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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Thursday,September 6, 1973

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

He endured as seeing Him who is in-
visible.—Hebrews 11: 27.

Our Heavenly Father, we pray that our
recess may have renewed us in body and
in spirit giving us added strength and
increased stamina for the duties that
now demand our attention.

Help us to do our work worthily and
willingly that the results of our labor
may be in the best interest of our
country.

Teach us the lesson that the past is
past and may we learn from it; that the
present is present and may we live and
labor in it to make this day and the days
to come a vision of hope, a dream of hap-
piness, and a realization of peace for our
people and for all mankind.

In the spirit of the Master we pray.
Amen,

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAEKER. The Chair has ex-
amined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House his
approval thereof.

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

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

H.R. 9590. An act making appropriations
for the Treasury Department, the U.S. Postal
Service, the Executive Office of the Pres-
ident, and certain independent agencles, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 9590) entitled “An act
making appropriations for the Treasury
Department, the United States Postal
Service, the Executive Office of the Presi-
dent, and certain Independent Agencies,
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974,
and for other purposes,” requests a con-
ference with the House on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. MonTOYA, Mr. McCLELLAN,
Mr. BayH, Mr. McGeEg, Mr. BELLMON, Mr.
Young, and Mr. HaTFIELD to be the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendments of
the House to the bill (S. 1081) entitled
“An act to authorize the Secretary of the
Interior to grant rights-of-way across
Federal lands where the use of such
rights-of-way is in the public in-
terest and the applicant for the
right-of-way demonstrates the financial
and technical capability to use the right-
of-way in a manner which will protect
the environment,” requests a conference
with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. JacksoN, Mr. BisrLe, Mr. JOHNSTON,
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Mr. HaskeLn, Mr. FannIN, Mr. HANSEN,
and Mr. Harrierp to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

THE LATE HONORABLE J. V. GARY

(Mr. SATTERFIELD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute, and to revise and exfend
his remarks.)

Mr. SATTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, it is
with great sadness that I report the death
this morning of former Congressman
J. V. Gary, after a long illness. I rise at
this time to announce to the Members
of the House that at a later time I shall
seek a special order for appropriate
remarks in his memory.

CAMBODIA ACCOUNTING

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

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, I have to-
day written to Defense Secretary Schles-
inger requesting that he furnish the
House Appropriations Committee with a
complete accounting of expenditures in
connection with the recently disclosed
bombing missions over Cambodia.

In my letter to the Secretary, I stated
that—

The Congress and the American taxpayers
have a right to know how much was spent
to finance secret bombing raids and from
what part, or other allocated funds of the
budget these funds were diverted. The right
of the Legislative branch—and particularly
the Appropriations Committee—to have ac-
cess to this information and a complete ac-
counting with respect to the Cambodia air
missions, has nothing to do with the merits
of the secret bombings. I have been a critic
of U.8. bombing policies throughout South-
east Asia in the past, but this inquiry is
limited to the impact of the diversion of ap-
propriated dollars on the legislative process
in appropriating Defense Department funds
in the future.

I am advising my colleagues of this
request because I am convinced that we
cannot vote intelligently on defense ap-
propriation bills without knowing the ex-
tent of the administration’s power to
divert funds from authorized to unau-
thorized purposes. I suspect that the
amount spent on the secret Cambodia
bombing raids—when revealed—will
prove to be a staggering sum. The ad-
ministration has a duty to Congress and
to the country to disclose all the financial
details of those secret bombing missions.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, on yvester-
day’s rollcall No. 435 I am recorded as
not voting. I was present and voted
“aye” for H.R. 8920, the Lead-Based
Paint Poisoning Prevention Act.

PERSONAL STATEMENT

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

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Speaker, on
rollcall 426, I am recorded as having
voted ““yes.” Although I may have pushed
the “yes” button, my intention was to
vote “no” as I had announced during the
debate preceding the vote. Assuming the
error was mine and not the electronic
voting machine’s, I would like to state for
the record that I was and am opposed to
adoption of House Resolution 518, pro-
viding for the consideration of S. 1264.

NATIONAL CANCER DAY

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on the Judiciary be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 111) au-
thorizing the President to proclaim Sep-
tember 8 of each year as “National Can-
cer Day,” and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as
follows:

H.J. REs. 111

Whereas there is deep concern with the
gravity and dreadfulness of cancer and its
increasing death toll; and

‘Whereas there must be considerable work
and devotion from all aspects of society
toward the control of this disease; and

Whereas there is common concern of all
of our citizens to create a new base for a
national attack on cancer: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the President
of the United States is authorized and re-
quested to lssue a proclamation each year
designating September 8 as “National Can-
cer Day” and calling upon the people of the
United States to observe such day with ap-
propriate ceremonies and activitles.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR, EDWARDS

OF CALIFORNIA

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I offer amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. EpwaArps of
California: On page 2, line 1, strike out the
words “each year”.

On page 2, line 2, immediately following
“September 8" and preceding the word “as”,
insert ", 1978,".

On page 1, strike out the entire preamble.

The amendments were agreed to.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, was
read the third time and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“Authorizing the President to proclaim
September 8, 1973, as ‘National Cancer
Day-! ”n

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

TEACHER’S DAY

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on the Judiciary be dis-
charged from further consideration of
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the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 677) au-
thorizing the President to proclaim the
28th day of September of each year as
Teacher’s Day, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as
follows:

H.J. Res. 677

Whereas our teachers have an important
responsibility in formulating the ideals and
goals among our young; and

Whereas many of the strengths and weak-
nesses of our country’s future leaders are
greatly dependent upon the mental, spiritual,
and leadership qualities of our teachers; and

Whereas our teachers have had many fine
educational achievements; and

Whereas many years of exacting training is
pecessary for our teachers to prepare for their
profession; and

Whereas our teachers have created a geater
understanding between our young people and
the other members of our society, thus help-
ing to bridge the generation gap: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the President is
hereby authorized and requested fo issue a
proclamation designating the 28th day of
September of each year as “Teacher’s Day”
and ealling upon the people of the United
States to observe such day with appropriate
ceremonies and activities.

AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR, EDWARDS OF

CALIFORNIA

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I offer amendments.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. Epwarps of
California: On page 2, line 5, strike out the
words “of each year” and insert in lieu thereof
“1973".

On pages 1 and 2, strike out the entire
preamble.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Speaker, I will be
brief, but wish to call to the attention of
my colleagues the resolution which will
be voted on shortly, to designate Septem-
ber 28 as Teacher's Day.

Although this resolution was initiated
by several groups in my congressional
district in California, its significance ex-
tends quite naturally to every part of the
United States and indeed throughout the
world. Wherever and whenever knowl-
edge and skills are passed along to other
people, there is a teacher whose dedica-
tion and inspiration are vital components
of the learning process.

Teachers, whose efforts will mold the
character that will determine the future
of the Nation and the world, deserve the
recognition given them by House Joint
Resolution 677. I urge prompt passage of
this measure.

The amendments were agreed to.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, was
read the third time and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“Authorizing the President to proclaim
the 28th day of September, 1973, as
Teacher’s Day."”

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.
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JOHNNY HORIZON '76 CLEAN UP
AMERICA MONTH

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on the Judiciary be dis-
charged from further consideration of
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 695) au-
thorizing the President to proclaim the
period of September 15, 1973 through
October 15, 1973, “Johnny Horizon '76
Clean Up America Month,” and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution as
follows:

H.J. REs, 695

Resolved by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
President is hereby authorized and requested
to issue a proclamation designating the pe-
riod of September 15, 1973, through October
15, 1973, as “Johnny Horizon '76 Clean Up
America Month”, and ecalling upon the people
of the United States to observe such period
with appropriate activities.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to extend their remarks on the
three joint resolutions just passed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
S. 607, LEAD-BASED PAINT POI-
SONING PREVENTION ACT
AMENDMENTS

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate bill (8. 607)
to amend the Lead-Based Paint Poison-
ing Prevention Act, and for other pur-
poses with a House amendment thereto,
insist on the House amendment to the
Senate bill, and request a conference
with the Senate thereon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman {from
Texas? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
Patrman and BARRETT, Mrs. SULLIVAN,
Messrs. AsHLEY, MoorHEAD of Pennsyl-
vania, STEPHENS, ST. GERMAIN, (GONZALEZ,
Hanna, WionaLL, BrRown of Michigan, J.
WirLiam STaANTON and BLACKBURN, Mrs.
HeckrLEr of Massachusetts, and Mr.
ROUSSELOT.

CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ON THE
BUDGET

(Mr. MAHON asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1

minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)
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Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent yesterday in his press conference
alleged that the Congress is in the proc-
ess of budget busting in the range of $6
billion.

He stated and I quote:

It is very disconcerting to note that al-
ready before the Congress are spending pro-
posals which If enacted would bust the
budget to the tune of at least $6 billion.

The figure cited by the President is
somewhat confusing and difficult to iden-
tify with certainty. A few preliminary
comments are in order at this time.

It must be agreed that if present trends
continue, the Congress will be above the
President’s budget by the time our work
is completed.

Thus far, the Congress has enacted
legislation which is $1.8 billion in 1974
outlays above the President’s budget. In
addition, one body or the other has
passed legislation which is an additional
$2 billion above the budget. I am re-
ferring to the higher figure in cases
where spending bills have passed both
bodies. It also appears that the Congress
will not take action on $800 million in
certain reductions which the President
proposed in his budget. This is a total of
some $4.6 billion above the President's
budget. Of course, many significant
measures are as yet incomplete which
will materially affect the final impact of
further congressional actions.

Speaking only of appropriations—and
I do not include funds mandated for ex-
penditure in nonappropriation meas-
ures—I am hopeful that when the Con-
gress completes its work on all appropri-
ation bills for the session we will be below
the President’s budget in new budget au-
thority. In order to achieve this, we will
have to recommend significant reduc-
tions in bills not yet reported by the Ap-
propriations Committee and we will have
to hold the line in conferences with the
Senate on bills which have passed the
House.

It is clear that to hold the appropri-
ation bills below the budget will be futile
if backdoor and mandatory spending
measures continue to exceed the budget.
It is essential that the Congress prac-
tice fiscal restraint in connection with
all such bills, not just those which are
handled through the traditional appro-
priations process.

At a later time I shall provide more
specific information as to the actions of
Congress on the President's outlays
budget and the new obligational author-
ity budget.

NEW SPIRIT OF COOPERATION BE-
TWEEN EXECUTIVE AND LEGIS-
LATIVE BRANCHES

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

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, yvesterday
President Nixon, in a very informative
press conference, stressed the importance
of a new spirit of cooperation between
the executive and legislative branches in
the coming weeks on matters of great in-
terest to the people of this country.

The majority leader of this body has
sounded a similar note.

I commend the President for his initi-
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ative and for his effort to redefine some
of the priorities he feels must be dealt
with before the end of this congressional
session.

Certainly even the most casual ob-
server of the Federal Government does
not expect the President and the Con-
gress to view every issue in the same
light, or to resolve every controversy to
the complete satisfaction of each.

However, as Mr. Nixon has indicated,
there is room for—indeed, there is a
great need for—a greater measure of
cooperation between the two branches of
Government than we have seen recently.
This is especially true in those areas
which he termed “bipartisan concerns.”

I believe the Members of this body,
having recently had the opportunity to
gage the feelings of their constituents
back home, can agree with the President
that rampaging prices, accompanied by
severe shortages of vital products, con-
stitute our most immediate domestic
problem.

I believe the President’s statement
yesterday was appropriate, and I am
hopeful that the cooperation he called
for can be achieved to the benefit of all
the people of this country.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON HR.
6912, PAR VALUE MODIFICATION
ACT

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
6912) to amend the Par Value Modifica-
tion Act, and for other purposes, and ask
unanimous consent that the statement
of the managers be read in lieu of the
report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement
see proceedings of the House of July 31,
1973.)

Mr. PATMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the statement be
dispensed with.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, the bill
H.R. 6912 provides for the official devalu-
ation of the dollar as requested by the
President early this year.

This conference report reflects the
position of the House on every major
point of difference. The House bill pro-
vided a traditional definition of the value
of the dollar but the Senate bill provided
a new definition stating the dollar in
terms of a fraction of an ounce of gold.
The conferees accepted the House lan-
guage.

The House bill contained a section ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that in-
ternational monetary reform should be
expedited, urging the President to take
steps to expedite discussions leading to
monetary reform. The Senate bill con-
tained no language to this effect and the
Senate conferees accepted the House
language.
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On the question of unrestricted pri-
vate ownership of gold, the House bill
contained a provision lifting restrictions
on private ownership of gold at a date
to be determined by the President, spe-
cifically when the President finds and
reports to Congress that elimination of
restrictions on private gold ownership
will not adversely affect the monetary
position of the United States. The Sen-
ate conferees accepted this language.

The Senate bill contained an amend-
ment limiting Executive impoundments
of appropriated funds, but the House bill
contained no language on this issue. The
Senate receded and the conference bill
contains no language on the impound-
ment issue. We maintained that House
legislation on this specific subject was
the appropriate vehicle for addressing
this issue and I am glad to advise my
colleagues that the Senate did accept
our argument. The Senate bill also pro-
vided a ceiling on fiscal year 1974 ex-
penditures and the Senate agreed to de-
lete .this provision from the conference
bill.

The Senate bill also required the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to issue regula-
tions that would compel multinational
corporations to submit detailed reports
of foreign currency transactions. The
House bill contained no provision on this
and the conferees accepted a substitute
proposed by the House which requires
the Secretary of the Treasury to supple-
ment existing reports on foreign cur-
rency transactions. This substitute has
the full support of the administration.

Finally, the Senate bill carried an
amendment prohibiting assistance to
North Vietnam which was not included
in the House bill. The conferees agreed
to drop this provision since both sides
felt this issue could be more appropri-
ately addressed in other legislation. This
is not to say that conferees approve in
any way providing aid to North Vietnam,
but merely that legislation on this ques-
tion should be addressed in more appro-
priate legislative vehicles.

In short, the conferees were faced with
seven issues and on these the Senate re-
ceded on all but one, and in that case a
substitute we proposed was accepted. Al-
together then, this conference fully re-
flects the position of the House and I
urge adoption of the report.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency in the past several
months has met at least eight or 10 times
in conference with the Senate. I am
pleased to report back to the Members
concurrence with the chairman of our
committee with regard to the outcome of
this specific conference on H.R. 6912.

The conferees, as the chairman stated,
report back primarily the House-passad
version of this legislation. We did have
a time in conference with several non-
germane items which we were fortunate
in not including in this conference re-
port.

I personally would recommend to the
House passage of this legislation. It is
good legislation. It is necessary legisla-
tion. In fact, looking down the road,
probably the only thing we can say here
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is that we have been delayed a consider-
able amount of time in bringing this
back to the House, but that is certainly
not any fault of our Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency. We could probably
blame the other body for a little delay in
the passage of this conference report.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from  Minnesota (Mr.
PRENZEL) .

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to second
the statements of the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio that the conference
committee and the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency should be commended
for not allowing to be presented in this
conference report the three totally non-
germane amendments which the Senate
had tacked onto our bill.

I believe it is worth noting that the
bill passed the House late in May, and
here it is September before we can bring
a conference report to the House. I be-
lieve that shows some of the difficulty in
dealing with the other body on these
conference reports.

I recommend this conference report to
the House.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle-
man from Iowa (Mr. Gross).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, it is inter-
esting to note that this authorizing leg-
islation is finally apparently on the verge
of being enacted.

I wonder if the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency or some
member knowledgeable concerning this
legislation can put some kind of a figure
on the amount of money that has al-
ready been appropriated or authorized to
take care of the maintenance of the value
of the dollars that we have invested in
various international lending and finan-
cial institutions abroad?

Mr. Speaker, in the absence of this
legislation, in the absence of any au-
thorization, how much money has al-
ready been appropriated or authorized?
How many billions?

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

Mr. GROSS. I am pleased to yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr, PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I will state
to the gentleman from Iowa that several
billion dollars are involved.

Mr. GROSS. How many billions?

Mr. PATMAN. Several billion dollars.
We will have a statement as-to how
much is involved.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman will have
a statement when?

Mr. PATMAN. We will have a state-
ment prepared soon.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. GoN-
zALEZ) will assist us in that.

Mr. GROSS. It is not going to be very
helpful to have a statement sometime
in the future when we are being asked
in the House today to approve this con-
ference report.

Mr. PATMAN. When the bill originally
was up for consideration, we had a
statement in the REcorbD.

Mr. GROSS. A statement of what?

Mr. PATMAN. When we had a discus-
sion of the bill.

Mr. Speaker, this is the conference
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report, and when the bill was passed, we
had all that information in the pro-
ceedings.

Mr. GROSS. We did not have at that
time all of the authorizations and appro-
priations that have since been made be-
cause this legislation was originally be-
fore the House in May.

This is September, and appropriation
bills have been passed, and authoriza-
tions have been approved in the interim.
The gentleman cannot say that we have
up-to-date figures on all of the millions
that have been appropriated or author-
ized for this so-called shortfall of the
dollar because of the devaluation which
this conference report finally approves.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I will
answer the gentleman, if the gentleman
will yield.

Mr. GROSS. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. GONZALEZ. The gentleman's
original question was: How much money
has been appropriated for the purposes
of maintenance of value because of the
change in the par value of the dollar?

The answer to that is that thus far
not one penny has been appropriated for
maintenance of value because of this de-
valuation of the dollar reflected in this
bill. However, when we first——

Mr. GROSS. If the gentleman will per-
mit me to interrupt, the gentleman from
Texas reads the legislation that comes
to the House floor. We had the bill not
long ago making appropriations to the
Department of State, and the authoriza-
tion for foreign aid, carrying a number
of provisions for additional funds due to
the devaluation of the dollar abroad.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will recall, that proposition
was for the purposes of taking care of
the contingencies arising because of the
fluctuations in the market in certain
areas of the world.

Mr. GROSS. No. Mr. Speaker, it was
specifically stated in that bill and it was
gpecifically stated in the report that
the money was being made available, the
millions of dollars in that bill was being
made available to take care of the short-
fall because of the devaluation of the
dollar which this conference report fi-
nally approves.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I am
sure the gentleman recognizes that then,
at the time this bill was being debated
and presented to the House, we pointed
out the approximate cost in order to
maintain value on the international
commitments that we subscribed to.

But the gentleman must also recognize
that the Committee on Appropriations
is the only committee that can come in
with the maintenance of value appro-
priation that will be reflected as a re-
sult of the approval of this par value
modification. That has not yet been pre-
sented, but we did anticipate some
action. In fact, I was one of those who
insisted that the administration tell us
what the cost would be of the amounts
of devaluation last March or Ilast
February.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. Gross) has
expired.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
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Speaker, I yield 2 additional minutes to
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. GROSS).

Mr. GROSS. But, Mr. Speaker, we do
not here as of today in the final consid-
eration of this legislation have any in-
formation as to how many millions or
billions of dollars have been made neces-
sary for authorization or appropriation
because of the devaluation of the dollar;
is that not true?

Mr. GONZALEZ. Yes. It was our esti-
mate in February and March—and it has
been confirmed by the administration—
that the approximate cost in terms of an
appropriation bill that was presumed to
be presented later by the Committee on
Appropriations will be around $21%
billion.

Mr. GROSS. At least that much. I will
be awaiting that with interest when we
get the foreign aid bill; when the gen-
tfleman from Louisiana (Mr. PASSMAN)
comes up with his foreign aid appropria-
tion bill, to see what figures he has that
are attributable to this so-called main-
tenance of value—this business of taking
care of the dollar devaluation in the in-
terest of the foreigners.

I know of no one who has taken care
of devaluation so far as John Q. Citizen
in this country is concerned.

Mr. GONZALEZ. The gentleman rec-
ognizes that we spoke out with respect to
that and we deplore the fact that we were
having successive devaluations for that
reason. In fact, I was the one who kept
reminding not only the administration
but my colleagues on the committee that
this bill carries a price tag; you do not
willy-nilly devalue—there is a price tag,
naturally, but it yet has to be presented.

Mr, VANIK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. VANIK. I would like to inguire
what would happen if we took no action
on this legislation at all?

Mr. GROSS. I will say to the gentle-
man I do not think anything would hap-
pen, because in the absence of this au-
thorizing legislation the U.S. Government
and Congress has gone right ahead and
made hundreds of millions of dollars
available to take care of the shortfall in
the dollar abroad.

Mr. VANIE. The deed is done.

Mr. GROSS. The deed is done. They
have gone right ahead and appropriated
huge amounts of money without any au-
thorization on the part of the Congress
and in open violation of the law. It is
a sad commentary on the conduct of both
the Congress and the executive branch
of Government.

Mr. J. WILLTAM STANTON. I now
yvield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. WILLIAMS).

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to call the attention of all Members
to the first paragraph which appears in
italics on the first page of the confer-
ence report, and I would like to read it
to you:

That the first sentence of section 2 of the
Par Value Modification Act is amended by
striking out the words “one thirty-eighth of
a fine troy ounce of gold” and inserting in
lieu thereof the following: *“0.828948 Special
Drawing Right or, the equivalent in terms
of gold, of forty-two and two-ninths dollars
per fine troy ounce of gold”.

Now, the last part of that is of partic-
ular importance. Officially by this action
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we are recognizing that the dollar is
worth forty-two and two-ninths dollars
per fine troy ounce of gold.

The question has been asked here to-
day what will happen if we do not pass
this conference report. My reply is this
will simply be a stimulant for those peo-
ple who are speculating in gold to go out
and buy more gold which will further
devalue the dollar.

Regardless of this confernce report,
the world price of gold during the last
month—and I have not had a chance to
check it in the last 2 or 3 days—has flue-
tuated from between $127.50 per fine
troy ounce of gold and $98 per fine troy
ounce of gold. So all we are doing is mak-
ing an official pronouncement that, in
this Nation, $42 and a fraction per fine
troy ounce of gold is the figure which we
officially recognize.

I would like to say, also, to the gentle-
man from Iowa, my distinguished col-
league, H. R. Gross, that frankly we
should never have gotten into this posi-
tion. As far as what the cost of this de-
valuation is going to be, whether it is
$2.5 billion or $3.5 billion or even $4 bil-
lion, it falls into insignificance if we take
into consideration the fact that this Gov-
ernment owes something substantially
over $470 billion at the present time,

We are paying close to $40 billion an-
nually in interest on what we owe. It is
this that has weakened the American
dollar.

If this Congress can finally reach a
point where we have a balanced budget,
where we can start to pay off some of
the money we owe, then that is going to
strengthen the U.S. dollar and bring the
price of gold down so as to discourage the
spelagulators from continuing to deal in
gold.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
this conference report, which I think is
an excellent one.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. WIDNALL).

Mr. WIDNALL, Mr. Speaker, I am
very pleased at last to participate in
bargaining back to the House the con-
ference report on H.R. 6912, the Par
Value Modification Act Amendments
of 1973.

As my colleagues well know, this bill
has undergone a long and tortuous route
in gaining congressional ratification of
an action by the Executive which was
taken some months ago.

Specifically, of course, that action was
to modify the relationship between the
dollar and gold by devaluing the dollar
by 10 percent. The act authorizes and
directs the Secretary of the Treasury to
take the steps necessary to establish the
new par value of the dollar at forty-two
and two-ninths dollars per fine troy
ounce of gold, or stated in terms of Spe-
cial Drawing Rights, 0.828948 SDR per
dollar.

As the House passed its version of this
bill, there is a sense of Congress section
which urges the President to take all ap-
propriate action to expedite the realiza-
tion of the international monetary re-
form agreed to at the Smithsonian Insti-
tution on December 18, 1971. I would
draw my colleagues’ attention to the fact
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that later this month the International
Monetary Fund will convene for its an-
nual meeting and I am most hopeful that
at that time the United States will have
an opportunity to make significant prog-
ress in pursuance of the goal stated in
this section.

A further provision with regard to the
private ownership of gold conforms to
the position taken by the House when
the bill was under consideration here.
The net effect of section 3 is that any
prohibition against any U.S. citizen pur-
chasing, holding, selling, or otherwise
dealing with gold will be eliminated as
soon as the President finds and reports
to the Consress that international mone-
tary reform has proceeded sufficiently so
that the U.S. international monetary po-
sition would not be adversely affected
by such an action. The Treasury Depart-
ment strongly supports the provision in
this form on the basis that setting a spe-
cific date for removal of regulations,
whether this year or sometime in the fu-
ture, could cause speculation about what
will happen to the gold price when
restrictions are removed. The Depart-
ment’s position presently is that gold is
not a satisfactory basis for the interna-
tional monetary system and the United
States seeks to reduce the future role of
gold in this system. It is contended that
action at this time setting a specific date
for private ownership could undermine
the U.S. position at this very crucial
juncture in our monetary negotiations.
Again, I would observe that the impend-
ing IMF conference provides the setting
in which the necessary monetary reform
could take place and thus allow Amer-
ican citizens, once again, to own gold.

The House conferees bring back from
the conference one provision which was
not an integral part of the bill which the
House passed. However, I feel it is a
desirable and useful provision in that it
deals with the reporting of foreign cur-
rency transactions. I will not repeat
again the basis and authority contained
in title II, but I would like to comment
on certain of its aspects.

We have all heard a great deal in

recent months of the activities of finan-
cial officers of multinational corporations
and the exercises which they undertake
in order to protect their operations from
the vicissitudes of the international
money market. It has been claimed by
some that these activities have not all
been carried out defensively but have
smacked of speculation and have actually
taken on more of the character of arbi-
trage than simply meeting the monetary
needs of the day-to-day trading opera-
tions of these companies. I do not claim
and I do not believe the conferees hold
that this is completely true or completely
untrue. However, no one would doubt
that the movements of this highly liquid
capital can have great repercussions
within the international monetary sys-
tem.
__For this purpose, the authorities now
vested in the Secretary of the Treasury
would well be supplemented by a power
to collect and evaluate additional data
on the nature and source of these money
flows in order to determine the effect
that they have on the interrelationships
of various currencies.
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Accordingly, title IT authorizes and di-
rects the Secretary of the Treasury to
require additional reports on foreign
currency transactions conducted by any
U.S. entity or U.S.-controlled foreign
entity.

Both injunctive relief and civil pen-
alties are provided as enforcement meas-
ures to assist the Secretary in carrying
out this function.

The final language of title IT was drawn
up by the conferees on the basis of the
Senate provision with certain modifica-
tions having been made which princi-
pally relate to the statement of findings.
It is my understanding that the title as
it is reported back by the conference
committee is acceptable to the Treasury
Department, and that the Department
can put this additional authority to good
use in quantifying and evaluating these
financial flows and their effects on both
the international and U.S. monetary sit-
uation.

In sum, it is my conviction that this
conference and the legislation which it
has produced will serve to benefit the in-
ternational monetary system in general
and our Nation in particular. This is true
even though the basic action which is
taken by the bill might seem to be out-
dated in view of the de facto develop-
ments in monetary circles which have
occurred since last February 12. Proce-
durally, it is a necessary step for the
Congress to ratify the President’s action.
I urge the support of my colleagues for
the conference report on H.R. 6912.

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman
from Texas have further requests for
time?

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GONZALEZ) .

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, awhile
ago we had a couple of questions that I
think are extraneous to the basic issue
here today. This par value modification
bill should have been acted upon some
time ago, and it is unthinkable that the
House or the Senate would not now act
expeditiously. Let us look at the accom-
plishment that is reflected in this con-
ference report. It is a tremendous trib-
ute to the chairman of the committee. We
went into a conference that conceivably
could have been tied up in knots to this
day because of the issue involved, and yet
we came out of the conference with every
single House position contained intact
in this conference report. Every position
that we debated and adopted in the
House is reflected in this conference
report.

One of the things that received quite
a bit of attention and discussion was the
question of the unrestricted private own-
ership of gold.

The conference report provides that
when and if the President finds and re-
ports to the Congress that it is safe to
do so, he shall then pronounce and de-
clare permission for the private unre-
stricted ownership of gold.

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

Mr. GONZALEZ. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, that provi-
sion is the worst kind of window dress-
ing that could possibly be put in the bill,
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because the gentleman in the well of
the House well knows that we have not
had a President from Franklin D.
Roosevelt down to the present day, in-
cluding the present President of the
United States, who was or is about to per-
mit the American people to own gold and
use it as a medium of exchange. So this
provision is nothing more or less than
window dressing.

Mr. GONZALEZ. The gentleman from
Iowa must surely recognize the fact that
just because previous Presidents have not
done certain things this one will not, and
in view of the track record here of the
last 4 or 5 years, we can hardly predict
that something as unexpected as that
is not liable to happen.

Seriously speaking, it would be un-
thinkable to let our country renege on
binding international agreements that
we must uphold. The administration
would be not only seriously embarrassed
as the current administration in power,
but I think it would reflect on us as re-
sponsible legislators if we fail to ap-
prove this report.

Whether we agree or deplore, and I
deplore it, devaluation is no longer the
issue. This is an accomplished fact
brought about by the administration’s
failure to accomplish its economic objec-
tives, and this conference report needs
to be adopted.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
adopt this conference report.

Mr. PATMAN. I yield 5 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Missouri (Mrs. SuL-
LIVAN) .

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, there
is understandably some confusion about
the status of legislation dealing with
gold ownership. The Senate has passed
two bills dealing with private ownership
of gold. One is the par value modifica-
tion bill, on which the conference report
is now being debated, and the other is
8. 1141, providing for special commemo-
rative coinage to mark the Nation’s Bi-
centennial. The gold ownership provi-
sions adopted by the Senate in those two
separate bills were not identical, which
adds to the confusion. I am sure many of
the Members have received mail from
constituents urging them to support the
gold ownership provisions, of the Bicen-
tennial coinage bill, because there have
been many calls to my subcommittee
from congressional offices asking for
information on this.

Here is what happened: when the par
value modification bill was being held up
in conference, in a dispute between the
two Houses over the impoundment issue,
the Senate was considering the Bicen-
tennial coinage bill and Senator DomI-
NIcK offered a gold ownership amend-
ment to that bill which was different
from the position the Senate had taken
on this question on the par value modi-
fication bill. And it was adopted. The
Senator said he would continue to offer
gold ownership amendments to every bill
which came along until the par value
modification bill got out of conference.
Originally, the Senate voted to remove
all restrictions on gold ownership as of
December 31, 1973. On the Bicentennial
coinage bill, the amendment provided
that the restrictions be terminated as of
January 1, 1975.
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The Banking and Currency Commit-
tee has reported its own bill on Bicen-
tennial coinage, H.R. 8789, and there is
no provision in it dealing with gold own-
ership. It would not be germane to the
Bicentennial coinage bill in the House.

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

Mrs. SULLIVAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, may I ask
the chairman of the committee a ques-
tion: Is this not the first time the House
has been called upon to recognize offi-
cially special drawing rights or paper
gold?

Mr. PATMAN. No. I could not answer
the guestion as fully as I would like to on
the facts, but the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. REuss) knows about this and
I defer to him.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tlewoman will yield, in answering the
question of the gentleman from Iowa,
yves, the House has very considerately
3 years ago passed legislation ap-
proving special drawing rights after
extended hearings and lengthy debate.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
and the gentlewoman.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. LATTA) .

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I intend to
vote against this conference report for
one reason, and one reason only. The
conferees brought back the House provi-
sion relative to the private ownership of
gold. It would permit the ownership of
gold only after the President reports to
the Congress that such ownership would
not adversely affect the international
monetary position of the United States.
This is a meaningless gesture.

Mr. Speaker, I much prefer the Senate
amendment, which would have legalized
the private ownership of gold as of De-
cember 31, 1973. I think the American
people have every right to own gold and
we should restore this right to them.

For that reason, I intend to vote against
this conference report.

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. CRANE) .

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I simply want to com-
mend my colleague from Ohio (Mr. LaT-
Ta) for his position on this Par Value
Modification Act because of the action
taken by the conferees on the gquestion
of gold ownership.

As all Members are well aware, I have
more than a casual interest in the ques-
tion of the right of Americans to own
gold and submitted an amendment that
would have put the language of the
House bill in conformity with that of the
Senate. My recollection is that the Sen-
ate by a vote of 68 to 22 supported the
restoration of the right of American citi-
zens to buy, sell and hold gold as of De-
cember 31 of this year. In the conference
I attempted to get consideration of a
possible compromise between House and
Senate language, which was my under-
standing of what conferees are supposed
h m‘

The Senators fell back to a compromise
position of the restoration of the right
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to buy, sell, and hold gold by moving the
date up to December 31, 1974, which
would have certainly given the people at
the Treasury more than enough oppor-
tunity to meet the objectives of interna-
tional monetary reform.

Notwithstanding the fact that the
House by a tie vote defeated the Decem-
ber 31, 1973, date and the Senate by a
3-to-1 margin supported it, the House
conferees rejected cavalierly any effort
by the Senators to find a compromise.

For this reason, I oppose this legisla-
tion also. I think it tramples upon the
will of the Senate as expressed by an
overwhelming margin, and the will of
at least 50 percent of the Members of
this body.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding to me.

Mr. ROBINSON of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I have been pleased to note that
the conference report before us, relating
to the bill HR. 6912, which has as its
principal purpose the adjustment of the
par value of the dollar in terms of gold,
includes a permissive provision which,
in due course, should restore to citizens
of the United States the privilege of buy-
ing and holding gold.

While the conferees’ version of H.R.
6912 does not establish a priority for citi-
zens of the United States in the matter
of purchase of gold which might be re-
leased from Federal holdings, as would be
urged by enactment of House Resolution
289, of which I am a cosponsor with the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Crane), I
welcome the opportunity to support the
provision of H.R. 6912 which indorses the
free and open sale of gold at such time as
the President might decide such sale
would not affect adversely the interna-
tional position of the dollar.

At such time as H.R. 6912 might be-
come law, I hope the President may de-
cide that it is prudent and appropriate
for citizens of the United States to buy
and possess gold, in common with the
citizens of most of the other nations of
the world.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, we have
no further requests for time.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous
gquestion on the conference report.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
conference report.

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

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 322, nays 59,
answered “present” 1, not voting 52, as
follows:

[Roll No. 437]
YEAS—322

Abdnor Andrews,
N. Dak

Abzug

Adams

Addabbo

Anderson,
Calif.

Anderson, Ill.

Andrews, N.C.

Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Armstrong
Ashley
Aspin
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Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Breaux
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif,
Brown, Mich,
Broyhill, N.C.
Buchanan
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, T11.
Conable
Conte
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums
Denholm
Dent
Derwinski
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Drinan
Dulski
Duncan
du Pont
Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch
Eshleman
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley

Flood
Flowers

. Ford, Gerald R.
Ford

William D.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Gibbons
Gilman
Ginn
Gonzalez
Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Grover
Gude
Gunter
Haley
Hamilton
Hammer-

schmidt
Hanley
Hanna

Hansen, Idaho
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey
Hastings
Hawkins
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstosk]
Henderson
Hicks

Hillis

Hogan
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hungate
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Colo.
Johnson, Pa,
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jordan

Karth
Kastenmeler
Kazen
Keating
Eemp
Ketchum
Kluczynski
Eoch

Kyros
Landrum
Leggett
Lehman

Lent

Litton

Long, La.

Lott

McClory
MecCloskey
MeCollister
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McEay
McKinney
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C,
Mathias, Calif.
Mayne
Mazzoli
Meeds
Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Milford
Miller
Minish
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Callf.
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, Il
Murphy, N.¥.
Natcher
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nix
Obey
O'Brien
O'Hara
Owens
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
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Poage
Podell
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, I1l.
Pritchard
Quie
Railsback
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Ronecallo, N.Y.
Rose
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Roy
Ruppe
Ruth
Ryan
St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schneebeli
Schroeder
Bebelius
Seiberling
Shoup
Shriver
Sikes
Bkubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Staggers
Stanton,
J. William
Steed
Steele
Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Calif,
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Udall
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Willlams
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolft
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Ga.
Young, Ill.
Young, S.C.
Young, Tex.
Zablocki
Zion
Zwach
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Nichols
Passman
Price, Tex.
Rarick
Riegle
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rousselot
Satterfield
Saylor
Bhuster
Snyder
Spence
Steelman
Bteiger, Ariz.

Hudnut
Hunt
Hutchinson
King
Euykendall
Landgrebe
Latta

Long, Md.
Lujan
Michel Wilson,; Bob
Myers Young, Fla.

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—1
Btuckey
NOT VOTING—b52

Giaimo Quillen
Gray Reid
Griffiths Rooney, N.X.
Gubser Rooney, Pa.
Hanrahan Roybal
Hansen, Wash. Runnels
Hays Sandman
Holifield Scherle
Jones, Okla. Shipley
Jones, Tenn. Sisk
McEwen Stanton,
MecSpadden James V.
Mathis, Ga. Stark
Btubblefield
Taylor, Mo.
Waldie
Young, Alaska

Towell, Nev.
Treen
Vanik

Alexander
Badillo

Bell
Blackburn
Blatnik
Breckinridge
Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, Va.
Clawson, Del
Collins, Tex.

Matsunaga
Mills, Ark.
ink

O'Neill
Parris

So the conference report was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Glaimo.

Mr, Holifield with Mr. Bell.

. Gray with Mr. Blackburn.

. Delaney with Mr, Davis of Georgla.

. Reld with Mr. Gubser.

. Shipley with Mr. Brown of Ohio.

. James V, Stanton with Mr., Hanrahan.
. Waldle with Mr. Collins of Texas.

. O’Neill with Mr, McEwen.

. Fuqua with Mr. McSpadden.

. Corman with Mr. Davis of South Caro-

Mr. Blatnik with Mr. Mills of Arkansas.
. Diggs with Mrs. Mink.
. Breckinridge with Mr. Parris.
. Alexander with Mr. Broyhlll of Vir-

. Sisk with Mr. Quillen.
. Btark with Mr. Roybal.
. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Runnels.
. Stubblefield with Mr. Young of Alaska.
. Mathis of Georgia with Mr. Taylor of
Missouri.
Mr. Matsunaga with Mr. Sandman.
Mr. Jones of Oklahoma with Mr. Scherle.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the con-
ference report just agreed to.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from
Texas?
There was no objection.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Sundry messages in writing from the
President of the United States were com-
municated to the House by Mr. Marks,
one of his secretaries.

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 1672,
AMENDING THE SMALL BUSINESS
ACT

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the Senate bill
(S.1672) to amend the Small Business
Act, and ask unanimous consent that the
statement of the managers be read in
lieu of the report.

. The Clerk read the title of the Senate
ill

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

(For conference report and statement,
see proceedings of the House of August
1, 1973.)

Mr. PATMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the further reading of the state-
ment be dispensed with.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, the conference report
before this body today on 8. 1672,
which amends the Small Business Act,
is made up almost entirely of those
provisions adopted by this body. When
the two Houses went to conference on
the legislation, the House was suc-
cesful in maintaining all of its provi-
sions in the agreed-upon conference
report.

I will not take up a great deal of time
discussing the individual provisions of
the legislation since copies of the con-
ference report are available. Let me just
point out that the legislation contains
what I feel is a very liberal disaster as-
sistance program for homeowners and
businesses which is identical to the
House-passed version. In addition, agri-
cultural operations will receive the same
disaster assistance as those afforded to
businesses and homeowners. And for the
first time erosion will qualify for disas-
ter assistance under both the Small Busi-
ness Act and the Disaster Relief Act of
1970. This was one of the most discussed
features of the bill when it was before
the House, and I am certain that Mem-
bers will be pleased to know that that
feature was retained in the bill.

The agreed-upon legislation also con-
tains a provision to provide assistance
to small businesses in connection with
the closing of a military installation.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important piece
of legislation and one that we must act
on immediately since the ceilings under
which the Small Business Administra-
tion operates will be reached shortly, and
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without section I of the legislation which
raises these ceilings, the operations of the
Small Business Administration will be
severely limited. :

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise to discuss the
conference report on 8. 1672 with mixed
feelings. I think it is fair to say that
on the major points of difference the
House provisions prevailed. Yesterday
the House rejected a conference re-
port on House Joint Resolution 512 which
reflected the obstinanecy of the other body
and its total disregard for the rules of the
House. Two provisions in this report re-
flect that same attitude but because they
are minor matters—and in one instance
really result in equity—I believe the con-
ference report represents a victory for the
House position and would normally de-
serve your support.

Despite this, I believe this bill as com-
promised has some provisions which are
so questionable that they may well merit
a veto. I would like to lay some of these
issues before you because, very frankly,
I think they highlight some of the con-
flicts between the questions of Presiden-
tial powers versus congressional powers
and the pragmatic political considera-
tions which face Members of this body
every other year.

Actually, this bill deals with two very
different matters. One is the matter of
Federal assistance to small businesses;
the other is Federal assistance to the
victims of natural disasters. The former
is essentially noncontroversial; our treat-
ment of the latter is about to make us
the laughing stock of legislatures the
world over.

Few would disagree that under the
capable administration of our former as-
sociate Tom Kleppe, Federal assistance
to small business has been accelerated
and improved. That is not to say it is
perfect or that we cannot point out addi-
tional areas of need. Of course we can
and we do. Sections 2, 8, 9, and 10 of
this bill are reflections of our feelings
that legislative or administrative mod-
ernizations of the SBA program are
needed. And, who could argue with sec-
tion 1 which merely increases the ceil-
ings under which loans or guarantees
of loans can be made without budgetary
impact? This increase is a reflection of
the aggressive way the Small Business
Administration has advanced its assist-
ance to small businessmen.

In lauding SBA's accomplishments in
assisting small businessmen in the pur-
suit of their normal business objectives,
I do not mean to demean the need or
the justice of assistance to individuals,
small businesses, or communities injured
by natural disasters, But I do want to
differentiate clearly between the sound,
ongoing assistance it provides and the
charitable or social welfare responsibili-
ties which we have imposed on the
agency. These are apples and oranges
and they should not be mixed.

Let me turn now to disaster relief as-
sistance. I said a moment ago that our
actions on this score may make us the
laughing stock of legislatures the world
over. I am referring, of course, to the
unbelievably inconsistent approach we
have made to the question.
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Back in August 1972 when we passed
Public Law 92-385, we increased the for-
giveness feature on disaster loans to
$5,000 despite ample evidence that pre-
vious forgiveness provisions were highly
inequitable and widely abused. I sup-
pose to convince ourselves we were act-
ing responsibly we ordered the Presi-
dent to conduct a thorough review of
existing disaster relief legislation in order
to submit specific legislative proposals
for the comprehensive revision of such
legislation. If memory serves me correct-
ly, we did reach agreement during the
debate on that bill that because of juris-
dictional and related problems that we
were dealing with the problem on a piece-
meal basis prompted by unrelated in-
cidents and that we did need some kind
of national policy spelling out a com-
prehensive disaster relief program. Call-
ing for such a policy was certainly a step
in the right direction.

On May 14 of this year, the Presi-
dent responded to that directive with a
message of “New Approaches to Federal
Disaster Preparedness and Assistance.”
That message was accompanied by a
legislative proposal which is now before
the Committee on Public Works. Buf,
even before this proposal could be con-
sidered, the House Committee un Agri-
culture reported out H.R. 1975, which we
promptly passed, and which the Presi-
dent signed on April 20 of this year.
This eliminated the forgiveness feature
on disaster loans but made them eligible
for a 5-percent interest rate. Now, less
than 5 months later, and still without
considering the President’s comprehen-
sive disaster relief program which we
ourselves asked for, we are going to re-
verse that action and approve a $2,500
forgiveness or a l-percent interest rate.
Is this the kind of action which will con-
vince the American people that Congress
should lead the Nation?

And, where do we draw the line be-
tween disaster and man’s own folly or
neglect? Section 7 of this bill provides for
loans for erosion assistance. When your
committee considered this question of
loans for erosion assistance, we had it
clearly in mind that we intended this to
be for erosion resulting from water ac-
tion associated with a disaster. That
intent seems to have been eroded by sub-
sequent action. If it is not clearly hon-
ored there is absolutely no limit to what
this bill may cost. Wind, rain, and the
natural flows of streams and rivers cause
the kind of erosion this legislation was
not intended to cover. Can you imagine
some Indian tribe laying claim to the
Grand Canyon and seeking a loan to
fill it in and make the land arable again.
Certainly this does not represent the kind
of erosion your committee intended to
cover but my reservations about the lan-
guage the conference committee adopted
contribute to my reservations about this
bill.

In summary, let me repeat that sec-
tions 1, 2, 3, 8, 9, and 10 of this bill are
essentially sound and desirable amend-
ments to a well-run program of assist-
ance to small businesses. Sections 4, 5, 6,
and 7 are questionable. They are incon-
sistent with past actions we have taken,
they may be extremely costly, and action
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on them should be deferred until we con-
sider a comprehensive disaster relief pro-
gram. Let me point out that I realize full
well that we have Federal grants or other
forms of aid for many things. I think
it is entirely likely that we might agree
that we can and should be more generous
to disaster victims than the Disaster Re-
lief Act proposes. However, I think that
the time to consider that question is in
conjunction with that bill.

I have set forth my reservations about
this bill in the hope it will help other
Members make up their minds about it.
I am told the President will veto this bill
if we enact it in its present form. I am
sure it will be a hard decision for him,
as it is for me, to decide whether more
harm or good will result from its enact-
ment.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. KAzZEN).

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, I commend
this bill to my colleagues’ attention,
knowing that we have considered the
Small Business Act an essential Govern-
ment service. I am pleased, too, to offer a
nonpartisan comment that our former
colleague, Tom Kleppe, has proven an
able and thoughtful administrator of
the Small Business Administration. But
my special purpose here is to endorse
that section of the report which author-
izes loans to small businesses harmed by
military base closings.

In my home city, the Laredo Air Base
has been closed. Were it not for my obli-
gation to be here in the House today, I
would be in Laredo, participating in a
meeting of community officials and lead-
ers with a team for the Defense Depart-
ment’'s Office of Economic Adjustment.
That meeting is une of a series aimed at
helping the city of Laredo face the im-
pact of the base closing.

Believe me, the impact is heavy. Most
of us have seen regions ravaged by floods
or storms, and know how homes and
business places can be swept away by the
furies of nature. Government can loose
the same destructive force by decisions
that it has to make—decisions such as
closing a base that has provided the eco-
nomic foundation for many small busi-
nesses, I believe all will agree that such
action can be a disaster. It is for that
reason that I welcome expansion of the
Small Business Administration’s poten-
tial service, and urge support of this bill.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. STEPHENS), chairman of the Small
Business Subcommittee.

Mr. STEPHENS. Mr. Speaker, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Small
Business, I ask the House to adopt this
conference report so that the nearly 5
million small businesses in this country
can continue to draw on the vital services
that they receive from the Small Busi-
ness Administration. I would also like to
take a few moments to discuss the dis-
aster relief section contained in the leg-
islation.

The disaster relief provisions in the
legislation were never intended to be per-
manent fixtures on the statute book.
This is the reason the legislation con-
tains an expiration date of July 1975 for
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the disaster provisions. In April of this
year we removed the $5,000 and 1-per-
cent disaster relief program which had
been in operation for more than a year
and substituted for that program a sys-
tem of loans without any forgiveness
and carrying a 1l-percent interest rate.
There has been a feeling on the part of
many that the disaster program adopted
in April of this year worked too great a
hardship on people who had suffered
severe damage as a result of disasters,
particularly those who had lost their
homes and would be faced with refinan-
cing an existing long-term mortgage. In
the legislation that we are considering
today as part of the conference report,
a new disaster relief program is estab-
lished. It provides for a $2,500 forgive-
ness with a 3-percent interest or if the
borrower chooses not to exercise the for-
giveness feature, the entire loan will be
written at a 1-percent interest rate.

These, of course, were the provisions of
the House-passed bill and provide a bal-
ance between the $5,000 forgiveness and
the no forgiveness feature of the two
previous bills. The object of this legisla-
tion is to provide an equitable form of
disaster relief while permanent disaster
legislation is being work out. In the past,
disaster legislation has been written for
the most part at times when a major dis-
aster had recently occurred and there
was a need to enact legislation on a crash
basis. Enactment of S. 1672 will give the
Congress 2 years with which to come up
with a disaster relief program that will
be both compassionate and meaningful
and will avoid many of the pitfalls that
we have found in previous disaster relief
programs. This is a sound approach, and
while there may be some who find that
not all of the features of S. 1672 are what
they would like them to be, I urge Mem-
bers to support the conference report so
that all of the problems can eventually
be resolved.

We are moving into the hurricane pe-
riod in this country, and already one
hurricane has struck the country this
month. It is, therefore, imperative that
we take immediate action so that those
facing potential disasters will know that
there is some place for them to turn for
adequate assistance.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I yield to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. RINALDO).

Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to-
day in unequivocal support of 8. 1672, a
bill to amend the Small Business Act, as
agreed upon by the House and Senate
managers in House Report No. 93-428.

I am particularly interested in the
section added by the conferees dealing
with disaster relief assistance to home-
owners and small businesses. Last month,
torrential rainstorms swept the New
York metropolitan area, leaving in its
wake devastation of untold magnitude.
Residents of many communities of the
12th Congressional District of New Jer-
sey were particularly hard hit, Many of
them asked me about the $2,500 forgive-
ness on loans whose halances could be
financed at 3 percent and the loans that
could be financed at the rate of 1 percent.
I had to tell them that these provisions
ended on April 30 of this year.
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However, the action of the conferees
in restoring these features has given new
hope. to those victims of flooding in my
district and in other parts of the Nation.
Under the provisions of the conference
report, the forgiveness and lower inter-
est features would be retroactive to April
20, 1973, and would terminate on July 1.
1975.

I cannot speak strongly enough in be-
half of these proposals. It is important to
remember that the SBA disaster loan
program is designed to assist persons in
economic straights, that is, who suffer
economic hardship as a result of disasters
such as hurricanes, floods, hailstorms,
and so forth.

Moreover, the proposed legislation
concerning disaster loans would run for
2 years. And during these 2 years, Con-
gress is expected to adopt a long-term
comprehensive disaster loan program,
after due consideration and study.

Section 7 would add to the disaster re-
lief program assistance to those who are
economically injured by erosion of the
soil. As my esteemed colleague in the
House, Mr. StepHENs of Georgia, ex-
plained recently:

When a flood comes, it can take loose soil
and just destroy lawns, destroy yards, and
everything around. A freshly plowed area can
be washed away completely.

It is only common sense, therefore, to
include erosion in a definition of natural
disasters.

In behalf of the disaster victims of
Plainfield, Cranford, Springfield, Union,
Scotch Plains, Rahway, Clark, and Eliza-
beth and other hard-hit communities in
the 12th Congressional District of New
Jersey, I urge prompt enactment of S.
1672, a bill to grant the relief that only
the Congress is in a position to provide
from the high costs of repairing their
property.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
McCLORY) .

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

I rise in support of the conference
report.

Mr. Speaker, in expressing my support
for the conference report to accompany
S. 1672—Amending the Small Business
Act—I am impressed by the provisions
of section 7 which would make avail-
able loans and other relief to per-
sons suffering damage from erosion
caused by high water, wind-driven
water and other types of erosion directly
related to a flood on high water.

Many residents of my 13th congres-
sional district have experienced serious
damage from flooding and high water
which would seem to qualify them for
disaster relief under the provisions
agreed upon by the conferees. It seems
to me that disaster resulting from flood-
ing, whether simply by a cloudburst or
other excessive rainfall or by the type of
erosion which occurs along the shores of
our Great Lakes such as Lake Michigan
or our great rivers, including the Fox
River and the Des Plaines River in
Illinois—which pass through my con-
gressional district—the benefits of this
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legislation should be made available
equally to those who experience such
disasters.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to indicate
my support of this conference report
and hope that it will receive the over-
whelming support of my colleagues.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. J. WiL-
LIAM STANTON).

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Speaker, I reluctantly take the well at
this moment because I feel dutybound
to express, once again, to my colleagues
my strong feelings on the subject mat-
ter that is before the House today.

The pending conference report is ab-
solutely essential if we are to continue
the majority of operations of the Small
Business Administration. The increase
in loan and commitment ceilings which
this bill provides are necessary for the
continuation of this office. I anl per-
sonally convinced that the Small Busi-
ness Act of 1973 is a big improvement
over existing legislation. It provides new
emphasis on availability of loans for
women and veterans and speaks to the
needs and objectives of the American
small businessman. When this legisla-
tion was before the House on July 12,
we had an excellent debate and, since
the conference report basically reflects
the vote of the majority of House Mem-
bers, I felt no hesitation in signing it.
I believe this is a basic responsibility
of a conferee whether or not it reflects
his or her own personal opinion.

However, I cannot, in all conscience,
let this opportunity pass without point-
ing out to you what I consider to be ex-
treme defects in this legislation. From
the very beginning of this 93d Congress,
we have heard much talk and rhetoric
about the need for fiscal restraint and
responsibility at this time in our history.
The American people cry out for fair-
ness and deliberation as we expend their
hard-earned tax dollars. They also ex-
pect us to be responsible in organizing
our governmental affairs in such a man-
ner as to give them the most service for
their tax dollars. In this conference re-
port we accomplish neither.

It is hard for me to conceive that, after
being in the disaster relief business for
over 20 years, the Federal Government
is still operating in a manner that would
be more reminiscent of 100 years ago
than today. The total lack of coordina-
tion on behalf of the Federal Govern-
ment on the subject of disaster relief
points out the failure of the Federal Gov-
ernment to respond responsibly and as
economically as possible to meet de-
mands of the citizens of this country.

Let us take a look at this. Yesterday,
here in the House, we passed a manda-
tory flood insurance bill that will have
far-reaching effect upon those who are
hit by future disasters caused by floods
and high water in this country. Today,
in this conference report, we are assign-
ing to the Federal Home Administration
and the Small Business Administration
legislation to cover disasters of all dif-
ferent types. In this conference report,
for example, we have covered the sub-
ject of erosion for the first time, not
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only under the Small Business Adminis-
tration, but, equally, so we have amend-
ed the Disaster Relief Act of 1970 to
cover the same subject. We have dis-
asters declared by the Small Business
Administration, Presidential disasters,
disasters as defined by the Public Works
Committee, and disasters as defined by
the Department of Agriculture.

We have reached the point today, due
to our legislative actions, where the
Small Business Administration—origi-
nally enacted by Congress at the request
of President Eisenhower to help small
businessmen—is now devoting the ma-
jority of its time to helping and prepar-
ing disaster loans for private homes and
individuals. In the desire of Congress to
help the misfortunate caught in a disas-
ter, we have foolishly spent hundreds of
millions of dollars in a very cruel and un-
fair manner.

During the general debate on this bill,
the gentleman from California (Mr.
JaMEs CorMAN) expressed it better than
I can when he said:

I plead with the Banking and Currency
Committee to give the American people a
better disaster program. Tremendous mil-
lions of dollars are wasted in helping people
who suffer little damage. On the other hand,
the very poor, who suffer great losses quickly
learn that the Federal Government will loan
them money only if they can demonstrate
their financial solvency. These same dollars
which are given away should be spent on
more comprehensive disaster relief, guaran-
teeing all Americans who suffer during

natural disasters fair and equitable treat-
ment.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
Rees) stated during the general debate
on this bill:

The problems with a flat forgiveness clause
is that a person who really sustains a seri-
ous loss (say a $40,000 uninsured loss) might
get a $25600 forgiveness or a 1 per cent loan.
He still has a loan outstanding of perhaps
$25,000 or more. But, if we get another in-
dividual who might have a very small loss,
let us say two or three thousand dollar loss,
and that person is automatically forgiven,
with a little manipulation, his entire loss.

In my opinion the program was origi-
nally designed not necessarily to help
the small losses but to take care of the
major losses which someone sustains
when someone sustains the loss of his
business or his home.

In early August, one of Ohio’s out-
standing newspapers, the Cleveland
Press, ran a series of front page articles
on the recent applicants who applied and
received forgiveness loans in connection
with Hurricane Agnes. Among those
applying and receiving loans were prom-
inent millionaire politicians and other
industrialists. The newspaper interviewed
many people who were quick to point out
that the then $5,000 forgiveness feature
was the attraction for them applying for
a loan. The article also pointed out that
those who suffered substantial losses
found the legislation beyond their finan-
cial ability to reconstruct and start over
again.

My colleagues, there is one other im-
portant aspect of this conference report
that I feel duty bound to point out to
you. In the last paragraph of the report,
you will notice that the conferees dis-
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cussed the subject of previously declared
disasters in which administrative dead-
lines had long ago been set. Specifically,
I remember the case of Hurricane Agnes
and its involvement with summer homes
and cottages in lake areas in which the
owners claim they did not observe the
damages until coming to their cottages
around Memorial Day and the original
cutoff date was the middle of May. There
was a couple of other examples. While
this report was not finalized before we
signed the conference report, I want to
read to you the final paragraph:

In light of this, the Conferees expect that
both the Small Business Administration and
the Farmers Home Administration will ex-
tend for 90 days after enactment of this Bill
the deadline for seeking relief for previously
declared disasters.

In the last 3 years alone we have had
267 declared disasters in this country. It
is hard for me to conceive that it is the
desire of the majority of the Members
of this House to see reopened for 90 days
after enactment of this bill all of these
disasters in order to receive new appli-
cations.

Ladies and gentlemen, it has been
pointed out to us that the Public Works
Committee is now starting hearings on
the Disaster Preparedness and Assistance
Act of 1973. It is my sincere hope that
the problems that I have just so lightly
touched upon can be resolved by this
committee and total Government efforts
in the field of disasters can be coordi-
nated under one agency so that we may
begin to respond to the problems of our
constituents with far greater efficiency
and in a more businesslike manner than
we are doing.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, we have
no further requests for time.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The conference report was agreed to.
" A motion to reconsider was laid on the

able.

ANNUAL REPORT OF U.S. PARTICI-
PATION IN UNITED NATIONS—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
93-53)

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
Foreign Affairs and ordered to be
printed:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am pleased to transmit to the Con-
gress the 27th annual report on United
States participation in the work of the
United Nations during calendar year
1972.

This report reflects the increasing
range of global concerns with which
United Nations agencies are dealing. It
highlights not only the opportunities but
also the limits of operating through the
United Nations system during an era of
growing international interdependence.

In recent years, United Nations agen-
cies have come to deal increasingly with
the economic and technical agenda of the
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world in addition to the long-standing
agenda of peace and security questions,
Indeed, as this account makes clear,
these agencies are now engaged in some
manner in virtually every governmental
activity that crosses national lines.

The United States participated actively
in these cooperative efforts to help safe-
guard peace and lessen world tensions, to
foster economic and social progress, and
to cope with a wide array of legal and
technological problems.

Three themes characterized our par-
ticipation during 1972:

(1) Even though we recognized the
limitations of the United Nations
in solving or even abating many
political disputes, we supported its
participation where appropriate to
reconcile such disputes, to curb
international terrorism and out-
breaks of violence, and to devise
workable arrangements for peace-
keeping operations. In order to
serve the long-term interest of the
international community, we
worked in the General Assembly,
the Security Council, and sub-
sidiary bodies to have the United
Nations deal evenhandedly and
pragmatically with such politi-
cally-charged issues as the Middle
East, decolonization, and human
rights.

We took the lead in seeking new
arrangements and institutions to
deal with worldwide social and
technological concerns. Although
we encountered some resistance,
we pressed forward toward the

goals of assuring the safety of civil
aviation, protecting the environ-
ment, checking the illicit flow of

narcotics, organizing relief for
victims of disaster, strengthening
the law of the sea, and slowing
world population growth.
We stressed the importance of
having the United Nations act re-
sponsibly, equitably, and efficient-
ly in ordering its financial and
administrative affairs so that it
could carry out its tasks more
effectively. Progress was made in
holding down the budgets of some
agencles, budgeting procedures
were improved, and the principle
of a lower maximum ceiling for
the United States assessment was
endorsed. Nevertheless, the under-
lying financial problems were not
solved and further administrative
and procedural reforms are
needed in the United Nations.
This report shows that, despite polit-
ical and administrative shortcomings,
multilateral agencies connected with the
United Nations offered practical re-
sponses to worldwide problems of press-
ing concern to the American people.
Given the fast pace of political, social,
and technological change in recent years,
it is not surprising that the record of ac-
complishments was uneven and there
were setbacks as well as successes.
During 1972 developments at the
United Nations were affected by certain
long-term trends which both hold prom-
ise and pose problems for effective
United Nations action.
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—The loosening of old antagonisms,
the entry of the People’s Republic
of China into the mainstream of
United Nations work, and the grow-
ing importance of powers such as
Japan could in the long run enable
a near-universal United Nations to
become a more effective instrument
for dealing with serious world polit-
ical and security problems.

—However, we also have to recognize
that the continuing tendency to use
the United Nations for propaganda
advantage and to pursue political
rivalries makes accommodation more
difficult. For the near term, where
the interests of its strongest mem-
bers are engaged, the organization
can deal only in a limited way with
highly contentious political issues.

—The emergence in United Nations
bodies and conferences of an active
majority led by a number of the
developing nations continued to
make for some distortions in deter-
mining the areas of greatest United
Nations attention. While we fully
recognize the inherent right of all
member nations to be heard, the
voting weight of this majority, with
its sometimes narrowly defined pre-
occupations, has tended to create
imbalance and to place strains on
the effective functioning of the
organization.

This report reflects the growing cohe-
sion which has taken place among the
third world countries, notably with re-
spect to colonial issues and to demands
that rules of international trade and aid
be altered in their favor. We were par-
ticularly concerned when, under the
pressure of bloc voting, the erganization
adopted one-sided resolutions on certain
political issues or failed to take concrete
action on such important matters as in-
ternational terrorism. To call this trend
disturbing is not to depreciate the value
to the United States of multilateral in-
stitutions in which all nations can be
heard on matters that affect their secu-
rity and welfare, conciliation can be pur-
sued, and vital public services can be
provided for the international com-
munity.

We attempted to adjust our policy
during 1972 to take account of these
changes. It became increasingly clear
that for the present the most productive
possibilities for United Nations action
are on global problems of an economic,
social and technological nature. United
Nations system expenditures reflected
this concentration, with some 95 percent
of the resources in 1972 going for pro-
grams designed to transfer techniques
and skills to less developed nations, set
standards for international behavior, and
provide public services of benefit to all
nations.

The following developments during the
year were especially noteworthy :

We were gratified by the General
Assembly’s endorsement of the reduc-
tion of our United Nations budget assess-
ment from 31.52 percent to 25 percent.
We believe this to be a healthy develop-
ment for the organization, which should
not be unduly dependent on the con-
tributions of one member. The maximum
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assessment ceiling beginning next year
is expected to fulfil the requirement
enacted by the Congress that the United
States should pay no more than 25 per-
cent in the United Nations and in cer-
tain specialized agencies after January 1,
1974, The vote of over two-thirds in
favor of our position reflected a wide-
spread recognition of the equities in-
volved and of political reality, as well
as concern for the maintenance of gen-
erous United States voluntary contri-
butions to United Nations development
programs.

Following the landmark conference in
Stockholm in June, the institutional
foundation was laid for international
action to protect the environment and a
work program was initiated for this pur-
pose. Measures were taken to deal with
environmetnal problems such as pollu-
tion from ocean dumping and the pres-
ervation of natural, cultural, and his-
toric heritage areas, and a United Na-
tions fund for the environment, which I
had recommended earlier, brought
pledges from a number of nations.

On the other hand, a major setback
was the United Nations failure to take
strong and speedy international legal
action to combat international ferrorism
and provide adequate protection for
diplomats—measures advocated by the
United States and other concerned na-
tions. The Assembly did, however, set up
a committee to study the comments of
governments on the problem of inter-
national terrorism and submit a report to
the next session. While we regret the
delay, we hope that the Assembly can
make progress on this issue this fall.
Progress was made in the International
Civil Aviation Organization on the mat-
ter of aircraft safety.

The United Nations also advanced its
programs for delivering technical assist-
ance to developing nations and setting
standards for international behavior in
specific fields.

—Management reforms (notably
adoption of a country programming
system) were implemented which
will enable the United Nations De-
velopment Program to handle an
expanded program of technical
assistance more efficiently.

—The organization’s capacity to
respond to disaster situations was
strengthened by the establishment
of a United Nations Disaster Relief
Office in Geneva, largely as the result
of a United States initiative in 1971.
The United Nations carried out an
unprecedented number of relief
activities, notably in Bangladesh and
the Sudan.

—There was growing cooperation in
outer space. A United Nations work-
ing group cooperated in making
available to other nations data from
our first experimental satellite de-
signed to survey earth resources, and
the Convention on International
Liability for Damage Caused by
Space Objects, which had been
negotiated by a United Nations
committee, entered into force on
September 1.

—The momentum of international
action against drug abuse was
furthered in several ways: with the
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drafting of an amending protocol to
the 1961 Single Convention on Nar-
cotic Drugs, through increased
activity by and contributions to the
United Nations Fund for Drug Abuse
Control, and through a more active
role by the International Narcotics
Control Board.

—The population program was placed
on a sounder administrative footing
by linking the United Nations Fund
for Population Activities to the
United Nations Development Pro-
gram. Preparations were continued
for the World Population Conference
in 1974, which is expected to be as
important as the 1972 environment
conference.

—Perhaps of the greatest potential sig-
nificance were the steps taken to
accelerate preparations for the Law
of the Sea Conference, which will
come to grips with such matters as
the nature of the intermational re-
gime for the deep seabed, the breadth
of the territorial sea, free transit
through international straits, fish-
eries, marine pollution, and scien-
tific research. A successful resolu-
tion of these very difficult issues
would help to prevent conflict and
assure that the resources in and un-
der the oceans will be equitably and
rationally utilized.

The “quiet side” of the United Nations
also produced important accomplish-
ments which are covered in this report.
Especially noteworthy were the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency's expanded
“safeguards” program to prevent the di-
version to weapons use of nuclear mate-
rials intended for peaceful uses; the In-
ter-Governmental Maritime Consultative
Organization's efforts at spurring agree-
ment to control pollution from ocean
dumping; the International Civil Avia-
tion Organization’s efforts to devise
effective measures for safe and efficient
air travel; the World Health Organiza-
tion’s continued campaign to suppress
communicable diseases and raise the
standards of health care; the Food and
Agriculture Organization’s work to ex-
pand agricultural production and im-
prove nutrition; and the United Nations
Educational, Scientific and Cultural Or-
ganization’s activities to expand scien-
tific communication and protect the
world’s cultural heritage.

All these activities clearly demonstrate
the stake we Jaave in United Nations
efforts to control new technologies for
the common good, to bridge the gap be-
tween developed and developing coun-
tries on matters of trade and aid, to
facilitate the exchange of technical and
scientific knowledge, and to set standards
of behavior for international activity. To
these concerns—and to the need to im-
prove the functioning of all multilateral
institutions—our nation must give in-
creasing attention in the coming years.

RICHARD NIXON.

TrE WaHITE HOUSE, September 6, 1973.

THE MINIMUM WAGE—VETO MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF

THE UNITED STATES
NO. 93-14T)

The SPEAKER laid before the House

(H. DOC.

September 6, 1973
the following veto message from the

‘President of the United States:

To the House of Representatives:

I am returning today, without my ap-
proval, HR. 7935, a bill which would
make major changes in the Fair Labor
Standards Act.

This bill flows from the best of inten-
tions. Its stated purpose is to benefit the
working man and woman by raising the
minimum wage. The minimum wage for
most workers has not been adjusted for
five years and in the interim, as sponsors
of this bill recognize, rising prices have
seriously eroded the purchasing power of
those who are still paid at the lowest end
of the wage scale.

There can be no doubt about the need
for a higher minimum wage. Both fair-
ness and decency require that we act
now—this year—to raise the minimum
wage rate. We cannot allow millions of
America’s low-income families to become
the prime casualties of inflation.

Yet in carrying out our good inten-
tions, we must also be sure that we do
not penalize the very people who need
help most. The legislation which my Ad-
ministration has actively and consist-
ently supported would ultimately raise
the minimum wage to higher levels than
the bill that I am today vetoing, but
would do so in stages over a longer pe-
riod of time and thereby protect employ-
ment opportunities for low wage earners
and the unemployed.

H.R. 7935, on the other hand, would
unfortunately do far more harm than
good. It would cause unemployment. It
is inflationary. And it hurts those who
can least afford it. For all of these rea-
sons, I am compelled to return it without
my approval.

ADVERSE EFFECT ON EMPLOYMENT

H.R. 7935 would raise the wage rate to
$2.00 for most non-farm workers on No-
vember 1 and 8 months later, would in-
crease it to $2.20. Thus in less than a
year, employers would be faced with a
37.5 percent increase in the minimum
wage rate.

No one knows precisely what impact
such sharp and dramatic increases would
have upon employment, but my economic
advisors inform me that there would
probably be a significant decrease in em-~
ployment opportunities for those affected.
When faced with the decision to increase
their pay rates by more than a third
within a year or to lay off their workers,
many employers will be forced to cut
back jobs and hours. And the worker will
be the first victim.

