns, and needs of their
constituents. It is also important to give
citizens the opportunity to have free and
direct contact with Federal agencies in
order to obtain information and resolve
problems concerning social security and
veterans' benefits, student assistance and
a vast array of concerns related to hun-
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dreds of other Federal programs. These
new services would be of special benefit
to people who live on limited incomes,
such as many of our elderly citizens.

Upon becoming a Member of Congress,
I installed 24-hour foll-free telephone
service for my constituents. Each week,
between 150 and 200 telephone calls are
received on this line, The Ella-Phone
links the residents of northwest Con-
necticut, their concerns and problems
directly with my district office for action
in Washington. My bill would encourage
other Congressmen to make the same
valuable service available to their con-
stituents.

The important legislative package I
am introducing today is designed to help
bring government closer to people. It is
my hope that these bills will receive early
consideration by the Congress.

HERBERT ROBACK, GOVERNMENT
OPERATIONS COMMITTEE STAFF
DIRECTOR, WINS CAREER AWARD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HOLIFIELD)
is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I am
greatly pleased to inform the Members
of the House that Herbert Roback, staff
director of the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations, has been selected to
receive the Career Service Award for
Sustained Excellence given by the Na-
tional Civil Service League. The League
has made such awards annually since
1955, each year honoring 10 Federal Gov-
ernment employees. The awards are di-
vided into two categories—the Career
Service Award for Sustained Excellence
and the Career Service Award for Spe-
cial Achievement. The purpose of these
awards is not only to honor the recip-
ients, but to draw public attention to the
value, diversity, and challenge of careers
in the Federal service.

The awards for 1973 will be presented
at the National Civil Service League’s
19th Career Service Awards Banquet, to
be held FPriday, May 4, 1973, at the Wash-
ington Hilton Hotel. The presentation
to each recipient is made by the head of
his agency. I will be making the presen-
tation to Mr. Roback, and I hope that
many of his friends will want to attend.
Further information on the banquet cer-
emony may be obtained from the Na-
tional Civil Service League Office in
Washington, D.C., or from our commit-
tee office.

At the banquet ceremony on May 4,
I will see some good friends, in addition
to Herb Roback, who are recipients of
awards this year, These include Paul G.
Dembling, General Counsel of the U.S.
General Accounting Office, and Robert E,
Hollingsworth, General Manager of the
J.8. Atomic Energy Commission, both of
whom I have worked with closely in my
capacities as chairman of the Commit-
tee on Government Operations and for-
mer chairman of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy. Another award recipient
with whom I am well acquainted is
George M. Low, Deputy Administrator of
the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration.
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Mr. Speaker, the National Civil Service
League is to be commended for includ-
ing legislative employees in its consid-
eration of awards. Although such em-
ployees are not in the classified civil
service, they include many who are ca-
reerists and professional persons in the
spirit and intent of the Legislative Reor-
ganization Act of 1946. Members of this
House know how valuable and, indeed,
indispensable are their services. I under-
stand that Herb Roback is the second
staff member of the Congress to be hon-
ored with this award. The first award to
a congressional staff member was made
last year to Dr. Laurence Woodworth of
the Joint Committee on Internal Reve-
nue Taxation.

Herb Roback’s extensive experience in
government includes work for agencies
in the executive branch and for commit-
tees in both the House and Senate. His
congressional committee work dates back
to 1940, when he was a professional staff
member of the Select Committee Inves-
tigating Interstate Migration.

During World War II he served in
the European theater and was awarded
the Combat Infantry Badge and the
Purple Heart, having been wounded in
action in Italy. He was captured by the
Germans in the Vosges Mountains of
France and escaped 62 months later, re-
turning safely to the United States. For
a time thereafter, he was assigned to
the Army War College and detailed to a
Subcommittee of the Senate Committee
on Military Affairs. He also served as a
Special Assistant to the Housing Expe-
diter in the Office of War Mobilzation

His association with the House Com-
mittee on Government Operations, as a
professional staff member, commenced in
June 1949, During 1953-55, he served as
my assistant on the Commission on Or-
ganization of the Executive Branch of
the Government—second Hoover Com-
mission. Since 1905 he has been staff
director of the Subcommittee on Mili-
tary Operations—now the Subcommittee
on Legislation and Military Operations—
and since 1970, he also has the important
responsibility of being staff director of
the Full Committee on Government Op-
erations.

The National Civil Service League, in
selecting Herb Roback for an award this
vear, emphasized his legislative work in
Government reorganization and in the
creation of the Commission on Govern-
ment Procurement. I could cite, in addi-
tion, numerous other contributions that
Herb has made to the betterment of the
public service. He has conducted many
important investigations for the com-
mittee, has prepared reports of enduring
value, and has developed recommenda-
tions which have helped to improve Gov-
ernment performance in many ways.
His fairness and objectivity and his
knowledge and insight concerning publie
policies and Government affairs, are
widely recognized, not only in the Con-
gress but in academic and professional
cireles.

I may also note, Mr. Speaker, that
Herb has received many letters of con-
gratulations for this award. They speak
words of praise, a praise fully deserved
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by the recipient, whose work exemplifies
the highest standards of congressional
service.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, all too
often, the important and brilliant work
that is done by congressional staff pro-
fessionals goes unheralded. By the very
nature of our system, public credit for
legislative accomplishments is normally
given only to the Members of Congress
and Senators who participate in hear-
ings, investigations, markup sessions and
other phases of legislative work. As all of
us know, much of what is done by the
legislative branch of our Government
could not be done as well, without staff
expertise and assistance, and particularly
without the work of those men and
women who are career staff professionals
on Capitol Hill.

Thus, I am especially pleased to join
this afternoon in the remarks of my
distinguished colleague, Mr. HOLIFIELD,
the chairman of the House Committee
on Government Operations, and to join
in his fine tribute to the staff director of
our committee, Herbert Roback, who is
to receive the very highest honor that
the National Civil Service League can
besi;tow upon a professional public serv-
ant.

The National Civil Service League is
honoring Herb Roback for sustained ex-
cellence, and Chairman Horirrerp has
described better than I could, the tre-
mendous record that Herb has compiled
in substantive terms during his career
of legislative staff work that stretches
over more than 30 years. I think it
would be well to call attention to the
style of Herb's work on the Government
Operations Committee, particularly as
viewed by a minority member of the
committee.

I have served on the Government Op-
erations Committee since coming to Con-
gress in 1963. I have worked with Herb
Roback first as a member and later as
ranking minority member of the Sub-
committee on Military Operations, as a
member of the Commission on Govern-
ment Procurement, and beginning this
years, as ranking minority member of
the full committee. Throughout each of
these 11 years, and in each of these
capacities, I have marveled at the qual-
ity of Herb’s work, at his thoroughness
and at his mastery of the workings of the
Federal Government in all of its com-
plexity. Most of all, however, I have
respected Herb for his objectivity, both
substantive and political, in his approach
to legislative staff work.

Even before I was well acquainted with
Herb as staff director of the Military Op-
erations Subcommittee in the early
1960's, I was tremendously impressed
with his willingness to fully cooperate
with and assist Members with committee
matters regardless of their party or per-
suasion on any given issue. Throughout
my years on the Government Operations
Committee, and my membership on the
Commission on Government Procure-
ment, I have been able to rely on Herb’s
research, advice, and assistance as
strongly as has Chairman Horirierp and
other majority members of the commit-
tee. As a subcommittee staff director,
and now as staff director of the full com-
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mittee, Herb, along with Chairman HoL1-
rFI1eLD, have set a high standard of ob-
jectivity and cooperation which is being
felt throughout the full committee and
subcommittee staffs. This has enabled
minority members and minority staff to
participate to a greater degree than ever
before in the planning and execution of
work on matters before the committee,
and has resulted in an overall high
standard of work output by the commit-
tee itself.

To Herb Roback must go much of the
credit for the happy situation I have de-
scribed. He represents a standard of ex-
cellence which well deserves public rec-
ognition, as well as the admiration of all
the Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives.

Thus, I delight in calling attention to
the award Herb will receive on May 4
from the National Civil Service League,
just as I look forward to many more
years of cooperation and work with Herb
on the myriad of subjects which fall
within his expertise.

REVENUE SHARING WITH THE
PEOPLE

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts (Mr. BURKE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I include in the Recorp at this
time a news release my Washington office
put out on April 14, 1973, and also a
“dear colleague” letter that deals with
“revenue sharing with the people”:
BURKE ANNOUNCES REVENUE SHARING PLAN

Wite THE PEOPLE

Congressman James A. Burke (D-Milton)
urged reduction of the regressive social se-
curity tax and an increase in benefits to so-
cial security recipients in a letter to his col-
leagues in the House of Representatives
today.

Billing his proposal as a revenue sharing
plan for all the people, Burke stated that the
present social security taxes are regressive
and should be changed to correspond with
the social security system used in other na-
tions who only assess one-third of the em-
ployee and one-third of the employer with
the other one-third usually financed out of
the general revenue. Burke stated that young
citizens entering the work force today are
faced with forty years of regressive taxes by
paying 50 percent of the social security taxes,
and small business and industry is suffering
under this tax by making up the other 50
percent. During the past ten years the social
security tax has been called upon to bear the
burdens formally borne by local and State
and Federal Governments. By increasing so-
cial security benefits we can reduce the bur-
den of old age assistance, Burke stated.

Approximately 50 percent of social security
recipients live almost entirely on social se-
curity benefits. As a result of inflation, rising
costs of food, rent, clothing and housing, ete.,
these people suffer undue hardship. This can
be easlly rectified by changing the tax form-
ula on soclal security and give the needed in-
crease In benefits to the elderly. Burke be-
lieves that a 50% increase is justified at this
time. In a letter fo his 434 colleagues in the
House Burke urged them to co-sponsor HR.
48. Burke says there are plently of funds
available to finance this as a result of freezing
and withholding of funds by the federal
government. These funds combined with the
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closing of a few tax loopholes would be more
than sufficient to take care of the revenue
problems.

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., April 15, 1973.

DeAr CoLLEAGUE: Will you support a rev-
enue sharing plan for all the people?

We seem to be living in the age of revenue
sharing. In addition to the revenue sharing
measures already on the books, the President
seems intent on having additional revenue
sharing measures. By the time he is finished
the Federal Government looks as though it
will be out of the business of governing. The
people will be dependent upon local govern-
ment for whatever services they need; all we
in Washington will have to do is to turn over
the taxes we collect to local units of govern-
ment for which we have no responsibility
and over which we have no control.

Before we get out of the business of gov-
erning and while we are examining ways to
share revenues I though we ought to try to
come up with a proposal to share revenues
with the greatest number of people directly.
These funds will not be passing through a
middleman but go directly to those who are
burdened with heavy taxes, or totally de-
pendent upon the government for their live-
lihood In old age.

The measure I am asking you to cosponsor
with me today is one of those rare measures
which will accomplish two things: provide
relief for the overburdened tax payer—the
most overburdened tax payer in our econ-
omy, the wage earner—while at the same
time substantially improve the standard of
living of the elderly in our society who have
suffered most at the hands of inflation in
recent years.

I don’t have to remind you of the current
crisis confronting the American consumer
on every front—with rising rents, rising food
prices, rising fuel costs, rising taxes, rising
health costs and rising interest rates. While
in a real sense no one In our society can
escape this crisis I don't think I am wrong in
my hunch that the ones who suffer the most
are the millions of elderly confined to live on
fixed incomes. For more than fifty per cent
of these elderly, social security benefits have
come to be their principal source of income.
Thus social security is no longer to be viewed
as that little bit of extra pin money for the
non-essentials to make old age that little bit
more pleasant. It's time we faced up to the
fact that for many it is their sole means of
support.

Despite recent benefit increases you would
be surprised to know that social security in-
come now purchases a smaller proportion of
goods and services than it did in earlier years.
When the average couple started to collect
Soclal Security benefits at the end of 1850,
they received about 509% of what the De-
partment of Labor considered necessary for
reasonable comfort and safety. Today the
average elderly couple’s Soclal Security bene-
fit 1s equivalent to only about 40% of the
Department of Labor’s figures necessary for
reasonable comfort and safety. An average
couple today receives $271 per month in So-
clal Security benefits. When compared to the
‘White House Conference on Aging's deter-
mination of $412 per month necessary for rea-
sonable comfort and safety, the plight of our
senior citizens becomes clear.

But perhaps all of this Is already clear to
you and you support my concept that what
is needed to put the fiscal houses of the
elderly in this country in order is a fifty per
cent increase in social security benefits to
bring them to a level commensurate with the
dignity old age should be entitled to.

But another segment of the population is
suffering because of the personal state of the
social security system and that is the working
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man of America, Beginning the first week in
January, a worker making $10,800 (the statu-
tory ceiling on Social Security taxable in-
come) began noticing a $3.15 a week increase
in his BSocial Security deduction. A wage
earner with a $12,000 income will see his
Boclial Becurity tax iIncrease from §468 in
1972, to $631.80 In 1973, to §702 In 1974, in
other words a 509% increase.

The obligation of financing the Social Se-
curity system falls too heavily on the lower
and middle income people of the working
force. The regressive features of the present
Soclal Security tax actually penalized their
working and it iIs a long time before they
reap the benefits of their labor. Under the
present level of benefits and taxation, a man
who enters the working force at age 25 and
retires at age 656 and made an average of
£10,000 a year must wait until he is 72 before
he receives the money back he has paid in.
He will be 78 before all the money contrib-
uted to his benefits will be received. The
prospect can hardly excite the youger mem-
bers of our working force and is a heavy
burden made heavier In these days of infia-
tion, unemployment and soaring cost of
living. It's almost as if we have deliberately
set out to set one generation against another,
the young against the old.

I have been impressed by the injustice of
this state of aflairs for quite some time now
and in January reintroduced H.R. 48, “Burke's
Revenue Sharing Plan with the People.” My
bill recognizes the inequities and inadequa-
cies of the present elderly insurance system
and provides a fresh, new approach to Social
Security funding, benefits and taxation.
Adoption of my refinancing proposal would
mean for 83 million people a pay ralse and
provide further incentive to work. How? The
tax structure would be changed from its pres-
ent one-half employee, one-half employer to
one-third employee, one-third employer, and
one-third general revenues. Right now the
Social Security tax rate is 5.8% on earned
income up to £10,800. If my plan were adopted
and nothing else were done, the tax would
drop to 3.8% tomorrow. For every $100, the
taxpayer would pay $3.80 instead of $5.80.
This represents a $2.00 savings for each
worker and releases that money for his own
use.

In addition, the ceiling on earned income
without a loss in benefits would be raised
from 2,100 to $3,000. This increases the in-
centive for the elderly to keep working rec-
ognizing, the fact that people who feel use-
ful and wanted, are often healthier and hap-
pier for it.

H.R. 48 should have great appeal for the
business community also. Employers' share
of Soclal Security tax is decreased giving
them a tax break and releasing a considerable
amount of money for utilization in invest-
ment or whatever way the employer wishes.

What's holding it up? I fail to see what is
so radical about a proposal for use of general
revenues and social security funding. The
facts are that since Social Security's incep-
tion using general revenues has been recom-
mended at regular intervals by various ad-
visory groups beginning with the very first
committee on Economic Security in 1935 to
the Advisory Council on Social Security in
later years.

The more I think about the way the Ad-
ministration is beating the bushes for ways
to share revenue I am amazed how a proposal
such as the above eould be ignored. It would
stimulate the economy, it would give assist-
ance to those who need it the most and who
can do the least for themselves, it would do
much to redress a feature of our tax system
which has become more regressive with each
passing year, it would help the employer,
especially the small business man and above
all it would benefit the people involved di-
rectly. No middleman! No expensive surveys
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to see how benefits have been diffused and
taxes indirectly reduced. The impact would
be at once clear and Immediate. As for the
general revenue contributions it seems to me
that there are enough funds currently being
impounded that the Administration would
be hard pressed not to support a program as
popular as this.

Soclal Security is this Government’s major
spending program affecting more people di-
rectly than any other Government program.
It is, in short, this nation’s major expression
of social concern for its citizens. It is high
time the burdens of the program were spread
more evenly throughout the population and
the benefits were more commensurate with
a decent standard of llving. My proposal
would do just that.

If you would like to cosponsor H.R. 48 in
whole or in part, please contact Debbie
Swartz at 5-3215.

Sincerely,
JaMEs A. BURKE,
Member of Congress.

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE CITI-
ZENS OF GREATER JOHNSTOWN

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, it is with
great pleasure and pride that I rise to
salute the hard-working people of
Greater Johnstown, Pa., for molding my
hometown into an All-American city as
defined by the Saturday Evening Post
and the National Municipal League.

The recent announcement of this
award is more than a means of praise
for our public officials and civic leader-
ship. Above all, it is a tribute to all the
citizens of the area who made Johnstown
truly worthy of national recognition.
This honor will prove to be a selling point
for the area, but the people must not
become complacent. They must continue
to prove Johnstown is a good place to
live and work.

A period of economic stagnation in the
fifties made the inhabitants realize they
must turn the city proper and its sur-
rounding suburbs in a new direction. At
that time, many critics stated Greater
Johnstown was dying—little did they
know the people were merely regrouping
for a mass assault on the problems that
had to be eradicated.

The citizens of Johnstown wanted to
live in a modern, progressive city so they
pooled their resources and skills. With
the help of Federal, State, and local
funds, and the sweat of hundreds of
dedicated people, the city began to forge
a brighter future. The Greater Johns-
town area has made major advance-
ments in improving its educational
facilities. It has initiated large-scale ur-
ban renewal projects; fostered industrial
advancement; improved health and hos-
pital care; and expanded assistance and
housing programs for the low income
and elderly. With this renovation, the
business community became an integral
part of a rejuvenation process.

No single person can take credit for
the award, nor can any one citizen indi-
vidually carry on the pride of advance-
ment. Just as many, many people built
the new Greater Johnstown, they must
now sustain and nurture it. I have the
utmost confidence in the ability of the
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residents of Greater Johnstown to utilize
all available resources to maintain their
“model city” status and grow and grow.

VOICE OF WISDOM ON THE WEST
FRONT ISSUE

(Mr. STRATTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
tranecus matter.)

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, tomor-
row, Tuesday, the House will vote on the
perennial issue of spending $60 million at
a time of budget crisis for the extension
of the west front of the Capitol. The pur-
pose of this plan is primarily to provide
hideaway office space in the Capitol;
the Architect admitted it himself in his
testimony before the House Appropria-
tions Committee—though he later de-
leted his admission from the printed
record.

Can we really vote these sums for such
an obvious, narrow purpose,

Mr. Speaker, the Nation’s No. 1 news-
paper, the New York Times, continues to
oppose this boondoggle project, designed
to destroy the Capitol’s most famous
visage on the eve of the Nation's 200th
birthday.

Under leave to extend my remarks I
include the following editorial from to-
day’s New York Times:

AN ESSENTIAL SAVING

Now that Congress is going ahead with a
large new Senate Office Building, there is
less reason than ever to mutilate the Capitol.
While this does not solve the problem of
master-planning Congressional space, it does
take off some of the pressure and obviate
the need for immediate violence to the Capi-
tol's West Front. &pproval of this beieaguered
and misguided plan to extend the West
Front, which is to raise its weary head again
this week, would now be an act of purely
gra.tmtous destruction.

Dismissal of the scheme can be looked at
as a way of carrying out a splendid economy,
of establishing overdue respect for the na-
tion’s leading landmark, or just of restoring
a breach of faith with the American people.
But with the decision to proceed with the
new office building, there is now no urgent
necessity to carry out so gross and irreparable
an error of judgment. Sense and sensibility
should finally prevail.

INTRODUCTION OF BILL TO ESTAB-
LISH THE CUYAHOGA VALLEY
NATIONAL HISTORICAL PARK AND
RECREATION AREA

(Mr. SEIBERLING asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks
at this point in the Recorp and to in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. SEIBERLING. Mr. Speaker, it is
a pleasure to be joining today with my
distinguished colleagues from Ohio (Mr,
Vanig and Mr. ReEcuLA), other members
of the Ohio delegation and other Mem-
bers of Congress in introducing a bill to
create the Cuyahoga Valley National
Historical Park and Recreation Area. I
am particularly pleased with the unani-
mous support this proposal has received
from the northeast Ohio delegation, and
the broad support from the rest of our
State and from members of the House
Interior Committee.

Following introduction of a similar bill
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2 years ago, the National Park Service
sent a study team out to the valley to
explore the feasibility of creating a na-
tional park and recreation area there.
The preliminary report of that first study
group called the Cuyahoga Valley “a
crucial and needed addition to the Fed-
eral parks—a unique opportunity which
cannot be ignored.”

Since then, a more extensive study of
the valley has been conducted by the
Park Service, and their draft report—
recommending creation of a national
historical park and recreation area in the
Cuyahoga Valley—is awaiting final ap-
proval by the Secretary of Interior.

Along with the introduetion of this bill
today, we are releasing a map outlining
suggested boundaries for the proposed
park. The map was developed with the
assistance of the National Park Service
and reflects cwrrent thinking about ap-
propriate boundaries for the park. But
I want to emphasize that these bound-
aries are only suggestions; if our bill is
passed, the final boundaries will be fixed
only after full public hearings.

The bill we are introducing today
would establish a 15,000-acre urban park
and recreation area in the Cuyahoga
Valley—along the Cuyahoga River and
old Ohio Canal—between Akron, Ohio,
and Cleveland, Ohio.

Some substantive changes have been
made in the bill since its introduction 2
years ago. The original bill provided for
the establishment of a reereation cor-
ridor along the Ohio Canal extending
south of Akron through Summit, Stark,
and Tuscarawas Counties. Although that
section is not in the new bill, it is
planned to cover this concept in a sep-
arate bill. The provision to create a Na-
tional Recreation River in that portion
of the Cuyahoga River upstream from
Cuyahoga Falls to its headwaters in
Geauga County has also been eliminated.
It was the view of the Park Service that
while both proposals have important
park and recreation potential, they are
sufficiently different from the Cuyahoga
Valley project that they should be made
the subject of a separate study.

The primary purpose of the bill we are
introducing today is to preserve—for the
present generation and all future gen-
erations—this magnificent scenic and
historic open green space that is the
Cuyahoga Valley—the only major open
space remaining between the highly in-
dustrialized cities of Cleveland and
Akron.

The critical need for open space and
recreation facilities in urban areas is
well known. On a national level, over 73
percent of the total population now lives
in urban areas—and that figure is ex-
pected to reach 85 percent by the year
2000. But a mere 8 percent of all Federal
recreation lands are located in urban
areas.

In certain sections of the country—
particularly the middle west—this im-
balance between population density and
recreation resources is more critical. The
east north-central region of the coun-
try—consisting of Ohio, Indiana, Illinois,
Michigan, and Wisconsin—makes up
one-fifth of the total population of the
country, yet only 1 percent of all feder-
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ally administered recreation areas are
located within this five-State region.

Ohio, the sixth most populous State
in the Nation, has no national parks or
recreation areas. From the Cleveland-
Akron area, where more than one-third
of the entire State population is located,
the nearest national park is over 200
miles away.

President Nixon addressed himself to
this crisis when he outlined a new na-
tional policy in February, 1971 to “bring
parks to where the people are so that
everyone has access to nearby recrea-
tional areas.”

And last year, as the Nation celebrated
the 100th anniversary of the National
Park System, Secretary of the Interior
Morton spoke about the Second Century
of National Parks. He said:

One of the great soclal needs of America
in the years ahead will be to provide refresh-
ing recreational opportunities to the city
dweller. We can no longer accept the premise
that parks are where you find them; we must
identify—and create—parks where people
need them.

The magnificent thing about the Cuya-
hoga Valley is that it has all the scenie,
historic, and recreational potential to
qualify as a park in its own right—and
it is located right in the center of one of
the Nation’s most populous and indus-
trialized regions. Over 4 million people
already live within a half-hour’s drive of
the proposed park.

If we act now, before development de-
stroys the beauty of the WValley and
pushes land prices beyond our reach, we
can preserve, for a relatively small sum,
this magnificant valley and relieve the
critical shortage of open space and out-
door recreational resources for the mil-
lions of people in the area.

In the last Congress, we took a signifi-
cant step forward toward meeting our
national goal of putting parks where the
people are with the creation of two great
urban parks—one on the east coast, the
Gateway National Recreation Area, and
one on the west coast, the Golden Gate
National Recreation Area.

Passage of this bill, to create the Cuya-
hoga Valley National Park—the first ma-
jor national urban park in the middle
west—would be a fitting follow-up to our
action in the last session.

But time is running out.

Because the valley floor is a flood plain
and its wooded slopes are too steep for
low-cost development, the Cuyahoga Val-
ley has been one of the few large land
areas in the region to retain its rural
character. But it is now threatened on all
sides by prospective commereial and high
density residential development, and the
pressures are mounting daily. In the 2
years since our bill was first introduced,
several priceless parcels of land have
been lost to urbanization despite the ac-
tivities of local park boards and the State
of Ohio to acquire threatened lands in
the valley. Because local funds are lim-
ited and local zoning has up to now been
unable to block mounting urban pres-
sures, immediate Federal intervention
is essential to prevent further encroach-
ment in the valley.

The Cuyahoga Valley has played a
long and significant role in American
history—and many historical landmarks
remain which would be preserved for all
time with creation of the park. An In-
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dian tribe of the mound-building cul-
ture occupied the valley from 600 B.C. to
800 A.D., and over 300 sites of archeologi-
cal interest have been identified in the
valley. Because of the short 8-mile port-
age from the Cuyahoga to the Tuscar-
awas River, the Cuyahoga River was a
vital link for the Indians between the
Great Lakes, and the Ohio, and Missis-
sippi Valleys. In fact, the Cuyahoga was
so important to the Indians as a trading
route that they declared it “sacred
ground” to assure that it remain open,
free from warfare, at all times.

George Washington, in his travels in
the wilderness as a young man recorded
in his letters the importance of the Cuya-
hoga River and portage trail and recog-
nized its potential for future commercial
development. In the treaty of Fort Mc-
Intosh, entered into between the United
States and the Chippewa, Ottawa, Dela-
ware, and Wyandot Indian tribes in 1785,
the portage trail and the Cuyahoga River
north to Lake Erie were established as
the boundary between lands open to
white settlers and lands to the west re-
served to the Indians. But the “bound-
ary line” soon became a major gate-
way to the Northwest Territory, and the
flood of settlers streamed across the “In-
dian lands™ to the west.

With the construction of the Ohio
Canal in 1827 connecting the Cuyahoga,
Cleveland, and Akron with the Tuscara-
was and Ohio Valley and the subsequent
opening up of the entire Ohio territory
to development, the Cuyahoga Valley en-
tered the best known and most colorful
period in its history.

Much of the early history of the val-
ley has been preserved. In addition to a
portion of the historic canal, with its
locks and millhouses, there is the West-
ern Reserve Village which has been re-
assembled in the valley and the Jona-
than Hale Farm-—a preservation project
honoring one of the valley’s first settlers.
Also, many of the structures in the his-
toric village of Peninsula have been re-
stored, and the village has an aura of the
19th century when the works of man in
America were still modest and close to
nature.

Besides its history, the Cuyahoga Val-
ley possesses a wealth of beautiful vistas,
impressive landscapes, pastoral lands,
deep wooded and picturesque ravines,
streams, and lakes and hills. Over four-
fifths of the valley is steeply sloped,
heavily wooded, rugged terrain.

Tinkers Creek Gorge, already recog-
nized as a national landmark, is located
in the valley along with the Stumpy
Basin Nature Conservancy area, a unique
primitive area containing a remarkable
aggregation of flora. In fact the entire
valley boasts a particularly wide variety
of vegetation and wildlife, because it is,
in a sense, a botanical crossroads—the
meeting place for plantlife of the East,
West, North, and South. The western
edge of the Appalachian plateau crosses
the Cuyahoga River near the town of
Independence, and turns south just west
of the Valley. This makes the Cuyahoga
a dividing line between eastern mountain
and western prairie botanical provinces.

As one botanist has pointed out:

Northeastern Ohio is one of the richest, if
not the richest, natural history area on the
North American continent.
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A few miles upstream from the Port of
Cleveland, the Cuyahoga River becomes a
lovely, narrow, wandering, scenic, and
nearly wild stream—ideal for canoeing
and water recreation.

The idea of preserving the Cuyahoga
Valley is not new. It is the product of
years of study and hard work on the part
of many dedicated citizens. As long ago
as 1925, the famous landscape architect
firm founded by Frederick Law Olm-
stead, in a report prepared for the Akron
Metropolitan Park Board, declared that
the valley was the most important scenic
asset in the Akron area and recommend-
ed that it be preserved in its entirety as
a rural park.

In the mid-1960's, the Ohio State De-
partment of Natural Resources commis-
sioned a study of the Cuyahoga Valley to
determine its potential for recreational
uses and to develop a plan to realize this
potential.

The study, completed in 1968, reached
the “indisputable conclusion that the
valley must be preserved as open space
land.” Five major recommendations
were made in the report:

First. Preserve the natural landscape
of the entire valley and its tributary val-
leys and ravines.

Second. Provide for public benefits,
leisure time recreational facilities for
camping, hiking, horseback riding, fish-
ing, nature study, and outdoor recreation.

Third. Take immediate action to ar-
rest damaging effects of both water and
air pollution,

Fourth. Establish extensions and addi-
tions to existing park lands to be ownei
and maintained by the agencies already
operating in the valley; namely the
Cleveland Metropolitan Park District
:n_dt the Akron Metropolitan Park Dis-

rict.

Fifth. Restore and preserve, for public
enjoyment, the rich historical features
of the valley.

Following publication of the study, the
Akron and Cleveland Metropolitan Park
Districts joined in an effort to create a
20,000 acre park in the valley region.
Both have done a superb job, under dif-
ficult financial conditions, and are to be
commended. Together, they have pur-
chased 1,625 acres of land in the valley
for preservation.