The solution to this problem is to raise
the minimum wage floor more gradually,
permitting employers to absorb the
higher labor costs over time and min-
imizing the adverse effects of cutting
back on employment. That is why I favor
legislation which would raise the floor
to a higher level than H.R. 7935 but
would do so over a longer period of time.
The bill supported by the Administration
would raise the minimum wage for most
non-farm workers from $1.60 to $1.90,
effective immediately, and then over the
next three years, would raise it to $2.30.
I believe this is a much more prudent
and helpful approach.
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INCREASING INFLATION

Sharp inereases in the minimum wage
rate are also inflationary. Frequently
workers paic more than the minimum
gauge their wages relative to it. This is
especially true of those workers who are
paid by the hour, An increase in the min-
imum therefore increases their demands
for higher wages—in order to maintain
their place in the structure of wages. And
when the increase is as sharp as it is in
H.R. 7935, the result is sure to be a fresh
surge of inflation.

Once again, prudence dictates a more
gradual increase in the wage rate, so that
the economy can more easily absorb the
impact.

HURTING THE DISADVANTAGED

Changes in the minimum wage law as
required by H.R. 7935 would also hurt
those who need help most. The ones who
would be the first to lose their jobs be-
cause of a sharp increase in the mini-
mum wage rate would frequently be those
who traditionally have had the most
trouble in finding new employment—the
young, members of racial and ethnic mi-
nority groups, the elderly, and women
who need work to support their families.

Three groups would be especially hard
hit by special provisions in this bill:

Youth: One major reason for low earn-
ings among the young is that their em-
ployment has a considerable element of
on-the-job training. Low earnings can
be accepted during the training period
in expectation of substantially higher
earnings after the training is completed.
That is why the Administration has
urged the Congress to establish a modest
short-term differential in minimum
wages for teenagers, coupled with pro-
tections against using teenagers to sub-
stitute for adults in jobs. H.R. 7935, how=-
ever, includes no meaningful youth dif-
ferential of this kind. It does provide
marginal improvement in the special
wage for students working part-time, but
these are the young people whose con-
tinuing education is improving their em-
ployability anyway; the bill makes no
provision at all for the millions of non-
student teenagers who need jobs most.

Unemployment rates for the young are
already far too high, recently averaging
three to four times the overall national
unemployment rate. H.R. 7935 would only
drive that rate higher, especially for
young people from minority groups or
disadvantaged backgrounds. It thus
would cut their current income, delay—
or even prevent—their start toward eco-
nomic improvement, and create greater
demoralization for the age group which
should be most enthusiastically involved
in America’s world of work.

Domestic household workers: H.R.
7935 would extend minimum wage cover-
age to domestic household workers for
the first time. This would be a backward
step. HR. 7935 abruptly requires that
they be paid the same wages as workers
who have been covered for several years.
The likely effect would be a substantial
decrease in the employment and hours
of work of current household workers.
This view is generally supported by sev-
eral recent economic studies.

Employees in small retail and service
establishments: By extending coverage
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to these workers for the first time, HR.
7935 takes aim at the very businesses
least able to absorb sharp, sudden pay-
roll increases. Under the burden of this
well-intended but impractical require-
ment, thousands of such establishments
would be forced to curtail their growth,
lay off employees, or simply close their
doors altogether. A “paper” entitlement
to a higher minimum wage would be cold
comfort indeed to workers whose jobs
were eliminated in this squeeze.
OTHER PROBLEMS

H.R. 7935 would also bring almost all
government employees under the Fair
Labor Standards Act. For Federal em-
ployees, such coverage is unnecessary—
because the wage rates of this entire
group already meet the minimum—and
undesirable, because coverage under the
act would impose a second, conflicting
set of overtime premium pay rules in
addition to those already governing such
pay for Federal employees. It would be
virtually impossible to apply both laws
in a consistent and eguitable manner.

Extension of Federal minimum wage
and overtime standards to State and lo-
cal government employees is an unwar-
ranted interference with State preroga-
tives and has been opposed by the
Advisory Commission on Intergovern-
mental Relations.

NEED FOR BALANCE AND MODERATION

In sum, while I support the objective
of increasing the minimum wage, I can-
not agree to doing so in a manner which
would substantially curtail employment
of the least experienced and least skilled
of our people and which would weaken
our efforts to achieve full employment
and price stability. It is to forestall these
unacceptable effects that I am vetoing
H.R. 7935.

I call upon the Congress to enact in its
place a moderate and balanced set of
amendments to the Fair Labor Standards
Act which would be consistent with the
Nation’s economiec stabilization objec-
tives and which would protect employ-
ment opportunities for low wage earners
and the unemployed and especially non-
student teenagers who have the most
severe unemployment problems. To the
millions of working Americans who
would benefit from sound and carefully
drawn legislation to raise the minimum
wage, I pledge the Administration’s co-
operation with the House and Senate in
moving such a measure speedily onto
the statute books.

RiIcHARD NIXON.

TrE WHITE HOUSE, September 6, 1973.

The SPEAKER. The objections of the
President will be spread at large upon
the Journal; and the message and bill
will be printed as a House document.

The question is, Will the House on
reconsideration pass the bill, the objec-
tions of the President to the contrary
notwithstanding?

MOTION OFFERED BY MR, O'NEILL

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. O'NErnr. moves that further consider-
ation of the veto message on the bill HR.
79356 be postponed until Wednesday, Septem-
ber 19, 1973.
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The motion was agreed to
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

ON THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE

(Mr. DENT asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 min-
ute.) 3

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I have care-
fully followed the statement of the
President on the veto of the minimum-
wage law. I noticed it took almost as
many words to explain his actions as it
did to write the bill.

I learned a long time ago when I was
4 little boy playing baseball on the street
that when you explain something it
means you have a very good reason for
it. This was best brought home by the
fact that when we were playing baseball
on the street one day someone broke the
butcher’s window. I went straight home
to my father and I, all out of breath, told
him what had happened and started to
explain it. He said:

Johnny, me boy, remember this as long
as you live: When you start to explaln, it is
bad already. :

AMENDMENTS TO RAIL PASSENGER
SERVICE ACT OF 1970

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
by direction of the Committee on Rules
I call up House Resolution 514 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-

lows:
H. Res. 514

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move, clause
27(d) (4), rule XI to the contrary notwith-
standing, 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. 8351) to amend the Rall Pas=-
senger Service Act of 1970, as amended, to
provide flnancial assistance to the National
Railroad Passenger Corporation, and. for
other purposes. After general debate, which
ehall be confined to the bill and shall con=-
tinue not to exceed one hour, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce, the
bil! shall be read for amendment under the
five-minute rule. It shall be in order to con-
sider the amendment in the nature of a sub=
stitute recommended by the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce now
printed in the bill as an original bill for the
purpose of amendment under the five-min-
ute rule. At the conclusion of such consider-
ation, the Committee shall rise and report
the bill to the House with such amendments
as may have been adopted, and any Member
may demand a separate vote in the House on
any amendment adopted in the Committee
of the Whole to the bill or to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.
The previous question shall be considered
as ordered on the bill and amendments there=
to to final passage without intervening mo=-
tion except one motion to recommit with or
without Instructions. After the passage of
H.R. 8351, the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce shall be discharged from
the further conslderation of the bill S. 2016,
and it shall then be in order in the House
tc move to strike out all after the enacting
clause of the sald Senate bill and insert in
lieu thereof the provisions contained in H.R.
8351 as passed by the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
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Ilinois (Mr. MurpPHY) is recognized for
1 hour.

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

Mr. MURPEY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
House Resolution 514 provides for an
open rule with 1 hour of general debate
on H.R. 8351, a bill to amend the Rail
Passenger Service Act of 1970 to provide
financial assistance to the National Rail-
road Passenger Corporation.

Although House Resolution 514 pro-
vides for a waiver of clause 27 (d) (4),
rule XT of the Rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the 3-day rule, the reason
for the waiver is no longer needed as
more than 3 days have elapsed since the
rule was filed.

House Resolution 514 provides it shall
be in order to consider the amendment
in the nature of a substitute recom-
mended by the Committee on Interstate
and Foreigit Commerce now printed in
the bill as an original bill for the pur-
pose of amendment. It also provides that
after the passage of H.R. 8351, the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce shall be discharged from the
further consideration of the bill S. 20186,
and it shall then be in order in the House
to move to strike out all after the enact-
ing clause of S. 2016 and insert in lieu
thereof the provisions contained in H.R.
8351 as passed by the House.

H.R. 8351 grants to the National Rail-
road Passenger Corporation, Amtrak, au-
thority to operate an autoferry service
and limits the ability of any person to
provide such service along Amtrak’s ba-
sic system without a petition to the Inter-
state Commerce Commission.

The bill also amends the act to in-
crease the amount of Federal guarantee
authority from $200 million to $250 mil-
lion and gives Amtrak trains preference
over freight trains in the use of any line
of track, junction or crossing, except in
cases of emergencies.

H.R. 8351 authorizes an appropriation
of $107.3 million for fiscal year 1974.

Mr, Speaker, I urge adoption of House
Resolution 514 in order that we may dis-
cuss and debate H.R. 8351.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 514 provides for the consider-
ation of H.R. 8351, the Amendments to
Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970,
under an open rule with 1 hour of general
debate. There are several other provi-
sions of this rule: First, it waives the
provisions of clause 27(d) (4) of rule XI,
which is the 3-day rule; Second, makes
the committee substitute in order as an
original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment; and third, provides for inserting
the House-passed language in the Sen-
ate bill, S. 2016.

The purpose of H.R. 8351 is to amend
the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970
in order to provide authorizations for
appropriations for fiscal year 1974, These
changes and additions are made to re-
flect the committee’s continuing desire to
see that Amtrak properly fulfilis the con-
gressional mandate which created the
Corporation to provide modern, efficient,
intercity rail passenger service, with the
anticipation that the Corporation even-
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tually will become a self-sustaining
entity.

The bill authorizes $106.1 million for
fiscal year 1974 for domestic routes and
$1.2 million for international routes—a
total of $107.3 million. Additionally, the
bill provides for an increase of $50,000,-
000 in federally guaranteed securities,
loans and obligations available to
Amftrak,
ruer' Speaker, I urge the adoption of the

e

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
I have no additional reguests for time.
I move the previous question on the
resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. STAGGERS. 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. 8351) to amend the Rail
Passenger Service Act of 1970, as
amended, to provide financial assistance
to the National Railroad Passenger Cor-
poration, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS).

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
cn the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the hill, HR. 8351, with
Mr. FLoweRs 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 West Virginia (Mr.
StaccERs) will be recognized for 30 min-
utes, and the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. Harvey) will be recognized for 30
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS).

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce has re-
ported H.R. 8351 with the hope that
Congress will help improve rail passenger
service throughout the Nation.

Congress created Amtrak in the Rail
Passenger Service Act of 1970 in a some-
what desperate effort to prevent the
complete abandonment of intercity rail
passenger service. Amtrak's challenge
was and is to reverse the deterioration of
passenger service and to save and im-
prove as much of the service as possible.
When Amtrak was created, there were
some 500 passenger trains left of the
thousands which had existed over the
decades since the invention of the rail-
road. These 500 remaining were losing
over $200 million a year. Amtrak got un-
derway with a $40 million Federal grant
and some $197 million in payments from
participating railroads. These moneys,
together with a $200 million loan pro-
gram, were to carrv the Cornoration
through June 30, 1973. However, in
1972 it was necessary to further fund
Amtrak, and $179.1 million was appro-

September 6, 1973

priated. This was to carry Amtrak for-
ward to June 30 of this year, and we now
propose to extend Amtrak through the
bill before us for the single fiscal year
of 1974,

H.R. 8351 will accomplish the follow-
ing:

First, authorizes $107.3 million for fis-
cal year 1974—Senate-passed bill au-
thorizes $185 million. Administration
had requested an open-ended author-
ization.

Second, increases Federal guarantee
authority from $200 million to $250 mil-
lion.

Third, restructures the Amtrak Board
of Directors: Increases number of con-
sumer representatives from one to three;
requires bipartisan appointments by
the President; has a strict no-conflict-
of-interest provision in the bill,

Fourth, grants Amtrak the power of
eminent domain in limited instances,
and allows them to petition the ICC for
conveyance of certain railroad proper-
ties in limited instances.

Fifth, requires Amtrak to initiate at
least one experimental train annually,
and continues for 1 year any existing
experimental train.

Sixth, gives Amtrak trains preference
over freight trains on any track, junc-
tion or erossing—but allows Secretary of
DOT to resolve any controversy between
Amtrak and railroads over such prefer-
ence, as well as over speed of Amtrak
trains,

Seventh, prohibits Amtrak from clear-
ing reports, budget requests or legisla-
tive proposals with any executive branch
official or agency before it submits such
items to Congress.

Eighth, clears up inconsistencies in
existing law between ICC and DOT over
rail safety. DOT is given exclusive juris-
diction over railway safety.

Ninth, allows any corporation to com-
pete with Amtrak in providing auto-
ferry service if they can prove to the
ICC that first, there is a public need for
such service, and second, that such serv-
fce will not impair Amtrak’s financial
position.

Tenth, establishes certain criteria for
the ICC to use in determining what is
the just and reasonable compensation, if
any, that Amtrak should pay railroads
for providing services.

In regard to section 3 of the bill, we
want to make it clear that “any person”
other than a railroad may provide auto-
ferry service. We believe auto-ferry serv-
ice is a means of attracting more of the
publie to travel by rail, and we mean the
term “railroad” in this legislation to be
a company principally engaged in pro-
viding freight service over established
main interstate lines—the Norfolk &
Western, to cite a random illustration. If
it were otherwise the case, it would frus-
trate our aim of authorizing specialized
auto-ferry companies and Amtrak as well
to provide this sort of service.

Our committee believes in this age
when our Nation is faced with an energy
crisis, and with a problem of automobile-
induced pollution, we must give the pub-
lic an efficient, modern rail passenger
service as a viable alternative to the
travel by automobile and airplane. This
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legislation will move us a step forward in
this direction.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield ?

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the major-
ity leader, the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, the
American traveling public needs a well-
balanced transportation system. That
means good highways, good public
transit for our cities, a safe and efficient
airway and airport system, adequate port
and waterway facilities. And it also
means modern intercity rail passenger
service, for all parts of the country. Rec-
ognizing this fact, I supported the crea-
tion of Amtrak in 1970; while it has its
imperfections I am aware of what it has
accomplished and anxiously await im-
provements in the quality of its opera-
tions that will bring faster and more
frequent service, in New England,
throughout the Northeast, and in other
parts of the country. I thus applaud—in
general terms—the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce—its dis-
tinguished chairman and all the mem-
bers—for the bill, H.R. 8351, which they
have reported to the floor.

There is, however, one aspect of the bill
with which I am deeply concerned. It
deals with auto-ferry service. Back in
1970, when Congress passed the Rail Pas-
senger Service Act, there was no auto-
ferry service—no way by which travelers
could take their cars along when they
took a trip by train. Other countries had
this form of transportation, but not the
United States. In my view, and it was
widely shared in the House and in the
Senate, it seemed to me then that action
should be taken to encourage private en-
trepreneurs to enter this field and to
invest whatever was needed to bring this
type of transportation to the people of
our country.

When the Congress became aware in
1970 that one new private company had
already made plans to initiate an auto-
ferry operation, provision was made in
the Rail Passenger Service Act to pro-
tect rights of such a private auto-ferry
operator where it had a contract in force.

Encouraged by the 1970 legislation that
company has gone ahead with what most
people regard as a highly convenient,
safe, and top-quality auto-train service
between Washington and Florida. Since
it was started in December 1971 it has
reportedly carried more than a quarter
of a million people, including a large
number of my own constituents. Its
popularity is obvious. Many travelers
like to take the train and have their cars
along. They save time, money, and a
tedious long-distance journey by high-
way. What is more they-—and the coun-
try—save gasoline. A recent news-
paper advertisement noted that the
Washington-Florida Auto Train pro-
duces an annual savings of more than
11 million gallons of scarce gasoline.

From every conceivable point, auto-
ferry service has substantial advan-
tages—for travelers and for the country.
To my way of thinking, this new, inno-
vative form of intercity transportation
is something to stimulate. I was thus
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heartened recently to read that under a
contract entered into back in 1970, a new
auto-ferry service, between Louisville
and Florida—to serve the people of
Michigan, Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, and
other midwest points is to be launched. I
welcome this move but I regret to find in
section 3 of H.R. 8351 provisions which
could slow, if not halt, the inauguration
of additional auto-ferry service by spe-
cialized private carriers, such as that
along the Louisville-Florida route. While
I agree that Amtrak should be permitted
to run auto-ferry service, I am afraid
that the bill as reported could have a
chilling, if not deadening effect on other
operators. Since service on the Louisville
route will not yet be in operation on the
date of enactment of this measure, I
read section 3 as requiring this operator
or anyone other than Amtrak to run a
brutal legal obstacle course to gain per-
mission to begin service that will take
time and that may, in fact, never be suc-
cessfully negotiated. Amtrak appears to
be given what amounts to a near-
monopoly over new auto-ferry service,
something which that corporation hardly
has earned given its seriously lagging
interest in this type of transportation.
I am also advised by legal specialists
that by excluding “railroads” from auto-
ferry service, there may be an untoward
effect in that an independent auto-ferry
operator might be deemed by the courts
to be a “railroad” even though I am
quite certain this is not what the com-
mittee intended.

Let me sum up. Auto-ferry has
proven its popularity and it should be
made available to a larger audience, all
over the country. Amtrak should clearly
be entitled to offer this form of trans-
portation, but so should others—espe-
cially those who relied on the 1970 act
and who have invested time and money
in developing this concept of movement.
Our aim should be to encourage the
spread of auto-ferry service—to encour-
age all qualified operators to enter this
field. I am distressed tlw:t. H.R. 8351 falls
far short of this objective. The traveling
public, I am afraid, will be the real loser.

I would like to ask the chairman of the
committee, is there anything in section
3 in the opinion of the gentleman from
West Virginia that in any way would
affect now the route they have been run-
ning between Virginia and Jacksonville,
and the route that will be run from
Louisville down to Florida, so we can get
in the Recorp the correct intent of what
the chairman and the committee believe
is the intent of the Congress?

Mr. STAGGERS, Mr. Chairman, I will
reply, and I thought I had made it fairly
clear earlier, that it is the intent of the
committee in writing this bill and I know
it is of the chairman that there be no in-
terference with the auto train service
which is already running. We are funding
Amtrak and it should get into the busi-
ness if it is profitable, and those who are
doing it have found it is.

Let me say this. There has been some
mention that people feel this may cause
trouble because we have used the word
“railroad.” We cannot conceive of an auto
train being called a railroad. When we

28745

state “railroad” we mean such existing
railroads as the Louisville & Nashville
or the Baltimore & Ohio and not some-
thing which is just now being planned to
be done. It is not the intent of this com-
mittee that there be any trouble and I
cannot conceive of there being any
trouble.

Mr. O'NEILL. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. STAGGERS. I had to go down-
stairs where I was talking a little while
ago to a gentleman who said his chil-
dren came in from New York and they
were so late getting in from New York,
and the same thing had happened when
they went to Florida and they were 5
hours late getting to Florida. There is
no excuse for that. We do not want peo-
ple to have to go through that. We will
have to see that things are done to give
better service.

It is expected that this will help the
energy shortage in America if we can
get this thing on the track. The trains
that have been proposed to be cut off we
have said shall stay on because they are
showing, with the energy crisis we have,
that they are needed, and more people
are using the trains and we think they
should be given another year.

Mr. O'NEILL. I thank the chairman
for his explanation.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
think this is a worthy bill which should
be passed. It has been given careful
consideration by the committee and by
the full committee. Some amendments
were made in the full committee. I think
it is a good bill and it should pass so we
can continue to have rail passengers
service in America. We should continue
not only what we have but we should
expand it and make it better and make
the trains run on time so we can give
better service throughout the land.

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I have
no intention of repeating an explanation
of the bill because this has already been
ably done by the chairman of the full
committee. There are several sections
that I believe deserve some discussion
and a look into the reasons behind pro-
visions which aim to change the present
law. Amtrak has been a controversial
program from the beginning, and many
Members I am sure have mixed feelings
about the feasibility and desirability of
spending Federal funds fo pick up its
losses.

Although Amitrak was organized as a
for-profit corporation in the hope that
it could work out a passenger rail net
which could at least break even, it was
not expected that such a goal could be
achieved immediately. No one could have
rationally expected such a result. Testi-
mony before our committee at the time
Railpax was being considered indicated
that with Iuck and good management
the corporation might reach a position
of slight profitability by 1975. This pre-
supposed a set of favorable conditions,
no politics involved, and a few breaks. I
guess we could say up to here that Am-
trak has not been favored with any ex-
ceptional luck in its venture. Many here
would argue that it has not been well
managed. No one here should deny that
plain old politics has had much to do
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with its problems. This is no indictment
of any person or any group. It is a plain
statement of an obvious and inevitable
condition which attends any enterprise
of this nature.

Assuming that the management has
been at least adequate, the law placed an
almost impossible burden upon it from
the beginning. Passenger service was in
such a shambles that a complete reor-
ganization had to be effected on very
short notice. All of the timetables for or-
ganization and initial operation were
much too short, but they had to be under
conditions then prevailing. We can
hardly blame anyone for accomplishing
something less than perfect by now. The
rail network to be operated was not of
the corporation’s choosing. It was handed
to it and told to run it at least until
July 1973.

The committee bill provides funds to
keep the original network intact for at
least another year. In doing so the sub-
committee and the full committee were
fully aware that the corporation had
been restricted to applying for $93 million
to the Appropriations Committee. This
lower figure presupposes the elimina-
tion of three routes from the basic net-
work. They were losers, no doubt about
it. But then nearly everything in the net-
work has been losing up to now. The
only question was whether these par-
ticular routes were so bad that they
would not, with some further assistance
and improvements, do as well as the
rest of the network. Your committee felt
that the trial period had been too short
to write off these lines and therefore
made provision for their operation for
1 more year. This could be called a
compromise position. Many people feel
that there is no justification for rail pas-
senger service except in a few high-
density corridors and that the retention
of a basic network at public expense is
wrong. Others feel that the present net-
work is far too limited and that the over-
all public good requires that rail service
be kept available to most of our popula-
tion whether presently patronized or not.
Between these extremes we come to you
with a bill which would not downgrade
the present system for the time being but
with the conviction that eventually pas-
senger routes must catch on or be

Another basic question which has
caused considerable concern and debate
here in Congress and within the industry
deals with the quality of service which
Amtrak has been receiving from the
railroads. Obviously the Corporation can
only perform as well as the railroads with
which it contracts will allow it to. Al-
though the Corporation can spend money
for all kinds of equipment and train per-
sonnel to render better service to the
passengers, the trains must operate over
the tracks of the railroads which des-
perately wanted to get rid of passenger
service in the first place. On-time per-
formance and the smoothness of the ride
depend upon the railroads. Competition
for use of a given piece of track at any
time between passenger and freight
trains poses operational problems which
must be solved on the spot. Have the
railroads consistently given second choice
to passenger trains? Some people sin-
cerely believe so, but it is very difficult
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to prove one way or the other. Is the Cor-
poration getting what it is paying for in
its contracts with the railroads? Are the
contracts unfair to the railroads and
costing them money which should be paid
by the passenger traffic? You find argu-
ment for either side of those propositions.
The railroads were glad enough to get rid
of passenger service in any way possible.
Should they now treat the Corporation
like some total stranger who wanders in
and wants service rendered? Should they
charge portions of their entire operating
expense to passenger service or get paid
only for what they might be losing if
they still were stuck with passenger serv-
ice? A nice question.

The law has provided that the ICC
would determine just and reasonable
compensation, and that body is struggling
with the issues I have outlined here. If
it were to decide that the railroads are
right and should be compensated for
fully allocated costs of carrying out their
contracts with the Corporation, the kind
of money we have provided in this bill
will be peanuts compared to what Amtrak
will need to maintain service. The com-
mittee has not tampered with the basic
language of the act in this regard except
to recognze that the quality of the serv-
ice rendered to Amtrak and the train-
traveling public should have something
to do with how much a railroad is paid.
It is recognized that the bare-bones
theory of compensation could result in
an injustice to the railroads involved
and probably assure minimum service
as well. It is therefore intended by this
bill that the railroads will be paid their
avoidable costs plus a percentage. This
additional amount can either be negoti-
ated by the parties or can, in the absence
of agreement, be set by the ICC. This
arrangement seems to be about as fair
to everyone as possible.

One other issue which ocecupied a large
portion of the committee’s attention has
to do with the relationship between the
Auto Train operations and Amtrak. The
present Auto Train running between
Alexandria, Va., to near Orlando, Fla., is
an exception to"the Amtrak monopoly on
passenger service. It was already under-
way when Amtrak began and was thus
excepted. Now the Auto Train Corp.
would like to branch out and try some
other routes. Amtrak has also had its
eye on this kind of operation for the
future. It just happened that the pro-
posed expansion of Auto Train opera-
tions would have been in the same area
as one of the runs DOT would terminate.
The committee, of course, decided that
the Amtrak run should continue. Should
any other passenger service be allowed
to directly compete with Amtrak? I be-
lieve not. Some would disagree. Some,
including Auto Train, contend that the
operations are so different that they do
not constitute competition at all. To re-
solve this dilemma the committee decided
that a referee was needed and therefore
provides for Auto Train to apply to ICC
for permission to institute new service.
ICC can grant that permission only if it
is satisfied that the new route will not
adversely affect the financial situation
for Amtrak and will provide a needed
service. These conditions seem eminently
fair.

The bill reorganizes the Board of
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Directors of the Amtrak corporation. I
personally see no need for such a re-
organization, but the addition of two
additional consumer representatives
probably will be a good thing, The pro-
visions now in the bill regarding the
Board are the result of some compromises
within the full committee and, if not
greatly needed, are acceptable,

Other matters included in the bill prob-
ably need no extended discussion here.
Some question has been raised about the
requirement for one experimental train
per year. For the present this seems
desirable. It could, however, develop that
there just are not any places where ex-
perimental trains can hope to prove any-
thing or that they will be too much of a
drag on the Corporation even for a 2-
year trial period. If it turns out that way,
Amtrak can come back to Congress at
any time and request a change based
upon its experience. We shall be looking
at Amtrak early and often in any event.
No doubt we will be here a year from
now doing pretty much what we are do-
ing today. The question is not whether,
but how much.

All things considered I feel that the
committee has brought to the House a
bill which deals with the various con-
cerns about Amtrak. Simple, straight-
forward solutions do not present them-
selves, but the bill now before us does
try to be fair to the parties, the public
and our previous commitment to give
passenger service a fighting chance to
survive. I recommend H.R. 8351 to you
and ask that the House give it favorable
consideration.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
vield to the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, Mr. Jarman, such time as he may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to congratulate
him and all members of the subcommit-
tee at this time for the very fine job they
did in working out this bill.

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 8351.

This legislation was considered in our
subcommittee and I believe the overall
bill is & good one.

I believe this is a particularly timely
piece of legislation. America is enduring a
severe energy shortage this summer, and
the toll of environmental pollution is be-
coming more evident with each passing
day. The massive reliance by our citizens
on automobiles as their prime mode of
transportation, has contributed to our
fuel shortage, as well as increased the
urban pollution which has become com-
monplace around the country todav. Rail
passenger service offers a viable alterna-
tive. I believe it can and will become a
major factor in transportation in the
years to come because it utilizes less fuel
and it pollutes less.

The 91st Congress acted with wisdom
in establishing the National Rail Passen-
ger Service Corportion, and while Amtrak
has certainly not lived up to all of its ex-
pectations, we must realize that it is still
an infant, and we have a duty to see that
our investments in the past can be re-
warded in the future.

Our subcommittee has been aware of
special problems which Amtrak has, and
we have assigned staff investigators and
General Accounting Office personnel to
study specific areas of managerial and
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marketing techniques which we are not
satisfied with. We believe it is important
that Congress scrutinize the activities of
this Corporation, because it has relied so
much on public tax money to assist it. I
do not know when it will ever achieve
the goal the 91st Congress set for it—
that is, to become self-sustaining and
profitmaking. But I do know that the
concept deserves a chance.

I think it is important that we remem-
ber when Amtrak was created in 1970,
railroad passenger service was at an all-
time low in the United States. Only some
500 passenger trains were still running,
out of thousands that ran earlier in this
century. These remaining passenger
trains were losing over $200 million a
year.

Now, Amtrak is losing money, but im-
provements are being made. We have a
total Federal investment of about $200
million in Amtrak since 1970. This year,
we are considering an authorization of
$107.3 million, which is $72 million less
than they received from Congress last
year. I believe that with each passing
year, this Federal appropriation will de-
cline.

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Tennes-
see (Mr. KUYKENDALL) .

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Chairman, I
want to congratulate the chairman of
the subcommittee and the ranking mi-
nority member of the subcommittee and
in fact all the members of the subcom-
mittee for this legislation, which orig-
inally had all the earmarks of creating
some problems. Fortunately we have
been able to work those problems out I
believe for the good of the entire system.

A little over 2 years ago, when we first
passed this legislation, I was one of the
people who worked on it and supported
it, with reservations, because I saw very
little possibility of this organization
showing much progress very quickly. I
am happy to say that in the past 7 or 8
months all of the indications have been
that there can be a turn-around, and
this turn-around actually begun in sev-
eral instances of a return to ground
transportation.

I would never have believed we would
be running transcontinental trains today
at capacity. Amtrak today in many in-
stances is doing just that.

I should like to give an example of
two trains which have created some
controversy. I will comment on this and
comment on what the commitiee has
done.

The train from Chicago through In-
diana, Tennessee, Alabama, and on into
Florida, called the Floridian, and the
train from New York to Kansas City are
the two. Up until early this year the
figures on those two passenger trains did
not in any way warrant their continu-
ance after the 2-year period was up, but
just about the time we were having the
hearings, for reasons that are varied and
multiple, these two trains began to pick
up passengers in unbelievably large per-
centage increases.

I know the Floridian train, coming to
the South, actually had to end up leaving
passengers standing on the platform in
several different places.

So we went back to Amtrak and said,
“Would you like to give these trains an-
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other try? It looks like they are showing
progress.” They said, “If it is the will of
the subcommittee, yes.”

As the gentleman from Michigan ex-
plained, that was the reason for the extra
money being put in the bill.

I am happy to say that the Amtratk
Board—and I have full faith in their
good will on this issue, but on this one
particularly—has withdrawn discon-
tinuance proceedings on these trains,
and fully expects to continue these trains
and I hope to give vastly increased serv-
ice for at least another year trial.

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

Mr. KUYKENDALL. I yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. I thank my good friend
from Tennessee, a valued member of the
subcommittee. I just wish to reinforce
his last comments on the trains referred
to. I should like to indicate that I re-
ceived assurance only this morning from
Amtrak that the running of these trains
referred to will be continued.

These two trains will continue, in my
expectation. I believe our colleagues on
the committee have expressed the same
thought that the trains will run.

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

Mr. KUYKENDALL. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Not too long ago Amtrak filed a peti-
tion to discontinue the New York-Dis-
trict of Columbia-Columbus, Ohio-
Kansas City train. That petition has
now been withdrawn. If I understand
the gentleman’s statement and that of
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
StacGers) there is money in this bill,
and we have the assurance of the Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce Committee
that the New York, District of Columbia,
Columbus, Ohio, Kansas City trains will
be continued for at least one additional
year; is that correct?

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Chairman, I
have full faith in the people involved.
The Under Secretary of Transportation
in charge of this particular relationship
with Amtrak was at the board meeting,
and he was the one that moved at the
board meeting to withdraw the motion
for the discontinuance of the trains, you
mention, so we are not dealing with just
Amtrak. But with DOT also.

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

Mr. ALL, I yield to the
gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. HUDNUT. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to express my appreciation to the
subcommittee and the chairman of the
committee for the excellent work which
they have done in the preparation of this
legislation, which I wholeheartedly sup-

port.

I would like to ask the gentleman
whether or not, in connection with the
running of these two trains, both of
which intersect in Indianapolis where I
come from and both of which are of vital
importance to the people in the economy
of central Indiana, the gentleman has
heard anything to the effect that, al-
though these trains will continue for
another year, ultimately one of them,
possibly the National Limited, will be
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abandoned or rerouted around the Co-
lumbus-Dayton-Indianapolis route to go
somewhere else.

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Chairman, I
cannot assure the gentleman from In-
diana concerning the exact route between
these points. I would never presume to
guarantee that.

All I can say is that if the very im-
pressive passenger figures continue,
which have been shown on these two
trains in the last 120 days, I do not be-
lieve that Amtrak is about to discontinue
these trains. I would not presume to try
to tell the gentleman that I can guaran-
tee a specific route between these two
points.

Mr. HUDNUT. But the gentleman
would say that it is the full intent of
Congress and the subcommittee that
these two trains will continue?

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Chairman, let
me make this comment: I have a feeling
that as long as the people of Indianapolis
are represented by the Member from that
area on the Committee on Commerce
and as long as he is working as actively
as he is, I believe that would serve to
cut down on any danger of anything
happening to these trains.

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished ranking
member of our committee, the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. DEVINE).

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this legislation, but first
I would like to contribute part of the
legislative history so that none of us
will be deluded in case there is a change
in posture during the coming year for
which we are seeking additional funds
to continue Amtrak.

Granted that there has been an in-
crease in ridership, which is encourag-
ing, let us look at the possible reasons
for this increase.

No. 1, I understand that a lot
of students this year for the first time
have discovered passenger trains, and
they rode them, they enjoyed them, and
we hope that this continues and that it
will encourage passenger ridership so
that we can maintain passenger service
throughout the country.

No. 2, another contributing fac-
tor in my opinion to the increase in rider-
ship is the fact that many tourists, many
families that wanted to travel this sum-
mer, were a bit concerned about the en-
ergy crisis, and the fact that fuels would
not be available, and, therefore, they
went by train rather than driving their
OWN Dassenger Cars.

Both of these factors contributed to
the increase in ridership, and I hope that
even with school starting and with a
little relief in the fuel crisis, that rider-
ship will continue to increase.