More recently, the State of Ohio has
named preservation of the Cuyahoga Val-
ley the State's No. 1 recreation goal, and
has joined with the two park districts
in a cooperative effort to preserve an
additional 14,500 acres. To date, the State
has appropriated $1 million of its own
funds for land acquisition in the valley,
and has spent $1 million of Federal
LAWCON funds for the same purpose.

The State-local effort has broad sup-
port in the area. The plan has been en-
dorsed by the Northeast Ohio Area Co-
ordinating Agency—the official A-95 re-
gional planning and review agency for
the Cleveland-Akron area—and by both
the Tri-County and Cuyahoga Regional
Planning Commissions. The State plan is
consistent with the Corps of Engineers
Cuyahoga River Restoration project, the
State Comprehensive Outdoor Recrea-
tion plan and the Northeast Ohio Water
Development plan—all of which recog-
nize the invaluable scenic and recrea-
tional potential of the area.
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Community support is equally strong.
The two major newspapers in the area—
the Akron Beacon Journal and the Cleve-
land Plain Dealer—have both repeatedly
editorialized in favor of preserving the
valley. I ask unanimous consent to have
their two most recent editorials printed
in the REcorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

In addition fo the public lands pre-
served through the efforts of the local
park districts and the State, considerable
private investment has also been made in
the valley area which contributes enor-
mously to its value as an open space and
recreational resource. The magnificent
Blossom Music Center—summer home of
the famed Cleveland Orchestra and one
of the major outdoor music pavilions in
the country—is located on the rim of
the valley. It is adjoined by Kent State
University's performing arts center.
Numerous summer camps for children,
golf courses, historic sites and parks as
well as the Boston Mill and Brandywine
Ski areas are also included.

Despite the substantial efforts already
made by local and State governments and
private individuals to preserve the valley,
Federal assistance is clearly essential if
this magnificent resource and the consid-
erable investment already made in it are
to be protected and enhanced for the
benefit of everyone.

With only the funds available to the
State and the metropolitan park dis-
tricts, it is estimated that acquisition of
the entire proposed park will take up-
ward of 20 years. Given the enormous
development pressures on the valley to-
day, we simply do not have that kind of
time. Within the next 5 years, in all prob-
ability, large and key sections of the
valley will be lost to development if we
do not act immediately. And, of course,
the price of land, which is still relatively
reasonable, will escalate sharply in the
time period outlined by the State plan.

It is difficult to predict in advance the
“mix" of land ownership that the park
would consist of when the acquisition
process is completed. As I will outline
further on, the bill provides for several
different types of ownership, including
continuation of present private owner-
ship, in the park area. For this reason it
is difficult to forecast the average cost
per acre of the proposed park. However,
it would be reasonable to estimate an
average cost of $1,000 per acre if the park
were to be created in the immediate fu-
ture. Based on past experience, the cost
could easily escalate fivefold 10 years
from now, such are the mounting pres-
sures for urban development in the
Cleveland-Akron area.

As the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation
pointed out in their environmental im-
pact statement on the State’s land ac-
quisition plan, only national park status
will permit acquisition at a faster pace
than the State could achieve, thus sav-
ing more of the valley from development
and at less inflated prices.

This bill is designed to preserve the
land as scenic open space with a mini-
mum of interference with the rights of
landowners to continue to use their land
as they are now doing, at a minimal cost
to the Federal Government and minimal
loss of taxes to the local authorities.
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After introduction of the bill 2 years
ago, there was extensive discussion in the
press, in regional planning agencies and
in public hearings in the area. While sup-
port for the project was overwhelming,
there was some apprehension and mis-
understanding among some residents of
the valley about the impact of the pro-
posed park on their land—and among
some of the local officials about the im-
pact the bill would have on the local tax
base and their ability to provide adequate
services. In redrafting the bill, special at-
tention was given to meeting these con-
cerns. I want to explain in some detail
precisely how the bill would do this.

First, the Secretary of the Interior is
prohibited from acquiring any land with-
out the consent of the owner so long as
that land is subject to a zoning law or
ordinance which has been approved by
the Secretary as insuring that the land
will not be used in a manner incompatible
with the character of the park. Under the
bill, Federal assistance will be made
available to local units of government, if
requested, to write such zoning regula-
tions. In addition to protecting the rights
of landowners, this provision will allow
local governments to minimize the
amount of real estate removed from their
tax rolls by the proposed park.

Second, the Secretary may negotiate
with landowners to purchase ‘scenic
easement” rights on their land so that
he does not have to acquire the land out-
right. Much of the land in the valley
will be preserved in this manner. Under
a scenic easement, the landowmer and
the Government reach an agreement un-
der which the Government agrees to pay
the owner for a binding covenant that
the land will not be developed in the fu-
ture in specific ways which would not be
harmonious with the park plan. By this
means, the landowner is able to continue
to use his land as, for example, a farm or
a family residence, while the open char-
acter of the land is preserved for the
benefit of the public.

Third, the bill provides that in cases
where the landowner agrees to sell his
land outright to the Secretary, the land-
owner may retain, for a term of 25 years
or for life, the right to continue to use
and occupy the land in a manner har-
monious with the purposes of the bill.

Fourth, within the suggested bound-
aries of the proposed park as shown on
the map, areas of concentrated develop-
ment such as Brecksville, Peninsula, and
Boston Mills, as well as other isolated
areas of development would be excluded
from the park proper.

Fifth, to meet the problem of di-
minishing the tax base, the bill directs
the Secretary of the Interior to develop a
cooperative plan with the State and local
governments to minimize and offset the
impact of the park on local property
taxes, to provide adequate road mainte-
nance, rescue, firefighting and law en-
forcement services in the park area and
to relieve the local governments of the
cost of these services.

Sixth, public participation in every
phase of the development and mainte-
nance of the park is assured by this bill.
The Secretary of the Interior would be
required to hold a public hearing, in the
valley, prior to any decisions about the
boundaries of the park. In addition, a
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Cuyahoga Valley National Park and
Recreation Area Commission will be cre-
ated to meet with the Secretary periodi-
cally on matters concerning the adminis-
tration and development of the park. Of
the 13 Commission members, five are to
be named from among permanent resi-
dents of the valley region.

Mr. Speaker, we are offering this bill
as an outstanding opportunity for the
Congress and the administration, on a
bipartisan basis, to take the next great
step in establishing a system of national
urban recreation areas. We cannot afford
to lose the momentum begun so well last
year with the Gateway and Golden Gate
National Recreation Areas, If we act now,
the Cuyahoga Valley can become a mag-
nificent “Central Park"” for one of the
Nation’s largest metropolitan areas.

Mr. Speaker, I include ediforial and
the text of the bill in the REcorp at this
point:

[From the Akron Beacon Journal,
May 17, 1971)
CHANCE To SAVE THE VALLEY
(By John 8. EKnight, President and Editor)

Several thousand acres of unspoiled, un-
developed woods and meadows are in the
Cuyahoga River valley between Akron and
Cleveland.

The fact that there is still so much natural
beauty so close to heavily-populated areas is
almost a miracle.

With greater awareness in the last few
years of the Iimportance of having open
spaces near the cities, there has come a real-
ization that the Cuyahoga Valley is worth
preserving.

In addition, this particular locality is rich
in historic lore. Early settlers from New Eng-
land built their homes here and then the
Ohio Canal, a waterway into the wilderness,
paralleled the river.

In 1968, the Ohlo Department of Natural
Resources made a study which reached the
conclusion that “the valley must be pre-
served as open space.”

Now Congressman John F, Seiberling and
some of his colleagues have introduced & bill
which would create the Ohio Canal and
Cuyahoga Valley Natlonal Historical Park
and Recreational Area,.

Fortunately, many hundreds of acres are
already owned by Akron and Cleveland Met-
ropolitan park districts and by guasi-public
groups such as Boy and Girl Scouts and the
Blossom Music Center. This land will remain
as it is.

Unfortunately, there has been misappre-
hension on the part of some owners of pri-
vate property. Few, if any, will be asked to
give up their land and move away. For the
most part, the value of their properties will
be enhanced.

The prime objective will be to preserve the
area as it is now and to prevent the en-
croachment of commerce and industry or the
spawning of large housing developments.

What happens In the Cuyahoga Valley in
the years ahead is of concern to many mil-
lions of people in Ohioc—not just to the few
thousand who now live there,

Whether under local, state or national
auspices, the preservation of this oasis near
the cities is an opportunity that must be

grasped.

[From the Cleveland Plain Dealer,
April 6, 1971)
FEDERAL FUNDS FOR NATIONAL PArRK
For at least five years, there has been
serious discussion of creating a national park
in the Cuyahoga River Valley. Whether it
will actually come to fruition seems to de-
pend on the fate of a bill being prepared by
U.S. Reps. Charles A. Vanik, D-22, and John
P, Sleberling Jr., D-14, of Akron.
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The legislation would provide $40 million
in federal funds for the park.

This newspaper is already on record as
favoring the establishment of the park. It
would be a center for scenic, educational,
historic and recreational purposes for some
3.9 million Ohloans living within 30 miles of
the 20-mile long valley from Granger Road
in Garfield Heights to the Akron city limits.

Time is running out on the proposed park.
It should be clear by now that its creation
cannot wait for the avallability of sufficient
local and state money. Federal funding is
essential,

Cleveland and Akron metropolitan park
districts are acquiring land that would be
part of the park. But it would cost an esti-
mated $20 million more to purchase just
half of the acreage included in the federal
proposal. If there are more delays the land
will grow costlier and the project will be-
come more expensive.

The creation of the Cuyahoga River Val-
ley National Park would mean the preser-
vation in its natural state of an area that
has figured prominently in Ohio history. As
a park, it would continue to benefit the lives
of Ohloans.

HR. 7078
To provide for the establishment of the
Cuyahoga Valley National Historical Park
and Recreation Area
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,
FINDINGS AND PURPOSE

SecTION. 1. () Congress finds and declares
that it is a policy of this Nation to put
parks where the people are, so that every-
one has access to nearby recreational areas;
that the Cuyahoga Valley is the last major
unurbanized and undeveloped open land be-
tween Cleveland and Akron, Ohlo, serving
interstate travelers and four million residents
in adjoining standard metropolitan statis-
tical areas; that the Cuyahoga Valley, south
of Cleveland and north of Akron, is a large,
green area of some forty thousand acres, of
which over four-fifths is steeply sloped,
heavily wooded, rugged terrain, located in
the center of a rapidly spreading superme-
tropolis; that the Cuyahoga lies in an area
which is rich in Indian history and artifacts
and early Northwest Territory history as the
shortest portage point between the Great
Lakes and the Ohlo and Mississippi Valleys,
thus making the Cuyahoga River one of the
most important of the small rivers of Ameri-
ca; and that the Ohlo-Erie Canal, which
connected the Great Lakes with the Ohio-
Mississippl River system between 1830 and
1913 ran through the Cuyahoga River Val-
ley, where much of the canal is still intact,
with portions capable of reconstruction,
preservation, and operation for recreational
and educational purposes.

(b) It is, therefore, the purpose of this
Act to develop the Cuyahoga Valley for the
recreational enjoyment of the American peo-
ple in an area where there is a pressing and
critical shortage of Federal and State recre-
ation facllities,

DEFINITIONS

SEc. 2. As used In this Act—

(1) “park” means the Cuyahoga Valley
National Historical Park and Recreation
Area as provided in this Act;

(2) "ecanal" means the Ohio-Erie Canal,
including its towpath;

(3) “recreation development" means the
development of the park for scenic, educa-
tional, historic, and recreational purposes,
including but not limited to walking, hiking,
horseback riding, boating, bicycling, swim-
ming, picnicking, camping, forest manage-
ment, fish and wildlife management, fishing,
water sports, and scenic and historic site
preservation and viewing, including develop-
ment and reconstruction of portions of the
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canal as a working canal with operating
canalboats;

(4) “Secretary” means the Secretary of the
Interior;

(5) “State’” means the State of Ohlo;

(6) "“local government” means any po-
litical subdivision of the State, including but
not limited to a county, city, village, town-
ship, park district, school district, or other
special district created pursuant to State
law;

(7) “Commission” means the Cuyahoga
Valley National Park and Recreation Area
Commission established pursuant to section
11 of this Act;

(8) “person” means any individual, part-
nership, corporation, private nonprofit or-
ganization, or club; and

(9) “landowner’” means any person, local
government, or State owning real property
or interests in real property in, adjacent to,
or in the vicinity of the park area.

Sec. 3. In order to preserve and interpret
the historic and scenic features of the Cuya-
hoga Valley, and to enhance the potential of
the area for recreation development, the Sec-
retary is authorized to establish as provided
in this Act the Cuyahoga Valley National
Historical Park and Recreation Area in the
State of Ohio and is directed to complete
such action within three years from the date
of enactment of this Act. The Secretary shall
establish the park by publication of a notice
to that effect in the Federal Regisier at such
time as he determines that lands, waters,
and interests therein sufficient to constitute
an efliciently administrable park area have
been acquired for administration in accord-
ance with the purposes of this Act, and the
park shall consist of such lands, waters, and
interests therein and any thereafter acquired
pursuant to this Act. The total area included
within such acquisition shall not exceed
twenty thousand acres and shall, at the time
of establishment of the park by the Sec-
retary, as provided herein, be not less than
ten thousand acres. The Becretary may re-
vise the boundaries of the park from time to
time by publication in the Federal Register:
Provided, That such revision does not re-
duce or expand the total acreage beyond the
minimum and maximum limits specified in
this section. The park shall be located with=-
in the eastern and western rims of the Cuya-
hoga Valley, north of Bath Road, in Sum-
mit County, and south of Rockside Road in
Cuyahoga County, all of which area shall
hereinafter be referred to as the “study
area’’.

Sec. 4. (a) As soon as practicable, but not
later than one year after the effective date of
this Act, the Secretary, after notice of a
public hearing published at least fifteen days
prior to the date thereof in at least one
newspaper of general circulation in Akron
and one in Cleveland, Ohijo, shall hold a pub-
Hlc hearing In the study area on the proposed
park and shall at least fifteen days prior
to the hearing publish in the Federal Regls-
ter a map and other description of the pro-
posed park placing each parcel of real prop-
erty therein in either one or the other of the
following categories:

Categry I, public ownership areas.

Category II, scenic protection areas.

(b) Commencing fifteen days before the
hearing referred to in subsection (a), the
map and description shall be on file and
available for public inspection in the offices
of the National Park Service, Department of
the Interior, Washington, District of Colum-
bia, and in the offices of the General Services
Administration In the Federal Office Builld-
ing in Cleveland, Ohio and Akron, Ohio. Fol-
lowing such hearing the Secretary may, from
time to time, alter or amend such map or
other description, but no such alteration or
amendment shall take effect until after a
corresponding notice and public hearing in
the study area and publication of such alter-
ation or amendment in the Federal Register.
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{c) Subsequently to the hearing required
by this section, and in conformity with the
other provisions of this Act, the Secretary
may acquire—

(1) in the case of real property placed
in category I, any interest therein, including
fee simple title thereto;

(2) in the case of real property placed in
category II, lesser interests therein than fee
simple title, to prevent future development
which would be inharmonious with the char-
acter of the park: Provided, however, That
the Secretary may acquire the fee simple title
in such propert; if the Secretary finds that
the estimated cost of acquiring the lesser
interest would exceed 50 percent of the
estimated cost of acquiring the fee simple
title.