Seven, 8, or mavbe 9 years ago
the president of the Pennsylvania Rail-
road appeared before our committee. At
that time I suggested to him that one
reason why persons did not ride trains
was the fact that the equipment was
dirty and obsolete and the help, the per=
sonnel, was insolent and they had a
“could not care less” attitude, and also
the scheduling was bad. This railroad
president was outraged with the sug-
gestion that they were trying to discour-
age people from riding the trains.

However, I am afraid it is true, and
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I am afraid the same thing can apply
as far as Amtrak is concerned. I say
to those persons who are attempting to
make a success of Amitrak that they
should look at realistic schedules and
encourage ontime arrivals and depar-
tures and encourage the personnel, the
railroad help, and the brotherhoods to
have people who will be glad to have a
job and render good service rather than
people who will resent passengers riding
trains and provide dirty equipment and
bad meals. We have tn take all of these
things into consideration.

If we resolve those problems, we can
continue Amtrak and put the trains on
a paying basis. I do not think we in the
Congress, in funding this, can expect to
continue the passenger trains to operate
at a loss just to accommodate those per-
sons who like to watech trains go by but
will not ride them.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
have no further requests for time on this
side, but I would like to say I agree with
the previous speaker, the ranking mem-
ber of the committee, and Mr. DEVINE,
the gentleman from Ohio, on the state-
ments he just made.

I think that we will have to improve
the service if we are going to improve
ridership. I think that is the thing that
needs to be done, and I hope we can do
it this year.

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the distingiushed gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. HUDNUT).

Mr. HUDNUT. Mr. Chairman, H.R.
8351 provides authorizations for appro-
priations for the National Railroad Pas-
senger Corporation and also amends the
Rail Passenger Service Act to reflect our
Committee’s desire to see that Amtrak
properly fulfills the congressional man-
date which created the Corporation;
namely, to provide modern, efficient, in-
tercity rail passenger service, with the
anticipation that the Corporation even-
tually will become a self-sustaining en-
tity.

In my judgment, the real key to restor-
ing rail transportation in America is up-
grading the roadbeds and tracks as well
as improving service on the trains. Ear-
lier this year I made a firsthand inspec-
tion of the Amtrak service between In-
dianapolis and Washington, D.C. Part of
the trip I spent in the cab talking with
the engineer and observing how the train
was operated. When we were going
through Southeastern Indiana we were
on Penn Central rails going 10 miles an
hour. The engineer pointed to the B. & O.
tracks running alongside and said trains
could travel 60 miles an hour on that
roadbed. Passenger trains should be able
to operate smoothly and dependably at
80 miles an hour if they are to be com-
petitive with other models of trans-
portation.

While the Rail Safety Act of 1970 has
resulted in standards for track main-
tenance, those standards are optional
depending upon how fast trains are op-
erated. Furthermore, the Federal Rail-
road Administrator has characterized
those standards as “minimum standards
required for safe operation rather than
recomnmended practice.” In other words,
the only concern of the Federal Govern-
ment is the safety condition of the tracks
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and roadbeds. If the roadbed becomes
unsafe at any speed, trains would not be
permitted to operate on it at all—but
there is track being used where trains
can operate safely only at 5 to 10 miles
an hour.

The deterioration of track and road-
bed conditions throughout the country is
documented by figures issued by the Fed-
eral Railroad Administration. Between
1963 and 1970, the annual number of
train derailments caused by defects in
or improper maintenance of track and
roadbed, and in which property damage
exceeded more than $750 each, increas-
ed from 691 to 2,394—almost 250 percent.
During the same period, total train and
locomotive miles operated decreased by
12 percent. Another indication of deteri-
oration of track and roadbed is the wide-
spread slowdown of passenger trains
during the past 10 years, which I have
mentioned previously. Many Amtrak
trains are slower than 1941 runs over the
same routes. Even where there have been
no slowdowns, ride quality in many
places has become rougher.

If we are to have a balanced trans-
portation system, with the kind of rail
service we need, it seems to me that Fed-
eral assistance for railroad track and
roadbed rehabilitation is a matter of ur-
gent need. Many railroads cannot raise
the needed cash to finance necessary
roadway work. In the absence of a gov-
ernment guarantee, it is extremely dif-
ficult for railroads to borrow money for
fixed plant improvement, because—un-
like equipment borrowings—there is no
readily marketable collateral which can
be repossessed and sold to others. Prop-
erty now owned by most railroads is
mortgaged to the hilt.

While H.R. 8351 includes an author-
ization of some $50 million for track im-
provement, this problem will be given
greater consideration, and, hopefully,
dealt with in legislation regarding the
bankrupt northeastern railroads. That
legislation pertains to some 17 States
and the District of Columbia, however, I
feel we should begin immediately to work
on a program to designate an all en-
compassing interstate railroad system
equipped with automatic block signals
or other equivalent safety devices. In
my judgment, government assistance to
the railroads for fixed plant rehabilita-
tion is eminently fair in view of the large
sums which have been and are continu-
ing to be spent by governments at all
levels for the benefit of other modes of
transportation. As one who strongly be-
lieves our continued progress depends
upon a balanced transportation system,
I hope our Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce and the Congress will
consider this matter as soon as possible.

Mr. Chairman, I had planned to spon-
sor an amendment to H.R. 8351 to man-
date the continuation of the National
Limited, which runs from New York to
Kansas City via Indianapolis, and the
Floridian, a train from Chicago to Miami
via Indianapolis. The National Railroad
Passenger Corporation had made appli-
cation to discontinue these trains as of
August 2, however, the ICC ordered that
they be continued until December 2
during which time hearings would be
held. Then, last Friday, Amtrak an-
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nounced that their Board of Directors
had agreed to withdraw the applications
for discontinuance.

As a representative from a major city
serviced by both of these trains, I am
delighted at the decision to keep them
in operation. If the petition to discon-
tinue had been allowed to succeed, it
would have substantially reduced and,
in some cases, eliminated rail passenger
service to the major cities of eight East-
ern and Midwestern States. Indianapolis
is at the hub of our Nation, and is, there-
fore, a center of transportation activity.
Both the city and the State very much
need to be served by a balanced trans-
portation system.

While it is true that these passenger
operations have been losing money, this
is no time to give up on these trains.
The statistics I have gathered show that
ridership on the National Limited for
this year from January through July in-
creased overall by 49 percent over the
comparable period in 1972. On the Flo-
ridian, the increase was 59 percent. Busi-
ness through the Indianapolis ticket
office increased by 37 percent during
the first 7 months of this year and the
July figure is the highest since Decem-
ber 1967, when Indianapolis was served
by 11 trains. With better advertising, im-
proved services, and better track condi-
tions, I am confident there will be fur-
ther increases in ridership resulting in
the receipt of added revenues.

Another reason they should be con-
tinued is because of the energy crisis. In
view of the shortage of gasoline and other
fuels, we should take all steps possible
to encourage travel by rail. Furthermore,
rail travel helps in the campaign to re-
duce air pollution caused by massive
automobile traffic.

While we in Congress have granted
Amtrak some degree of autonomy, we
have not granted them the capricious
authority to discontinue importan: rail
passenger routes without a complete and
exhaustive study of the ramifications of
such terminations. We have provided
sufficient authorization in H.R. 8351 for
the continued operation of all trains in
the present system and I feel we have a
duty in Congress to see that it is done.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to express
my deep appreciation to the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce who
has helped me greatly as a freshman
member of his committee and given me
a great deal of advice and support in
my concern about the continuation of
the National Limited and the Floridian.

I would like to ask the chairman of
the committee or one of the members of
the subcommittee with reference to the
service that is being offered: What is
going to be done about the roadbed over
which these trains are traveling?

They offer the key to better service. Is
anything being contemplated to im-
prove the roadbed—or anything that we
can be doing?

I ask because it seems to me it is essen-
tial if we are going to have the kind of
rapid rail transportation service we all
want, that we must do something in this
regard.

Mr. STAGGERS. Will the gentleman
yield?
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Mr. HUDNUT. I am glad to yield to the
distinguished chairman of our com-
mittee.

Mr. STAGGERS. 1 certainly agree
with the gentleman. I think the state-
ment he has made is correct in that we
have to improve the roadbeds. This is the
greatest complaint we have all across the
country.

I want to inform the gentleman that
Amtrak has set aside $50 million to
improve roadbed conditions in the coun-
try. So that will be quite helpful. I can
assure the gentleman, it will go a long
way in putting our roadbed conditions
back to where they should be.

Mr. KUYKENDALL, Will the gentle-
man yield?

Mr. HUDNUT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee.

Mr, KUYKENDALL. The House passed
only a l-year extension to this legisla-
tion and it had several reasons for doing
so. We wanted to get more concrete plans
for the use of this $50 million with re-
gard to the relationship between Amtrak
and the railroads themselves concern-
ing the maintenance of the roadbeds.
That was one of the reasons.

So we can get back into the issue of
improved roadbeds because I think the
gentleman from Indiana is well aware
that certain types of curves, and so
forth, that are perfectly satisfactory for
freight trains are simply not satisfactory
for high-speed passenger trains, and
this has to be considered.

So, this is one of the primary reasons
for our having only a 1-year bill.

Mr. HUDNUT. I thank the gentleman
from Tennessee.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
distinguished gentleman from Indiana
yield?

Mr. HUDNUT. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Kentucky.

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Chairman, I want
to compliment my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from Indiana, on
the statement the gentleman has made.
Certainly I concur in what the gentle-
man has said. We in my congressional
district are most happy that the Floridian
has been included in Amtrak since it
comes through the city the gentleman
from Indiana represents, and also comes
across the State of Kentucky. Without
this train Kentucky would be without
railroad trains, period.

This legislation has broad support
throughout the State of Kentucky and
throughout my congressional district.

Again, Mr. Chairman, let me thank the
distinguished gentleman from Indiana
for yielding to me.

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

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

Mr. MILFORD. Mr. Chairman, along
the line of the same questions that the
gentleman from Indiana is posing, it is
also my understanding that the mainte-
nance of these roadbeds are charged
against the passenger traffic, which is one
of the things I am very much concerned
about.

I am wondering whether or not, by
Government subsidy, we are paying for
the roadbed upkeep while the operators
of the freight trains are not paying their
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fair share. Because it does require a much
higher maintenance efficiency for pas-
senger traffic than for freight traffic.

I would like to know the answer to that
question.

Mr. KUYEENDALL. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further, on that
point, in the original 2-year support
given to Amtrak by the operating rail-
roads, these were barebones contracts,
and believe me, there was not any road-
bed maintenance by Amtrak; it was, for
all practical purposes, zero.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield such addi-
tional time as the gentleman from
Indiana may require.

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield still further,
there has been new language in the bill,
as mentioned by the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. HARVEY) concerning the
ICC, and the amounts of payments made
to the operating railroad by Amtrak will
be—and I wish that the Members would
read the language in the bill so that they
can get the exact language—is greatly
dependent upon improved service, mean-
ing condition of the tracks, and so forth,
by the railroad itself, so that the rail-
road is paid & minimum figure by Amtrak
as a flat figure, but any negotiated
amount above that will be largely deter-
mined by factors such as the condition
of the track so that this is a negotiable
item, and Amtrak will be in a position
to pay, more or less dependent upon the
condition of those tracks.

Mr. MILFORD. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. HUDNUT. I yield to my distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. HILLIS).

Mr. HILLIS., Mr. Chairman, I would
like to add a word or two about Amtrak’s
service in Indiana. We have three Am-
trak lines which pass through Indianap-
olis and provide inexpensive, modern
transportation service to residents of my
State who do not like to drive or fly.

The popularity of these Amtrak lines
was amply demonstrated when it was
proposed recently that the line from
Kansas City to New York—the National
Limited, and the run from Chicago to
Florida—the Floridian, be closed down
for lack of adequate business. The of-
fices of the ICC, Amtrak, and the Indiana
congressional delegation received vol-
umes of mail in protest from riders who
did not want to see this service termi-
nated, with no comparable substitute
available.

I had ridden the Amtrak line from
Washington to Indianapolis earlier this
yvear and reported my satisfaction with
Amtrak’s progress to my colleagues on the
House floor when I returned. I knew
this- was a popular service and myself
hated to see any further deletions—par-
ticularly when it appeared that service
has improved under Amtrak leadership
and that ridership was on the increase.
With other Members of the Indiana dele-
gation, I petitioned to keep these lines
and with the help of statistics proving
ridership and demand have increased
substantially over the past year, we were
able to keep these two lines.
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I am certainly pleased, because I think
we are going to continue to see improve-
ments in Amtrak service, and, as a result,
increased usage of the train system for
personal transportation., Just inciden-
tally, as a member of the Republican
Task Force on Energy, I have learned
that trains are by far the most energy-
efficient mode of transportation, get-
ting anywhere from 7 to 10 times the
number of passenger-miles per gallon
achieved by an automobile.

While I am up talking about Amtrak
in Indiana, I would like to take this
opportunity to commend my colleague
from Indianapolis for providing the
strong leadership necessary to retain the
services of the National Limited and the
Floridian. Mr. HupNUT is responsible for
spearheading the move which resulted in
saving these lines for the people of In-
diana. He strived tirelessly from the
moment the discontinuance announce-
ment was made to reverse it.

As a member of the House Interstate
and Foreign Commerce Committee, he
met with other committee members,
gathering bipartisan support for an
amendment in the Amtrak legislation to
continue these two important lines.

He filed a formal letter of protest with
the Interstate Commerce Commission
and rallied the rest of the Indiana dele-
gation and other public officials to do
likewise.

He consulted with the Amtrak officials
responsible for making the final decision,
encouraging them to reexamine the
facts and reconsider their position.

He brought it to the attention of Con-
gress, the ICC, and Amtrak that the
usage of these trains had increased al-
most 30 percent over the preceding
year—thus lack of interest and ridership
could not be counted as a reason for
closing down the lines.

Brun deserves the recognition and
credit for influencing the Directors of
Amtrak to withdraw their recommenda-
tion to the ICC that these trains be re-
moved from service. The people of In-
dianapolis and all of Indiana ought to
know the important role Birn. HupNuUT
played in keeping these trains running
and I am sure they appreciate that dedi-
cated service, Biry.

Mr. ROBINSON of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I have supported the Amtrak
experiment, and I continue to believe that
there is a place in our national trans-
portation system for long- and medium-
haul rail passenger service.

I am concerned, however, that Amtrak
management may be unduly inflexible
in enforcing service criteria, and I am
convinced that it could do more to ad-
just its schedules, and, in particular, its
service to intermediate points on its long

runs.

After all, the objective should be to ac-
commodate anyone who seems willing to
pay to ride a particular train—with due
regard for the maintenance of speedy
service for long-haul passengers, who al-
ways have available the alternative of
air transportation, to which they will
turn if not accommodated reasonably.

I have in mind, in particular, the situ-
ation of Fredericksburg, Va., which is on
the route of Amtrak New York-Florida
runs.
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My information is to the effect that
there are willing passengers there who
could be served by flag stops, at least, and
I am not convinced by Amirak conten-
tions that through service would be dis-
commoded by picking up and discharging
Fredericksburg passengers.

To succeed, Amtrak is going to have
to cater to prospective passengers wher-
ever they can be found along its routes.
The central idea is that few may grow to
many by the word-of-mouth advertising
of satisfied patrons. The negative public
relations generated by speeding Amtrak
trains through communities in which a
traffic potential exists is unacceptable in
a subsidized operation such as Amtrak.

Mr. VANIEK. Mr. Chairman, the Na-
tional Railroad Passenger Corpora-
tion—Amtrak—should be allcwed to die
a timely death.

Amirak, in the years since its kindly
Government delivery into the world, has
proven itself incapable of providing the
“fast and comfortable transportation be-
tween crowded urban areas and in other
areas of the country” that its authorizing
legislation aimed for. Despite almost a
half a billion dollars of Federal expendi-
ture, Amtrak’s service and operations
have remained, for the most part, inade-
quate and incompetent.

Now we are being asked to approve an-
other $100 million to nurture Amtrak’s
continued existence, despite little proof
that it can indeed ever be self-sustaining
and successful. Great horror stories of
dirty facilities, inexcusable delays, slow
runs, and poor ticketing still plague Am-
trak. Although Amtrak has finally had a
small increase in ridership, the ontime
records have gotten inecreasingly worse.

Mr. Chairman, in addition to its ap-
propriation levels, H.R. 8351 deserves our
serutiny in other areas as well. Section 9
of the bill would increase the limit for
the guaranteed loan for Amtrak from a
present $200 million to $250 million for
this fiscal year. It is hard for us to for-
get the debate and controversy over a
$250 million guaranteed loan to Lockheed
only several years back, but where is the
debate and controversy on this bill's
guaranteed loan?

Mr. Chairman, I am also concerned
over another area of Amtrak spending.
Amtrak research on marketing and pas-
senger train use, as well as a poll by
Louis Harris commissioned by Amtrak,
show that public utilization of rail trans-
portation could be increased if trains
could compete with the substantially
faster air travel. There are few operat-
ing high-speed passenger trains in the
United States, but these few high-speed
runs have been successful—for example,
the Washington to New York Metro-
liner—and indicate a great potential for
similar services in other high-density
population corridors.

But despite this potential, the exist-
ing lack of research in high-speed rail
travel, and the fact that only a faster
passenger rail service can compete with
air transportation, the administration
and Amtrak have apparently not pursued
the high-speed research with much vigor.
Fifteen million dollars in funds for the
Federal Railroad Administration for
high-speed rail transport research last
fiscal year were not spent. This seems
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difficult to explain in the light of the
demonstrated need for the research.

Mr. Chairman, I could support a pro-
gram of a more limited and local na-
ture—I think that Government subsi-
dized passenger train travel must begin
on a quality, not quantity basis. Amtrak
has had some success with intercity, high
population corridor transportation, and
I think that area should be pursued be-
fore Federal moneys are put into more
glamorous long haul or transcontinental
routes.

Traveling from Chicago to the west
coast would be an exciting trip, but I
would much rather see fast, clean, effi-
cient intercity travel available first.

The short haul corridor routes can
serve more people more often. When
short runs are proven effective, worth-
while, and self-supporting, then they
can serve as a basis for extension of op-
erations to longer runs.

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

Mr. HARVEY. We have no further re-
quests for time, Mr, Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the rule,
the Clerk will now read the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
printed in the reported bill as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
102 of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970
(45 U.S8.C. 502), relating to definitions, is
amended—

(1) by striking out paragraph (5), relat-
ing to the definition of intercity rall pas-
senger service, and inserting in lieu thereof
the following:

“(b) ‘Intercity raill passenger service'
means all rall passenger service other than
commuter and other short-haul service In
metropolitan and suburban areas, usually
characterized by reduced fare, multiple-ride
and commutation tickets, and by morning
and evening peak period operations.”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

“(9) ‘Auto-ferry service’ means service
characterized by transportation of automo-
biles and their occupants.”.

Sec. 2. (a) Section 303(a) of the Rail Pas-
senger Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 543(a)),
relating to the board of directors, s amended
to read as follows:

“(a) (1) The Corporation shall have a
board of directors consisting of seventeen
individuals who are citizens of the United
States selected as follows:

“(A) The Secretary of Transportation, ex
officio.

“(B) Nine members appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, to serve for terms of four
years or until their successors have been
appointed and qualified, of whom not more
than five shall be appointed from the same
political party.

“(C) Three members elected annually by
the common stockholders of the Corporation.

*(D) Four members elected annually by
the preferred stockholders of the =
tlon, which members shall be elected as soon
as practicable after the first issuance of pre-
ferred stock by the Corporation.

“(2) Any vacancy in the membership of
the board shall be filled in the same manner
as In the case of the original selection; ex-
cept that any member sppointed by the
President under paragraph (1)(B) of this
subsection to fill a vacancy shall be ap-
pointed only for the unexpired term of the
member he is appointed to succeed.
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“(3) The board shall elect one of its mem=
bers annually to serve as Chairman.

“{4) Not less than three members ap-
pointed by the President shall be designated
by him, at the time of their appointment, to
serve as consumer representatives, of whom
not more than two shall be members of the
same political party.

*“(6) Each member not employed by the
Federal Government shall recelve compensa-
tion at the rate of $300 for each meeting of
the board he attends. In addition, each mem-
ber shall be reimbursed for necessary travel
and subsistence expenses incurred in attend-
ing meetings of the board.

“(6) No member elected by railroads shall
vote on any action of the board relating to
any contract or operating relationship be-
tween the Corporation and & rallroad, but he
may be present at meetings of the board at
which such matters are voted upon, and he
may be Included for purposes of determining
a quorum and may participate in discussions
at any such meeting.

“(7) No member appointed by the Presi-
dent may—

“(A) have any direct or indirect financial
or employment relationship with any rail-
road, nor

“(B) have any significant direct or in-
direct financial relationship, or any direct or
indirect employment relationship, with any
person engaged in the transportation of pas-
sengers in competition with the Corporation,
during the time that he serves on the board.

“(8) Pending the election of the four
members by the preferred stockholders of
the Corporation under paragraph (1) (D) of
this subsection, seven members shall consti-
tute a quorum for the purpose of conduct-
ing the business of the board,

“(9) Any vacancy in the membership of
the board of directors required to be filled by
appointment by the President under para-
graph (1) (B) of this subsection shall be
filled by the President not more than one
hundred and twenty days after such vacancy
oceurs.”.

(b) (1) Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the term of each member of
the board of directors appointed by the
President under section 303(a) of the Rail
Passenger Service Act of 1970 (as In effect
on the day before the date of enactment of
this Act) who is serving under such appoint-
ment on such date of enactment, shall expire
on the thirtieth day after such date of en-
actment, except that each such member so
serving shall continue to serve until his
successor is appointed and qualified or until
the expiration of the one-hundred-twenty-
day period beginning on the thirtieth day
after such date of enactment, whichever
first occurs. No member of the board of di-
rectors referred to in the preceding sentence
shall be ineligible for appointment as such
a member after the date of enactment of
this Act solely by reason of the enactment
of such preceding sentence.

(2) Notwithstanding section 303(a) (1) (B)
of the Rall Passenger Service Act of 1870, of
the members of the board of directors first
appointed by the President under such sec-
tion 303(a) (1) (B), three shall be appointed
to serve for terms of two years and three
shall be appointed to serve for terms of three

years.

Sec. 8. Section 805(b) of the Rall Passenger
Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 545(b)), re-
lating to general powers of the Corporation,
is amended by striking out the second sen-
tence and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: “In order to increase revenues and
to better accomplish the purposes of this
Act, the Corporation is authorized to modify
its services to provide, as a part of the basic
passenger services authorized by this Act,
auto-ferry service characterized by the car-
riage of automobiles or other property be-
longing to passengers, except that nothing
contained in this Act shall prevent any
other person (other than a raflroad) from
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engaging in such auto-ferry service over any
route if—

(1) such person establishes to the satis-
faction of the Comamission that such auto-
ferry service—

“(A) will not impair the ability of the
Corporation to reduce its losses or to increase
its revenues, and

“(B) is required to meet the demands of
the public; or

“*(2) such auto-ferry service is being per-
formed by such person on the date of enact-
ment of this paragraph under contracts
entered into before October 30, 1970.

The Corporation is authorized to acquire,
lease, modify, or develop the equipment and
facllities required for the efficlient provision
of mail, express, and auto-ferry service, or
to enter into contracts for the provision of
such service.”.

SeEc. 4. Section 305 of the Rall Passenger
Service Act of 1970 (45 U.8.C, 545), relating
to general powers of the Corporation, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(e) (1) When the Corporation cannot ac-
quire by contract, or is unable to agree with
the owner of property as to the compensation
to be pald for, any right-of-way, land, or
other property (except right-of-way, land, or
other property of a railroad or property of a
State or local government or other public
agency) required for the construction of
tracks or other facilities necessary to provide
intercity rail passenger service, it may ac-
quire the same by the exercise of the right
of eminent domain In the district court of
the United States for the district in which
the property is located, or in one such court
in the event a single property is located in
two districts.

“(2) The Corporation shall file with the
complaint, or at any time before judgment, a
declaration of taking, containing or having
annexed thereto—

“(A) a statement of the public use for
which the property is taken;

“(B) a description of the property taken
sufficient for the identification thereof;

“(C) a statement of the estate or interest
in the property taken;

“(D) a plan showing the property taken;
and

“(E) a statement of the amount of money
estimated by the Corporation to be just com-
pensation for the property taken.

“(3) Upon the filing of the declaration of
taking and of the deposit In the court, to
the use of the persons entitled thereto, of the
amount of the estimated compensation
stated in the declaration, the property shall
be deemed to be condemned and taken for
the use of the Corporation and title shall
vest in the Corporation in fee simple abso-
lute, or in any lesser estate or interest as
specified in the declaration, and the right to
just compensation for the property shall vest
in the persons entitled thereto. Just compen-
sation shall be ascertained and awarded In
the proceeding and established by judgment.
The judgment shall include, as part of the
just compensation awarded, interest from
the date of taking to the date of payment
at the rate of 6 per centum per annum on
the amount finally awarded as the value of
the property on the date of taking. Interest
shall not be allowed, however, on the amount
deposited in the court.

*“(4) Upon the application of the parties
in interest, the court may order that the
money deposited in the court, or any part
thereof, be pald forthwith for or on account
of the just compensation to be awarded in
the proceeding. If the compensation finally
awarded exceeds the amount of the money
received by any person entitled to compen-
sation, the court shall enter judgment
against the Corporation for the amount of
the deficlency.

“(5) Upon the filing of a declaration of
taking, the court may fix the time within
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which, and the terms upon which, the parties
in possession are required to surrender pos-
sesslon to the Corporation. The court may
make such orders in respect fo encum-
brances, liens, rents, taxes, assessments, in-
surance, and other charges, if any, as shall
be just and equitable.”.

Sec. 5. Section 401(c) of the Rall Passen-
ger Bervice Act of 1970 (45 U.B.C. 681(c)),
relating to the prohibition against other per-
sons conducting intercity rail passenger serv-
ice, I1s amended by striking out “No rallroad
or any other person” and inserting in lleu
thereof “Except as provided in section 305(b)
of this Act concerning auto-ferry service, no
railroad or any other person”.

SeC. 6. Section 402 of the Rall Passenger
Service Act of 1870 (45 U.S.C 562), relating
to facllity and service agreements, Is
amended—

(1) by inserting immediately after the
second sentence of subsection (a) the follow-
ing new sentence: “In fixing just and rea-
sonable compensation for the provision of
services ordered by the Commisslon under
the preceding sentence, the Commission
shall, in fixing compensation in excess of in-
cremental costs, consider quality of service
as a major factor in determining the amount
(if any) of such compensation.”; and

{(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsections:

“(d) (1) If the Corporation and a railroad
are unable to agree upon terms for the sale
to the Corporation of property (including in-
terests in property) owned by the rallroad
and required for the construction of tracks
or other facilities necessary to provide inter-
city rail passenger service, the Corporation
may apply to the Commission for an order
establishing the need of the Corporation for
the property at issue and requiring the con-
veyance thereof from the railroad to the
Corporation on reasonable terms and condi-
tions, including just compensation. Unless
the Commission finds that—

“(A) conveyance of the property to the
Corporation would significantly impair the
ability of the railroad to carry out its obli-
gations as a common carrier; and

“(B) the obligations of the Corporation to
provide modern, efficient, and economical
rail passenger service can adequately be met
by the acquisition of alternative property
(including interests in property) which is
available for sale on reasonable terms to the
Corporation, or avallable to the Corporation
by the exercise of its authority under section
306(c) of this Act;
the need of the Corporation for the property
shall be deemed to be established and the
Commission shall order the conveyance of
the property to the Corporation on such rea-
sonable terms and conditions as it may pre-
scribe, Including just compensation.

“(2) The Commission shall expedi‘e pro-
ceedings under this subsection and, in any
event, issue its order within one hundred
and twenty days from receipt of the applica-
tion from the Corporation. If just compen-
sation has not been determined on the date
of the order, the order shall require as part
of just compensation, interest at the rate of
6 per centum per annum from the date pre-
scribed for conveyance until just compensa-
tion is pald.

“(e) (1) Except in an emergency, intercity
passenger trains operated by or on behalf of
the Corporation shall be accorded preference
over freight trains in the use of any given
line of track, junction, or crossing, unless
the Secretary has issued an order to the con-
trary in accordance with paragraph (2) of
this subsection.

‘“(2) Any railroad whose rights with re-
gard to freight train operation are affected
by paragraph (1) of this subsection may flle
an application with the Secretary requesting
appropriate rellef. If, after hearing under
section 553 of title 65 of the United States
Code, the Secretary finds that adherence to
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such paragraph (1) will materially lessen
the quality of freight service provided to
shippers, the Secretary shall issue an order
fixing rights of trains, on such terms and
conditions as are just and reasonable.

“(f) If, upon request of the Corporation,
a rallroad refuses to permit accelerated
speeds by trains operated by or on behalf of
the Corporation, the Corporation may apply
to the Secretary for an order requiring the
railroad to permit such accelerated speeds.
The Secretary shall make findings as to
whether such accelerated speeds are unsafe
or otherwise impracticable, and with respect
to the nature and extent of improvements to
track, signal systems, and other facilities
that would be required to make such ac-
celerated speeds safe and practicable. After
hearing, the Secretary shall issue an order
fixing maximum permissible speeds of Cor-
poration trains, on such terms and condi-
tions as he shall find to be just and
reasonable.”.

Bec. 7. (a) Sectlon 403 of the Rall Pas-
senger Service Act of 1970 (45 U.8.C. 563),
relating to new service, is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(d) The Corporation shall initiate not
less than one experimental route each year,
such route to be designated by the Secre-
tary, and shall operate such route for not
less than two years. After such two-year
period, the Secretary shall terminate such
route if he finds that it has attracted insuf-
ficlent patronage to serve the public con-
venience and necessity, or he may designate
such route as a part of the basic system.”

(b) Section 404(b) (2) of the Rail Passenger
Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 564(b)(2)),
relating to discontinuance of service, is
amended to read as follows:

“(2) Except as otherwise provided in this
paragraph and in section 403(a) of this Act,
service beyond that prescribed for the basic
system undertaken by the Corporation upon
its own initiative may be discontinued at any
time. No such service undertaken by the
Corporation on or after January 1, 1973,
shall be discontinued until the expiration of
the one-year period beginning on the date of
enactment of this sentence.

SEC, 8. Section 601 of the Rail Passenger
Service Act of 1970 (45 U.8.C. 601), relating
to Federal grants, is amended—

(1) by striking out “There is authorized
to be appropriated to the Secretary in fiscal
year 1971, $40,000,000, and insubsequent fis-
cal years a total of $225000,000, these
amounts” in subsection (a) and inserting in
lieu thereof “There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Secretary $106,100,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974,”;

(2) by striking out “There is authorized
to be appropriated to the Secretary $2,000,000
annually,” in subsection (b) and inserting in
lieu thereof “There are authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary $1,200,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, to re-
main available until expended,”; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“*{e) (1) Whenever the Corporation submits
any budget estimate or request to the Presi-
dent, the Department of Transportation, or
the Office of Management and Budget, it
shall concurrently transmit a copy of that
estimate or requests to the Congress.

“(2) Whenever the Corporation submits
any legislative recommendation, proposed
testimony, or comments on legislation to the
President, the Department of Transportation,
or the Office of Management and Budget, it
shall concurrently transmit a copy thereof
to the Congress. No officer or agency of the
United States shall have any authority to re-
quire the Corporation to submit its legisla=-
tive recommendations, proposed testimony,
or comments on legislation to any officer or
agency of the United States for approval,
comments, or review, prior to the submis-
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sion of such recommendations, testimony, or
comments to the Congress.”.

Sec. 9. Section 602 of the Rail Passenger
Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 602), relating
to guarantee of loans, is amended—

(1) by inserting “and with the approval of
the Secretary of the Treasury,” immediately
after “prescribe,” in subsection (a);

(2) by amending the first sentence of sub-
section (d) to read as follows: “The aggre-
gate unpald principal amount of securities,
obligations, or loans outstanding at any one
time, which are guaranteed by the Secretary
under this section, may not exceed $250,-
000,000.”; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(g) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, a guarantee may not be made
of any security, obligation, or loan, the in-
come from which is not included in gross
income for the purposes of chapter 1 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954.".

Sec. 10. Section 801 of the Rail Passenger
Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 641) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

“SEc, 801. ADEQUACY OF SERVICE.

‘(a) The Commission is authorized to pre-
scribe such regulations as it considers nec-
essary to assure that the quality of service
and accommodations offered passengers on
board trains and at other facilities used in
intercity rail passenger service is adequate,
taking into account the safety regulations
applicable to that service. The Commission
may not prescribe regulations applicable to
the Corporation that relate to the scheduling
or frequency of service, or the number or
type of cars in a traln, or that otherwise
conflict with the service characteristics es-
tablished by the Secretary for the basic
system.

“(b) Any person who violates a regulation
issued under this section shall be subject to
a civil penalty of not to exceed $500 for
each violation. Each day a violation con-
tinues shall constitute a separate offense.”.

Mr. STAGGERS (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the committee amendment be con-

sidered as read, printed in thé REecorb,
and open to amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Chairman, I have not heard
very much about the financing of this
Amtrak proposition. Do I understand
that up to this time Congress has au-
thorized the expenditure of approxi-
mately $400 million for the purpose of
supporting Amtrak? Is it more or less
than $400 million?

Mr. STAGGERS. That is approxi-
mately right; yes, sir.

Mr. GROSS. And this bill would au-
thorize an additional $157 million?

Mr. STAGGERS. No, sir; $107.3 mil-
lion.

Mr. GROSS. $107,300,000, yes, but it is
also increased by $50 million through the
$200 million loan guarantee program.
Is that not an obligation of the Govern-
ment?

Mr. STAGGERS. It is if Amtrak de-
faults, but we hope that it will be secured
in such a way that it will not be.

Mr. GROSS. Let us just put a price
tag of $157 million on this at this time.
With this new $157 million shot-in-the-
arm, how many more shots-in-the-arm
will Amtrak get? Can anyone give us any
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information as to how much further
Congress expects go with this, having al-
ready spent a half billion dollars of
Federal funds?

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

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Tennessee.

Mr. KUYKENDALL. There may have
been in the original debate 2 years ago
some people who tried to give some illu-
sions that we were talking about some-
thing breaking into the black in a rea-
sonable period of time. I am certainly
not one of those people, as far as I am
concerned. This is an institution that
maybe some time in the future will break
into the black.

Does the gentleman ask how many
more times? I am quite sure we will be
back here asking for more money a year
from now, and probably 2 years from
now. I am not trying to delude anyone. I
am saying this: I think this Congress
has to decide whether it is going to have
ground passenger transportation and at
what level it is going to have it. There
are a few roads that are now breaking
even. Part of it is a luxury; part of it is
not. I think the future is going to show
that all of it is a necessity.

Mr. GROSS. Whether this country has
rail passenger service is bound up in this
Amtrak operation, is that what the gen-
tleman is saying.

In the State of Iowa we have a com-
paratively few miles of trackage involved
in Amtrak. The railroads out there are
in pretty fair condition, financially
speaking, although they do not provide
passenger service.

Mr. KUYKENDALL. May I answer the
gentleman from Iowa by saying this:
There is no private railroad in the
United States, with the exception of
Southern—and the gentleman from
Michigan will have something to say
about Southern in just a few moments—
that was not willing to pay a consider-
able amount of money to get rid of the
passenger obligation. Not only did they
not want the business, they paid cash
money to get rid of it. Yet this Con-
gress in—I do not know whether we want
to call it its wisdom or not—but this
Congress decided that ground transpor-
tation and a railroad capability were
necessary. I happen to be one who sup-
ports that position.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman from
Tennessee understands my concern, and
it is the concern of other Members of
the House, that we are getting little or
no benefit from Amtrak except to help
pay its bills. Any benefit we get from
Amtrak is indirect, and we are concerned
about this continued shot-in-the-arm
business. It seems to me that somebody
is going to have to do something about
this operation before it gets any deeper
into the Federal Treasury.

Is that train still running from Wash-
ington to Parkersburg, W. Va.?

Mr. KUYKENDALL. No, sir; it is not.
If the gentleman from Iowa will yield for
just a moment, I know that my people in
my distriet share some of these concerns
the gentleman is talking about, but I,
for instance, am from Memphis, Tenn.
We have spent 3 months talking about
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Northeastern railroads. I do not have
anybody in my district directly affected
by Northeastern railroads; yet we spent
months working on it. We find this nec-
essary in this job of being a Congress-
man. I hope the figures will look better.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Gross
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I note in
the report that the committee itself re-
ports it was overly optimistic in believ-
ing the $237 million originally appropri-
ated would put Amtrak in gear and keep
it running. Twice that amount has been
expended, and now we have this addi-
tional $157 million.

It is also interesting to note that the
Office of Management and Budget made
no report with respect to the expendi-
ture proposed in this bill for fiscal year
1974. I submit that Congress has already
been more than generous to Amtrak
and I will vote against this bill.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DINGELL

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, DiNGELL: Page
14, immediately after line 19, insert the fol-
lowing: “Nothing in this section shall be
construed to restrict the right of a railroad
that has not entered into a contract with
the Corporation under section 401(a) of this
Act from performing auto-ferry service over
its own lines.”

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yeld?

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia, the chairman of the
committee.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, we
have looked at the amendment on this
side and we accept the amendment.

I hope the gentleman from Michigan
will do the same thing.

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

Mr. DINGELL, I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. HARVEY).

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I will
say to my friend, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. DiNgeELL), that I have just
received the amendment and I have read
it. If I have read it correctly, I do not
have any objection, but I would like to
hear the gentleman explain it.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, the ex-
planation for the amendment is simple
and the amendment is simple.

In drafting the committee amendment
to the original bill an oversight was un-
fortunately made. The oversight created
a situation where a railroad which has
not chosen to come into Amtrak could
not operate auto-ferries even though it
was engaging in the carriage of passen-
gers on its lines, This oversight had a
particularly deleterious effect on some
very fine railroads, one of which is
Southern Railroad.

It was not the intent of the commit-
tee that we should deny Southern the
right to continue to carry passengers.
We must remember that railroads like
Southern have been able to carry passen-
gers since the inception of Amtrak. But
unfortunately the action of the commit-




September 6, 1973

tee without my amendment would now
prohibit Southern, even though it has
chosen to continue passenger service,
from the privilege of engaging in this new
innovation in passenger auto hauling. I
note for my colleagues that the com-
mittee, in the bill, seeks to encourage,
not only other corporations, both rail-
roads and otherwise, to engage in the
practice. The bill allows Amtrak to en-
gage in that partcular function.

That is the reason for the amend-
ment, simply to clear up this unfortunate
oversight in drafting the legislation and
to carry out what was originally intended.

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

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. HARVEY).

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, if I
understand the gentleman correctly, he
is saying the Southern Railroad already
has the right to provide passenger serv-
ice because they have not entered into
an agreement with Amtrak.

Mr. DINGELL. That is correct, and
Southern has been providing passenger
service on a continuing basis. The bill
as presented to the House with the com-
mittee amendment would preclude them
from engaging in auto-ferry service.

Mr. HARVEY. In our legislation on
page 14 in the bill, we require that any
person wishing to perform this service
must first go to the Interstate Commerce
Commission and satisfy that Commission
with respect to two requirements. First,
that they not impair the ability of the
corporation to reduce its losses or to
inerease its revenues, and second they
are required to meet the demands of the

public. I am assuming, according to the.

gentleman from Michigan, that this has
already been done.

Basically, they have established a right
to provide passenger service before the
ICC, so there is no reason why they
should go there again.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman is correct on that point. I
would say to my good friend from Mich-
igan that my amendment leaves things
exactly as they are with regard to South-
ern Railroad, and other railroads which
have not chosen to discontinue their
passenger service. It says that they can
continue carrying passengers as they do
now if they so choose. They may also
provide this auto-ferry service. It does
not change anything, but prevents a
change from taking place which pre-
cludes Southern Railroad from engaging
in innovative auto-ferry service.

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for clarifying his amend-
ment. I want to say that I support it.

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

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
KUYKENDALL) .

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to me.

I agree with his amendment. I think
it is extremely helpful to Southern Rail-
road, which would otherwise be pre-
cluded from a service it previously had.

Mr, Chairman, let me compliment the
gentleman on the sagacity of his amend-
ment.
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Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Tennessee for his
remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. STAGGERS

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. STAGGERS: Page
21, strike out lines 1, 2, and 3 and insert in
lieu thereof the following:

(b) Section 404(b) of the Rail Passenger
Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 564(b)), relat-
ing to discontinuance of service, Is
amended—

(1) by striking out “July 1, 1873" in para-
graph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof “July
1,1974";

(2) by amending paragraph (2) to read as
follows:

Page 21, line 11, strike out the period fol-
lowing the quotation marks and insert in
lieu thereof “; and” and immediately after
line 11, insert the following:

(3) by striking out “July 1, 1873" in para-
graph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof “July
1,1974".

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, to
summarize what the intent of the com-
mittee was, we direct Amtrak to continue
existing service for an additional year.

The money is appropriated in the bill,
and there will be no question about that,
so that is the intent of the committee.

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to say that I have examined the amend-
ment and we have no objection to the
amendment.

As I understand it, it does exactly what
the Board of Directors nf Amirak have
already decided to do. What it does is
freeze these three additional routes into
the basic service. We have no objection.

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

Mr. Chairman, I shall not oppose the
amendment. I had planned to offer such
an amendment myself, but I decided
not to.

As a matter of fact, I wish to say this:
I have always felt that any dealings be-
tween a committee which has the re-
sponsibility of writing laws, and an
agency which has the responsibility of
carrying out the laws, or a private busi-
ness—and Amtrak is a mixture of the
two—any time they do something on a
voluntary or even semivoluntary basis
that prevents the need of a law being
passed, I wish to commend them for it.

Therefore, even though I shall not op-
pose the chairman’s amendment, I do
want to say for the record that the Am-
trak board met voluntarily. They did
withdraw the discontinuance notices and
they did so without being instructed to
or demanded of by this committee.

1 see nothing wrong with the amend-
ment, but I think it is good that we have
in this colloquy and in this record that
they did this voluntarily. I want to com-
mend any agency or private business for
doing things on a voluntary basis instead
of being forced to do so by law.

Mr. DOWNING. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment offered
by my colleague, the chairman of the
full committee, Mr. HARLEY STAGGERS.
The service provided by Amtrak is the
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only passenger train service available in
my district. I have great concern for the
present residents who will be immedi-
ately affected as well as those who come
to the area as it expands and grows.

I urge the continuance of Amtrak serv-
ice through the most populated “urban
corridor” of Virginia, which connects
Mount Vernon and those other great his-
toric shrines of northern Virginia with
Jamestown, Yorktown, and Williams-
burg, the latter a city nationally recog-
nized as the cradle of American culture
and political development.

The second year of Amtrak service in-
creased its passenger value by 381% per-
cent over the first year. In May 1973, the
first month of Amtrak’s third year on
this route, passenger travel increased
8214 percent.

I find the reasoning for a continuance
for an additional year to be adequately
justified when I consider the enormous
potential that exists, and will certainly
grow, within the area I represent and
the areas of my colleagues. Improved ef-
forts to inform the general public of the
service that is being provided will no
doubt continue to increase public use.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from West Virginia (Mr., STAGGERS).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. PEYSER

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, PEYSER: Page 24,
after line 2, insert the following new subsec-
tion:

“{b) The Secretary shall organize a Con-
sumer Safety and Service Review Board
which shall investigate all consumer and
employee complaints of Inadequate safety
and service features on rallroads owned or
operated by the Corporation. The Board shall
be composed of seven members, appointed by
the Secretary, of which no less than three
shall be selected from private life. Members
of the Board from private life shall receive
such per diem expenses as necessary while
engaged in the actual performance of the
duties vested in the Board. The results of all
investigations by the Board shall be reported
to the Secretary, who shall then take appro-
priate action as may be provided by law.
An annual report on the safety and service
of the Corporation railroads, with recom-
mendations, shall be made by the Board, and
shall be transmitted on or before March 1 of
each year following enactment of this Act.”

Renumber all subsections appropriately.

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I believe
this amendment, which is a very simple
amendment, gives the public a voice on
problems dealing with safety and service
on the Amtrak railroad.

I am in no way trying to attack Am-
trak, but I have had the experience in
my district, dealing with the Penn Cen-
tral Railroad, where the public just never
has been able to get an independent
voice in dealing with the problems of
safety and service.

It seems to me that by the creation of
this Board, the Consumer Safety and
Service Review Board, we would be
merely giving the public a way of hav-
ing a sounding board so that when the
problems develop concerning safety and
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service, if they do develop, the public can
reach this committee and know that
these matters will be looked into by an
independent body with public represen-
tation.

It would seem to me every Member of
Congress would be delighted to have this
kind of a board, so that when we get the
complaints sent to us this board can
handle the situation.

1t also is a way the public can truly
have a voice.

Service and safety are two things I
have been deeply concerned with when
dealing with the railroads in my area.
They have continually been a problem.
The only redress the public has had has
been to report to the railroad which cre-
ated the problem and to say, “What do
you think of this? What can you do about
it?” I can tell the Members there has
been little satisfaction.

I would think, for consumer protec-
tion, with which we are all concerned,
we would want to see this plan move
ahead.

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

I recognize the intent of the gentle-
man from New York, and it is very good.
However, I should like to say that we did
not hold hearings on this proposal.

First I should like to say that under
H.R. 8351 there will be three consumers
on the Board, so the consumers will be
adequately represented on the Board it-
self.

We also have a National Transporta-
tion Safety Board downtown. The pro-
posed amendment would create a multi-
plicity of bureaucracy working on the
same problems.

If the gentleman would like to put this
in the form of a bill, we would be glad to
hold hearings on it, and if we feel it is
needed we can certainly report out a bill.

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

I believe we have too many boards in
our Government right now. What we
really need, insofar as Amtrak is con-
cerned, are people who know how to run
a railroad.

This is one of the things which the
committee has tried to correct in the re-
structuring of the board of directors
which the chairman has mentioned, and
specifically the committee paid close at-
tention to consumers and their thinking.

Mr, Chairman, I will read from page
11 of the bill, section 2(a)(4), and I
quote:

“(4) Not less than three members ap-
pointed by the President shall be designated
by him, at the time of their appointment, to
serve as consumer representatives, of whom
not more than two shall be members of the
same political party.”

Mr. Chairman, it was the thinking of
our subcommittee and of our full com-~
mittee that attention ought to be given
to the complaints of the consumers, but
the place to provide for review of con-
sumers complaints was not to another
board but, rather, to where it could
really count, to the board of directors.

I must say that I had some questions
myself when the committee did this and
put this in the structure of the board of
directors, but nevertheless the full com-
mittee saw fit to do it. That is probably
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the most effective place it possibly could
be

So with that in the language, Mr.
Chairman, I truly do not believe that we
need another review board of any sort
whatsoever, and I must oppose the
amendment.

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

Mr. HARVEY. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Cl airman, the ques-
tion I have concerning this is:

Does the present board have any au-
thority in questions dealing with serv-
ice on the Amtrak Railroad?

Mr. HARVEY. Does the present board
of directors have an authority?

Mr. PEYSER. Yes.

Mr. HARVEY. Yes, it most certainly
does. It has full control. This is the board
of directors that runs Amtrak, for a
profit corporation.

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to change my question.

I am looking at section 801, Adequacy
of Service, where it says:

The Commission may not prescribe regula-
tions applicable to the Corporation that re-
late to the scheduling or frequency of serv-
ice, or the number or type of cars—

And so forth.

What I am trying to do is to find a
way that the public can have a direct
method of getting into this entire ques-
tion of adequate service, as well as safety,
and it seems to me that the bill, the way
it is now set up, specifically precludes
that from happening.

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, I will
have to disagree with my friend, the
gentleman from New York. By putting
these three Presidential appointees on
the board of 17 members, two of one
political party and one of another with
all three in the area of consumer affairs,
the committee has given a very strong
emphasis to providing for reviews of
consumers’ complaints. I do not believe
that the Congress could put any stronger
emphasis on this matter than has al-
ready been done.

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman. ‘

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the necesasry number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I agree with the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. HARVEY)
that we already have too many boards,
bureaus, and commissions in this Gov-
ernment, and I am surprised that the
State of New York does not have or ap-
parently does not have some kind of a
public utility regulatory commission. I
am also surprised that there is no agency
in the government of the State of New

York that is dedicated at least to some .

extent to the interests of consumers.

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

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, what I
would like to state to the gentleman is
that it is not just a question of the State
of New York, but in the Federal regula-
tions, when we have pursued the ques-
tion of safety on the railroads, we have
been told by the regulatory board down
here that safety pertains only to the
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condition of the tracks and nothing in-
side the cars under the realm of safety.

The same thing happens to be true in
the State of New York, where on the
Penn Central Railroad, for instance, we
have railroad cars running with no fire
extinguishers, no first-aid kits, and no
way of combating fires, of which they
have had innumerable ones, and there is
nothing in the law which allows them to
do anything about it.

Mr. GROSS. There is nothing in the
law?

Mr. PEYSER. There is nothing in the
State law nor in the Federal law.

Mr. GROSS. There is nothing in the
State utility commission, or whatever
the designation of it is in the State of
New York, and it has no authority? Is
the gentleman saying it has no authority
to do anything about it?

Mr. PEYSER. No, sir; nor does the
Federal Government have anything in
the law about the situations I have
described.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL, Mr, Chairman, I would
like to commend the gentleman from
New York for his comments. As the
chairman of the committee has already
pointed out, the committee is keenly
aware of the situation, and we did not
set up a panel; we put the consumers’
representatives right on the board.

I will give the gentleman from New
York my assurance of this: This bill is
not enough to keep Amtrak going very
long. This bill is going to assure us that
Amtrak will be back before us.

If the gentleman from New York has
any complaints from any of his constitu-
ents regarding Amtrak, you see to it that
the committee gets those complaints and
we will see that they are acted on by
Amtrak. I say that because this subcom-
mittee takes a great interest in it, and we
intend to see that they function wisely,
well, and prudently in the public interest.

I thank the gentleman from Iowa for
yielding to me.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to say further that I do not know
where the $157 million is going to come
from to finance Amtrak for another fis-
cal year. I can only assume it is going to
be borrowed and 8 percent interest paid
on the money. I am opposed to this
amendment and to this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. PEYSER).

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any fur-
ther amendments to be proposed? If not,
the question is on the committee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute, as
amended.

The committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. FroweRrs, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that committee
having had under consideration the bill

Chairman, will
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(H.R. 8351) to amend the Rail Passenger
Service Act of 1970, as amended, to pro-
vide financial assistance to the National
Railroad Passenger Corporation, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Reso-
lution 514, he reported the bill back to
the House with an amendment adopted
in the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment to the committee amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole? If not, the question is on the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill,

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

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I object to the vote
on the ground that a quorum is not pres-
ent and make the point of order that a
quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 357 mnays 37,
not voting 40, as follows:

[Roll No. 438]

YEAS—367

Cederberg Flowers

Flynt

Foley

Ford, Gerald R.
Ford,

William D.
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel

Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Gaydos
Gettys
Gilaimo
Glbbons
Gilman
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Grasso
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Green, P;?g
Griffiths
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Gunter
Guyer

Anderson, Ill,
Andrews, N.C. Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, Ill.
Conable
Conte
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, Robert
W., Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davls, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dellums
Dent
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Dingell

Bafalis
Barrett
Beard
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Blaggi
Blester
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Bowen
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Breaux

Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfleld
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhlll, Va.
Burgener
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.

Burleson, Tex.

Burlison, Mo.
Burton
Butler

Carey, N.Y.
Carter

Casey, Tex.

Donohue
rn

Downing

Drinan

Dulski
du Pont

Haley
Hamilton
Hanley

Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Harvey

. Hastings

Erlenborn
Esch

Eshleman
Evans, Colo.

Hawkins
Hébert
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Henderson
Hicks

Hillis
Hinshaw
Hogan

Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Hudnut
Hungate
Hunt
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Johnson, Callf.
Johnson, Colo,
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jordan
Earth
Eastenmeler
Kazen
Keating
Eemp
Ketchum
Eing
Eluczynski
Eoch
EKuykendall
Kyros
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent

Litton

Long, La.
Lott
McClory
MecCloskey
MecCollister
McCormack
McDade
McFall
McEay
McEKinney
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Mahon
Mailliard
Mallary
Mann
Maraziti
Martin, Nebr.
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.

Melcher
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Michel
Milford
Minish

Mi

nk
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y,

Armstrong
Ashbrook
Baker
Bauman
Byron

Camp
Carney, Ohio
Conlan
Crane
Denholm
Duncan

Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif,
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Moss
Murphy, 1.
Murphy, N.Y.
Natcher
Nedzl
Nelsen
Nichols
Nix
Obey
O’'Brien
O'Hara
O'Nelll
Owens
Parris
Passman
Patman
Patten
Pepper
Perkins
Pettis
Peyser
Pickle
Pike
Poage
Podell
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, I1l.
Pritchard
Quie
Rallsback
Randall
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Rodino
Roe
Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y,
Rooney, Pa,
Rose

Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roush

Roy

Roybal
Ruppe
Ruth

8t Germalin
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Saylor
Schneebell
Sebelius

NAYS—37

Hansen, Idaho
Huber
Landgrebe
Long, Md.
Lujan
Miller
Myers
Price, Tex.
Rarick
Riegle
Roberts

Roncallo, Wyo.

Rousselot
Ryan
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Seiberling
Shoup
Shriver
Shuster
Skubitz
Slack
Smith, Iowa
Smith, N.Y.
Spence
Staggers
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Steed
Steele
Steelman
Stelger, Wis.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Teague, Callf,
Teague, Tex.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Udall
Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Walsh
Ware
Whalen
White

. Whitehurst

Whitten
Widnall
Wiggins
Willlams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolff
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylle
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, Ill.
Young, 8.C.
Zablockl
Zion
Zwach

Satterfield
Schroeder
Snyder
Stelger, Arlz.,
Symms
Ullman

Charles H.,
Callif.
Young, Tex.

NOT VOTING—40

Alexander
Bell
Blackburn
Blatnik
Breckinridge
Buchanan
Chappell
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Collins, Tex.
Conyers
Corman
Davis, Ga.
Davls, 8.C.

Delaney
Dennis
Diggs
Fuqua
Hanrahan
Hays
Holifield
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
McEwen
McSpadden
Mathis, Ga.
Mills, Ark.
Quillen

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced

pairs.

Reld
Rooney, N.Y.
Runnels
Scherle
Shipley
Sikes
Bisk
Stanton,
James V.
Btark
Stubblefield
Taylor, Mo.
Waldle

the following
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Mr. Hays with Mr. Jones of Oklahoma.
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Mc-
Spadden.
Mr. Holifield with Mr, Diggs.
. Breckinridge with Mr. Stubblefield.
. Sikes with Mr. Stark.
. Waldie with Mr. Conyers.
. Blatnik with Mr. Taylor of Missourl.
. Chappell with Mr. Collins of Texas.
. Corman with Mr. McEwen.
. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Quillen,
. Delaney with Mr. Del Clawson,
. Fugqua with Mr. Clancy.
. Mathis of Georgia with Mr. Scherle.
. Shipley with Mr. Bell.
. Reid with Mr. Dennis.
. Bisk with Mr. Blackburn.
. James V. Stanton with Mr. Hanrahan.
. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Buchanan.
. Alexander with Mr. Mills of Arkansas.
Davis of South Carolina with Mr,
Runnels.

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 514, the
Committee on Inferstate and Foreign
Commerce is discharged from further
consideration of the bill S. 2016, to amend
the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970
to provide financial assistance to the Na-
tional Railroad Passenger Corporation,
and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the Senate
bill.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. STAGGERS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. STaceERS moves to strike out all after
the enacting clause of the bill 8. 2016 and
insert in lleu thereof the text of H.R. 8351,
as passed.

Strike out all after the enacting clause,
and insert:

That section 102 of the Rail Passenger
Service Act of 1870 (45 U.8.C. 502), relating
to definitions, is amended—

(1) by striking out paragraph (5), relating
to the defintion of intercity rail passenger
service, and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing:

“{6) ‘Intercity rall passenger service'
means all rail passenger service other than
commuter and other short-haul service in
metropolitan and suburban areas, usually
characterized by reduced fare, multiple-ride
and commutation tickets, and by morning
and evening peak period operations.”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol=-
lowing new paragraph:

“(9) ‘Auto-ferry service’ means service
characterized by transportation of automo-
biles and their occupants.”.

Sec. 2. (a) Section 303(a) of the Rail Pas-
senger Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 543(a)),
relating to the board of directors, is amended
to read as follows:

“{a) (1) The Corporation shall have a board
of directors consisting of seventeen individ-
uals who are citizens of the United States
selected as follows:

“(A) The Becretary of Transportation, ex
officio.

“(B) Nine members appointed by the
President, by and with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate, to serve for terms of four
years or until thelr successors have been ap-
pointed and qualified, of whom not more
than five shall be appointed from the same
political party.

“{C) Three members elected annually by
the common stockholders of the Corpora-
tion.

“(D) Four members elected annually by
the preferred stockholders of the Corpora-
tion, which members shall be elected as soon
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as practicable after the first issuance of pre-
ferred stock by the Corporation.

“(2) Any vacancy in the membership of
the board shall be filled in the same man-
ner as in the case of the original selection;
except that any member appointed by the
President under paragraph (1) (B) of this
subsection to fill a vacancy shall be ap-
pointed only for the unexpired term of the
member he is appointed to succeed.

“(8) The board shall elect one of its mem-
bers annually to serve as Chairman.

“(4) Not less than three members ap-
pointed by the President shall be designated
by him, at the time of their appointment,
to serve as consumer representatives, of
whom not more than two shall be members
of the same political party.

“(5) Each member not employed by the
Federal Government shall receive compen-
sation at the rate of $300 for each meeting of
the board He attends. In addition, each mem-
ber shall be reimbursed for necessary travel
and subsistence expenses incurred in attend-
ing meetings of the board.

*(6) No member elected by railroads shall
vote on any action of the board relating to
any contract or operating relationship be-
tween the Corporation and a railroad, but
he may be present at meetings of the board
at which such matters are voted upon, and
he may be included for purposes of deter-
mining a quorum and may participate in
discussions at any such meeting.

“(7) No member appointed by the Presi-
dent may—

“(A) have any direct or indirect financial
or employment relationship with any rail-
road, nor

“(B) have any significant direct or indirect
financial relationship, or any direct or in-
direct employment relationship, with any
person engaged in the transportation of
passengers in competition with the Corpora-
tion, during the time that he serves on the
board.

“(8) Pending the election of the four
members by the preferred stockholders of
the Corporation under paragraph (1) (D) of
this subsection, seven members shall con-
stitute a quorum for the purpose of con-
ducting the business of the board.

“(9) Any vacancy in the membership of
the board of directors required to be filled
by appointment by the President under para-
graph (1) (B) of this subsection shall be
filled by the President not more than one
hundred and twenty days after such vacancy
oceurs.”.

(b) (1) Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, the term of each member of the
board of directors appointed by the Presi-
dent under sectior. 303(a) of the Rall Pas-
scnger Service Act of 1970 (as in effect on
the day before the date of enactment of this
Act) who is serving under such appointment
on such date of enactment, shall expire on
the thirtieth day after such date of enact-
ment, except that each such member so
serving shall continue to serve until his
successor is appointed and qualified or until
the expiration of the one-hundred-twenty-
day period beginning on the thirtieth day
after such date of enactment, whichever first
occurs. No member of the board of directors
referred to in the preceding ser-tence shall
be ineligible for appointment as such a mem-
ber after the date of enactment of this Act
solely by reason of the enactment of such
preceding sentence.

(2) Notwithstanding section 303(a) (1) (B)
of the Rail Passenger Service Act of 1970, of
the members of the board of directors first
appointed by the President under such sec-
tion 303(a(l)(B), three s.all be appointed
to serve for terms of two years and three
shall be appointed to serve for terms of three

ears.
o SEec. 3. Section 305(b) of the Rail Passenger
Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 545(b) ), relat-
ing to general powers of the Corporation, is
amended by striking out the second sentence
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and Inserting in lieu thereof the following:
“In order to increase revenues and to better
accomplish the purposes of this Act, the
Corporation is authorized to modify its serv-
ices to provide, as a part of the basic pas-
senger services authorized by this Act, auto-
ferry service characterized by the carriage
of automobiles or other property belonging
to passengers, except that nothing contained
in this Act shall prevent any other person
(other than a rallroad) from engaging in
such auto-ferry service over any route if—

“(1) such person establishes to the satis-
faction rf the Commissiol that such auto-
ferry service—

“(A) will not impair the abllity of the
Corporation to reduce its losses or to increase
its revenues, and

“(B) is required to meet the demands of
the public; or

“(2) such auto-ferry service is being per-
formed by such person on the date of enact-
ment of this paragraph under contracts en-
tered into before October 30, 1970.

Notaing in this section shall be construed to
restrict the right of a railroad that has not
entered Into a contract wtih the Corpora-
tion und.r section 401(a) of this Act from
perf.rming auto-ferry service over its own
lines. The Corporation is authorized to ac-
quire, lease, modify, or develop the equip-
ment and facilities required for the efficient
provision of mall, express, and auto-ferry
service, or to enter into contracts for the
provision of such service.”.

Sec. 4. SBection 3056 of the Rall Passenger
Service Act of 1970 (456 U.B.C. 545), relating
to general powers of the Corporation, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(e) (1) When the Corporation cannot ac-
quire by contract, or is unable to agree with
the owner of property as to the compen-
sation to be paid for, any right-of-way, land,
or other property (except right-of-way, land,
or other property of a rallroad or property
of a State or local government or other pub-
lic agency) required for the construction of
tracks or other facllities necessary to provide
intercity rail passenger service, it may ac-
quire the same by the exercise of the right
of eminent domain in the district court of
the TUnited States for the district in which
the property is located, or in one such court
in the event a single property is located in
two districts.

“(2) The Corporation shall file with the
complaint, or at any time before judgment,
a declaration of taking containing or having
annexed thereto—

“(A) a statement of the public use for
which the property is taken;

“(B) a description of the property taken
sufficient for the identification thereof;

“(C) a statement of the estate or interest
in the property taken;

“(D) a plan showing the property taken;
and

“(E) a statement of the amount of money
estimated by the Corporation to be just
compensation for the property taken.

“(3) Upon the filing of the declaration of
taking and of the deposit in the court, to the
use of the persons entitled thereto, of the
amount of the estimated compensation
stated in the declaration, the property shall
be deemed to be condemned and taken for
the use of the Corporation and title shall
vest In the Corporation in fee simple abso-
lute, or in any lesser estate or interest as
specified in the declaration, and the right to
just compensation for the property shall vest
in the persons entitled thereto. Just com-
pensation shall be ascertained and awarded
in the proceeding and established by judg-
ment. The judgment shall include, as part
of the just compensation awarded, interest
from the date of taking to the date of pay-
ment at the rate of 6 per centum per annum
on the amount finally awarded as the value
of the property on the date of taking. In-
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terest shall not be allowed, however, on the
amount deposited in the court.

*“(4) Upon the application of the parties
in interest, the court may order that the
money deposited in the court, or any part
thereof, be pald forthwith for or on account
of the just compensation to be awarded in
the proceeding. If the compensation finally
awarded exceeds the amount of the money
received by any person entitled to compen-
sation, the court shall enter judgment
against the Corporation for the amount of
the deflciency.

“{6) Upon the filing of a declaration of
taking, the court may fix the time within
which, and the terms upon which, the par-
ties in possession are required to surrender
possession to the Corporation. The court may
make such orders in respect to encum-
brances, liens, rents, taxes, assessments, in-
surance, and other charges, if any, as shall
be just and eguitable.”.

SEc. 5. Section 401(c) of the Rail Pas-
senger Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 561(c)),
relating to the prohibition against other per-
sons conducting intercity rail passenger serv-
ice, is amended by striking out “No railroad
or any other person” and inserting in lieu
thereof "Except as provided in section 305
(b) of this Act concerning auto-ferry service,
no railroad or any other person'.

Sec. 6. Section 402 of the Rall Passenger
Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 562), relating
to facility and service agreements, Iis
amended—

(1) by inserting immediately after the
second sentence of subsection (a) the fol-
lowing new sentence. “In fixing just and rea-
sonable compensation for the provision of
services ordered by the Commission under
the preceding sentence, the Commission
shall, in fixing compensation in excess of
incremental costs, consider quality of serv-
ice as a major factor in determining the
amount (if any) of such compensation.”; and

(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsections:

“{d) (1) If the Corporation and a railroad
are unable to agree upon terms for the sale
to the Corporation of property (including in-
terests in property) owned by the rallroad
and required for the constuction of tracks
or other facilities necessary to provide inter-
city rail passenger service, the Corporation
may apply to the Commission for an order
establishing the need of the Corporation for
the property at issue and requiring the con-
veyance thereof from the rallroad to the
Corporation on reasonable terms and condi-
tions, including just compensation. Unless
the Commission finds that—

“(A) conveyance of the property to the
Corporation would significantly impair the
ability of the railroad to carry out its obli-
gations as a common carrier; and

“{B) the obligations of the Corporation
to provide modern, efficient, and economical
rail passenger service can adequately be met
by the acquisition of alternative property
{including interests in property) which is
avallable for sale on reasonable terms to the
Corporation, or available to the Corporation
by the exerclse of its authority under sec-
tion 305(c) of this Act;
the need of the Corporation for the property
shall be deemed to be established and the
Commission shall order the conveyance of
the property to the Corporation on such rea-
sonable terms and conditions as it may pre-
scribe, including just compensation.

*(2) The Commission shall expedite pro-
ceedings under this subsection and, in any
event, issue its order within one hundred
and twenty days from receipt of the applica-
tions from the Corporation. If just compen-
sation has not been determined on the date
of the order, the order shall require, as part
of just compensation, interest at the rate of
6 per centum per annum from the date pre-
scribed for conveyance until just compen-
sation is paid.




September 6, 1973

“{e) (1) Except in an emergency, intercity
passenger trains operated by or on behalf of
the Corporation shall be accorded preference
over freight trains in the use of any given
line of track, junction, or crossing, unless
the Becretary has issued an order to the
conirary in accordance with paragraph (2)
of this subsection.

“(2) Any railroad whose rights with re-
gard to freight train operation are affected
by paragraph (1) of this subsection may
file an application with the Secretary re-
questing appropriate relief. If, after hearing
under section 553 of title 5 of the United
States Code, the Secretary finds that adher-
ence to such paragraph (1) will materially
lessen the quality of freight service provided
to shippers, the Secretary shall issue an
order fixing rights of tralns, on such terms
and conditions as are just and reasonable.

*(f) If, upon request of the Corporation,
a railroad refuses to permilt accelerated
speeds by trains operated by or on behalf
of the Corporation, the Corporation may ap-
ply to the Secretary for an order requiring
the rallroad to permit such accelerated
speeds. The Secretary shall make findings as
to whether such accelerated speeds are un-
safe or otherwise impracticable, and with
respect to the nature and extent of improve-
ments to track, signal systems, and other fa-
cilities that would be required to make such
accelerated speeds safe and practicable. After
hearing, the Secretary shall issue an order
fixing maximum permissible speeds of Cor-
poration trains, on such terms and condi-
tions as he shall find to be just and rea-
sonable."”.

Sec. 7. (a) Section 403 of the Rail Pas-
senger Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 563),
relating to new service, is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new sub-
section:

“(d) The Corporation shall initiate not
less than one experimental route each year,
such route to be designated by the Secretary,
and shall operate such route for not less than
two years. After such two-year period, the
Secretary shall terminate such route if he
finds that it has attracted Insufficient pa-
tronage to serve the public convenience and
necessity, or he may designate such route as
& part of the basic system.”.

(b) Section 404(b) of the Rall Passenger
Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 564(h) ), relat-
ing to discontinuance of service, is
amended—

(1) by striking out “July 1, 1973” in para-
graph (1) and inserting in lieu thereof
“July 1, 1974";

(2) by amending paragraph (2) to read
as follows:

*(2) Except as otherwise provided in this
paragraph and in section 403(a) of this Act,
service beyond that prescribed for the basic
system undertaken by the Corporation upon
its own initiative may be discontinued at
any time. No such service undertaken by the
Corporation on or after January 1, 1873,
shall be discontinued until the expiration of
the one-year period beginning on the date of
enactment of this sentence.”

(3) by striking out “July 1, 1973" in para-
graph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof
“July 1, 1974".