Sec. 5. (a) Subject to the limitations set
forth in this Act, the Secretary is authorized
to acquire real property and interests therein
for the purposes of this Act. When a tract
of land is only partly within the park, the
Secretary may acquire the entire tract to
avold the payment of severance cosis. Real
property so acquired outside the park may
be included within the park or exchanged by
the Secretary for non-Federal real property
within the park, and any portion of the real
property not utilized for such exchanges may
be disposed of in accordance with the pro-
vislons of the Federal Property and Adminis-
trative Services Act of 1949 (63 Stat. 377) as
amended (40 U.S.C. et seq.).

(b) No real property or interest therein
may be acquired under this Act without the
consent of the landowner as long as there is
in force and applicable thereto & duly
adopted, valid zoning law or ordinance ap-
proved by the Secretary in accordance with
subsection (b) of section 6 and the use of
such property is in compliance therewith.

(c) In exercising his authority to acquire
property under this Act, the Secretary shall
give immediate and careful consideration to
any offer made by an individual owning
property within the park to sell such prop-
erty to the Secretary. An individual owning
property within the park may notify the Sec-
retary that the continued ownership by such
individual of that property would result in
hardship to him, and the Secretary shall im-~
mediately consider such evidence and shall
within one year following the submission of
such notice, subject to the availability of
funds, purchase such property offered for a
price which does not exceed its falr market
value,

(d) No real property, or interests therein,
owned by the State or any local government
may be acquired under this Act by con-
demnation. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, any property owned by the
United States and located within the study
area may, with the concurrence of the head
of the Federal agency, department, or in-
strumentality having custody thereof, be
transferred without consideration to the
Secretary for use by him in carrylng out the
provisions of this Act.

Sgc, 6. (a) The Secretary shall, at the re-
quest of any local government in or adjac-
ent to the park, assist and consult with the
appropriate officers and employees of such
local government in establishing zoning laws
or ordinances for the purpose of this Act.
Such assistance may include payments to
the local government for technical ald.

(b) Any zoning law, ordinance, or amend-
ment thereto, submitted to the Secretary
for approval for the purposes of this Act,
shall be approved by him if such law, or-
dinance, or amendment contains provisions
which—

(1) have the effect of prohibiting the
commercial and industrial use (other than
a use for commercial farms and orchards) of
all real property within the boundaries of
the park within the jurisdiction of the local
government adopting such law, ordinance, or
amendment;
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(2) are consistent with the objectives and
purposes of this Act, so that, to the extent
possible under State law, the scenic and his-
toric values of the park will be protected;

(3) aid in preserving the character of the
park by appropriate restrictions, including
but not limited to restrictions upon build-
ing, signs and billboards, the burning of
cover, cutting of timber (except tracts man-
aged for sustained yield), removal of topsoil,
sand or gravel, dumping, storage, or piling
of refuse, and other uses which would de-
tract from the esthetic character of the
park; and

(4) have the effect of providing that the
Secretary shall receive notice of any variance
granted under, and of any exception made
to the application of such law or ordinance.

(e) If the Secretary determines that any
real property which the Secretary was pre-
vented from acquiring by the operation of
subsection (b) of section 5 is being used in
a way which is not in substantial compli-
ance with the applicable zoning law or ordi-
nance, he shall so notify the owner or owners
of such property and the local government
which enacted such law or ordinance. In
any case in which such use is not discon-
tinued within sixty days after the date of
service of such notification, the Secretary,
in addition to any other remedies to which
he is entitled, may, after notice to the land-
owner and a hearing conducted in accordance
with section 554 of title 5 of the United
Btates Code, acquire such property without
regard to subsection (b) of section 5.

Sec. 7. (a) Any individual owning real
property situated within the park may, as a
condition of acquisition by the Secretary
elect to retain, for a term not to exceed
twenty-five years, or for a term ending at
the death of such owner or owners, the right
of use and occupancy of such property for
any residential or other purpose not incom-
patible with the purposes of this Act. The
Secretary shall pay to the owner the value
of the property on the date of such acquisi-
tion, less the value on such date of the right
retained by the owner. Where any such
owner retains the right of use and occupancy
as provided in this section, such right may
be conveyed or leased.

(b) A right retained pursuant to this sec-
tion shall be subject to termination by the
Secretary upon his finding, after notice and
hearing conducted in accordance with sec-
tion 554 of title 5 of the United States Code,
that it is being exercised in a manner In-
consistent with the purposes of this Act, and
it shall terminate by operation of law upon
the Secretary's notifying the holder of the
right of such determination and tendering
to him an amount equal to the fair market
value of that portion of the right which
remains unexpired.

Sec. 8. The Secretary shall develop & co-
operative plan with the State and any affected
local government to minimize and mitigate
the impact of the park on local property
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taxes and to provide adequate road main-
tenance, rescue, firefight and law enforce-
ment services in the park and relieve local
governments of the cost thereof.

Sec. 9. The Secretary shall take Into ac-
count comprehensive regional or State de-
velopment, land use, or recreational plans
affecting or relating to the study area, and
shall, wherever practicable, consistent with
the purposes of this Act, exercise the author-
ity granted by this Act in a manner which
he finds will not conflict with such regional
or State plans.

Sec. 10. Nothing in this Act shall prohibit
the State or any local government from tax-
ing any interest of a landowner in any real
property.

ADVISORY COMMISSION

Sec. 11. (a) There is hereby established a
Cuyahoga Valley Natlional Park and Recrea-
tlon Commission (hereafter in this sectlon
referred to as the “Commission™).

(b) The Commission shall be composed of
thirteen members to be appointed by the
Secretary for terms of five years as follows:

(1) Two members to be appointed from
recommendations submitted by the Board of
Park Commissioners of the Akron Metropol-
itan Park District;

(2) Two members to be appointed from
recommendations submitted by the Board
of Park Commissioners of the Cleveland
Metropolitan Park District;

(3) Two members to be appointed from
recommendations submitted by the Gov-
ernor of the State;

(4) One from the membership of an Ohio
conservation organization;

(5) One from the membership of an Ohio
historical socliety;

(6) Five members representing the general
publie, from among permanent residents and
electors of the study area.

(7) The Secretary shall designate one
member of the Commission as Chairman of
the Commission.

(c) Any vacancy in the Commission shall
be filled in the same manner in which the
original appointment was made.

(d) Members of the Commission shall
serve without compensation as such, but
the Secretary is authorized to reimburse the
members for expenses reasonably incurred by
the Commission and its members in carrying
out their responsibilities under this Act.

(¢) The Secretary, or his designee, shall
from time to time, but at least semiannually,
meet and consult with the Commission on
matters related to the administration and
development of the park.

Sec. 12. (a) The Secretary shall administer
the park in accordance with the provisions
of the Act of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat. 535;
16 U.S.C. 1, 24), as amended and supple-
mented.

(b) The authority of the Secretary of the
Army to undertake or contribute to water
resource development, including erosion con-
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trol and flood control, on land or waters
within the park shall be exercised in accord-
ance with plans which are mutually accept-
able to the Secretary of the Interior and the
Secretary of the Army and which are con-
sistent with both the purposes of this Act
and the purpose of existing statutes dealing
with water and related land resource devel-
opment.

(¢) The BSecretary shall inventory and
evaluate all sites and structures in the park
having present and potential historical, cul-
tural, or architectural significance and shall
provide for appropriate programs for the
preservation, restoration, intepretation, and
utilization of them.

(d) Nothwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the Secretary is authorized to
accept donations of funds from individuals,
foundations, or corporations for the purpose
of providing services and facilities which he
deems consistent with the purposes of this
Act.

Sec. 13. There are authorized to be appro-
priated sums necessary to carry out the pur-
poses of this Act.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF
THREE BILLS DEALING WITH
SURFACE MINE RECLAMATION
INCLUDING H.R. 5988

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at
this point in the Recorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, the re-
quests for additional information con-
cerning my bill, HR. 5988, the Surface
Mining Reclamation Act of 1973, is a
small indication of the growing interest
in this comprehensive legislation de-
signed to realistically regulate the sur-
face mining of all minerals in the United
States in such a manner as to provide
for the continuation of our basic min-
ing industry and at the same time, re-
claim the lands so affected by such min-
ing.

The subcommittee on Environment
and the Subcommittee on Mines and
Mining of the House Interior and In-
sular Affairs Committee are conducting
joint hearings at the present time on
the subjects covered by 11 bills deal-
ing with surface mining. Knowing of the
interest of our colleagues in this vital
matter, I have appended to my state-
ment, a “major provision comparison” of
three of the key bills being considered
by the two subcommittees: HR. 3, HR.
5988, and S. 923.

The comparison follows:

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS oF THREE BrLLs DEaLiNG WITH SURFACE MINE ReEcLaMATION INcLUDING H.R. 5988

HR. 3
Coal Surface Mining.

Federal Government.

Interior.

Upon enactment for all existing, new, and
expanded coal surface mines.

H.R. BILL 5988—SAYLOR BILL
Coverage
All minerals surface mined.
Primary enforcement
States, except on Federal and Indian Lands.

Control

Office of Surface Mining & Reclamation En-
forcement within Interior. No existing legal
authority in Dept. of Interior which has as
its purpose promoting the development or
use of coal or other minerals shall be trans-
ferred to this office.

Permit requirements begin

(1) With the period after enactment and
12 months after the promulgation of Fed.
Regs. (a period of 24 months) all new coal
surface mines must get an interim permit

ADMINISTRATION BILL

All minerals surface or deep mined.

States—except on lands over which Fed.
Gov. has jurlsdiction,

Interior.

(1) No permits required from the date of
enactment until an acceptable state program
has been adopted or a Federal program for
that state has been adopted.
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Coal surface mining permit required cover-
ing land to be affected;

Life of permit is 1 year;

No prospecting or exploration permit re-
quired.

Required detailed Information on the for-
mation on the operator, the area affected, the
coal, and the results of test borings; also, topo

maps $500 fee, $100,000 liability Insurance,
copies of letters sent to local gov. agencles;
local newspaper advertisement of the owner-
ship, location and boundaries of the opera-

tion is required;
quired,

reclamation plan is re-

“"Publish” guidelines within 60 days of
enactment; public comment invited.—No
EPA or other Fed, agency concurrence.—Ad-
visory Committee on *“Coal Research.”
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H.R. 5988, SAYLOR pILL—Continued

from the State Reg. Authority under the re-
quirement of the Federal Act; ezisting coal
surface mines can continue to mine until the
end of the period so long as they don't ex-
pand the area of land affected by more than
10%: if they expand by more than 10%,
then they must get an interlm permit.

(2) If an acceptable state program is not
in effect at the end of the 24 month period,
then all existing, expanded or new surface
mining operations of coal must cease until an
acceptable state program is adopted or a
Federal Program for that state is imple-
mented and these operations can obtain the
necessary permit under either of these two
programs.

(3) Other minerals besides coal—existing
surface mining for all minerals other than
coal can continue and expand, and new ones
can be started until 4 years after the date of
enactment; then surface mining of all min-
erals other than coal must cease until an ac-
ceptable state program has been adopted for
those minerals other than coal. (The pur-
pose of the moratorium at the end of 2 years
for coal and 4 years for all other minerals is
to force the State Governments to assume
primary enforcement of the Act and to insure
that the legislatures don't delay implementa-
tion of control over surface mines.)

Permits

Permit required for surface exploration of
coal and other minerals, requires reclama-
tion of land disturbed In exploration;

Permit required for surface mining of coal
and other minerals; covers entire area of
land to be affected;

Life of permit is 5 years.

Permit application requirements

Requires very detalled but meaningful in-
formation on the operator, the people and the
area affected, the mineral to be mined, and
the results of test borings that have relevance
such as strike and dip of mineral beds, and
chemical analysis of the overburden and the
stratum beneath the mineral to be mined;
also sampling integrity must be maintained;
also required is a topo map showing pertinent
information about the surface to be affected;
cross section maps showing subsurface to be
affected; a proposed mining map showing
location of pits, spoil piles, haul roads, water
impoundments, and the various surface ele-
vations to show original contour; $100,000
public liability insurance; local newspaper
advertisement of sapplication; reclamation
plan is required.

Federal regulations and advisory commitiees

For Coal: “Publish™ Regs. within 180 days
of enactment.

45 days for comment and objections.

within 15 days of the end of the 45 day
period, publication of the specific regulation
objected to is required.

Within 30 days of the date of publication
of the objections, a public hearing must be
held.

Within 60 days after hearings are held, re-
port must be issued by the Sec'y setting
forth findings and modification of regs.

Regs. then become effective 30 days after
publication in Fed. Register.

Total time: 12 months.

For other minerals: Publish regs. within
24 months of enactment then follow same
procedure as to public notice, public hearing,
ete. as for coal regs.,

Total time: 30 months.

No EPA concurrence, but consuliation
with other federal and stafe agencies having
expertise in the control and reclamation of
surface mining operations is reqguired.

Two Advisory Committees set up; one for
coal and one for other minerals;—Balanced
representation including Federal and State
officials, consumers, operators, and conserva-
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ADMINISTRATION BILL—Continued

(a) SBtates have two years in which to
submit program; Sec'y. has six months to
review the program; thus, 30 months before
a permit can be required during which time
existing mines can expand and new mines can
start without getting a permit.

(b) 30 months need not be the first time
an operator must get a permit, i.e.,, under an
accepted state program, if he was in existence
before the end of the 30 month period he has
one year in which to apply for a permit—
thus, he can expand his operation for 42
months before getting a permit. In addition,
he has 2 years from the Sec'y. approval of
the State Program to comply with the per-
formance standards. Thus he has 41} years
after enactment to comply.

(c) If he is an operation in existence be-
fore the end of the 30th month after enact-
ment, and he is producing less than 10,000
tons of mine run material per year, he has
5 years from the 30th month to meet the re-
quirements of the Act. Thus, the Act for
small operators does mot take effect for T4
years after enactment,

Permit required for prospecting and min-
ing. Life of permit is life of the operation.
Area covered is the area of the “mining op-
eration.”

No specific application requirements; mere-
1y requires that the operator file “a mining
and reclamation plan describing the manner
in which his reclamation activity will be
conducted showing that such activity will be
conducted in a manner consistent with the
regulations” and that he has the “physical
and financial capacity” to conduct mining
and reclamation activity.

(a) Criterin of Sec. 201(a) "elaborated”
upon through “guidelines” within 80 days
of enactment.

(b) Within 180 days of enactment, Sec'y
shall “adopt™ regs. for "performance stand-
ards" for reclamation of surface mined areas.

(c) Within 180 days of enactment, Sec'y
shall “adopt’ regs. for “performance stand-
ards” for reclamation of open pit mined
Areas.

(d) Within 1 year of enactment, Sec'y
shall "adopt™ regs. for performance stand-
ards for reclamation of areas affected by
underground mining.

(e) EPA must concur in guldelines and
regulations.

(f) Advisory Committee is established; ap-
pointees made to assist Sec'y in developing
guidelines and regs.; no representatives of
State government, surface operators, or con-
servationists need be appointed.
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H.R. 3—Continued

State “may"” submit a program containing
laws, administrative structure and regs. in
conformity with or more stringent than this
Act.

Secretary must find the state had sufficient
admin., & technical personnel and financial
resources.

Public notice and public hearing required
in each state on the state program before
approval.

Public notice and public hearing required
in each state on the state program bhefore
approval.

Secretary must conduct a continuing eval-
uation of the approved state program. Hold
public hearing every two years to review ef-
fectiveness of State Program;

If state submits a program within 2 years
of enactment of Fed. law, Sec'y “is author-
ized"” to make grants for up to 80% of devel-
opment costs.

No EPA concurrence.

No mining within 100 feet of any road,
body of water to which the public has use
or access, or other private property;

No removal of overburden from slopes over
20 degrees unless the operator can demon-
strate that sedimentation, landslides, or acid
or mineralized water pollution can be fea-
sibly prevented and that the area can be
reclaimed.

On slopes greater than 14 degrees, the
operator “shall conduct terrace backfilling."”

On slopes under 14 degrees, approximate
original contour backfilling must be done.

All backfilling to be concurrent as min-
ing progresses

Save and replace topsoil.

Revegetate with stable and diverse vege-
tation.

Control surface water and treat pit dis-
charge.

H.R. 5088, SBAYLOR BILL—Continued
tionists is required. Advise on programs and
policies.

State programs

In order to receive financial assistance and
to assume full control over surface mining,
State must submit a program acceptable to
to the Sec'y which contains

(1) a regulatory law consistent with this
Act or stronger.

(2) The Reg. law shall include strong en-
forcement sanctions such as civil and crimi-
nal penalties, permit suspension and revoca-
tion and cease and desist orders,

(3) State must have a regulatory author-
ity with admin. and technical expertise and
sufficient financial resources.

(4) State must have a “mining lands re-
view" process started which would declare
certain lands in the state unsuitable to strip.

Becretary shall not approve the State Pro-
gram until EPA, Agriculture, et al, have given
public comment on it and public notice and
hearing held.

Unless the state submits an acceptable
State Program for coal within two years of
enactment and within 4!4 years of enact-
ment for other minerals, all surface mining
ceases. (This creates a strong incentive for
the State to assume primary enforcement of
the Act.)

If Staite fails to submit an acceptable State
Program, within the time limits, Then the
Sec'y “may prepare, promulgate and imple-
ment” a federal program for that state pro-
vided that,

(1) The public hearing is held in the State,
and

(2) The State has completed and imple-
mented its mining lands review process by
designating certain land within the State as
unsuitable to strip. (Since this process obvi-
ously will take many years and be publie,
there is no incentive for a state to guickly
request a federal takeover.)

Performance standards

No mining within 300 feet of occupied
dwelling, public building, school, church,
park, or cemetery; nor within 100 feet of a
public road, except where interests of pub-
lic and affected landowners will be protected.

No lake, stream or watercourse will be in-
terrupted, moved, or destroyed, except that
& watercourse may be relocated where con-
sistent with the operator's Reclamation Plan.

No mining within 100 feet of a lake, stream
or creek, except that “reclamation activi-
ties” may be permitted within 100 feet where
it will improve a water pollution problem.

Detalled and comprehensive Reclamation
Plan required so that land shall be returned
to approximate original contour, with all
highwalls and spoil piles eliminated; water
impoundments permitted if slope to the
water is not greater than 19 degrees; terracing
permitted on slopes under 14 degrees; on
slopes over 14 degrees, no debris or spoil may
be placed on the natural downslope helow
the cut unless the operator demonstrates
and the regulatory authority finds that the
method of mining and Reclamation Plan will
effectively prevent sedimentation, landslides,
erosion, or acid, toxic, or mineralized water
pollution.

Backfilling to be concurrent as mining
progresses

Save and replace topsoil or best available
subsoil.

Control and treat both surface and pit
water during and after mining.

Plant native vegetation where possible,
otherwise plant stable and self regenerative
vegetation. Short term planting allowed;
plantings must be maintained for five years
afver operation terminates.

ADMINISTRATION BILL—Continued

State “may submit” within two years of
enactment a program for regulation of sur-
face mining.

The State program must be acceptable to
the Sec'y, and must meet the requirements
of 201 (a) (1) through (19).

The State Program must have Regs. which
balance the relative degrees of environmental
protection against the relative costs of recla-
mation.

If State falled to submit an acceptable
State program within 2 years Then the Sec'y
shall “promptly” issue environmental regs.
for mining operations within such state.

4 Standards Only:

(1) Land to be returned to original or
similarly appropriate contour considering
future use and surrounding topography.

(2) There is to be no permanent spoil depo-
sition on undisturbed lands other than the
original cut.

(3) Soll conditions must be stabilized and
water management be conducted so that
landslides are prevented, erosion is mini-
mized, and water pollution is minimized.

(4) The original type or similarly appro-
priate type of vegetation must be reestab-
lished.

Backfllling to be concurrent if feasible.

Topsoil segregation “may” be required.

A Reclamation Plan consistent with this
Act is required.

Nore—"Relative costs” of reclamation
must be balanced against “relative degrees of
environmental protection.”
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H.R. 3—Continued

Secretary “may" prohibit blasting in spe-
cific areas where the safety of the public or
private property is endangered or where an
underground mine will be adversely afTected.

Requires performance bonds to be posted
after the permit is approved but before it is
issued; bond is to insure that the operator
will perform all the requirements of the
Act; amount set must be not less than $5,000
or $500 per acre; liability is for duration of
operation and flve years thereafter; bond re-
lease may be had in stages as the reclama-
tion is completed.

Area to be covered by bond is not speci-
fied.

Applies only to coal operations *“active”
on the date of enactment;

Defines open pit in terms of thickness of
ore body and where the overburden, and the
average depth exceeds 100 feet;

No performance standards set for recla-
mation of open pits.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

H.R., 5988, SAYLOR BILL—Continued
Blasting requirements

Requires that advance written notice of
blasting be given to local governments and
residents affected.

Requires that regulations be promulgated
which provide procedures for protection of
dwellings, and for limitation on the type of
explosive, the size, timing and frequency of
the blasts so that injury and damage fo per-
rons or property off the site can be prevented.

Bonds

Detailed bond requirements similar to H.R.
3 except that bond amount shall not be less
than $10,000. Two stage bond release pro-
cedure:

Bond release upon application made de-
tailing work performed,

60 percent of bond may be released when
backfilling and grading is done.

Remaining 40 percent may be released
when revegetation and all other reclama-
tion work is successfully completed.

Bond is to cover only the area to be exca-
vated at any one time within the permit are.
Open pits

Applies to existing and future open pit
mines for coal and other minerals,

Defines open pit in terms of four specific
criteria including thickness of ore and over-
burden, and no practicable alternative meth-
od of mining the material.

Sets specific standards as to reclamation
of open pits; it permits terracing and step-
terracing (as defined).
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ADMINISTRATION BILL—Continued

None.

General requirement that the bond be
sufficient to insure reclamation of mined
area.

Bond to cover all of “mired area”, that is,
excavation, haul roads, spoil piles, refuse
banks and areas where structures and equip-
ment which are used in mining are located.

Applies to existing and future mining;

Sets same performance standards for open
pits as for surface mining, “to the extent
feasible.”

Designation of lands unsuitable for surface mining

Sets specific standards where the Secretary
“may” designate an area as unsuitable, i.e.,
not economically or physically possible to
reclaim the land, or if mining will cause ir-
revocable injury to the environment of the
area.

Public notice and public hearing required.

State must conduct a mining lands review
to gather competent data to determine if any
lands in the state are unsuitable for surface
mining. Area “shall” be designated as un-
sultable.

If reclamation under the Act is not physi-
cally or economically possible.

If surface mining is incompatible with
governmental plans to achieve essential gov-
ernmental objectives.

If the area is of critical concern.

Grants avallable to the States specifically
for this purpose.

Public notice and public hearing required.

Citizen has the right to petition.

Decision as to unsuitability is to be related
to land use programs and plans,

Secretary is directed to conduct a similar
review of federal lands.

State agency must identify areas which
cannot be reclaimed under the Act; when
the technology becomes available to satisfy
the performance standards of the Act, then
a permit may be issued for these areas.

No grants avallable to the States specifi-
cally for this purpose.

No requirement that the Federal Govern-
ment review its own lands to see if any are
unsuitable to strip.

Written consent of the surface owner to mining of subsurface mineral

Requires that the operator attach to his
application—the written consent of the sur-
face owner to entry upon his land by the
operator or state or federal officers or em-
ployees for the purpose of reclamation and
inspection within a period of filve years after
the operation is completed or abandoned.

Requires the written consent of, or walver
by, the surface owner to entry and surface
mining on his land by the operator.

Where the federal government owns the
minerals but not the surface, no federal
agency shall sell, lease, assign, mine or other-
wise dispose of such minerals unless the
agency has first obtained the written con-
sent of the appropriate surface landowner
to the present or future extraction of such
minerals by means of surface mining.

No federal agency shall purchase or other-
wise obtain any coal from any supplier, which
coal has been extracted by means of surface
mining on lands owned by any person who
has not given his written consent to the ex-
traction of such coal by surface mining.

No provisions dealing with written consent.

Written conseni of the surface owner to mining of subsurface mineral

Secretary monitors state programs by spot
inspections and public review every two years
of the state enforcement program.

Civil penalties may be imposed on the
operator according to the Coal Mine Health
and Safety Act.

Bond may be forfeited.

Permit may be revoked.

The Attorney General may apply for an in-
junction,

Cease and desist orders may be issued only

Secretary monitors state enforcement by
inspections; Secretary takes action only if
state fails to act after it is notified of the
operator's violation.

Federal inspector can issue a cease and
desist order for a violation of the Act or of any
permit condition; if the operator does not
comply, then civil or criminal actions may
be started.

Civil penalties of not more than $1,000 per
day may be imposed.

Secretary monitors state enforcement by
inspections.

Attorney General may seek an injunction.

Fallure to comply with a regulation after
15 days notice, renders the person liable to
a cessation order from the Secretary and a
civil penalty of not more than $1,000 per
day after the said 15 days.

Any person who knowingly violates these
regulations may be fined $10,000, get one year
ic prison, or both.
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H.R. 3—Continued

for serlous violations endangering health or
safety of the public or the employees In-
volved,

Citizen can bring a mandamus action
agalnst officials under certain limited con-
ditions.

Citizen can also sue for damage to his
property if the operator does not comply
with the Act.

Public notice and public hearings required
on the—State Program.

Permit application.

Bond release.

Designation of lands unsuitable to strip.

Applies only to “bona fide resident with
valid legal interest.”

Authorizes appropriation of $100 mlllicn
for the acquisition and reclamation by the
Federal Government of unreclaimed mined
land.

Authorizes Secretary to sell the land.

Each permit applicant submits $100 as a
special reclamation fee to the fund.

H.,R, 5988, SAYLOR pBILL—Continued

Injunctions can be sought by the Attorney
General.

Criminal penalty of $10,000 or 8 months
in prison, or both if any person violates this
Act or any permit condition, or makes any
false statement or who tampers Wwith any
monitoring device.

Permit can be suspended or revoked.

Citizen suits

Citizen suits authorized; detatled provi-
sions taken from the Federal Clean Ailr Act
of 1970.

Public participation

Public notice and public hearings
quired, for—

Federal regulations.

State Program.

Permit application.

Bond Release.

Permit revisions and renewals.

Designation of lands unsuitable to strip.

Applies to “any interested citizen” or of-
ficer or head of any governmental agency.

Unreclaimed and abandoned mines

Sets up a fund similar to HR. 3 and au-
thorizes $100 million for acquisition and
reclamation of these unreclaimed mines;

In addition, it sets forth specific criteria
as to how, when and for what purpocse the
money is to be spent.

Secretary can make grants to the States
to assist them in requiring unreclaimed and
abandoned mines.

TE~

ENERGY POLICY

(Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina
asked and was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this peint in the
Recorp and to include extraneous mat-
ter.)

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr,
Speaker, the United States is fast com-
ing to the realization that it is approach-
ing a serious shortage of energy. Note
that I say a serious shortage of energy—
not just a shortage of low cost energy
sources—but a shortage of energy at
any price.

According to any number of informed
sources, America will be able to over-
come these shortages in 15 to 25 years as
new technologies emerge. However, their
projections are of little comfort to an
America that is dependent on energy
to sustain its style of life and rate of
growth over the next 15 to 25 years.

Nearly every Member of Congress
has attended hearings and briefings or
read reports concerning the so-called
energy crisis. In these reports and brief-
ings, there have been many policy initia-
tives suggested. But there is one area
in which nearly all authorities agree: the
need for better energy management at
the national level, starting with the de-
velopment of a national energy policy.

The Senate Interior and Insular Af-
fairs Committee has pinpointed some 64
agencies and departments in the Federal
Government whose daily decisions have
inpact on the energy market. Yet there
is no cohesive sense of a national energy
policy to guide the directives of their
decisions.

In January, Mr. Van DeerLIN and I,

along with 23 of our colleagues intro-
duced H.R. 2920 which would establish
a Council on Energy Policy in the Ex-
ecutive Office of the President. In the
nearly 3 months since the introduction
of that legislation, I have become in-
creasingly convinced that such legisla-
tion is becoming more vital every day.

We are all fami’iar with the statistics
and analysis that inescapably lead to the
conclusion that the energy crisis is loom-
ing in our very near future. But I feel
we need to fully understand the impact
of pronounced shortages on our economy
and our society.

It is certain that attempts to fill our
energy demands by doubling or even
tripling of our reliance on imported
fuel sources, will profoundly unsetile the
already unstable international dollar.
This, couplec with the price effects of
fuel shortages, would exert a very heavy
inflationary pressure on the economy.

To understand the effects of this, look
for a moment at predicted higher prices
for imported crude oil. Oftentimes, we
simply translate crude oil to mean the
gas Americans buy to run their automo-
biles. Yet in 1970, 29 percent of all en-
ergy used by industry was oil and in 1985,
46 percent of their energy demands will
be satisfied by oil. This means either
higher prices—or if shortages become
more pronounced, industrial shutdowns
and slowdowns and the loss of employ-
ment for many of our Nation's workers
and consumers.

Quite simply, an energy crisis means
much more than higher prices at the
gasoline station. It can mean, if we let
it, a radical disrupton of the economic
fabric of this country. We need energy to

ADMINISTEATION BILL—Continued

No citizen suit provisions.

Regulations to be developed with full
participation of &l1 interested federal de-
partments, state and local government, and
“other interested bodies and groups.”

Regulations must provide for public no-
tice and an opportunity for public partici-
pation in their revision.

No public notice or public hearings are
requiired with respect to any particular per-
mit or operation.

No provisions for abandoned and unre-
claimed mines except that the regulations
may allow the operator "to depart from"
the performance standards set forth in the
regulations where the cost of reclamation
of a previously mined area is impractica-
ble under the performance standards.

provide jobs, to fulfill the Nation’s social
and defense obligations, and to maintain
economic stability.