Sec. 8. Section 601 of the Rail Passenger
Bervice Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 601), relating
to Federal grants, is amended—

(1) by striking out “There is authorized
to be appropriated to the Secretary in fiscal
year 1971, $40,000,000, and in subsequent
fiscal years a total of $225,000,000, these
amounts” in subsection (a) and inserting in
lleu thereof “There are authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary $106,100,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974,”;

(2) by striking out “There Is authorized
to be appropriated to the Secretary $2,000,000
annually,” in subsection (b) and inserting in
lleu thereof “There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Secretary $1,200,000 for the
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fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, to remain
avallable until expended,”; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

“(e) (1) Whenever the Corporation submits
any budget estimate or request to the Presi-
dent, the Department of Transportation, or
the Office of Management and Budget, it shall
concurrently transmit a copy of that esti-
mate or request to the Congress.

“(2) Whenever the Corporation submits
any legislative recommendation, proposed
testimony, or comments on legislation to the
President, the Department of Transporta-
tion, or the Office of Management and Budg-
et, it shall concurrently transmit a copy
thereof to the Congress. No officer or agency
of the United States shall have any authority
to require the Corporation to submit its leg-
islative recommendations, proposed testi-
mony, or comments on legislation to any
officer or agency of the United States for ap-
proval, comments, or review, prior to the
submission of such recommendations, testi-
mony, or comments to the Congress.”.

SEc. 9. Section 602 of the Rall Passenger
Service Act of 1970 (45 U.S.C. 602), relating
to guarantee of loans, is amended—

(1) by inserting “and with the approval
of the Secretary of the Treasury,” Immedi-
ately after “prescribe,” in subsection (a);

(2) by amending the first sentence of sub-
section (d) to read as follows: “The aggre-
gate unpaid principal amount of securities,
obligations, or loans outstanding at any one
time, which are guaranteed by the Secre-
tary under this sectlon, may not exceed
$250,000,000."; and

(3) by adding at the end thereof the fol-
lowing new subsection:

*(g) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, a guarantee may not be made of
any security, obligation, or loan, the income
from which is not included in gross income
for the purposes of chapter 1 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1854.".

Sec. 10, Section 801 of the Rail Passenger
Service Act of 1970 (45 U.5.C. 641) is amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 801. ADEQUACY OF SERVICE.

“(a) The Commission is authorized to
prescribe such regulations as it considers nec-
essary to assure that the quality of service
and accommodations offered passengers on
board trains and at other facilities used in
intercity rail passenger service is adequate,
taking into account the safety regulations
applicable to that service. The Commission
may not prescribe regulations applicable to
the Corporation that relate to the schedul-
ing or frequency of service, or the number of
type of cars in a train, or that otherwise
conflict with the service characteristics es-
tablished by the Secretary for the basic
system.

“{b) Any person who violates a regulation
issued under this section shall be subject to
a civil penalty of not to exceed $500 for each
violation. Each day a violation continues
shall constitute a separate offense.”.

The motion was agreed to.

The Senate bill was ordered to be
read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 8351) was
laid on the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

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

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to express my sincere regret that I was
detained in my office in a very important
conference and, notwithstanding the

28757

fact that I ran all the way to the floor, did
not arrive in time to cast my vote in
favor of this legislation. What this dem-
onstrates is that I definitely am not a
track star, but that I definitely am
strongly in support of H.R. 8351 and I
commend the House for its passage.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

ELECTION OF MEMBER TO STAND-
ING COMMITTEES OF THE HOUSE

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I offer a privileged resolution (H. Res.
534) and ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 534

Resolved, That RoBerT E. BAUMAN of Mary-
land be, and he Is hereby, elected a member
of the following standing committees of the
House of Representatives: Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs; and Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

TO AMEND SECTION 2 OF THE ACT
OF JUNE 30, 1954, CONTINUING
CIVIL GOVERNMENT FOR THE
TRUST TERRITORY OF THE PA-
CIFIC ISLANDS

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (S. 1385) to
amend section 2 of the act of June 30,
1954, as amended, providing for the con-
tinuance of civil government for the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands,
with Senate amendments to the House
amendment and consider the Senate
amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the Sen-
ate bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cal-
ifornia?

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I take this time to
direct a question to the gentleman from
California and ask whether or not he will
explain what the legislation will do.

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

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

Mr. BURTON. Mr, Speaker, this legis-
lation authorizes the appropriation of
$60,000,000 annually for the continuance
of civil government in the Trust.Terri-
tory of the Pacific Islands, plus an addi-
tional $10,000,000 annually to offset any
curtailment or termination of Federal
grant-in-aid programs of any other Fed-
eral agencies. The amendments to the
Senate amendments would authorize ap-
propriations for 2 fiscal years, 1974 and
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1975, rather than for fiscal year 1974
only. As originally passed by the House,
the legislation authorized appropriations
for 3 fiscal years, 1974, 1975, and
1976. In other words, these amendments
provide for a 2-year program in lieu of
the 3-year program approved by the
House, and the 1-year program approved
by the Senate.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, with that
explanation, I concur in the action re-
quested by the gentleman from Califor-
nia and I withdraw my objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cal-
ifornia?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read
the first Senate amendment to the House
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 1: Page 1, lines &
and 6, of the House engrossed amendment,
strike out "and for each of the fiscal years
1974, 1975, and 1976, $60,000,000” and insert:
“for fiscal year 1974, $60,000,000".

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. BURTON

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BurToN moves to concur in the Senate
amendment No. 1 with an amendment as
follows: In leu of the matter proposed to
be inserted by the Senate amendment, in-
sert “and for each of the fiscal years 1874
and 1975, $60,000,000".

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next Senate amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 2: Page 1, line 7,
of the House engrossed amendment, strike
out *“$10,000,000, for each of such fiscal

years,” and Iinsert:
year 1974,”,
MOTION OFFERED BY MR, BURTON

Mr. BURTON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion.
The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BurToN moves to disagree to Senate
amendment No. 2.

The motion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the next Senate amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Senate amendment No. 3: Page 1, after
line 10, of the House engrossed amendment,
insert:

Sec. 2. The Act of June 30, 1954, as
amended, is further amended by adding at
the end thereof the following new sectlon:

“Sec. 4. (a) The government comptroller
for Guam appointed pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 9-A of the Organic Act of
Guam shall, in addition to the duties im-
posed on him by such Act, carry out, on and
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the dutles set forth in this section with
respect to the government of the Trust Ter-
ritory of the Pacific Islands, In carrying out
such duties, the comptroller shall be under
the general supervision of the Secretary of
the Interior and shall not be a part of any
executive department in the government of
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands.
The salary and expenses of the comptroller's
office shall, notwithstanding the provisions of
subsection (a) of section 9-A of the Organic
Act of Guam, be apportioned equitably by
the Secretary of the Interior between Guam
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands
from funds available to Guam and the trust
territory.

“$10,000,000 for fiscal
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“(b) The government comptroller shall
audit all accounts and review and recommend
adjudication of claims pertaining to the rev-
enue and receipts of the government of the
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands and of
funds derived from bond issues; and he shall
audit, in accordance with law and adminis-
trative regulations, all expenditures of funds
and property pertalning to the government of
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands in-
cluding those pertaining to trust funds held
by such government.

‘‘(c) It shall be the duty of the govern-
ment comptroller to bring to the attention
of the Secretary of the Interior and the High
Commissioner of the Trust Territory of the
Pacific Islands all failures to collect amounts
due the government, and the expenditures of
funds or uses of property which are irregular
or not pursuant to law. The audit activities
of the government comptroller shall be di-
rected so as to (1) improve the efficiency and
economy of programs of the government of
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands,
and (2) discharge the responsibility incum-
bent upon the Congress to insure that the
substantial Federal revenues which are cov-
ered Into the treasury of such government
are properly accounted for and audited.

“{d) The decisions of the government
comptroller shall be final except that appeal
therefrom may, with the concurrence of the
High Commissioner, be taken by the party
aggrieved or the head of the department
concerned, within one year from the date of
the declsion, to the Secretary of the Interlor,
which appeal shall be in writing and shall
specifically set forth the particular action
of the government comptroller to which ex-
ception is taken, with the reasons and the
authorities relied upon for reversing such
decision.

“(e) If the High Commissioner does not
concur in the taking of an appeal to the Sec-
retary, the party aggrieved may seek relief
by suit in the District Court of Guam, if the
claim is otherwise within its jurisdiction. No
later than thirty days following the date of
the decislon of the Secretary of the Interior,
the party aggrieved or the High Commis-
sioner, on behalf of the head of the depart-
ment concerned, may seek rellef by suit in
the District Court of Guam, if the claim
is otherwise within its jurisdiction.

“(f) The government comptroller is au-
thorized to communicate directly with any
person or with any department officer or per-
son having officlal relation with his office.
He may summon witnesses and administer
oaths.

“(g) As soon after the close of each fiscal
year as the accounts of sald fiscal year may
be examined and adjusted, the government
comptroller shall submit to the High Com-
missioner and the Becretary of the Interior
an annual report of the fiscal condition of
the government, showing the receipts and
disbursements of the varlous departments
and agencies of the government. The Secre-
tary of the Interior shall submit such report
along with his comments and recommenda-
tions to the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

“(h) The government comptroller shall
make such other reports as may be required
by the High Commissioner, the Comptroller
General of the United States, or the Secretary
of the Interior.

“(1) The office and activities of the gov-
ment comptroller pursuant to this section
shall be subject to review by the Comptroller
General of the United States, and reports
thereon shall be made by him to the High
Commissioner, the Secretary of the Interlor,
the President of the Senate and the Speaker
of the House of Representatives.

“{1) All departments, agencies, and estab-
lishments shall furnish to the government
comptroller such information regarding the
powers, dutles, activities, organization, finan-
cial transactions, and methods of business
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of their respective offices as he may from time
to time require of them; and the govern-
ment comptroller, or any of his assistants or
employees, when duly authorized by him,
shall, for the purpose of securing such in-
formation, have access to and the right to
examine any books, documents, papers, or
records of any such department, agency, ot
establishment.”

Mr. BURTON (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate amendment No. 3 be
considered as read and printed in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. BURTON

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. BurToN moves to concur in Senate
amendment No. 3.

The motion was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT
AMENDMENT

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
House Resolution 484 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 484

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the -
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
8547) to amend the Export Administration
Act of 1969, to protect the domestic economy
from the excessive drain of scarce materials
and commodities and to reduce the serious
inflationary impact of abnormal forelgn de-
mand. After general debate, which shall be
confined to the bill and shall continue not
to exceed one hour, to be equally divided
and controlled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the five-minute rule. At
the conclusion of the consideration of the
bill for amendment, the Committee shall rise
and report the bill to the House with such
amendments as may have been adopted, and
the previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments there-
to to final passage without intervening mo-
tion except one motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Missouri is recognized for 1 hour.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, this rule
is an open rule providing for 1 hour of
general debate. I understand there is
controversy not only on the bill itself
but also on the rule. I have a request
from a Member who wishes to speak
against it. I intend to yield time to him
soon, but before that I should like to
yield such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr. HANNA) .

Mr. HANNA. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the Export Adminis-
tration Act amendments contained in
H.R. 8547 propose a moderate EXDB.!IS[OD
of the President’s power to control the
export of goods in short supply or sub-
ject to abnormal foreign demand. The
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bill does less than the administration
originally requested; it does not author-
ize export controls to be imposed in the
absence of scarcity or excessive foreign
buying. But it does provide a level of
authority sufficient to develop a viable
long-term export policy—a policy which
strikes the delicate balance between pro-
tecting our domestic price situation and
restoring confidence in our currency and
in our stability as a trading partner.

There is no question, Mr. Speaker, that
agricultural commodities currently pre-
sent the most salient example of an area
where such a balance must be aggres-
sively sought. Last fall, the administra-
tion estimated thai there would be a 5-
percent rise in domestic food prices this
year; that estimate has now been revised
to upwards of 20 percent. At the same
time, we are experiencing a dramatic
decline in our carryover reserves of basic
grains. Yef, our agricultural exports are
up approximately 50 percent over last
year. In 1972, foreign sales accounted
for more than one-half the U.S. pro-
duction of soybeans and rice, over two-
fifths of our cattle hides, and over one-
third of our wheat production. It has
been estimated that perhaps one-sixth
of the total increase in food prices this
year may be attributable to our current
farm export boom.

It is critical to understand that this
change in the balance between domestic
prices and foreign demand did not de-
velop overnight; it would have been fore-
seen by an administration which was
willing to plan, to exercise foresight, to
develop an economic program which re-
flects a rational, coherent, and predict-
able economic policy. For years this
country has actively encouraged the ex-
port of our agricultural commodities;
vet, as late as last year, the administra-
tion pursued a policy of paying farmers
to divert almost 60 million acres of crop-
land from food production. Food prices
have been increasing faster than other
commodities ever since the economic sta-
bilization program began back in 1971;
yet the administration waited so long to
moderate food markets that when it fi-
nally did act, the results were shortages
and permanently high prices. It has been
no secret that under the stimuli of the
dollar devaluations and of our own expr 1t
expansion program, foreign demand has
been rapidly increasing; still, exports of
basic foodstuffs were not monitored until
it was too late to develop any kind of
moderate program. Nor has it been a
secret that the upsurge in consumer
incomes has led to increased domestic
and worldwide demands for higher pro-
tein foods; yet we have seen no well-
thought-out plan for increasing world-
wide production.

A farsighted administration would
have seen this problem developing long
ago. Such an administration would have
brought to an historic end the agricul-
tural surplus mentality which for far
too long has dominated our farm pol-
icy—encouraging expansion of markets
on the one hand, paying farmers not to
produce on the other. Such an adminis-
tration would have taken decisive steps
to increase our domestic supplies and
productivity to meet an impending crisis
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long before it developed. They would
have gone to our foreign friends before
a crisis was upon us and explained to
them our past mistakes and the forth-
coming supply shortage and sought their
cooperation in sharing with us some
short-term costs for the long-range ad-
vantage of all. Instead of farsightedness
and economic planning, however, we
have had a food policy which has led to
staggering prices, broken contracts, and
the wanton destruction of poultry.

The shortsightedness of the adminis-
tration’s economic policy led directly to
the clumsy way in which it imposed ex-
port controls earlier this summer. On
June 13, the President told us and the
world that then existing export commit-
ments would be honored. But on June 27,
the administration ordered that con-
tracts for 33 million bushels of soybeans
not be fulfilled. On June 13, the Presi-
dent suggested that we would consult
with other countries before moving on
the export front to solve the domestic
food price problem. But on June 27, the
United States moved unilaterally with
unexpected severity to the still-reverber-
ating shock and consternation of our
trading partners. Once again, the ad-
ministration delayed acting until it was
faced with an economic crisis; once
again, it allowed all moderate alternative
options to slip away. The blunderbuss of
its economic style fired once again its
short-ranged, indiscriminate barrage.

Criticism of the way in which the ad-
ministration imposed agricultural export
controls earlier this summer should not
at all be seen as tolerance of our domes-
tic price situation. But we can ill-afford
to allow export controls to be used in an
easy fashion. As we move ever closer to
a world of increasing interdependence—
to a world in which the United States is
not only a major supplier of basic com-
modities but also a major purchaser as
well—we must recognize the limitations
as well as the opportunities which that
interdependence places upon us. Action
in one area of the world’s economy in-
evitably brings reaction in others. Seek-
ing short-term benefits by stumbling
from one crisis to the next, without any
coherent economic policy, creates long-
term costs which must always be paid.

There is the cost to our credibility as a
trading nation. At a time when our ag-
ricultural export program is finally
reaching the level of its promise, our
trading partners will now find it difficult
to place their faith in us as a supplier
and will seek out alternative sources for
their needs.

There is the cost to the American
farmer, 16 percent of whose receipts last
yvear ultimately came from foreign sales.
As he prepares a record crop, he must
now face the inevitable price uncertainty
brought about by the suddenness and
crisis nature of the administration’s
policy.

There is the cost to the American dol-
lar, Twice devalued already and still
under pressure abroad, the sudden un-
availability of basic American products
for purchase can do nothing but further
erode the world’s already-battered faith
in the stability of our currency.

There is the cost to our balance-of-
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payments situation. Agricultural trade
has registered a $2.9 billion surplus in
1972 and holds out the hope of an $8 bil-
lion annual gain in our balance of pay-
ments within a decade. One can only
wonder what the effects of economic mis-
management will be here, as other coun-
tries are driven to take their business
elsewhere.

There is the cost of worldwide infla-
tion and the economic instability which
follows in its wake. There are those who
will remember that the same pattern of
action and reaction, of fear and instabil-
ity, of insecurity in world markets pre-
ceded the economic collapse of the Great
Depression.

There is the cost to our trading part-
ners who, at our own urging, have di-
versified their economies and have grown
dependent on our agricultural exports.
In Japan and the Republic of China, for
example, soybeans are a basic staple of
the human diet, and over 90 percent of
the soybean imports of both countries
come from the United States. As recently
as a year ago, we were complaining to
the Japanese that they were exporting
too much to us and importing too little
from us. But the suddenness of the ad-
ministration’s action earlier this sum-
mer can only encourage protectionists
abroad.

Finally, there is the cost to the Amer-
ican consumer. Who among us can say
that he and she will ultimately benefit
by a decline in American credibility, by
uncertainty on the farm, by a contrac-
tion of our markets abroad, by reduced
faith in the dollar, by worldwide eco-
nomic instability spurred by American
mismanagement, and by the anger of
our foreign friends with whom we stand
in a relationship of mutual dependence?
I am reminded of my own experience
with a painter of Minuteman missiles.

This painter saw the opportunity to
save a production company a few hun-
dred dollars by changing to a different
type of paint. But the paint he unilater-
ally went about putting on the missiles
had catastrophic costs attached to it. The
paint, as it turned out, interfered with
the missile’s electronics. This in turn
caused a malfunctioning in its air in-
duection system which rendered its power-
ful engines virtually inoperable. Let me
tell you that this is remembered as one
heck of a paint job.

The world economy is also delicately
balanced, and its parts are also extremely
interdependent. As a result, we must
exercise care, and foresight, and long-
range planning in our solutions to inter-
national economic problems. We cannot,
like my painter friend, simply whitewash
over them.

The developments which have led to
current shortages and rising prices have
been long in coming; simple and short-
sighted solutions can only exacerbate the
current situation which itself is already
partly the product of economic careless-
ness. We must now have the courage, Mr,
Speaker, to recognize the tragic reality
that confronts us and tell it like it is to
the American people. In the short-term,
at least, continued shortages of basic
commodities may occur and prices will
remain high, But exports should not be-
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come the whipping boy for past economic
mistakes, Threatening exports in a cava-
lier manner is the most costly way of pro-
ceeding, and it deals only with the symp-
toms of our current problems rather than
with the basic problem itself. We can no
longer afford to project past policies on
to a far different future; we must now,
finally, have the courage to meet that fu-
ture on its own terms.

To do this, Mr. Speaker, we must pro-
ceed now on a number of fronts. First,
specifically with regard to export con-
trols, they should play their proper role
as part of a carefully planned, coherent,
and cooperative economic program. It
seems clear that whenever exports from
this country rise to be a substantial part
of our production and a major part of
one of our trading partners’ imports, the
commodity involved should be constantly
monitored, and production targets should
be developed as part of a long-range plan.
Where shortages are projected to exist,
the burden should be balanced in such a
way as to make it clear in advance that
domestic needs will be met first and that
any excess will be rationally allocated to
our trading partners on the basis of their
genuine needs and past trading patterns.
With respect to commodities such as lum-
ber, we should explore the feasibility of
conditioning exports above a certain level
on the presence of some domestic proc-
essing of the raw material; such a system
may prove to be preferable to the present
one—whereby we export the scarce raw
material, causing domestic prices to rise,
and then repurchase the finished product
from abroad, injuring our balance-of-
payments situation.

Second, and more importantly, Mr.
Speaker, all must come to the basic
realization that the ultimate long-range
solution to the problem of rising prices
must depend upon increasing the world-
wide supply of those commodities where
shortages are occurring. To accomplish
this objective will take nothing less than
the mobilization of our national intel-
ligence. We must act now to expand our
efforts to find new sources of protein and
to encourage better utilization of those
sources which presently exist. We need
to act now to develop programs to sub-
stantially upgrade our distribution sys-
tem to reduce the extensive livestock
losses we suffer during their transporta-
tion in interstate commerce. We should
act now to allocate resources to eliminate
the shortage of farm equipment neces-
sary to the effective utilization of crop-
land which has for too long been idled
at Government insistence. We must look
now for ways to improve the productive
capacity of those nations whose food
needs we can no longer meet. And
we should move now to improve our
weather prediction and detection capa-
bility through methods such as those en-
visioned by H.R. 8871.

Third, Mr. Speaker, we must look
ahead to better coordinate the com-
mercial and agricultural aspects of our
export and food price problem., Specif-
ically, we should look toward the de-
velopment of machinery to insure more
fluid interaction between Commerce and
Agriculture Department policies, to up-
grade the agricultural and commercial
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attachés of all major embassy posts, and
to create effective and operating advisory
councils for all major export products.

Fourth, and lastly, Mr. Speaker, we
need to be sure that as production is
expanded, we are prepared for the even-
tuality of possible surpluses. We should
look more aggressively at the potential
of establishing multilateral agricultural
reserves in the future—a program for
which all participating nations would
share the burden but from which all
would receive the benefit.

Whatever our action today, Mr.
Speaker, we must recognize that the
record of recent events dictates that we
still have much work ahead. That record
dictates continued legislative oversight
and guidance in our export policies. And,
it demands a new economic thoughtful-
ness, statemanship, and political courage
on the part of the administration.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, this rule
was reported out of the Rules Commit-
tee by a substantial majority. I support
the adoption of the rule. I yield 30 min-
utes to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
LarTa) and reserve the remainder of my
time.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, the pri-
mary purpose of H.R. 8547 is to provide
additional authority for export controls
where they are necessary in order to
reduce the inflationary impact of ab-
normal foreign demand.

Section 1 provides that the Secretary
of Commerce is to investigate which
commodities shall be subject to export
control because of inflationary impact
or short supply of such commodity in
the absence of any such export control.

Mr. Speaker, these export controls are
not to be exercised with regard to any
agricultural products without the ap-
proval of the Secretary of Agriculture.
The Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency has ratified the criteria for im-
posing export controls. The administra-
tion of the export controls may be im-
posed to the extent necessary to protect
the domestic economy from the excessive
drain of scarce material, where they may
be imposed to reduce the serious infla-
tionary impact as a result of foreign
demand.

In addition, the bill provides for the
publication of U.S. export data being
collected by the Department of Com-
merce.

Section 2 of the bill deals with the
matter of logs and lumber. This section
would limit the export of softwood lum-
ber in 1973 and 1974, reserving more of
these products for domestic use, unless
the Secretary of Agriculture certifies
that for the same calendar years at least
11.8 billion board feet of softwood tim-
ber would be reserved for sale from the
national forests.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY).

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, as the
Members may be aware, this bill has
been on the calendar on several previous
occasions, and happily each time it has
been taken off. On each occasion there
were a number of us who made an earnest
plea to the leadership that this was a
thoroughly bad piece of legislation,
working against the trade interests of
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the United States, not just the agricul-
ture sector, but the broad trade inter-
ests of the United States, against the
need for our Nation to earn foreign ex-
change, and that it, therefore, should go
no further than it has already.

My purpose in asking for 5 minutes
under the rule is to recommend that the
House reject the rule itself and give no
further consideration to this bill.

Now, it may be that the majority will
rule otherwise, but I sense a broad degree
of opposition concerning this bill from
some people who do believe in a measure
of export control. They recognize that
the President already has a broad realm
of flexibility in imposing controls on ex-
ports. He demonstrated this fact when
he imposed restrictions on the export of
soybean meal and cottonseed meal and
other items earlier this year.

In my view, this was a serious blunder
on the part of the administration that
caused consternation among nations
where we have developed markets after
long effort, painstaking effort, and these
nations now wonder if we are a reliable
supplier of products, if we are going to be
a reliable performer of contracts entered
into in good faith.

Mr. Speaker, it is asserted in the com-
mittee report that under the present law
the Secretary of Commerce must wait
until there is an actual scarcity of an
agricultural commodity before he can
impose export controls, and that this is
too restrictive. The committee bill ac-
tually goes overboard in meeting this
point. The bill before the House will per-
mit the Secretary to impose controls on
exports even if the factor of scarcity is
nowhere in the picture and even if the
demand for the agricultural product is
not the major cause of increases in the
price of the commodity.

In other words, the bill before the
House takes us from a situation of rea-
sonable congressional standards, for ex-
ecutive action to one in which for all
practical purposes there are no congres-
sional standards whatever.

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from California (Mr. TEAGUE). |

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Thank you
very much.

I thoroughly concur with the state-
ment that the gentleman from Illinois
made. I think this is a very bad bill, and
I would be very hopeful that the rule will
be defeated.

Mr. FINDLEY, I am glad to yield fo
the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. CRANE. I thank my good friend
and neighbor on my side of the aisle
from my fair State of Illinois, a major
agricultural State, for his statement. I
think he is right and entirely correct in
his assessment of this bill. I go along
with his proposal wholeheartedly to de-
feat the rule and only add one thing.

I think when one turns to controls in
an economy there is increasing pressure
to go along with those necessary con-
ditions which create what the economists
class as economic self-sufficiency, and
that is clearly not in the interests of the
Nation or our State.

I applaud the gentleman for his per-
spicacity in pointing this out to this
body.
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I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentleman.

During the August recess in talking
with business people, including farmers
in Ilinois, I found astonishment at every
point in reaction to the administration’s
action earlier this year in imposing ex-
port controls and found further astonish-
ment and indeed wonderment when they
learned from me that Congress was seri-
ously considering a bill to extend even
greater authority to the President to im-
pose export controls.

Therefore I urge my colleagues to join
me in voting no on the rule.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. GIBBONS) .

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr, Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Missouri for yielding
me this time.

I apologize to the House for having to
take up time, but I am really trying to
save time here. Like Mr. FinpLEY, I am
going to ask you to defeat the rule so that
we can save a little time by not fighting
the bill the rest of the day.

Let me tell you why a fellow from Flor-
ida who has very few farmers in hi= con-
stituency and has mostly consumers in
his distriet is trying to shoot down Santa
Claus, as it appears, and would oppose
this bill, because if you can understand
the reasons why I am opposed to it, you
will be opposed to it, also.

First of all, this expands the discre-
tion that the Secretary of Commerce
would have in increasing export controls.
As you will recall, this bill was spawned
when somebody drowned a few dozen
chickens in Texas and said that they
have to have export controls so that they
can have more chickens. Well, that was
a phony exhibit and did not do anything
to produce any more meat or fiber for any
of us.

As all of us know, prices have gone up,
anyway. In fact, if you take a good, hard
look at what happened after we insti-
tuted the export controls, you will see
what happened is the value of the dollar
slipped more than ever. It opened up our
markets wider and made things even
worse. All we did was make a bad situa-
tion worse when we put on the export
controls.

In addition to that, we killed off the
few reliable customers we had around
the world for our supplies. They are now
proclaiming publicly that they are not
going to support us in trade negotiations
and will have to oppose us because we
have proved ourselves to be unreliable
by cutting off their food and fiber at a
time when they most badly needed it. For
20 years we have been trying to get them
to buy food and fiber from us. Now that
we have finally gotten them to do it we
arbitrarily cut them off. So we will have
to make amends for that and pay that
price and penalty.

What happens when you institute ex-
port controls? I think all of us remember
what happened in the oil import control
program. They developed a system of li-
censing imports in which they gave out
tickets, and the fellow who made the
best campaign contribution got the most

tickets. That is exactly what can happen
under this particular proposal. If you
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begin to put on licensing for export con-
trols, then you will have to give out
tickets to the people so that they can
export. This bill provides no standard by
which they will be given out and what
exporters in this country would get them
and what kinds and classes of countries
around the world might get them or
whether they would be Arab or Jewish
or lesser developed or affluent countries
or countries that have been good custom-
ers of ours or anything else.

Our export control laws do not expire
until about a year from now. I would
hope we would kill this rule and send it
back to the Committee on Banking and
Currency and tell them to come in with
some new export control thinking, and
to put some standards in there so that
we can put a little restraint upo.i the Sec-
retary of Commerce, the Secretary of Ag-
riculture, and the President, as to how
they administer this law.

Yes, we have had this law for some
20 years, but we have never used it ex-
cept in the last few years. I think the
havoc we have created in the time that
we have used it ought to make us pru-
dent about further use of the program
without some further refinements by
Congress.

I assure you that I say there is nothing
wrong with the rule the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. Borring) presents here, I
merely ask the Members to kill the rule
so that we can save time here at this
late hour of the afternoon.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minnutes to the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. SMITH) .

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I am
very much opposed to this rule, and I
want to bring out a few points.

Only 1% years ago we had a big sur-
plus of grain in this country, and those
products were selling at bankrupt prices.
We begged people to take those exports.
We told Japan not to go elsewhere and
set up soybean production, but to depend
on us. We said, “Do not listen to the
French. They are telling the other peo-
ple in the Furopean community that
they cannot depend on the United
States.” We said, “Do not listen to the
French, you can depend on us.” This
would be additional evidence used by the
French to restrict our sales to the EEOC.

The hearings on this bill concluded on
May 16, four weeks before the President
made his speech and changed 180 de-
grees, and in the hearings the admin-
istration testified against the bill.

What has happened since they put
export controls in? Now, Secretary Butz
and others are admitting it was a mis-
take, and a collossal mistake.

They already have enough authority
to impose conftrols. They have already
used the authority. They say they have
enough authority to put it on wheat and
other things if they want to, but that it
take, and a colossal mistake.

Now here we are a year and a half
after we had the big surplus, and they
say that we need more food, and I agree.

There has been a big increase in de-
mand. There was an increase in take-
home pay. An increase in food stamps.
Decisions to eat better, Devaluation of
the dollar and low prices of 1971 discour-
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aged increases in production. We had
several increases that were unexpected
in demand, and so we need more supply.
What happens when we need more sup-
plies? Usually Government encourages
the producers. In the case of oil, when
there is a shortage of oil, the Govern-
ment has said we must give an incentive
for more gas production and oil pro-
duction, that to do so they need more
money, but in the case of farm produc-
tion they say we should hold those guys
right down here where they have been in
the cellar for 20 years.

That will not work, and it has not
worked. Last spring, there was talk of
a boycott, in April. In May, there was a
rollback proposed and that was followed
by a ceiling on prices. The rollback bill
was here on the floor in May. And that
is what puzzled producers until they did
not know what to think., They canceled
plans to increase production.

Then we came along with ceiling
prices, and that really did it. Produc-
of cattle went down, sows were sold, and
we ended up with less pork production.
Poultry production was reduced substan-
tially. There were photos of the little
chickens being killed, that was nothing
compared to the eggs that were dumped
out of the incubators. We cannot se-
cure increased production that way.
Discouraging production was the wrong
thing to do.

Now, the same people are coming in
here and telling us that the solution to
the problem is export controls. They say
that they want more authority than they
have already used on export controls.

I say that it is time to quit listening to
that kind of advice. Price controls, just
as sure as I am standing here, have in-
creased prices in the United States.
When they first went off in January,
some of the smarter merchandisers in-
creased their prices more than they
needed to in order to get ready for the
next round, and the ones who did not do
that got caught in the next round. Those
who held the line were penalized. So they
are now increasing their prices. So we
have higher prices than we would have
had without price controls.

Export controls are the wrong medi-
cine at this time.

In addition to that, we are going right
back to what was talked about in 1764.
The British were going to force the Col-
onists and the Irish to sell low and buy
high. They had a whole series of acts.
Sell low and buy high. They did it with
the same kind of gimmick we are talking
about here. That is what brought on the
Revolutionary War,

The farmers of the 1970's are going
to be no more satisfied with this kind of
approach than were the Colonists of
the 1770’s. It is wrong; it is un-Ameri-
can. Congress is now talking about the
Bicentennial in about 3 years and at the
same time talking about our Govern-
ment going back and doing the same
thing that the mother country did to
the Colonists and the Irish in 1764 in
the tax acts. It is basically wrong; it is
not good for the economy; it is the
wrong thing to do at this time if we
want to increase supply. It will discour-
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age greater production and therefore is
against the interest of consumers.

On top of that, it is basically un-
American, and I urge defeat of the bill.

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the
gentleman from Washington.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
compliment the gentleman on his re-
marks. I join him in opposing this rule.
I think this bill is unwieldy, unwise, and
dangerous, and should be defeated now
on the rule in order to save the time of
the House in further consideration.

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the
gentleman from South Dakota.

Mr. DENHOLM. I commend and com-
pliment the gentleman for an excellent
statement. It is right. I concur therein.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. REES).

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, we have heard
some very florid statements about this
bill. What we are discussing is on page 2
of the bill. The major amendment made
is on line 3. There are 2 amendments. In
the first amendment, the major amend-
ment, we changed the word “and,” and
substituted “or.” The second amendment
was an amendment to repeal an amend-
ment that was passed by this House 2
years ago that for the most part ex-
empted agricultural products from any
type of export control—logs, hides, all
agricultural products unless the Secre-
tary of Agriculture certified that there
was a specific domestic shortage. Those
are the two amendments made in the bill
we have been discussing so far.

For the President to impose export
controls under the laws as exist now, he
has to find, first, that there is a domestic
inflationary impact, and, second, that
there is a short supply of material and
commodity in this country. In changing
“and” to “or” we allow the President to
find either one of two findings instead
of both findings. He could find that there
was either domestic inflationary impact
or short supply, and that is all the major
amendment does.

Let me tell the Members, that like
most of you, I just got back from 1
month in my district, and I saw what
happened to food prices. Their effect on
my constituents. I know what my house-
wives think about the price of feed
grains and what feed grains prices have
done to the price of chicken, beef, pork,
and everything else. I know what my
housewives are thinking about the price
of wheat and everything that is made of
wheat. They do not like skyrocketing
farm prices.

On the 16th of this month we go into
phase IV of this economic program we
have. The Members are going to find that
their housewives are going to be writ-
ing them letters again saying, “How
come agricultural products are going up
again?”—not just 10 percent a year, but
maybe 10 percent a month—and that is
what they are going to be asking the
Members.

If we vote to kill this rule and if we
vote to put a restriction in this bill that
severely restricts the President’s power to
restrict the import of agricultural prod-
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ucts, we are telling our housewives that
prices are going to go wherever the ex-
port demand is going to pull those prices,
and the President will have little power,
to try to balance domestic needs with the
necessity of this country to keep a farm
export market. I think the major prob-
lem we have so far this year is that there
has been, perhaps, an overreaction from
the administration in applying export
controls.