Our bill to provide a Council on Energy
Policy is a necessary first step if the
United States is to overcome the criti-
cal shortages of the next 15 to 25 years.
It can begin to pull together the present
diverse and confusing maze of energy
jurisdictions under the umbrella of a
sound and consistent national energy
policy. It can present the energy policy
options to Cengress and the President
and most important, effectively adminis-
ter the mandates that are set forth over
the next few years by Congress and the
President in energy policy.

In the past decade, we have all been
made aware of the dangers implicit in
fragmented program management. I do
not feel we can afford the luxury of such
an inefficient approach to a problem of
the magnitude of energy policy. But we
can, at this time, set down our differences
in energy policy and get started with the
first step in evolving a national approach
to energy management.

The text of the bill follows:

H.R. 2920

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That (a) there
shall be created in the Executive Office of
the President a Council on Energy Policy
(hereinafter referred to as the “Counecil™).
The Council shall be composed of three mem-
bers who shall be appointed by the President,
by and with the advice and consent of the
Senate. The members of the Council shall
serve for five-year terms, except that of the
three such members first appointed one shall
be appointed for a two-year term and one
for a four-year term, as designated by the
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President at the time of appointment. The
President shall designate one of the members
of the Council to serve as Chairman. Each
member shall be a person who, as a result
of his training, experience, and attainment,
is well qualified to analyze and interpret
energy trends and information of all kinds;
to appraise programs and activities of the
Federal Government in the light of the en-
ergy needs of the Nation; to be conscious of
and responsive to the scientific, economie,
social, esthetic, and cultural needs and in-
terests of the Nation; and to formulate and
recommend national policies with respect to
energy. Not more than two members of the
Council shall be appointed from the same
political party.

(b) (1) The Council shall serve as the prin-
cipal adviser to the President and Congress
on energy policy, exercising leadership in
formulating Government policy concerning
domestic and international energy issues, and
shall assist in developing plans and programs
which take full advantage of the Nation's
technological capabilities in developing clean
energy and in conserving energy resources. In
addition the Counecil shall help formulate
policies for, and coordinate operations of,
energy resources and facilitles owned or con-
trolled by the Federal Government. The
Council shall prepare for the President in
cooperation with the Council on Environ-
mental Quality and with the assistance of
other interested departments and agencies
the annual Energy Report required by sub-
section (f).

(2) (A) All legislative recommendations
and reports to Congress of Federal agencies,
to the extent such recommendations and
reports deal with energy matters, shall be
subject to the approval of the Council.

(B) The Council shall make recommenda-
tions to the President and Congress for re-
solving conflicting policies of Federal agen-
cles.

{C) The Council shall recommend policies
to Federal and State agencies respecting
power emergencies.

(8) The Council shall develop a long-range
comprehensive plan for energy utilization in
the United States, and shall provide assist-
ance to any executive agency concerned with
energy and power in the United States.

(4) All agencies of the Federal Government
shall include in every recommendation or
report on proposals for legislation and other
major Federal actions having a significant ef-
fect on energy avallabllity or use a detalled
statement by the responsible officlal on
whether such proposal or action is consistent
with the long-range plan formulated under
paragraph (3). If such proposal or action
is not consistent with such plan, the state-
ment shall also contain a detailed justifica-
tion for the proposal or action.

(5) Neither the Council nor its members
may refuse to testify before or submit in-
formation to either House of Congress or any
duly authorized committee thereof.

(c) In exercising its powers, functions, and
duties under this section, the Council shall—

(1) consult with representatives of science,
industry, agriculture, labor, conservation or-
ganizations, State and local governments and
other groups, as it deems advisable; and

(2) utilize, to the fullest extent possible,
the services, facilities, and information (in-
cluding statistical information) of publie
and private agencies and organizations, and
individuals, in order that duplication of ef-
fort and expense may be avoided, thus assur-
ing that the Council’'s activities will not un-
necessarily overlap or conflict with similar
activities authorized by law and performed
by established agencies.

(d) Members of the Council shall serve full
time and the Chairman of the Councll shall
be compensated at the rate provided for Level
IT of the Executive Schedule Pay Rates (b
U.8.C. 5313). The other members of the
Council shall be compensated at the rate
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provided for Level IV of the Executive Sched-
ule Pay Rates (6 U.5.C. 6315).

(e) The Council may employ such officera
and employees as may be necessary to carry
out its functions under this section. In addi-
tion, the Council may employ and fix the
compensation of such experts and con-
sultants as may be necessary for the carry-
ing out of its functions under this section,
in accordance with section 8109 of title 5,
United States Code (but without regard to
the last seentence thereof).

(f) The President shall cause to be pre-
pared and submitted to the Congress on or
before January 1, 1974, and annually there-
after, an Energy Report. The report shall
include—

(1) an estimate of energy needs for the
ensuing ten-year period to meet the require-
ments of the national defense, the com-
merecial and industrial life of the country,
and the general welfare of the people of the
United States;

(2) an estimate of the domestic and for-
eign energy supply on which the United
States will be expected to rely to meet such
needs in an economical manner with due
regard for the protection of national security,
and the environment and the conservation
of natural resources;

{3) current and foreseeable trends in the
quality, management and utilization of
energy resources and the effects of thdse
trends on the social, economic, and other
requirements of the Nation;

(4) a review and appraisal of the adequacy
and appropriateness of technologies, proce-
dures, and practices, including regulatory
practices, employed to achieve the foregoing
objectives;

(5) recommendations for the development
and application of new technologies proce-
dures, and practices which he may determine
to be required to achieve such objectives;
and

(6) recommendations for leglslation.

(g) There are authorized to be appro-
priated to carry out the provisions of this
section not to exceed $300,000 for fiscal year
1974, §750,000 for fiscal year 1975, and
$1,000,000 for each fiscal year thereafter.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on the special order
given today by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HOLIFIELD).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from California?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Morcan (at the request of Mr.
O’NELL), for today and April 17, on ac-
count of illness.

Mr. Anprews of North Carolina (at the
request of Mr. O'NEmL), for today, on
account of official business,

Mr, Crarx (at the request of Mr.
O'NEeILL), for today through April 19, on
account of official business.

Mr. EiLBerG, from 5:45 p.m April 16
through April 17, on account of religious
reasons.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla~
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tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Cocuran) and to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. FinpLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Hocan, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. Frenzer, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. ErLENBORN, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. Wyarr, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. RamLseack, for 10 minutes, today.

Mrs. HEckLER of Massachusetts, for 10
minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the request
of Mr. MezviNsky) and to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extrane-
ous matter) :

Mr. McFaLL, for 5 minutes today.

Mr. RopiNo, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. BurToN, for 5 minutes today.

Mr. Vanik, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr, Hamirron, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. Grasso, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. HorIrieLp, for 30 minutes, today.

Mr. Burke of Massachusetts, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. HarriNGTON, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Marsunaca, for 15 minutes, on
April 17.

Mr, Fraser, for 5 minutes, on April 17.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
igvise and extend remarks was granted

Mr. Sikes to extend his remarks dur-
ing debate preceding the vote on the
g;gv!ous question on House Resolution

Mr. Savror and to include extraneous
matter, notwithstanding the fact that
it exceeds two pages of the Recorp and
is estimated by the Public Printer to cost
$552.50.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. CocuraN) and to include
extraneous material:)

Mr. Price of Texas.

Mr. HASTINGS.

Mr. ZWACH.

Mr. Youne of Alaska in three in-
stances.

Mr, COUGHLIN.

Mr. WyMaN in two instances.

Mr, HosmMEer in three instances.

Mr. QuUIE in two instances.

Mr. Hunt in two instances.

Mr. HORTON,

Mr. VANDER JAGT.

Mr. Hemnz in three instances.

Mr. HOGAN.

Mr. WHITEHURST.

Mr. Ste1GER of Arizona.

Mr. ABDNOR.

Mr, McCLORY.

Mr. WHALEN.

Mr. RAILSBACK.

Mr. KEATING.

Mr. SHOUP.

Mr. AsHBROOK in three instances.

Mr. AnpErsoN of Illinois in two in-
stances.

Mr. BucHANAN in two instances.

Mr. Crane in five instances.

Mr. COLLIER.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Mezvinsky) and to include
extraneous materlal:)
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Mrs. Burge of California in 10 in-
stances.

Mr. Mawx in five instances.

Mr. GonzaLEz in three instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. BikEs in five instances.

Mr. Awnunzio in 10 instances.

Mr. RODINO.

Mr. Won Par.

Mr. Fraser in five instances.

Mr. WaLpre in four instances.

Mr. Epwarps of California.

Mr. BOLLING.

Mr, McEaY.

Mr, HEserT in two instances.

Mr. Awperson of California in three
instances.

Mr. HARRINGTON.

Mrs. Geasso in 10 instances.

Mr. O'HARA.

Mr, FasceLL in two instances.

Mr. WiLriam D. Forp.

Mr. BADILLO.

Mr. Dan DanNIEL.

Mr. KocH in three instances.

Mr. CHAPPELL.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION
REFERRED

A joint resolution of the Senate of the
following title was taken from the Speak-
er's table and, under the rule, referred
as follows:

S.J. Res, 45. Joint resolution to provide
for the erection of a memorial to those who
served in the Armed Forces of the United
States in the Vietnam war; to the Commit-
tee on House Administration.

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT
RESOLUTION SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee had examined and found truly
enrolled a bill and a joint resolution of
the House of the following titles, which
were thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 1975. An act to amend the emergency
loan program under the Consolidated Farm
and Rural Development Act, and for other
purposes; and

H.J. Res. 303, Joint resolution to anthor-
ize and reguest the President to preclaim
April 29, 1973 as a day of observance of the
thirtieth anniversary of the Warsaw ghetto
uprising.

JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED
TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. HAYS, from the Commititee on
House Administration, reported that that
committee did on April 12, 1973, present
to the President, for his approval joint
resolutions of the House of the following
titles:

H.J. Res. 210. A joint resolution asking the
President of the United States to declare the
fourth Saturday of September, 1973, "Na-
tional Hunting and Fishing Day";

H.J. Res. 275. A joint resolution to author-
ize the President to issue a proclamation
designating the month of May, 1973, as “Na-
tional Arthritis Month™; and

H.J. Res. 437. A joint resolution to author-
ize the President to designate the period
beginning April 15, 1973, as “Natlonal Clean
Water Week."

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 7 o'clock and 52 minutes p.m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, April 17, 1973, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

759. A letter from the Acting Director,
Office of Management and Budget, Executive
Office of the President, transmitting plans
for various works of improvement prepared
under the Watershed Protection and Flood
Frevention Act, as amended, none of which
involves a structure which provides more
than 4,000 acre-feet of total capacity, pur-
suant to 16 U.S.C. 1005; to the Committee on
Agriculture.

760. A letter from the Acting Secretary of
Agriculture, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend the Food Stamp Act of
1064, as amended, for the purpose of au-
thorizing appropriations for fiscal years sub-
sequent to the fiscal year ending June 30,
1973; to the Committee on Agriculture.

T61. A letter from the Deputy Director, Of-
fice of Management and Budget, Executive
Office of the President, transmitting a re-
port that various appropriations have been
apportioned on a basis which indicates a
necessity for supplemental estimates of ap-
propriations for fiscal year 1973, pursuant to
31 U.S.C. 665; to the Commitiee on Appro-
priations.

762, A letter from the Director, Defense
Civil Preparedness Agency, transmitting a
report on property acquisitions of emergency
supplies and equipment for the quarter
ended March 31, 1973, pursuant to section
201(h) of the Federal Civil Defense Act of
1950, as amended; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

763. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Becretary of Defense (Installations and Lo-
gisties), transmitting a report on Depart-
ment of Defense procurement from small and
other business firms for July 1872, through
January 1973, pursuant to section 10(d) of
the Small Business Act, as amended; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

764. A letter from the Commissioner of the
District of Columbia, transmitting a draft of
proposed legislation to provide for the ap-
pointment of alternates and hearing examin-
ers by the Zoning Commission of the District
of Columbia, to change the composition of
the Board of Zoning Adjustment, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

765. A letter from the Acting Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Congressional Relations,
transmitting a report on country allocations
of grant military assistance for fiscal year
1973, pursuant to section 653 of the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1971; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

766. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary of State for Congressional Rela-
tions, transmitting a draft of proposed legis~
lation to extend diplomatic privileges and
immunities to the Liaison Office of the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China and to members
thereof, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

T787. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting copies of varlous international
agreements, other than treaties, entered into
by the United States, pursuant to Public Law
92-403; to the Committee on Foreign Aflairs.
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768. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of the Interior, transmitting descrip-
tlons of three projects selected for funding
through grants, contracts, and matching or
other arrangements with educational in-
stitutions, private foundations or other in-
stitutions, and with private firms, under the
Water Resources Research Act of 1964, pur-
suant to section 200(b) of the act; to the
Committiee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

769. A letter from the Acting Commissioner,
Immigration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting reports
concerning visa petitions approved accord-
ing certain beneficiaries third and sixth pref-
erence classification, pursuant to section
204(d) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, as amended [8 U.B.C. 11564(d) ]; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

770. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Management and Budget, Executive
Office of the President, transmitting plans
for various works of improvement prepared
under the Watershed Protection and Flood
Prevention Act, as amended, each of which
involves at least one structure which pro-
vides more than 4,000 acre-feet of total ca-
pacity, pursuant to 16 U.S.C. 1005; to the
Committee on Public Works.