Instead of trying to settle on and de-
fine what a rational export market is
and what we need to export to keep a firm
balance of payments going, and instead
of trying to project our domestic market
and our domestic demand so that we can
try to get a rational price that has some
connection with the cost of producing
our goods, I think the tendency has been
to overreact as in the case of'the em-
bargo on soybeans, or the complex licens-
ing of steel scrap exports. But the ad-
ministration does not necessarily have
to continue this policy and I doubt it
will in the future, because this is the first
time the administration has dealt with
this act and I hope they have learned by
their experience.

I think we have to have this balance
between the need to export and the need
to satisfy our domestic market. With re-
stricted controls, by killing this rule so
as to knock out the ability to put restric-
tions on exports, I know we are going
to be in trouble because the food prices
will continue to go up, and it will be
the foreign demand that pulls the price
up. It will not be the domestic demand
and the cost to the U.S. consumer will
not be related to the cost to the farmer
to produce those goods.

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

Mr. REES. I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. Hanna).

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Speaker, is the gen-
tleman trying to say he agrees with the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY)
and some others who have said that
there has been a shortage created by the
very poor planning that we have in fact,
and we admit, those of us who are for
this bill, that there has been a very bad
reaction in terms of our marketing?
Really the question is who is going to
have the burden of the shortage, whether
that is going to be completely upon the
consumer or whefher we are going to get
some kind of mechanism where we can
split the burden.

Mr. REES. I appreciate what the gen-
tleman is saying.

On page 5 of the bill we try to antici-
pate the shortages and keep a balance
of domestic and export needs so that the
housewife can still buy food.

We have to have this bill for respon-
sible export controls.

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

Mr. REES. I yleld to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. MILFORD. Mr. Speaker, I associ-
ate myself with the remarks of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. REES).

Mr. Speaker, some of the arguments
that have been offered simply do not
make sense. As a matter of fact, the ar-
guments offered are not even germane
to this bill.

H.R. 8547 has absolutely nothing in
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common with conditions present during
our revolution. Matters covered in H.R.
8547 have nothing to do with foreign-
ers selecting or rejecting U.S. agricul-
tural products.

Let us get down to some basic facts.
Any country, anywhere in the world, is
going to buy their food and fiber from
whatever nation will sell at the lowest
price.

Japan, or any other nation, is not going
to buy soybeans from the United States
if they are able to get them at a lower
cost from another nation.

We surely learned this lesson during
the past 35 years through our expendi-
ture of many billions of tax dollars in
crop support subsidies. In the past we
have had to artificially lower export
prices, through subsidies, in order to
move surplus food and fiber overseas.

Two very important facts have devel-
oped during the past 2 years that make
this bill very necessary: First, our dollar
has been devalued—compared to other
currencies—thereby making American
food and fiber cheaper for other nations;
and second, world demands for food and
fiber are increasing beyond the ability
to fulfill that demand.

My concern is for the United States.
We must look out for our own interest—
first. Bread on the American table must
be our top priority, and a house for Amer-
cans must come before we sell lumber
overseas.

H.R. 8547 addresses itself to these
basic needs. I strongly urge each of you
to vote for this bill.

HR. 8547 is not an attack on the
farmer, as some would have you believe,
This bill does not prohibit imports. It
simply says, “Sell America first; satisfy
this Nation’s needs first; then sell your
surplus to the world.”

I know that the big farm lobbies are
fighting this bill. They plead and cry
that the poor old farmer is finally begin-
ning to make a living.

Well, my colleagues, I think we should
take a close look at the “poor” old
farmer. Every food and fiber crop has,
at least, doubled in price during the past
year. Many have tripled and quadrupled,
Furthermore, the “poor old farmer” al-
ready has a Government guarantee of
survival through the generous agriculture
support program.

I think it is time that we paid some
attention to the “poor old housewife.”
Taxpayers have been supporting the
farmer since the 1930’s. The housewife
along with other taxpayers has paid crop
supports. Now, the “poor old farmer”
wants to say thanks by sending his food
and fiber to the highest bidder without
regard to whether or not Americans are
fed in the meantime.

I would now like to refer my farm-
oriented friends to the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp and ask them to read their own
speeches that they made when the farm
bill was on the floor.

Each of you, without exception, came
forward with the argument that crop
subsidies were absolutely necessary in or-
der that Americans would have sufficient
food and fiber at a cost they could afford.

Now, my country friends, the shoe is
on the other foot. We have sufficient food
for Americans and some extra to sell
overseas. All I want to do and all H.R.
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8547 will do is insure that America is
fed first.

The taxpayers of this Nation are call-
ing their chit and do hereby demand
that farm interests play at least as fair
with them as they have played with you
in the past.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 3 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I am somewhat at a loss
to find some of our friends who supported
the so-called strategic reserve idea, when
we had tremendous surpluses of agri-
cultural products on hand, now opposing
this type of legislation. I cannot quite
figure out the logic of saying that we
should not give the administration the
authority to restrict these imports when
the surpluses have been depleted. The
same individuals, I say Mr. Speaker, were
advocating a strategic reserve when we
were running over with surpluses of agri-
cultural commodities.

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

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, a re-
serve approach is precisely the right
thing. We should have taken some of
the surpluses and set them aside so we
would have a supply now. We cannot
create supply by putting on export con-
trol. It does not add 1 bushel of sup-
plies. All it does is say that one certain
group in the world will sell at a lesser
price than the value of the product in
another part of the world. It upsets the
whole equilibrium of our distribution sys-
tem. That is the reason we should have
created the reserves for use now instead
of coming along now and trying to create
supplies with export controls.

Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman for
his comment but his logic escapes me.

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

Mr. LATTA. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois, and I must say he was not
one who supported the strategic reserves
and he is now opposed to this bill.

Mr. FINDLEY. The gentleman is
correct. I would hate to see us diverted on
that point. The question before the House
is whether more authority to control ex-
ports should be given the President.

He already has perhaps far too much
authority today, and if this rule is de-
feated, he will still have the same
authority he used earlier this year to
impose unwise restraints on the export
of soybean meal and other products.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I would just
like to reemphasize what this bill is all
about.

On page 5, line 3, section 4c¢ of the Ex-
port Administration Act of 1969 is
amended by inserting “or to reduce the
serious inflationary impact of abnormal
foreign demand” immediately after
‘“scarce materials.”

That is what we have been talking
about. We are not talking about normal
foreign demands. I believe everybody who
is faintly familiar with the soybean situa-
tion realizes that we had an abnormal
foreign demand.

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

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self 2 additional minutes.
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Mr. Speaker, I am for the farmer get-
ting every nickel, every penny he possibly
can get for his crops, whether soybean,
corn, whatever it is. I am for it, but I am
also for the American consumer ahead
of any foreign consumer.

That is all that is involved here,
whether or not we are going to take care
of Americans first with the scarce com-
modities. I think we should. I think the
American people think we should.

If we are going to run scared on this
issue, I think we had better go home.

I have heard from many farmers back
home who are paying astronomical prices
for soybean meal to produce the meat
that goes on our tables. They do not want
to pay it, but that is what is embodied
here when we have the abnormal situa-
tion we have had. I think we ought to
face realities here. This bill is worthy of
consideration by this House and should
not be defeated on the rule. It is too
important.

A few months back, we had resolutions
presented before the Committee on Rules
on the export of logs. The price of ply-
wood had gone sky high because of the
abnormal foreign demand. I see here in
this legislation, if it is passed, that we
are going to have controls on that. The
American consumer should be protected
first.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, if I could be
convinced that the President did not al-
ready have authority to invoke export
controls, I would vote for this rule. No
one has convinced me that he does not
already have, as evidenced by his past
action, that authority.

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

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self an additional 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I say to my friend from
Towa that we have not even discussed
the bill. We have not considered the bill.
Let us consider the rule first, pass the
rule and let the committee which has
this bill under consideration present the
facts. This is too important a piece of
legislation to defeat on the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. GERALD
R. Forp) .

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
in response to the comment made by the
gentleman from Illinois, and I hope in
answer to the statement made by the
gentleman from Iowa, let me make one
or two observations.

The administration for the last month
or two has prevented the export of soy-
bean and related products under the ex-
isting Export Administration Act. Under
that act, there are three tough criteria,
all of which must be met before the ad-
ministration can act to limit exports.
They did take the action in reference to
soybeans.

I am informed that there have been a
number of lawsuits initiated challenging
the right of the administration to impose
a limitation on such exports.

I am told further by Members I helieve
are well informed that the courts tradi-
tionally have been very tough and have
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been very restrictive in the interpreta-
tion of the authority under existing law.
As a result, administrations in the past,
and perhaps this one in this case, may
not be successful in limiting exports on
certain commodities.

The reason why the administration
has asked for the present legislation is
that they do not want to initiate a lim-
ited export control program and find
that they do not have sufficient authority
under existing law. Therefore, they want
greater flexibility and more certain legal
authority.

I believe it is a reasonable request. If
this legislation is not approved the courts
might preclude the executive branch
from putting on export limitations.

I believe it is a far wiser procedure to
debate the pros and cons of the legisla-
tion so that the Committee on Banking
and Currency, which voted 24 to 4 in a
bipartisan way, can explain why they
recommended this legislation under these
circumstances. Therefore, I support the
rule.

Let me go to another aspect of the
problem. I was home for most of the
August recess. I thoroughly canvassed my
district. I listened to approximately 500
people individually in my office. The
overwhelming questions that were raised
related to inflation. Most of them related
to the increased cost of food to the
consumer.

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

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman 3 additional minutes.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
the President said, in his message dated
June 13, that he only wanted this export
control and would only use it if he had
to make a hard decision between the
American consumer on the one hand and
the foreign consumer on the other.

I believe it is politically wise to give
at least the House the opportunity to
discuss the legislation. Furthermore, I
believe it is politically wise to let the
House make a decision on whether we
want to approve the legislation.

If we preclude discussion, and if we
defeat the bill, there will be many politi-
cal questions raised in the next cam-
paign., We all know that consumers in
this country have a higher priority than
consumers in other countries.

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

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am glad to
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. HANNA. I approve of the gentle-
man's statement, and I commend him
for making it.

I would point out that if Members will
look at the report of the committee, on
page 10, they will see the crux of the
thing lies in the language that is stricken
in section (e) and the language that
would be put in its place, because this is
what the gentleman is talking about,
where the President now is in a strait-
jacket and has to overreact, if he has to
wait for the full ecrisis, whereas under
the new language it would give more
flexibility and would allow for some
planning and some action that would be
short of the kind of disaster action that
has been taken in the past. Is that not
correct?
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Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Let me make
one further comment. I will quote from
the President’s message of June 13, which
puts it pretty bluntly:

I have made this basic decision. In allocat-
ing the products of American farms between
markets abroad and those in the United
States we must put the American consumer
first.

He goes on to say further in the mes-
sage:

But we will not let foreign sales price
meat and eggs off the American table.

I believe it makes sense to let the House
discuss the issue, and I furthermore be-
lieve it makes sense to pass the bill.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. I appre-
ciate the minority leader yielding. The
gentleman has referred to high food cost,
as our friend from California and one or
two other speakers have. The thing which
is overlooked is that it has not been 2
vears ago the farmers were selling soy-
beans for $2.40 a bushel.

This is a dollar a bushel less than they
were getting 25 years ago, and

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. But let me say
that the price of soybeans a few weeks
ago increased to $11 or $12.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.

Speaker, I would appreciate it if the
gentleman would let me complete my
sentence.

Now, ufter 25 years, when the farmers
are finally getting a fair return on their
investment, we find the President plac-

ing an embargo on soybeans, thus dis-
criminating against a large segment of
the farm economy. The rule should be
voted down.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, [ vield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, in addition
to the reasons given by the gentleman
from Iowa concerning the unrealistic
reporting requirements in this bill I be-
lieve there is another reason for oppos-
ing this rule.

This bill provides that there will be no
exports of softwood timber unless the
Secretary of Agriculture certifies that
there will be cut at least 11.8 billion
board feet of timber in the national for-
ests per year. That may sound good, but
what it really does is to give the big tim-
ber producers a nice little lever to go to
the Federal Government and persuade
them to increase the cut in our national
forests, in violation of the multiple use
concept—and without doing anything to
eliminate the backlog in reforestation.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that the Members
follow the advice of the gentleman from
Iowa, and vote down this rule.

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

Mr. OBEY. Surely.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, if that is
the justification for the position taken
by the gentleman, I hope that he will
reconsider it, because it should be very
clear that there will be an amendment
offered by the gentleman from Ohio to
strike the first part of section 10 which
makes provision for this.
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Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, in that case
I would suggest that we take it back to
the committee and take it out of the hill
in the first place.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from West Vir-
ginia (Mr. HECHLER).

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I share the concern which has
just been expressed by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBey) about the
language on page 7, lines 7 through 12.
This language seems to provide an open
invitation to trigger the authorization to
cut and offer for sale from mnational
forests “not less than 11,800 million
board feet of softwood timber.”

I would like to get some clarification
from the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
AsHLEY) concerning this section, which
seems to me to provide some tremendous
upward pressure toward massive clear-
cutting in national forests.

Mr. ASHLEY. Yes. I will say that in
the section referred to by the gentleman,
section 10, it is provided that there would
be a limit placed on the exportation of
logs unless the Forest Service increased
the annual offer for sale to 11.8 billion
board feet.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, do I understand the gentleman
to say, though, that this entire section is
going to be stricken in any case?

Mr. ASHLEY. The language on page 6
and the language on the first part of
page 7, if I am not mistaken.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. So
there will be no reference in the bill to
this item?

Mr. ASHLEY. No. If the gentleman
from Wisconsin thinks that it is so easy
to bring this about, I would say that cir-
cumstances in the last 60 to 90 days have
changed rather substantially and dras-
tically since this bill was reported by the
Committee on Rules.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
would have grave reservations about this
bill, or even the rule which authorizes
taking up the bill, if this language re-
mained. Yet there are so many other pro-
visions of this bill which will serve to pro-
tect the consumers of this Nation that I
shall support the rule. I respect the good
faith of the gentleman from Ohio, Mr.
AsmLEY) in his declared intention to re-
move the objectionable feature of the
bill which would endanger our national
forests.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. WILLIAMS) .

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I have
been quite surprised today to find those
Members representing farm districts
standing up and urging the defeat of the
rule on H.R. 8547.

I can tell the Members that no group
of people in this country has been more
benefited by the Economic Stabilization
Act enforcement than have been our
farmers. Under phase II there was no
ceiling on raw agricultural products: the
same thing was true under phase III.
Under phase III and one-half, prices
only to the consumers were frozen, and
not the prices of raw agricultural prod-
ucts.

Therefore, the farmers, since the Eco-
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nomic Stabilization Act went into effect,
have been benefiting from this.

However, we have now reached a point
where we must consider the people of
this country in their entirety, including
the farmers.

When we talk about exporting certain
types of feed grains we are talking about
bigher prices to our farmers. Higher
prices, of course, will be reflected in the
wage increases gained to the Steelwork-
ers, the United Auto Workers, and other
workers, in the immediate months to
come. Therefore prices to everybody
throughout this country will go up.

So, if you are against inflation, you
are going to vote for the rule and then
vote for some sensible amendments to
this bill.

As the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
LaTrTA) so ably pointed out, one of the
main thrusts of this bill is to reduce the
serious inflationary impact of abnormal
foreign demands. I am quite certain
every Member of this House has some
question in his mind concerning the
recent wheat deal with Russia. The price
per bushel of wheat in this country was
about $2 at that time. We sold the wheat
to Russia at about $1.63 per bushel. The
cifference between those two figures was
subsidized by the American taxpayer.

The number of tons sold also threw
out of balance the wheat market in the
United States, and we do not want that
to happen again. The way you are going
to prevent it is by passing this bill.

Now, also, relative to lumber, there is
a fizure mentioned of the number of
board feet that can be taken out of our
national forests. However, the figure
mentioned must be available before we
can export billions of board feet of tim-
ber to foreign countries. What we are
doing is making certain we have enough
lumber to use at home before we export
it.

For your information, we are already
dcwn to an all-time low in new housing
starts even though conditions have
changed in the last few months but they
have changed so little “hat any chan e to
the contrary will simply continue to hold
down new housing starts which are so
screly needed by the people of this coun-
try both in our urban and rural areas.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota (Mr. FRENZEL) .

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Rees) and
the distinguished minority leader (Mr.
GeraLn R. Forn) made what I think are
the critical points in support of the rule.

The gentleman from California cor-
rectly points out that the committee’s
bill suggests only a very modest change
which will give the Secretary of Com-
merce a little more latitude and a little
more flexibility in administering the Ex-
port Administration Act. What it really
gives him is a chance to prevent infla-
tion rather than to cure it after it has
actually happened.

The minority leader pointed out quite
clearly that the administration. in ask-
ing for this additional power, is teking
the side of the American consumer
against the foreign consumer.

If he was not blunt enough, I would
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like to suggest right now to some of my
friends in this body that they will accept
for themselves some of the responsibil-
ity for inflation or high prices which are
to follow if, in fact, they deny this small
additional power to the administration
and to the President. I doubt that many
Members will want to accept that re-
sponsibility.

I think this bill deserves to be heard,
and I urge that Members who give their
own consumers first priority vote for this
rule.

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Iowa (Mr.
Gross).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, already we
have heard three members of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency say
that they are ready, willing, and waiting
to offer amendments to this bill which
will apparently change it quite radically.

I am beginning to wonder in light of
what has happened this week in the
House of Representatives to legislation
coming out of the Committee on Banking
and Currency whether a resolution call-
ing for the observance of Mother’s Day, if
brought out by this committee could pass
the House without a shower of amend-
ments.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. ASHLEY).

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, to say that
this resolution should be voted down is
obviously to say a matter of very great
national significance should not even be
considered on the merits, and I seriously
question if that is the position and the
posture that we individually or collec-
tively want to take.

It should be quite clear to all of us
that there is a cabal in sincere opposi-
tion to sections of the bill, H.R. 8547,
before us, We all received a “dear col-
league” letter over the signature of the
gentleman from Illinois and the gentle-
man from Florida.

This was their justification for urging
us to vote against the rule; they said,
inter alia: !

The primary justification offered for the
additional power granted by this bill is to
control the export of agricultural products.
Yet, Secretary of Agriculture Earl Butz has
stated that export controls are not now
needed for agricultural products. Why then
enact this bill?

First, this is not the position of Secre-
tary of Agriculture Butz. And I have
evidence to that effect which I will pre-
sent in general debate. But, secondly, as
the distinguished minority leader has
suggested, the answer as to why now to
adopt this bill is found in the language
of the President of the United States—
and let me say, parenthetically, as one
who does support what the majority
leader said the day before yesterday
when he said that there should be co-
operation with the President, and that
cooperation includes the majority side of
this body—the President had this to say:

One of the major reasons for the rise in
food prices at home is that there is now an
unprecedented demand abroad for the prod-
ucts of America's farms. Over the long run,
increased food exports will be a vital factor
in ra.lsing farm income, in lmprovmg our bal-
ance of payments, in supporting America’s
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position of leadership in the world. In the
short term, however, when we have shortages
and sharply rising prices of food here at
home, I have made this basic decision: In
allocating the products of America’s farms
between markets abroad and those in the
United States, we must put the American
consumer first.

Is there anybody who wants to argue
with that proposition?

There is a second suggestion made by
the authors of this ‘““dear colleague” let-
ter when they say:

Since the Export Administration Act does
not expire until next June 30, we have
plenty of time to rethink this whole area.

Let me just refer them to the state-
ment of the Secretary of Commerce
when he said—and this perhaps will go
to the question asked by the gentleman
from Iowa:

The administration has requested broader
authority in the Export Administration Act
s0 as to permit the President to impose ex-
port controls in order to curtall serlous in-
flation in domestic prices, Even though the
President’s authority as contained in the ex-
isting Export Administration Act is severely
limited, the present situation in soybeans
and cottonseeds is such that the tests of
the Act are met. However, because of the
limitations in the present Act, the President
may not be able in the future to impose con-
trols to curtail serlous domestic inflation.
The action today underlines the urgency of
the Administration’s request for new
authority.

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

Mr. ASHLEY. I will not yield at this
time.

Mr. Speaker, let me conclude by say-
ing that there is no question about the
fact that we have multiple purposes as
a nation. Most certainly we support free
trade. Most certainly it is in the interest
of this Nation to stabilize domestic
prices. ’

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

Mr. ASHLEY. May I have 1 additional
minute?

Mr. BOLLING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio 1 additional minute.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, it should
be emphasized that this administration
has been most reluctant because of the
adverse balance of payments and trade
to impose any kind of export constraint.
I agree that they arrived at this decision
late. I applaud the fact that they had
the courage to reach the decision when
they did, however late, and to make it
stick.

I should most urgently hope and urge
this body to vote in favor of the rule.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on House
Resolution 484.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
resolution.
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The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the “ayes” ap-
peared to have it.

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

_The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 304, nays 84,
not voting 46, as follows:

[Roll No, 430]

YEAS—304

Eshleman
Evans, Colo,
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell

Fish

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Callif,
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Bafalis
Barrett
Bennett
Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Biester
Bingham
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Brinkley
Brooks
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Mich,
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burke, Calif,
Burke, Mass,
Burton
Butler
Byron
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Chisholm
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, Il1.
Conable
Conlan
Conte
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Daniels,
Dominick V.

McCormack
MecDade
McFall
McKay
McKinney
Flood Macdonald
Flowers Madden
Ford, Gerald R. Madigan
Forsythe Mallliard
Fountain Mallary
Frelinghuysen Mann
Frenzel Maraziti
Frey Martin, Nebr.
Froehlich Martin, N.C.
Fulton Mathias, Calif.
Gaydos Matsunaga
Gettys Mazzoli
Gialmo Meeds
Gilman Metcalfe
Goldwater Michel
Gonzalez Milford
Goodling Miller
Grasso Minish
Gray Mink
Green, Pa, Minshall, Ohio
Grover Mitchell, Md.
Gubser Mitchell, N.Y.
Gude Mizell
Gunter Moakley
Guyer Mollohan
Hamilton Montgomery
Hammer- Moorhead, Pa.
schmidt Morgan
Hanley Mosher
Hanna Moss
Hansen, Wash. Murphy, Il1,
Harrington Murphy, N.Y.
Harsha Myers
Harvey Natcher
Hastings Nedzi
Hechler, W. Va. Nichols
Heckler, Mass. Nix
Heinz O'Brien
Helstoski O'Hara
Henderson O’'Neill
Hicks Owens
Hillis Patman
Hinshaw Patten
Hogan Pepper
Holtzman Perkins
Horton Pettis
Hosmer Peyser
Huber Pike
Hudnut Podell
Hungate Powell, Ohilo
Ichord Preyer
Jarman Price, I1l.
Johnson, Calif. Pritchard
Johnson, Pa. Railsback
Jones, Ala. Randall
Jones, N.C. Rangel
Karth Rees
Eastenmeler Regula
Danielson Kazen Reuss
Davlis, Wis. Keating Rhodes
Dellenback Kemp Rlegle
Dellums King Rinaldo
Dent Kluczynskl Robison, N.Y.
Derwinskl Eoch Roe
Donohue Kyros
Landgrebe
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent
Litton
Lott
Lujan

Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y.
ERooney, Pa.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush

Roy

Roybal
Ruppe
Ruth

8t Germalin
Bandman
Barasin

Eckhardt
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif,
Eilberg McClory
Erlenborn McCloskey
Esch McCollister
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Sarbanes
Saylor
Schneebell
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shriver
Shuster
Skubltz

Slack
Smith, N.Y.
Bnyder
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Steele
Steelman
Stelger, Wis.
Btephens
Stokes
Btuckey
Studds
Sullivan

Symington
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.

‘Wiggins
Willlams
Wilson, Bob

Thompson, N.J. Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif,

Wilson,
Charles, Tex.

Winn

Thomson, Wis.
Thornton
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Treen

Udall

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vanik

Vigorito
‘Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler

Wolft
Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wiylie
Wyman
Yates
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, Ill.
Zablockl

Whitehurst
Widnall

NAYS—84

Abdnor Foley Price, Tex.
Andrews, Fraser Qule

N. Dak. Gibbons Rarick
Armstrong Ginn Roberts
Ashbrook Green, Oreg. Robinson, Va.
Baker Griffiths Ronealio, Wyo.
Bauman Gross Rose
Beard Haley Rousselot
Bowen Hansen, Idaho Ryan
Breaux Hébert Batterfield
Brown, Calif. Holt Sebelius
Brown, Ohio  Hunt Shoup
Burgener Hutchinson Slkes
Burke, Fla. Johnson, Colo. Smith, Iowa
Burleson, Tex. Jordan Spence
Burlison, Mo. Steed
Camp
Crane
Culver
Danfiel, Dan
Danlel, Robert

Ww., Jr.
de la Garza
Denholm
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Findley
Fisher

Eetchum
Long, La.
Long, Md.
Mahon
Mayne
Melcher
Mezvinsky
Moorhead,
Calif.
Nelsen
Obey
Parris
Pickle Zion
Poage Zwach

NOT VOTING—46

Dingell Mills, Ark.
Flynt Passman
Ford, Quillen
Wwilllam D. Reld
Fuqua Rodino
Hanrahan Rooney, N.Y.
Hawkins Runnels
Hays Scherle
Holifield Shipley
Howard Bisk
Jones, Okla, Stanton,
Jones, Tenn, James V.
Kuykendall Stark
McEwen Stubblefield
Delaney McSpadden Taylor, Mo.
Diggs Mathis, Ga. Waldie

So the resolution was agreed to.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr.

Mr.
Mr.

Steiger, Ariz.
Stratton
Symms
Teague, Callf.
Teague, Tex.
Thone
Ullman
Veysey
Whitten
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.

Alexander
Bell
Blackburn
Blatnik
Boggs
Breckinridge

Collins, Tex.
Conyers
Corman
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.

Hays with Mr. Bell.
Rooney of New York with Mr. Runnels.
Holifleld with Mr. Clancy.
Mr. Breckinridge with Mr. Blackburn.’
Mr. Waldie with Mr, Diggs.
Mr, Blatnik with Mr. Flynt.
Mr. Rodino with Mr. Hawkins.
. Corman with Mr. Del Clawson.
Mr. Davis of South Carolina with Mr. Euy-
kendall.
. Delaney with Mr. Conyers.
. Fuqua with Mr. Broyhill of North Caro-
lina.
. Shipley with Mr. McEwen.
., Bisk with Mr. Collins of Texas.
. Alexander with Mr. Quillen.
. Stark with Mr. Davis of Georgla.
. Stubblefield with Mr. Scherle.
. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Taylor of
Missourl.
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Willlam D. Ford.
Mrs. Boggs with Mr. Jones of Oklahoma.
Mr. Howard with Mr. Hanrahan.
Mr. Reid with Mr. Mathis of Georgm.‘
Mr. Passman with Mr, McSpadden.
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Mr, James V. Stanton with Mr. Mills of
Arkansas.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr., PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, 1 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. 8547) to amend the Ex-
port Administration Act of 1969, to pro-
tect the domestic economy from the ex-
cessive drain of scarce materials and
commodities and to reduce the serious
inflationary impact of abnormal foreign
demand.

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

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. 8547, with Mr.
Grammo. 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
be recognized for 30 minutes, and the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. Wip-
~ALL) will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

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

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 8547, if enacted,
will help protect the domestic economy
from the excessive drain of scarce
madterials and commodities, and reduce
the serious inflationary impaect of ab-
normal foreign demand. Over the past
several months, there has been enor-
mous evidence that homebuyers and
consumers generally and such diverse
segments of the economy as livestock
feeders and steel producers have been
paying an extraordinary price for un-
stable market conditions in such im-
portant industries as lumber, steel and
the grain trade.

The Department of Commerce in ifs
quarterly report on export controls, as
recently as the fourth quarter of 1972,
gave no evidence that it had even been
monitoring the sales of a number of ma-
terials and conditions currently or
prospectively in short supply. Thus, there
arose a need to give the administration a
clear indication that national policy
with respect to export controls be much
more effectively implemented.

The ineffective implementation of ex-
port controls was dramatically brought
to the fore last year following the ex-
traordinarily large wheat purchases on
the part of the Soviets. They had to re-
mind us that ot.hpr governments, such as
those of Canada and Australia follow
procedures which enable them, their ex-
porters, and the producers in those coun-
tries to know precisely the kind and
amount of grain being purchased by for-
eign buyers at any given time. In con-
trast, the Soviet grain buyers had been
able to come here and approach our pri-
vate grain exporting companies indi-
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vidually to make deals without sufficient
information being made available to both
the domestic processors and users of es-
sential food stuffs. In recent months, the
price of soybeans and products there-
from have also sharply increased at the
same time that exports have soared. The
result has been that domestic prices have
increased sharply for products which
constitute some of life’s very essentials.

While the administration continued to
study the situation with respect to the
price and supply and export trade for
logs and lumber, in a matter of months
the price of lumber components of an
average home increased some $1,200.
While we recorded a trade surplus of
some $400 million for timber, the lum-
ber cost for new home construction added
more than a billion dollars to the cost of
living.

In the face of these events the Sub-
committee on International Trade of
your Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency began consideration of legislation
to deal with this situation in March, and
continued to do so until it made recom-
mendations to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency on June 5.

The administration, which had not
supported efforts to modify the export
control authority, dramatically shifted
its position on June 13, when the Presi-
dent addressed the Nation and indicated
views which reflected in principle the
recommendations made to the Banking
and Currency Committee. On June 19,
the committee adopted and ordered re-
ported the bill before you, which incor-
porates the language designed to meet
the President’s request for a modification
in export control authority and which
ﬁow has the support of the administra-

on.

Mr. Chairman, this is a good bill. It
was reported by your Committee on
Banking and Currency by an overwhelm-
ing vote of 24 in favor and 4 against.

I want to commend Congressman
AsHLEY, the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, and the subcommittee members who
worked hard and did good work in bring-
ing this legislation to the full committee
and the floor. I will ask Mr. AsHLEY to
provide a detailed discussion of the pro-
visions of the legislation before the com-
mittee and the justification therefor.

Mr, Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. ASHLEY) .

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, there is
no need to say that the bill before us
today, which amends the Export Admin-
istration Act of 1969, is controversial in
a number of respects.

In my view this is unavoidable. It is
unavoidable because the Export Admin-
istration Act is based upon competing, if
not conflicting, findings of fact and dec-
larations of policy.

The first finding in the 1969 act states
that—

The avallability of certain materials at
home and abroad varies so that the quantity
and composition of U.8. exports and their
distribution among importing countries may
affect the welfare of the domestic economy
and may have an important bearing upon
fulfillment of the forelgn policy of the United
States.
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A subsequent finding points out that—

The unwarranted restriction of exports
from the United States has a serious adverse
effect on our balance of payments.

And this is followed by a finding that—

The uncertainty of policy toward certain
categories of exports has curtailed the ef-
forts of American business—to the detri-
ment of the overall attempt to improve the
trade balance of the United States.

The declarations of policy which fol-
low reflect these same competing objec-
tives. The first states that it is U.S. pol-
icy to “encourage trade with all coun-
tries with which we have diplomatic or
trading relations—except where it has
been determined by the President to be
against the national interest,” and this
is followed by a statement that it is the
policy of the United States to “use ex-
port controls to the extent necessary to
protect the domestic economy from the
excessive drain of scarce materials and
to reduce the serious inflationary impact
of abnormal foreign demand.”

There is opposition to the bill before
us because there are commercial inter-
ests in the counrty who profit from ex-
ports, which is entirely appropriate, and
these interests take the view that any
curtailment of exports is bad public pol-
icy.

Neither the Banking Committee nor
the administration share this view.

All of us must be aware that since the
latter half of 1972 there has developed a
sharp rise in the price of a number of
materials and commodities which has
coincided with increased foreign demand
for these same goods. Among these are
wheat and feed grains, soft wood logs,
ferris scrap, to name only the most
outstanding.

In the face of this situation and until
as recently as June 27, the Department
of Commerce—which administers the
Export Administration Act—declined to
impose controls on any commodity, con-
tending that existing circumstances did
not warrant the exercise of this author-
ity. In fact, despite the urging of do-
mestic consumers for export constraints
on such items as scrap, copper, hides,
fertilizer, and logs, there is no evidence
that the Departments of Commerce or
Agriculture were even monitoring the
impact of expanded exports in terms of
domestic availability and escalating
price levels in these commodities here
at home.

This, then, was the situation that the
Subcommittee on International Trade
sought to address when it began hear-
ings on March 20 and terminated on
May 15. I might say that the recommen-
dations of the subcommittee were incor-
porated in H.R. 8547 on June 8 and that
this was adopted by the full committee
without dissent.

Following the President’s address on
June 13, in which he called for new ex-
port control authority, the Committee
on Banking and Currency adopted on
June 19 an amendment to the Export
Administration Act to clarify and assure
Presidential authority to curtail exports.
Let me again emphasize that the exercise
of this authority is limited “to the extent
necessary to protect the domestic econ-
omy from the excessive drain of scarce
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materials or to reduce the serious infia-
tionary impact of abnormal foreign
demand.”

This key amendment was adopted in
committee by a vote of 30 to 2.

In its final form, as reported, section 1
of the bill would provide that the Secre-
tary of Commerce shall make an investi-
gation to determine which materials or
commodities shall be subject to export
controls as a result of the present or
prospective inflationary impact or short
supply of such materials or commodities
and shall develop forecast indices of the
domestic demand of such materials and
commodities. With respect to agricul-
tural commodities the imposition of ex-
port controls requires the concurrence
of the Secretary of Agriculture. The sec-
tion also provides for the publication of
certain information on agricultural com-
modities I have already cited.

Section 2 would impose export controls
on softwood logs and softwood lumber
for calendar year 1973 and 1974, unless
the Secretary of Agriculture shall cer-
tify that 11.8 billion board feet of soft-
wood timber shall be offered for sale
from the national forest during each of
these years. The provision is designed to
give impetus to improved programs in
Federal forest management, in order
that both domestic and export require-
ments can be more readily met. The sec-
tion also provides that no unprocessed
timber from Federal lands west of the
100th meridian shall be sold for export
unless the President determines that an
adequate supply of softwood logs and
lumber exists for domestic use, at rea-
sonable price levels.

The appropriate secretaries are re-
quired to promulgate rules to prevent
substitution of that timber for non-
Federal timber.

Finally, let me restate the intent of
the committee that the United States
should make full use of its resources in
trade with other nations in order to
achieve greater domestic employment
and real income and to maintain the
value of our currency.

The bill before you 1s one of modera-
tion—one which seeks to strike a bal-
ance between our domestic supply and
price requirements on the one hand, and
the need to export to support the value
of the dollar on the other.