771. A letter from the Administrator, En-
vironmental Protection Agency, transmitting
a report on the impact of pesticides on the
aquatic environment, pursuant to section
104{L) (2) of Public Law 92-500; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

Receiven FroM THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

772. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report
on military assistance and commitments in
the Philippines; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

773. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a re-
port that the need intensifies to amend leg-
islation to reduce Government losses on the
peanut price-support program administered
by the Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
servation Service, Department of Agriculture,
for the Department’s Commodity Credit Cor-
poration; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XTII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. PATMAN: Commitiee on Banking and
Currency. H.R, 6370. A bill to extend certain
laws relating to the payment of Interest on
time and savings deposits, to prohibit de-
pository institutions from permitting nego-
tiable orders of withdrawal to be made with
respect to any deposit or account on which
eny interest or dividend is pald, to authorize
Federal savings and loan associations and
national banks to own stock in and invest
in loans to certain State housing corpora-
tions, and for other purposes; with amend-
ment (Rept. No. 93-140). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. PATMAN: Committee on Banking and
Currency. HR. 6452. A bill to amend the
Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1864 to
provide a substantial increase in the total
amount authorized for assistance thereunder,
to increase the portion of project cost which
may be covered by a Federal grant, to au-
thorize assistance for operating expenses,
and for other purposes; with amendment
(Rept. No, 93-141) . Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Unijon.
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Mr. PERKINS: Committee on Education
and Labor. HR. 4204. A bill to provide for
funding the Emergency Employment Act of
1971 for 2 additional years, and for other
purposes: with amendment (Rept. No. 83—
142), Referred to the Commiitee 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. BURKE of Massachusetts (for
himself, Mr. ASHLEY, Mr. Brasco, Mr.
Brown of California, Mr. CAENEY of
Ohio, Ms. CHI1sSHOLM, Mr, CLEVELAND,
Mr. ConyErs, Mr. Davis of Georgia,
Mr. DELANEY, Mr. Dices, Mr. FisHER,
Mr. Fraser, Mr. GOLDWATER, Ms.
Grasso, Mr. HarRrINGTON, Mr. Haw-
Kins, Mr. HecHLER of West Virginia,
Mr, Herstoskr, Mr, Kyros, Mr. LEH-
MAN, Mr. McErnNEY, Mr. METCALFE,
Mr. MrrcHELL of Maryland, and Mr,
MoARLEY) :

H.R. 6880. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act so as to liberalize the
conditions governing eligibility of blind per-
sons to receive disability insurance benefits
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts (for
himself, Mr. MurpHY of New York,
Mr. Nimx, Mr. PobpELL, Mr. Pric of
Illinois, Mr. RarICK, Mr. ROSENTHAL,
Mr. Srarx, Mr. SteEp, Mr. STEELE,
Mr. Stercer of Arizona, Mr. Stupbps,
and Mr. Won PaT):

H.R. 6881. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act so as to liberalize the
conditions governing eligibility of blind per-
sons to receive disability insurance benefits
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. CONABLE:

H.R. 6982. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to develop and carry out
a forestry incentives program to encourage
a higher level of forest resource protection,
development, and management by small non-
industrial private and non-Federal public
forest landowners, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. CONTE (for himself and Mr.
Rosrson of New York) :

H.R. 6983. A bill to amend the State Tech-
nical Services Act of 1966 to make municipal
governments eligible for technical services
under the act, to extend the act through
fiscal year 1976, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. CORMAN:

H.R. 6984, A bill to extend unemployment
insurance coverage to employers employing
four or more agricultural workers for each
of 20 or more weeks; to the Commitiee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. FREY (for himself and Mr,
Youne of Florida) :

H.R. 6985. A bill to assure the imposition of
appropriate penalties for persons convicted
of offenses involving heroin or morphine, to
provide emergency procedures to govern the
pretrial and posttrial release of persons
charged with offenses involving heroin or
morphine, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. FREY (for himself and Mr,
WINN) :

H.R. 6986. A bill to amend the Compre-
hensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Con-
trol Act of 1970 to establish minimum man-
datory sentences for persons convicted of
offenses involving narcotic drugs, to provide
emergency procedures to govern the pre-
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trial and posttrial release of persons charged
with offenses involving certain mnarcotic
drugs, to provide procedures to reach large
sums of money used for narcotic trafficking,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mrs. GRASSO:

H.R. 6897. A bill to provide for an inves-
tigation by the General Services Administra-
tion of various problems involved in pro-
viding toll-free telephone numbers for in-
coming calls at each regional office of most
executive agencles; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

H.R. 6988. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, to authorize the transmission
without cost to the sender, of letter mail
to the President or Vice President of the
Unlted States, to Federal executive depart-
ments and agencies, or to Members of Con-
gress, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HAMILTON:

H.R. 6989. A bill to establish a Joint Com-
mittee on National Security; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself
and Mr. MrrcHELL of New York):

H.R. 6090. A bill to amend the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1960 with respect to the
exclusion of agricultural commodities from
export controls; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

By Mr. HARRINGTON
and Ms, Aszug) :

H.R. 6991. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of Labor to provide financlal and other as-
sistance to certain workers and small busi-
ness firms to assist compliance with State or
Federal pollution abatement requirements;
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mr, SToxEs, and Mr. OWENS) :

H.R. 6992. A bill to provide for the transfer
of authorizations for military assistance pro-
grams for Laos and Vietnam to the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mr. BRown of California, Mr. STaRK,
and Mr. STOXES) :

H.R. 6993. A bill to amend the Federal Prop-
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949
to provide for the use of excess property by
certaln grantees; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself
and Mr. DRINAN) :

H.R. 6994. A bill to provide compensation
to U.S. commercial fishing vessel owners for
damages incurred by them as a result of an
action of a vessel operated by a forelgn gov-
ernment or a eitizen of a foreign government;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

By Mr. HILLIS:

HR. 6995. A bill to amend the Truth in
Lending Act to prohibit discrimination on
account of sex or marital status against in-
dividuals seeking credit; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. PARRIS:

H.R. 6996. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Labor to study the feasibility of and need for
& Cost of Existence Index; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

H.R. 6997. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to liberalize the re-
tirement income credit; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr. ROE:

H.R. 6998. A bill to provide for the develop-
ment of a uniform system of guality grades
for consumer food products; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture,

HR. 6999, A bill to authorize egualization
of the retired or retainer pay of certain mem-
bers and former members of the uniformed
services; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

(for himself
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H.R. 7000. A bill to provide that, in the
selection of persons to participate in federally
assisted manpower training programs, Viet-
nam veterans shall be afforded a priority; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

H.R. T001. A bill to amend the Intergov-
ernmental Cooperation Act of 1968 to im-
prove intergovernmental relationships be-
tween the United States and the States and
municipalities, and the economy and effi-
ciency of government, by providing Federal
cooperation and assistance in the establish-
ment and strengthening of State and local
offices of consumer protection; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

H.R. 7002. A bill to require that certain
processed or packaged consumer products be
labeled with ceriain information, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 7003. A hbill to require that durable
consumer products be labeled as to durability
and performance life; to the Commitiee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. T004. A bill to require that certain
durable products be prominently labeled as
to date of manufacture, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce,

H.R. T005. A bill to amend the Fair Packag-
ing and Labeling Act to require the disclosure
by retall distributors of unit retail prices of
packaged consumer commodities, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. T006. A bill to amend the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to require the labels
on certain package goods to contain the
name and place of business of the manu-
facturer, packer, and distributor; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

H.R. 7007. A bill to amend the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to require labels on
all foods to disclose each of their ingredients;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

H.R. T008. A blll to amend the Fair Pack-
aging and Labeling Act to require a packaged
perishable food to bear a label specifying the
date after which it is not to be sold for con-
sumption as food; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

HR. 7009. A bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Natlonality Act to increase immi-
gration from Western Hemisphere nations;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 7010. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide improved
medical care to veterans; to provide hospital
and medical care to certain dependents and
survivors of veterans; to improve recruit-
ment and retention of career personnel in
the Department of Medicine and Surgery; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

HR. T011. A bill to expand the authority
of the Veterans' Administration to make di-
rect loans to veterans where private capital
is unavailable at the statutory interest rate;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 7012. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to provide for the job
counseling and employment services for vet-
erans, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.ER. T013. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to make the children of
certain veterans having a service-connected
disability rated at not less than 50 per-
cent eligible for benefits under the war
orphans' educational assistance program; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs,

HR. 7014. A bill to amend chapter 17 of
title 38, United States Code, so as to au-
thorize reimbursements for hospital care or
medical service for any disability of a vet-
eran who has a total service-connected dis-
ability permanent in nature; to the Commit-
tee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 7015. A blll to amend title 38, United
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States Code, to stabilize and “freeze” as of
January 1, 1973, the Veterans' Administra-
tion Schedule for Rating Disabilities, 1945
edition, and the extensions thereto; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

HR 7T016. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide that veterans with
disabilities rated 10 through 100 percent shall
receive additional compensation for de-
pendents; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

H.R. T017. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide that certain
veterans who were prisoners of war shall be
deemed to have a service-connected disa-
bility of 50 percent; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs,

H.R. 7018. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to extend wartime benefits to
veterans who served between February 1,
1955, and August 5, 1964; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 7019. A bill to amend section 110 of
title 38, United States Code, to liberalize the
standard for preservation of disability
ratings; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

H.R. 7020. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code to provide that hyper-
tension developing a 10 percent or more de-
gree of disability within 2 years after separa-
tion from active service during a period of
war shall be presumed to be service-con-
nected; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs,

H.R. 7021. A bill to amend section 312 of
title 38, United States Code, by providing a
2-year presumptive period of service con-
nection for the psychoses which develop
within 2 years from the date of separation
from active service; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affalrs.

H.R. 7022. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide that amyotrophic
lateral sclerosis developing a 10 percent or
more degree of disability within 7 years after
separation from active service during a pe-
riod of war shall be presumed to be service-
connected; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

H.R. 7023. A bill to amend section 312 of
title 38, United States Code by providing a
8-year presumptive period of service connec-
nection for malignant tumors (cancer)
which develop within 3 years from the date of
separation from active service; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 7T024. A bill to amend title 38 of the
United States Code so as to increase the pe-
riod of presumption of service connection for
certain cases of multiple sclerosis from 7 to
10 years; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

H.R. 7025. A bill to amend subsection (b)
(1) of section 415 of title 38, United States
Code, to increase the maximum annual in-
come limitation governing payment of de-
pendency and indemnity compensation to
certain parents; to the Committee on Veter-
ans’ Affairs.

H.R. 7T026. A bill to amend section 410(a)
of title 38, United States Code, to provide
for the payment of dependency and indem-
nity compensation to certain survivors of
deceased verterans who were rated 100 per-
cent disabled by reason of service-connected
disabilities for 20 or more years; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. T027. A bill to amend title 38 United
States Code, to provide that the Administra-
tor of Veterans' Affairs may furnish medical
services for a nonservice-connected disability
to any war veteran who has a disability rated
at 50 percent or more resulting from a serv-
ice-connected disability; to the Commitee on
Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 7028. A bill to amend chapter 31, sec-
tion 1502 (a) of title 38, United States Code,
to provide that Vietnam-era veterans shall
have the same basic entitlement to vocation-
al rehabilitation as that available to veter-
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ans of World War IT and the Eorean conflict;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 7029. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to authorize the Administrator
to reimburse employers for unusual cost in-
curred in providing on-job training for cer-
tain veterans; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs.

H.R.7030. A bill to amend chapter 31 of
title 38, United States Code, to authorize
additional training or education for certain
veterans who are no longer eligible for train-
ing, in order to restore employability lost due
to technological changes; to the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs.

HR.T031. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to amend the maximum educa-
tional benefits for chapter 35 trainees to 48
months and to allow additional educational
benefits for certain wives and widows; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R.T032. A bill to repeal the meat quota
provisions of Public Law 88-482; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

H.R.7033. A bil] to amend title ITI of the
Social Security Act to eliminate the 5-month
walting period which is presently a prereq-
uisite of eligibility for disability insurance
benefits or the disability freeze; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROY:

H.R.7034. A bill to provide equity in the
feed grain set-aside program by allowing par-
ticipants in plan B to switch to plan A; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. ROYBAL (for himself, Ms.
Apzve, Ms. CaHIisHoLM, Mr. HARRING-
ToN, and Mr. MOAKLEY) :

H.R. T035. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide assistance and
development for improvement in delivery
of health services to the critically ill; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. ROYBAL (for himself and Mr.
WoLFF) :

H.R. T036. A bill to assure the right to
vote to citizens whose primary language is
other than English; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ROYBAL (for himself and Mr.
STARK) :

H.R. 7037. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to increase immigration
from Western Hemisphere nations; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROYBAL (for himself, Mr.
BrownN of California, Mr. CORMAN,
and Mr. Moss) :

H.R. T038. A bill to provide that certain
aliens illegally in the United States may
have their status adjusted to that of per-
manent residents; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. THONE:

H.R. 7039. A bill to provide equity in the
feed grain set-aside program by allowing par-
ticipants in plan B to switch to plan A; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. WALDIE:

HR. T040. A bill authorizing the Secre-
tary of the Army to establish a national
cemetery at Camp Parks or Port Chicago,
Calif., for northern California; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. WALDIE (for himself and Mr,
Hiviis) :

HR. 7T041. A bi!l to increase the contrl-
bution of the Government to the costs of
health benefits for Federal employees, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 7042. A bill to increase the contribu-
tion of the Government to the costs of health
benefits for Federal employees, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. BIAGGI:

H.R. 7043. A bill to provide for continual
application of current basic pay scales to
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Federal civil service annuities; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. 7044. A bill to amend chapter 83 of
title 5, United States Code, to eliminate the
survivorship reduction during periods of
nonmarriage of certain annuitants; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R. T045. A bill to increase the contribu-
tion of the Government to the costs of health
benefits for Federal employees, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

H.R. T046. A bill to provide increases in
certain annuities payable under chapter 83
of title 5, United States Code, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

HR. T047. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to permit an exemp-
tion, in an amount not exceeding the maxi-
mum social security benefit payable in the
taxable year involved, for retirement income
received by a taxpayer under a public retire-
ment system or under any other system if the
taxpayer is at least 656 years of age; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

H.R. T048. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide a basic
$5,000 exemption from income tax, in the
case of an individual or a married couple,
for amounts received as annuities, pensions,
or other retirement benefits; to the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BROWN of California:

H.R. T049. A bill to authorize and direct the
Administrator of General Services to ac-
quire leasehold interests in certaln land
located in Los Angeles, Calif., in order to
provide parking for persons who have busi-
ness in the U.S. Federal Courthouse and for
Federal employees working in the court-
house; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. CORMAN (for himself and Mr.
Youna of Georgia) :

H.R. 7T050. A bill to broaden the income
tax base, provide equity among taxpayers,
and to otherwise reform the income and
estate tax provisions; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DELLUMS:

H.R. 7051. A bill to amend section 620 of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 to pro-
hibit foreign assistance from being provided
to foreign countries which do not act to pre-
vent narcotic drugs from unlawfully enter-
ing the United States; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

H.R. 7052. A bill to allow a credit against
Federal income taxes or a payment from the
U.S. Treasury for State and local real prop-
erty taxes or an equivalent portion of rent
paid on their residences by individuals who
have attained age 65; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. DELLUMS (for himself, Mr.
ROSENTHAL, Mr. EASTENMEIER, Mr.
RaNGEL, Ms. Aszue, Mr, MiTtcHELL of
Maryland, Mr, Dices, Mr, BINGHAM,
Mr. ConyYeErs, Mr. Epwarps of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MoaxLEY, and Mr.
STARK) :

HR. 7053. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that a tax-
payer conscientiously opposed to participa-
tion in war may elect to have his income, es-
tate, or gift tax payments spent for non-
military purposes; to create a trust fund
(the World Peace Tax Fund) to receive these
tax payments; to establish a World Peace
Tax Fund Board of Trustees; and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. FINDLEY:

H.R. 7054. A bill to establish a system to
retain gasoline and diesel fuel among civilian
users in order to provide for sufficient fuel
for farm use in areas of shortage; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. FOLEY :

H.R. 7055. A bill to amend the Food Stamp
Act of 1964, as amended, for the purpose of
authorizing appropriations for fiscal years
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subsequent to the fiscal year ending June 3(Q
1973; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr, FRENZEL:

H.R. T056. A bill to amend the Environ-
mental Education Act to improve its effec-
tiveness through increased accountability,
regionalization, and assessment procedures;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. GIBBONS:

H.R. 7057. A bill to establish in the State of
Florida the Egmont Key National Wildlife
Refuge; to the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries.

H.R. 7058. A bil’ to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954, to provide that the
designation of payments to the Presidential
Electlon Campaign Fund be made on the
front page of the taxpayer’'s income tax re-
turn form, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. GROVER:

H.R. 7058. A bill to amend the Communi-
cations Act of 1934 to establish orderly pro-
cedures for the consideration of applications
for renewal of broadecast licenses; to the
Committee on Interstate and Forelgn Com-
merce.

By Mr. HUTCHINSON (for himself,
Mr. McCrLorY, Mr. SANDMAN, Mr.,
RamLsBaCcK, Mr. Hoocaw, Mr. MooRr-
HEAD of California, Mr. Lorr, and
Mr. BEARD) :

H.R.T060. A bill to promote the foreign
policy of the United States by prohibiting
travel in a restricted area; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Mr. KEASTENMEIER (for himself, Mr.
Brown of California, Ms. HOLTZMAN,
and Mr. ANprews of North Dakota) :

H.R. 7061. A bill to amend the Clayton Act
to provide for additional regulation of cer-
taln anticompetitive developments in the
agriculture industry; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. McCLOSKEY:

H.R.T7062. A bill to permit injured Federal
employees to receive benefits of the Federal
employees compensation program notwith-
standing they are in receipt of military re-
tired pay, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. McKINNEY:

H.R.7063. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854 to reduce the rates of
the excise tax on telephone and teletype-
writer exchange service for 1974 through 1976
and to eliminate such tax for periods after
December 31, 1976; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr. MILLS of Arkansas (for him-
self, and Mr. SCHNEEBELI) :

HR.T064. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that pre-
parers of income tax returns shall report cer-
tain information to the Internal Revenue
Service, and to prohibit preparation of re-
turns by a person convicted of preparing a
fraudulent return; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MINK (for herself, Mr. MaT-
sUMAGA and Mr, WoxN PaT) :

HR. 7065. A bill to provide for uniform
expiration dates for agreements in the long-
shore and maritime industries in the States
of Washington, Oregon and California; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mrs, MINK (for herself, Mr. STEr-
GER of Wisconsin, and Mr, HAwWKINS) :

H.R. 7066. A bill to provide for operation
of all domestic volunteer service programs by
the ACTION Agency, to establish certain new
such programs, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. O'NEILL (for himself, Mr. Tier-
¥aAN, Mr. BoraNp, Mr. Burke of Mas-
sachusetts, Mr. CoNTE, Mr. CRONIN,
Mr. DowoHUE, Mr. DriNawN, Mrs.
Grasso, Mrs. HEcRLER of Massachu-
setts, Mr. McEKINNEY, Mr. MacDoxN-
ALD, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr, ST GERMAIN,
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Mr. SarasiN, Mr. SteEre, and Mr.
STUDDS) @

H.R. T067. A bill to establish a Commission
to review the proposed closing of any mili-
tary installation; to the Committee on
Armed Services,

By Mr. PATMAN:

HR. T068. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to expand the authority
of the National Institute of Arthritis, Metab-
olism, and Digestive Diseases in order to ad-
vance the national attack on diabetes; to the
Commitiee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. PATTEN:

H.R. 7069. A bill to extend benefits under
section 8191 of title 5, United States Code, to
law enforcement officers and firemen not em-
ployed by the United States who are killed
or totally disabled in the line of duty; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 7070. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to make additional im-
migrant visas available for immigrants from
certain foreign countries, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. T071. A bill to amend the Soclal Secu-~
rity Act to make certain that recipients of
ald or assistance under the various Federal-
State public assistance and medicaid pro-
grams (and recipients of assistance or bene-
fits under the veterans' pension and compen-
sation programs and certain other Federal
and federally assisted programs) will not
have the amount of such aid, assistance, or
benefits reduced because of increases in
monthly social security benefits; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. PETTIS:

H.R. 7072. A bill to allow advance payment
of subscription charges for publications for
official use prepared for auditory as well as
visual usage; to the Commiitee on Govern-
ment Operations.

By Mr. RODINO (by request) :

H.R. 7073. A bill to amend the act of May
11, 1954 (ch. 199, sec. 1, 68 Stat. 81; 41 U.S.C.
321), to provide for full adjudication of rights
of Government contractors in courts of law;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

HR. 7074. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that pen-
slons paid to retired policemen or firemen or
their dependents, or to the widows or other
survivors of deceased policemen or firemen,
shall not be subject to the income tax; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

HR. 7075. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a deduction
for expenses Incurred by a taxpayer in mak-
ing repairs and improvements to his resi-
dence, and to allow the owner of rental
housing to amortize at an accelerated rate
the cost of rehabilitating or restoring such
housing; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. SEIBERLING (for himself, Mr.
ReGuLA, Mr. VANIK, Mr. Havs, Mr.
AsHBROOK, Mr. AsHLEY, Mr. BROWN
of Ohio, Mr. CARNEY of Ohio, Mr,
Guyer, Mr. EEATING, Mr. MINSHALL
of Ohio, Mr, MiLER, Mr. MosSHER, Mr.
J. Wriam StanTon, Mr, James V.
StanToN, Mr. Stoxes, Mr. WHALEN,
Mr. MoorHeEAaD of California, Mr.
DENT, Ms. AszvuG, Mr. HeEcHLER of
West Virginia, and Mr. WALDIE) :

HR. 7076. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Cuyahoga Valley National
Historical Park and Recreation Area, to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr, SEIBERLING (for himself, Mr.
REGULA, Mr, Vawnix, Mr. HarLey, Mr.
Savior, Mrs. Hansexn of Washington,
Mr. Joanson of California, Mr. Don
H. CravseEw, Mr. UpaLn, Mr. Younc
of Alaska, Mr, BurToN, Mr. O'Hara,
Mrs, Minx, Mr. STEPHENS, Mr. Vigo-
rrTO, Mr. RoncaLio of Wyoming, Mr.
BincHAM, Mr. RUNNELS, Mrs. BURKE
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of California, Mr. Wown Par, Mr.
Owens, Mr. pE Luco, and Mr, JoNES
of Oklahoma) :

H.R. 7077. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the Cuyahoga Valley National
Historical Park and Recreation Area; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. SHOUP:

HR. T078. A bill to provide for the con-
tinuation of programs authorized under the
Vocational Rehabilitation Act, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education and
Labor,

By Mr. JAMES V. STANTON (for him-
self, Mr. Green of Pennsylvania, Mr.
MoakLEY, Mr. Ryanw, and Mr.
STUDDS) :

HR. T079. A bill to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965 to establish a program to assist munic-
ipalities and businesses in urban industrial
development, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. ULLMAN (for himself, Mr.
PErRKINS, Mrs. GReeN of Oregon, Mr.
Quie, Mr. O'Hara, Mr. Wyarr, and
Mr. DELLENBACK) :

H.R. 7080, A bill to provide for the defer-
ral or cancellation of repayment of certain
student loans for persons held as prisoners
of war; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. WAGGONNER:

H.R. 7081. A bill to amend the Occupational
Safety and Health Act of 1970 to provide
that where vlolations are corrected within
the prescribed abatement period no penalty
shall be assessed; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

By Mr. ZWACH:

H.R. 7082. A bill relating to the authority
of the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs to
readjust the schedule to ratings for the dis-
abilities of veterans; to the construction, al-
teration, and acquisition of hospitals and
domiciliary facilities; to the closing of hospi-
tal and domiciliary facilities and regional of-
fices; and to the transfer of real property
under the jurisdiction or control of the Ad-
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. BADILLO (for himself, Mr.
BewrTez, Mr. MoOAKLEY, Mr. Sar-
BANES, Mr. MrrcHeELL of Maryland,
Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
RoowneY of Pennsylvania, Mr. DerL-
LuMs, Mr. Meeps, Ms. CHISHOLM,
Mr. BineHEAM, Mr. MappEN, Mr.
BURTON, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. RoE,
Mr. Brasco, and Mr. pE Luco) :

H.R. 7083. A bill to provide Federal assist-
ance to the Roberto Clemente Memorial
Foundation to enable the Foundation to con-
struct a youth recreational center in Puerto
Rico, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

By Mr. DOWNING:

H.R. 7084, A blll to amend section 2254 of
title 28, United States Code, with respect to
Federal habeas corpus; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. HEINZ (for himself, Mr. BrAT-
NIK, Mrs. BoGGs, Mr. BRECKINRIDGE,
Mr. BURGENER, Ms. CHisHoLM, Mr.
ConNYERS, Mr, Davis of South Caro-
lina, Mr. FLoop, Mr. J. WILLIAM STAN-
ToN, Mrs. GREEN of Oregon, Mr. GuDE,
Mr. HosMEeR, Mr. KocH, Mr. LEHMAN,
Mr. Meeps, Mr. MoRrGawN, Mr. PriT-
CHARD, Mr. RAILSBACK, Mr. RANGEL,
Mr. RoncaLrLo of New York, and Mr,
ROSENTHAL) :

H.R. 7085. A bill to amend section 1130 of
the Social Security Act to make inapplicable
to the aged, blind, and disabled the existing
provision limiting to 10 percent the portion
of the total amounts paid to a State as grants
for social services which may be paid with re-
spect to individuals who are not actually re-
cipients of or applicants for aid or assistance;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.
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By Mr. HEINZ (for himself, Mr. THOM-
soN of Wisconsin, Mr. WarsH, Mr.
WiLriams, Mr, WyYpLER, Mr. YOUNG of
Alaska, Mr. Younc of Illinois, Mr.
RoOYBAL, Mr. EsHELMAN, Mr. Den
CrawsonN, Mr. DEvVINE, Mr. HASTINGS,
Mr. Hocaw, Mr. Wyman, Mr. McEIN-
NEY, and Mr. BELL) :

H.R. 7086. A bill to amend section 1130 of
the Social Security Act to make inapplicable
to the aged, blind, and disabled the existing
provision limiting to 10 percent the portion
of the total amounts paid to a State as grants
for social services which may be paid with
respect to individuals who are not actually
reciplents of or applicants for aid or assist-
ance: to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BIAGGI:

H.J. Res. 509. Joint resolution proposing
an amendment to the Constitution of the
United States guaranteeing the right to life
to the unborn, the ill, the aged, or the inca-
pacitated; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr, PATTEN:

H.J. Res. 510. Joint resolution designating
the song “Keep America Free" the bicenten-
nial song for 1976; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr, SIKES:

H.J. Res. 511. Joint resolution propoesing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States to provide that appointments of Su-
preme Court and other Federal judges be re-
quired to be reconfirmed every 10 years, to
require 5 years’ prior judicial experlence as a
gualification for appointment to the Supreme
Court, and to require retirement of Federal
judges at the age of 70 years; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs. GRASSO:

H. Res. 368. Resolution providing monetary
allowances for toll-free telephone service for
telephone calls to the district offices of Mem-
bers of the House, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself,
Mr. Regs, Mr. HEmNg, Mr. GINN, and
Mr. BRECKINRIDGE) @

H. Res. 3590. Resolution providing for two
additional student congressional interns for
Members of the House of Representatives,
the Resident Commissloner from Puerto Rico,
and each Delegate to the House, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

143. By the SPEAKER: A memorial of the
Legislature of the State of Delaware, relative
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to the Soll Conservation Service; to the
Committee on Appropriations.

144, Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Oklahoma, relative to Federal
poverty programs, to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

145. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Washington, relative to the
Kontum hospital In Vietnam; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

146. Also, memorial of the Senate of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, relative to
the demands of the American Indian Move-
ment; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

147. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Nevada, relative to the transfer
of Red Rock Recreation lands to the Nevada
park system; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

148. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Oklahoma, relative to the re-
newsl of broadcast licenses by the Federal
Communications Commission; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

149. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Connecticut, ratifylng the pro-
posed amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for
men and women; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

150. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of North Dakota, requesting Con-
gress to propose an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the Unilted States relative to
abortion; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

151. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of North Dakota, relative to chang-
ing the observance of Veterans Day to No-
vember 11; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

152. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of North Dakota, relative to ab-
senteelsm In Congress; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

153. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Washington, ratifying the pro-
posed amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for men
and women; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

154. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Washington, relative to creation
of a wildlife refuge in the Nisqually Delta;
to the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

155. Also, memorial of the Legisiature of
the State of Washington, relative to the use
of the franking privilege for federally related
public assistance mall; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

156. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of North Dakota, relative to adop-
tion of the metric system; to the Committee
on Science and Astronautics.

157. Also, memorial of the Legislature of

April 16, 1973

the State of North Dakota, relative to tax
reform; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

158. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Washington, relative to the
earnings test limitation in social security
payments; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

159. Also, memorial of the Senate of the
State of Washington, relative to the pro-
posed elimination of Longview and Astoria,
Wash., of U.S., Customs ports of entry for
cargo vessels on the Columbia River; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause I of rule XXTI, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr, BURLISON of Missouri:

H.R. 7087. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to sell reserved mineral inter-
ests of the United States in certain land in
Missouri to Grace F. Sisler, the record owner
of the surface thereof; to the Committee on
the Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. GRAY:

H.R. 7088. A bill for the relief of Cheong I

Ryoo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska:

H.R. 7089. A bill for the relief of Michael
A. Eorhonen; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

171. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the City
Council, Philadelphia, Pa., relative to funding
the Opportunities Industrialization Center in
Philadelphia; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

172. Also, petition of Frank R. Hackel,
Chicago, Ill., and others relative to protec-
tion for law enforcement officers against nui-
sance suits; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

173. Also, petition of Arnold Van Dam,
Muskegon, Mich., and others, relative to pro-
tection for law enforcement officers against
nuisance suits; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

174. Also, petition of Dale Collie, Aberdeen,
S.D., and others, relative to protection for law
enforcement officers against nuisance suits;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

175. Also, petition of the council, city and
county of Honolulu, Hawaii, relative to the
definition of “secondary treatment” in waste
disposal; to the Committee on Public Works.
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NATIONAL LIBRARY WEEK

HON. HUGH SCOTT

OF PENNSYLVANIA
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Monday, April 16, 1973

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr. Pres-
ident, now that the 16th annual observ-
ance of National Library Week has come
to a close, I wish to share with my col-
leagues President Nixon's statement
stressing the importance of efficient and
readily available library systems
throughout our Nation. Accordingly, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-

dent’s White House statement launch-
ing National Library Week be printed
at this point in the REcorD:

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

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington.
PresiDENT NIXoN'S STATEMENT LAUNCHING

NaTioNAL Lisrany WEEK (APRIL B-14, 1973)

The strength of our nation resides in the
knowledge, wisdom and spirit of our people.
As we approach the two hundredth anniver-
sary of our national independence, it is im-
perative that we Intensify our eflorts to
hasten the day when every American will have
a truly equal opportunity to realize the full
potential of his abilities. Nothing is more

essential toward the achievement of this goal
than an efficient and readily accessible 1i-
brary system.

National Library Week gives appropriate
focus to the great array of resources offered
by our libraries to people of every age. It
calls on all Americans to broaden their vision,
enhance their skills and achieve their right-
ful places as dignified, self-reliant citizens.
It calls upon every community to improve
its library and thereby to promote the well-
being of its people.

I ask all Americans during this special ob-
servance to share generously in the support
of our libraries and to make the fullest pos-
sible use of the rich treasures they possess.

RicHARD NIXON.

Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Mr. Pres-
ident, this year the dual themes of Na-
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