Before concluding, let me acknowledge
that the manner in which export con-
trols were imposed in mid-summer on
such commodities as soybeans has most
certainly been clumsy and ill-adroit. It
is anything but consistent policy to
steadfastly deny for many months the
existence of conditions that warrant ex-
port controls, and then suddenly to in-
sist upon the immediate imposition of
such controls.

I can only point out that the con-
sultative procedures provided for in sec-
tion 1, together with an appropriate sys-
tem of reporting and licensing, would
have greatly reduced, if not eliminated,
the uncertainty that has seized the com-
modity market in recent days and result-
ed in confusion over contracts and other
matters.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, let me suggest
that a balance can be struck between
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our domestic supply and price require-
ments on the one hand and the need to
export in order to support the value of
the dollar on the other. In a sense these
are competing interests but they are also
mutually supporting. National policy
must be sufficiently flexible to permit
temporary shifts in emphasis to reflect
and be responsive to overall economic
policy objectives.

On this basis, Mr, Chairman, I urge
adoption of the bill before us.

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

Mr, ASHLEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. The President was able
to impose export controls on soybeans,
as the gentleman pointed out, and on
other commodities. If that be so, why is
this bill necessary?

Mr. ASHLEY. It is necessary because
the administration took the view until
June of this year that it did not have
sufficient authority under the Export
Administration Act of 1969 to act to
restrain exports. What it said was that
the criteria contained in the act were
simply too stringent to meet the eco-
nomic circumstances which obtained in
the latter part of last year and the fore-
part of this year.

Let me say to the gentleman from Illi-
nois that I disagreed and members of the
subcommittee disagreed. We simply
could not understand the administra-
tion’s position that there was no rela-
tionship between these monumental ex-
ports and the escalating price levels here
at home. This was the position of the
administration until, I believe it was,
June 13 at the time that the President
announced that he would make use of
the controls in the Export Administra-
tion Act.

What he really was saying was that
as of that date the conditions which ob-
tained in the country were such that
they could trigger the authority con-
tained in the Export Administration Act.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

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

At the same time, as the Secretary
then very forcefully indicated, had there
been more flexible authority in the law,
the administration would have been able
to act in a more judicious fashion than
was possible to act after the President’s
June 13 statement.

To put it another way, the reason that
the new authority is necessary is so that
the kind of situation, eritical as it was on
June 13, does not have to be met. We
would not have to await such conditions
before authority under the act can be
made use of.

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

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

Mr. YATES. I thought as I listened to
the gentleman that he was making an
argument that the existing law is ade-
quate to take care of such situations, even
though the administration thought that
it did not have that authority.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.
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Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 3 additional minutes.

I yield to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Is not the gentleman,
therefore, stating that existing law is
adequate to take care of this situation
without passage of this legislation? I
have that impression.

Mr. ASHLEY. No. Let me explain to
the gentleman from Illinois. Under the
existing Export Administration Act of
1969, the Presidential authority can be
triggered when it is necessary to protect
the domestic economy from the excessive
drain of scarce materials and to meet
the serious inflationary impact of ab-
normal foreign demand.

The administration interpreted exist-
ing law to set up three criteria, all of
which must be met. What we said was:

Mr. President, you asked for new authority
in your speech of June 13. You asked for
new authority under the Economic Stabiliza-
tion Act. We are not going to give you that.
We are going to give you more flexible au-
thority under the Export Administration Act
of 1968, and we are going to do it in this
way: Instead of requiring all three criteria
to be met before presidential authority can
be invoked, we will say that it can be used
by you when you find that it 1s necessary
elther to protect the domestic economy from
the excessive drain of scarce materials or to
reduce the serious inflationary impact of
abnormal foreign demand—elther-or—
rather than inalstlng upon three criteria
being simultaneously met.

Obviously this bill makes it a more
flexible tool for the President in the
exercise of his authority.

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

Mr. ASHLEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr, VANIK. Mr. Chairman, under the
proposal of the committee—and I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s response—is there
anything that compels export control
action? In other words the President still
has full discretion without any triggering
device compelling him to act. Did the
committee consider putting in a trigger-
ing device which would require that un-
der certain conditions export controls
would have to come into effect?

Mr. ASHLEY. Yes, we did, and frankly
we rejected those except in the case of
the timber, and as I indicated earlier
that is going to be eliminated if my
amendment carries.

Let me answer the gentleman. We re-
jected that approach because we do not
think that the Congress is really in the
best posture to evaluate each specific
sector of the economy at any given time
and to insist upon imposition of controls
or not. We feel that our basic responsi-
bility is to provide the authority with
guidelines and leave the responsibility
for the administration of this authority
to the President.

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

Mr. ASHLEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr., VANIK. If this section is adopted
and export controls are imposed, how
will the licensing feature be handled—
in the past we had a great many prob-
lems with the oil import tickets which
were distributed to favorites in the in-
dustry, they were bought, sold and
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traded. How is it suggested or how is it
proposed these export licenses will be
handled ? How will that be done?

Mr. ASHLEY. What we have been told
rather indirectly, because our hearings
concluded before the use of the author-
ity by the President, was that there will
be a licensing mechanism to determine
the volume of exports abroad, that there
will be a number of factors such as the
history of our trade relations which will
be taken into account, and every effort
will be made to protect the sanctity of
the contract—and as a maftter of fact
this has been done after a very faulty
start. This primarily will be the approach
that will be taken.

Mr. VANIE. Will the export licenses
or permits be recognized on the basis of
the priority with which they are filed?
Will there be some fair manner to pre-
vent discrimination or preference at the
hands of the export control authority?

Mr. ASHLEY. Yes, and I will be very
happy to provide the gentleman with the
data we have on that, although I do
not have those in front of me, but the
Department of Commerce has indicated
that every possible effort will be made
to determine in the -most fair and im-
partial manner and on the basis of spe-
cific criteria that are subject to scrutiny
by the Congress.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 8547.

I realize that there are some who ob-
ject strongly to the imposition of export
restrictions. In principle, I agree with
them, but present circumstances neces-
sitate some changes in existing law.

I am sure that everyone here is aware
of the intensive efforts this Congress and
the present administration have made
to correct the balance-of-payments defi-
cit and to control inflation. Both efforts
are worthwhile. Both efforts deserve
wholehearted support. It is ironic that
we find ourselves in a situation where
our failure to make sufficient progress
in the fight against inflation necessitates
some temporary reversals in the efforts
to expand exports.

However, I want to make it clear that
I do not interpret this bill as altering
the basic thrust of our policies. If you
review the hearings on this legislation
and the debates which took place in the
Subcommittee on International Trade, I
think it would be perfectly clear that
this bill is only an attempt to improve
on the wording of the existing law which
has governed our export control policies
to date.

Under existing law, which states that
it is the policy of the United States to
use export controls to the extent nec-
essary to protect the domestic economy
from the excessive drain of scarce mate-
rials and to reduce the serious inflation-
ary impact of abnormal foreign demand,
it was found that we simply could not
impose any export controls until eritical
domestic shortages had occurred. Despite
the fact that some raw materials costs
were escalating in response to world-
wide demand, there was not what you
could properly describe as an excessive
drain of scarce materials. What the sub-
committee was seeking was some prac-
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tical way of anticipating difficult situ-
ations before they became critical. I am
sure many Members are aware that at
this time there were a number of indus-
tries which were asking for the imposi-
tion of export controls. They were in the
unfortunate position of having their
price levels restricted while their raw
material costs escalated in response to
foreign and domestic demand.

What this bill does basically is to pro-
vide a mechanism whereby industries
which see export demands growing that
may affect them adversely can initiate
some review actions. In addition, by the
simple expedient of changing the word
“and” to “or” in section 3(2) (A) of the
act, we have provided the flexibility the
President asked for in his June 13 speech
to use export controls to restrain infla-
tionary pressures.

During the last few days, a number of
people have complained about the ex-
port restrictions which have been-im-
posed on feed grains and soybeans. We
on the committee—and all the adminis-
tration witnesses we have heard both
formally and informally—are well aware
that you cannot expand the supplies of
agricultural products by restricting prices
or their markets. I feel confident any
such controls will be relaxed as quickly
as possible. The administration’s dedi-
cation to expanded production and its
aversion to controls is well known. It is
certainly our intention that these au-
thorities be used sparingly consistent
with the President’s statement—

But we will not let foreign sales price
meat and eggs off the American table,

Let me point out the flexibility we pro-
vide in this bill will encourage prompt
decontrol as well as facilitating new con-
trols. We feel confident that program ad-
ministrators will be more willing to sus-
pend controls if they know that they
can reinstate them if needed to control
inflation without having to demonstrate
that there is an excessive drain of scarce
materials which is harmful to the domes-
tic economy. We recognize that we have
encouraged our businessmen to develop
foreign markets and we recognize the
adverse impact on these efforts of any
prolonged restrictions., On the other
hand, we recognize the dire necessity of
controlling inflation must create some
temporary disruptions to all other en-
deavors.

Mr. Chairman, section 2 of H.R. 8547
would add a new section 10 to the Ex-
port Administration Act dealing with the
exportation of lumber and logs. This is a
good provision and illustrates the kinds
of problems we have to cope with that
led to this legislation. Strong domestic
demand had driven lumber prices up-
ward sharply in 1972 and early this year.
No export controls had been imposed
because exports did not constitute an
excessive drain of scarce material. We
had plenty of logs. The problem was that
they were not being moved to market.

This proposal is intended to assure that
the supply of logs will be increased suffi-
ciently to serve our domestic needs and
preserve our valuable foreign markets.

I am pleased to tell you that on May 29
the Secretary of Agriculture and the
Director of the Cost of Living Council
jointly announced completion of a de-
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tailed plan to assure offerings of 11.8
billion board feet during 1973 and 1974.
The Office of Management and Budget
has authorized the necessary additional
personnel for the Forest Service to carry
on this increased activity. Also, as an
interim measure, our Special Trade Rep-
resentative, Mr. W. D. Eberle, has nego-
tiated a voluntary reduction of purchases
by the Japanese. There has been a sharp
reduction in lumber prices recently.

Mr, WIDNALL., Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. FRENZEL).

- Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port H.R. 8547, the bill to amend the Ex-
port Administration Act of 1969. As I
stated in my supplemental views in the
committee report, this is a necessary
piece of legislation.

As the bill came from the commitiee,
my major objection was to the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. CoTTER) and accepted
by the committee. Since that time, the
gentleman from Connecticut has de-
veloped improved language for an
amendment which preserves his original
intent and which is satisfactory to all
parties involved, especially to the Sec-
retary of Commerce.

The gentleman from Connecticut is to
be congratulated for the excellent work
he has done on this amendment. I hope
his amendment will be swiftly and unan-
imously adopted today.

With the improved Cotter amendment,

* the bill should be approved in the House.
Certain other amendments have been
proposed. It is my hope that the House
will not accept the Gibbons-Findley
amendment which would give either
House a veto over the authority which
the Congress-has delegated to the ex-
ecutive branch. Nobody really likes ex-
port controls, but this Congress has
taken the position that such controls are
necessary from time to time to protect
our domestic consumers from shortages
and unnecessary high prices. This Con-
gress has delegated control authority to
the Secretary of Commerce. If, as pro-
posed in the Gibbons-Findley amend-
ment, that authority is so strongly limit-
ed, it may be better not to grant it in
the first place. To Members who are con-
cerned about inflation and shortages—
who want to protect their consumers
from unreasonably high prices—I rec-
ommend a ‘“nay” vote on the Gibbons-
Findley amendment and an ‘“‘aye” vote
on the bill.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. RARICK).

Mr. RARICK., Mr. Chairman, I thank
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio
for yielding me this time.

I would like to address myself to the

bill in general and particularly to sec-

tion 2 which relates to the imposition of
export controls on lumber and logs.

The United States is dependent upon
other countries for many essential com-
modities. We import over 80 percent of
our aluminum—ores and metal—chro-
mium, asbestos, nickel, and tin. We are
dependent on other countries for sig-
nificant quantities of silver, gypsum, pe-
troleum, iron, lead, and other vital ma-
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terials. Our dependence on other coun-
tries for these basic commodities, which
are essential to the maintenance of our
technological society, has contributed, in
important measure, to our adverse
balance of payments in recent years.

We need these commodities. If we are
to continue to import them and, at the
same fime, maintain a reasonable
balance of payments, we must, in turn,
export commodities which other nations
want. We cannot maintain our balance
of payments by only exporting commodi-
ties which are clearly surplus to our
needs. In recognition of this fact, it be-
hooves us to carefully balance domestic
supply and price benefits against the
benefits of free trade ifi evaluating pro-
posals to restrict exports.

Section 2 of H.R. 8547 establishes
limits on the export of softwood logs and
lumber from the United States during
1973 and 1974, unless the Secretary of
Agriculture certifies that not less than
11.8 billion board feet of softwood timber
is to be sold from the national forests
each year. The bill would also preclude
the sale of national forest timber in the
West for export and require the Secre-
taries of Agriculture and of the Interior
to adopt regulations to prevent substitu-
tion of Federal timber for private timber
which is exported.

It seems apparent that the proposed
limitations on exports would be invoked.
The total timber sale program for the
national forests in fiscal year 1974 is
just 11.8 billion board feet. Of this, some
600 milHon bodrd feet will be hardwoods.

National forest timber sales are an im-
portant element in meeting our Nation’s
wood product needs. Currently, about 30
percent of the lumber, plywood, and other
wood products produced in this country
are manufactured from national forest
timber. However, since only a portion of
the national forest timber sale program
is in the export area, I can see little logic
for tying export controls to the level of
national forest timber sales.

The United States is a net importer of
forest products. Imports in 1972 were
about 3.07 billion cubic feet or more than
double the 1.33 billion cubic feet ex-
ported. For the products affected by H.R.
8547, log exports in 1972 were 3.1 billion
board feet and lumber exports 1.2 billion
board feet. Log exports were 14 percent
above the 1970 level, the previous record
year. The volume of logs and lumber ex-
ported was more than offset by the im-
port of 9 billion board feet of softwood
lumber from Canada, an increase of 24
percent over the 1971 level. This large
increase in imports reflects the strong
domestic housing market in 1971 and
1972 which created demands for lumber
and plywood in excess of available do-
mestic supplies. Approximately 23 per-
cent of the softwood lumber consumed in
the United States in 1972 was imported
from Canada.

Since the United States has experi-
enced a shortage of lumber and plywood,
many people have argued that we should
stop or restrict exports in order to in-
crease supplies. This is the objective of
H.R. 8547. It is not clear, however, that
reducing exports would have this desired
effect. .
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About 68 percent of the logs exported
in 1972 were harvested in the State of
Washington; 26 percent were harvested
in Oregon, and about 5 percent in Cali-
fornia and Alaska. Of the logs harvested
in Washington, 9 percent were from Fed-
eral forests, 23 percent from State-owned
forests, and 68 percent from privately
owned forests. Because of the dominant
position of Washington State in the log
export trade, that State offers an oppor-
tunity to evaluate the impacts of a re-
striction on exports.

Would a reduction in log exports in-
crease lumber and plywood’ production
in Washington? Apparently not. The
Washington State Department of Nat-
ural Resources reports that if log ex-
ports were banned, lumber and plywood
production could not be increased imme-
diately. Existing processing facilities in
the export area are operating near their
practical capacity. It would take about
4 years to build facilities which could
process the additional volume. In the
meantime, domestic demand is likely to
slack off so the incentive to install the
additional capacity may be lacking.

There have been significant benefits to

the State of Washington from log ex-
ports. Exports have served to stabilize the
logging industry during fluctuations in
domestic markets. Of even more impor-
tance, increased stumpage values gen-
erated by the export market have pro-
vided the incentive for investments in
improving utilization and in intensive
forest management.
. The benefits are illustrated most dra-
matically by the fact that while the
State's total timber harvest volume in-
creased by 46 percent between 1961 and
1971, the annual area cutover has actu-
ally decreased. It is also important to
note that in a statewide referendum, the
voters upheld the export of logs from
State-owned lands.

Four-fifths of our log exports in 1972
went to Japan, largely for use in home
construction. Japan also imports soft-
wood logs from Russia. She imports
softwood Ilumber from the United
States, Russia, and Canada. Because of
the complex trade relations involved, it
is hard to predict, with certainty, the
impact of a restriction on log and lum-
ber exports from this country. It seems
most likely that Japan would turn to
Canada to replace the volumes she has
been importing from the United States.
The result of the increased competition
for Canadian lumber would likely be to
decrease, the volumes available for im-
port to this country or at least to in-
crease prices. Thus, in the short term,
the imposition of export controls may
actually aggravate our lumber supply
situation.

Years 1971 and 1972 were record years
for housing construction in this country.
The construction of 2.4 million conven-
tional housing units in 1972 was 70 per-
cent above the annual level of housing
construction in the decade of the sixties.
This unprecedented level of construction
generated serious lumber and plywood
supply problems. It appears likely, how-
ever, that this high level of construction
will not be maintained. Rising interest
rates and a shortage of mortgage funds
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have caused a sharp downturn in hous-
ing starts.

The National Association of Home
Builders recently predicted the start of
only 1.6 million units in 1974, a decline of
over 30 percent from the record 1972
level. If this prediction is accurate, con-
tinued log exports will help to reduce the
serious impact of reduced production on
the logging industry and the overall
economy of the Pacific Northwest.

In response to both increased lumber
and plywood production following the
end of phase II controls and to antici-
pated reductions in housing construc-
tion, prices for construction grades of
lumber and plywood have decreased dra-
matically. It seems obvious that in the
short-term period covered by section 2 of
H.R. 8547, the shortage of the last year
will not be repeated.

In May, the administration announced
that the Japanese Government had
agreed to restrict log imports from
this country in fiscal year 1974 to 8 per-
cent below the 1972. level. This step
should help to relieve any log shortages
in the export area.

Log exports contributed over $400 mil-
lion to our export trade in 1972, This
was an important contribution to our
balance of payments. Log exports stimu-
lated improved utilization of our har-
vested trees and investments in refores-
tation and timber stand improvement.
These investments will increase the vol-
ume of timber available to meet our fu-
ture needs. Restriction of exports would
reduce these benefits, with no offsetting
benefits in terms of lumber and plywood
supplies or prices for the American
people.

Section 2 of this bill, as written, is
both unnecessary and undesirable. As a
portion of the farm bill, the House
approved a forestry incentives program
to encourage timber production. Section
2 of this bill, as it is written, would re-
duce production and negate what the
Congress accomplished in the farm bill.

Mr. Chairman, I am hopeful that we
can amend section 2 of this bill to protect
our timber producers and insure an ade-
quate supply of timber for all Americans.

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

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 8547, amendments to
the export administration act.

The year 1973 is expected'to be a
record year for America’s farmers. Total
income from farm operations is estimated
to teach $25 billion in 1973, a rise of
$13.3 billion since 1960. The average
earnings per farm in 1960 was $3,000. In
1972, the figure had risen to $7,000. In
1973 it is estimated to be around $8,500.

U.S. News & World Report in its Au-
gust 27, 1973, issue features a story en-
titled, “Plenty of Food on the Way—Re-
port From U.S. Farm Belt.” The article
tells of the record prices received by
American farmers, but adds that “farm-
ers need the morey they are getting for
their products because they are loaded
with debt.” Truer words were never
spoken.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to insert
into the REcorp the “Balance Sheet on
Farm Debt in the U.S.” The table shows
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that in the past 12 years the farm debt
has increased by 175 percent, far ahead
and above the rise in farm prices or
prices of food in the rtore. The table
follows:

“BALANCE SHEET” FARM DEBT
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Source: Farm Production Economy Division, USDA.

The U.S. News story goes on to add
that:

The key of this prosperity is unprecedented
farm exports, stemming from a worldwide
grain shortage. The thinking among some
farmers is that as long as other nations are
coming to the United States to buy grain,
the more this country can produce, the
better.

In 1973, the United States will export
$12.9 billion worth of farm commodities,
an increase of 60 percent over:the 1972

. figure of $8.05 billion. Agricultéral com-

modities composed 19 percent of the total
U.S. exports in 1972, while composing
only 12 percent of the total U.S. imports.
Since 1940 agricultural commodities ex-
ported have increased 6 percent, while
the percentage of agricultural commodi-
ties we have imported has decreased 39
percent.

The U.S. balance of payments for the
second quarter of 1973 shows the first
“favorable” balance since 1969. A great
deal of the credit for this turnabout is
due to the exportation of agricultural
commodities.

Secretary of Agriculture Butz, who is
opposed to export controls, says:

Never before has agricultural trade been
so essential to the health of our farm
economy.

According to Mr. Butz, farm exports
benefit farmers and consumers, and are
vital to our economy, our balance of pay-
ments, international stability of our cur-
rency, and world peace. I agree with Mr.
Butz.

If we are to encourage our farmers to
produce more than ever before, we must
provide the incentive of a fair, equitable
market price for their products. Five per-
cent of our country is feeding 100 per-
cent of our people better than ever be-
fore, and still able to export abroad to
help “feed the world.” The farmer is a
wonderful asset to America. He must be
rewarded, not handicapped by export
restrictions.

We have just passed an historic farm
bill. The year 1974 will embrace new farm
concepts geared toward encouraging pro-
duction, not discouraging overproduction
through set-aside acres, as in the past.
Farmers have been given the incentive

September 6, 1973

to “get out and produce” through the
new farm bill and increased exports
abroad. The year 1973 has been a great
year for agriculture. And 1974 has the
potential of being a super great one for
the farmer. But we must not close the
markets for farm commodities whether
at home or abroad.

I think Sam Thomas, an agriculture
development manager in Amarillo, Tex.,
hits the nail on the head. Mr. Thomas
told U.S. News:

If exports don't hold up there will be the
darnedest glut of farm produce you ever saw.
The energy shortage will be over. We’'ll be
burning wheat and corn.

I agree with Mr. Robert Frederick, leg-
islative director of the National Grange,
on export control. He said:

I believe the answer lies in increased pro-
ductivity so that American agriculture can
meet the -demands of both foreign and do-
mestic markets. Give the U.S. farmer a profit
on his production and he will meet the de-
mand. Restrict the profit incentive through
export controls and he will not produce, re-
sulting in still higher domestic prices—it is
as simple as that.

.Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. FINDLEY) .

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, attend-
ance in the Chamber at this moment is
rather sparse. I believe those who are
here have listened to the discussion ear-
lier today, and in all modesty what I say
may have little effect on the way votes
are cast, so I will put most of the mate-
rial I believe the record should contain
in the REcorp under permission to revise
and extend.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will ad-
vise the gentleman he wiu have to do
that in the House.

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the Chairman.

In the 13 years I have been privileged
to be a Member of this body some great,
noteworthy legislation in the fleld of
trade has been enacted. I believe the high
point came in 1962. I believe it was that
year when the late President Kennedy
issued the warning that we must trade or
fade as a nation.

The Congress, under the leadership of
WiLsur Mirrs and John Byrnes of the
Committee on Ways and Means and
members of the committee which has
now brought forth this bill to the floor
responded with a progressive Trade Ex-
pansion Act, an act which expired 2 years
ago, leaving the President without any
authority to enter into further negotia-
tions for further trade agreements to ex-
pand trade with other nations.

The experience of this Nation last win-
ter surely has made it plain to everyone
that we must be a trading nation or we
will go hungry and cold. We need fuel
from abroad, and the only way to buy
fuel and other essential imports is to
have the ability to earn foreign ex-
change.

The bill before us now could properly
and accurately be called not the Trade
Expansion Act of 1973 but, curiously, the
Trade Restriction Act of 1973, because
there is nothing in it except authority
for the President to cut back on trade.

Who knows what he will do? Who
would have guessed he would have used
the authority he already had so unwise-
1y in July?
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At stake is a tremendous number of
foreign exchange dollars. Last year agri-
cultural products earned $11 billion in
foreign exchange. There is no other sec-
tor of our economy that holds such great
promise for earning the greater number
of dollars in foreign exchange, that we so
desperately need as a Nation, that we
must have in order to continue our prog-
ress in so many fields.

So I implore my colleagues in this
body to reject this unwise legislation. To-
day we are in the ignoble position of
considering a bill to restrict trade when,

instead, we should be voting to the Presi-.

dent authority to expand trade.

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

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I am
sure that one of the ironies of this situa-
tion has not escaped the gentleman in
the well, but I think perhaps it ought to
be mentioned before we pass through
this debate.

We hear a great deal today, from the
other side of the House, particularly
about the drain of additional power to
the Executive and the surrender of con-
gressional authority, and it strikes me as
quite ironical that with all that talk,
here are some of the same Members who
stand up and bring in a bill of this
kind which, without any particular
guidelines so far as I can see, gives the
President even'greater power than we
have already given him to impose con-
trols in his own discretion on the export
of agricultural commodities.

It seems to me that it is a very ironical
thing for us to be doing, and if we are
serious about this business of erosion of
congressional control and delegation of
power to the Executive, the least we
could do would be to adopt the amend-
ment that I understand the gentleman is
going to offer and give us in the Congress
a chance to veto these controls as we see
fit.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

Finally, I would like to quote from a
speech which was made by Earl Butz, the

Secretary of Agriculture, on July 24,

1973, here in Washington, showing his
opposition to control of exports. .

Secretary Butz said as follows:

Let us clear up any misunderstanding on
that matter. It was temporary. It will be
lifted when the new crop begins to come in
during September. As crop conditions appear
now, there will be absolutely no reason to
impose import controls on the 1973 crop.

Mr. Chairman, as the bill is debated to-
day, hard red winter wheat is being
poured onto the ground in Texas, Okla-
homa, and Kansas because there is so
much of it that it cannot be moved into
domestic and foreign channels fast
enough.

Typically, there is wheat stored on the
ground from June through September
each year because storage and transpor-
tation facilities are inadequate.

Last year, millions of bushels of corn
were also stored on the ground, together
with soybeans.

The loss resulting from this forced
storage in the open on the ground is
tremendous. -

With wheat already on the ground, and
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with the record corn crop coming in and
a certainty that it too will be stored on
the ground, it is the height of absurdity
even to consider passing a bill which
could cause further backup in the move-
ment of grains and will doubtlessly cause
more grain to be poured on the ground to
rot and spoil. What we should be doing
is freeing up the channels through which
grain flows, not putting an additional
crimp in them. Almost 1 out of every 3
acres of crops produced in the United
States is sold to foreign countries.

One-fifth of the labor force in this
country owes their jobs to agriculture.

Agriculture contributed $3 billion to
the Nation's balance of trade. By con-
trast, nonagricultural trade resulted in a
$9.7 billion deficit. Agriculture literally
kept our Nation economically afloat
abroad last year.

In the next decade, a Government
study shows that the United States could
sell an additional $8 billion worth of
agricultural products abroad, on top of
the $11 billion of present sales. That in-
crease could all by itself eliminate our
balance-of-payments deficit, give the
United States a comfortable surplus, re-
store the dollar as the No. 1 currency in
the world, and do much to curb inflation
at home.

Only 2 days ago, at a White House
press conference announcing phase IV,
Treasury Secretary Shultz stated:

If you control exports . . . all you do is
weaken your own currency, and that means
you have to pay more for the things you im-

port and your consumers end up paying that
price.

Shortly, we will have the trade bill
before us.

Secretary of Agriculture Butz recently
stated:

Next fall, we will be entering Into nego-
tiations with our traditional trading part-
ners to seek llberalized trade through the
General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade.

It is imperative that the United States
enter the GATT negotiations in the best pos-
sible position to bargain.

This bill will weaken our negotiating
position. Already, Japan—our only bil-
lion-dollar-a-year agricultural custom-
er—is looking for alternative sources
of food as a result of the embargo on soy-
beans. The Japanese eat soybeans as a
regular part of their diet and have been
drastically affected by the embargo. You
can be sure that Japanese businessmen
will not forget that the United States got
them into this pineh, nor will they forget
the countries that help them out of it.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. BURKE) .

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support today of the
legislation before us, H.R. 8547, which
would amend the Export Administration
Act of 1969, to protect the domestic econ-
omy from the excessive drain of scarce
materials and commodities and to re-
duce the serious inflationary impact of
abnormal demand.

What we have today at stake is the
protection of the American consumer
and industry. The committee has pre-
sented us with an effective bill which
clearly expresses the intent of the Con-
gress to stem the tide of accelerated in-
creases in the domestic price of food
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and other consumer products caused by
unrestricted exports.

I feel compelled to point out, as I have
done so many times in the past in this
body, the example of how abnormal for-
eign demand for a scarce commodity has
affected one U.S. industry—the footwear
industry. This country has been export-
ing cattlehides at an ever-increasing rate
over the past few years. Since Argentina
and Brazil have placed embargoes on the
exportation of cattlehides, the demand
upon the U.S. supply has increased tre-
mendously. Accordingly, prices on hides
have skyrocketed. The price of hides rose
41.8 percent from March 1972 to March
1973, And in the preceding year, the
jump in price was 64.7 percent. Through
1970, the cost of hides remained relative-
ly stable, hovering around 14 cents per
pound. But now, Mr. Speaker, the story
is a very different one with hide prices
hitting anywhere from an unbelievable
34 to 43 cents per pound.

A report of the Chicago Tribune Serv-
ice states that in 1973, there are esti-
mates that 50 percent of our domestic
supply of cattlehides will be exported.
This has resulted in a severe drain. By
agreeing to export cattlehides, producers
receive a higher price than if they just
restricted their sales to domestic manu-
facturers. Such action is forcing Ameri-
can industries to pay exorbitent prices
for these materials. The domestic leath-
er industries have been searching world-
wide for reasonable priccs on hides. For
the past 10 years, the United States has
imported hides from Canada at the rate.
of 327,000 per year. Even this source has
threatened to discontinue its exports.

As I mentioned before, the industries
are forced to pay high prices for cattle-
hides, and this, combined with steep pro-
duction costs, has raised the price of
American shoes by 6.9 percent. Officials
of the shoe industry see no end to the
price increases if we continue our pres-
ent policies.

It does not take much imagination to
figure out what this has meant in terms
of loss of jobs in the footwear industry
and in the tanneries. While the unem-
ployment rate in the leather industries
is skyrocketing at an incredible rate, this
Government still goes along in a seem-
ingly ambivalent manner, refusing to
take any action to protect these jobs and
industries. I can only conclude by say-
ing that we have seen what has been
happening with no controls on these
scarce commodities. What more proof do
we need? It should be of primary im-
portance to this Government to see to
it that American jobs, consumers and
industries are protected, and I trust that
our actions here today will be directed
toward this end.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from South Dakota (Mr. Den-
HOLM) .

Mr. DENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to H.R. 8547, in part for the
reasons that were stated by my distin-
guished colleague, the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. Dewnnis). The power
struggle continues about who has the
authority to lead and who is in control
of the Government of this country. The
President challenges the Congress and
the Congress challenges the President.
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.Both ought to remember that the people
are in control of the Government of this
demoecracy.

The people of my State do not want
trade restriction. There is no doubt that
the deficit in the balance of payments
has been improved as a result of the
export of agricultural commodities. It is
true that at the present time the con-
sumers in our country are disturbed
about the rising cost of food and fiber.
We, as Members of Congress, ought to
recognize those things which really pre-
cipitated the inflationary trends in this
country during the last few years.

Mr. Chairman, during the August
recess of this year it was my pleasure to
join the distinguished gentleman from
Texas, the chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture, on a trip to Venezuela
and I will use that experience as only one
instance to underscore the trade pro-
gram which is in progress with that
country.

We were invited to Venezuela as guests
of that government, at their expense
and at no cost to our people, for the
purpose of improving reasonable rela-
tions on trade. They need several million
metric tons of wheat to feed their people.
They produce only 7 percent of their
gross national product from agricultural
commodities. Many people of this coun-
try, including three major oil companies,
have sizable investments in the country
of Venezuela. The situation is so serious
now that Venezuela is contemplating
expropriating and nationalizing the pe-

" troleum industry in their country to en-
hance their bargaining power on trade
policy so that they can obtain essential
food from North America.

While 65 percent of the production of
petroleum in Venezuela is exported to
Canada and the United States we are at
the present time in a situation where
we cannot fulfill our commitments to the
country of Venezuela and other friendly
nations around the world because of the
transactions that were made by this ad-
ministration in massive credit sales to
the Communists last year.

Because of the circumstances that oc-
curred a year ago we now experience an
economic situation that is not in balance
at home or abroad. .

There is nothing in the proposed legis-
lation that will stop another massive
credit sale of grain to China or Russia. If
there is, I challenge anyone on the com=-
mittee to inform me where such language
does exist.

So in the interests of our own people
I believe we should not enact the pro-
posed legislation now before this legisla-
tive body.

The Secretary of Agriculture is at-
tempting to move the producers of this
country to greater production and to
force prices received by farmers and
ranchers to lower levels. Embargo quotas
will fuel that philosophy to an economic
collapse at home and abroad.

It was not the producers who precip-
itated the inflationary trends that we
now experience. In 1971 the President
asked for and the Congress gave him a
tax writeoff of $16.5 billion at a time
when we were winding down the war.
In 1972, an election year, the President
asked for and the Congress gave him a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD— HOUSE

$30 billion revenue-sharing program
when we did not have revenue fo share.
In the few years that I have béen a
Member of Congress, the President has
asked that the national debt ceiling limit
be increased nine times. The dollar has
been devalued 30 percent in the same
length of time. These are the reasons why
American consumers are forced to higher
prices for essential foods. These are poli-
cies of inflation—no embargo quota can
correct.

For almost 20 years prices received by
farmers were one-third less than parity.
Today farmers have almost caught up
with the inflationary trend of other seg-
ments of the total economy. That is said
to be unfair. I submit that a nation
moves on the backs of farmers—laden
their load and you will break the eco-
nomic strength of our country. Ladies
and gentlemen, impose export quotas by
encouraging the President to exercise ex-
isting authority by approving the legis-
lation before us today and you will pre-
cipitate an economic war against the in-
terest of America. We have ended a hot
war in Indochina—let us net begin an-
other. Let us build America in policies of
free competition in productivity and not
regress to the Smoot-Hawley days of the
past and economic collapse of “boon and
bust” because of policies of economic
protectionism. I urge the defeat of the
proposed legislation because it is not in
the interest of our country or our
friends around the world.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
MEEDS) .

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, the log
export control provisions of H.R. 8547
are entirely inadequate. Our Nation's
timber supply is vanishing at an alarm-
ing rate, and the U.S. Forest Service has
predicted that demand may exceed sup-
ply by as much as 20 billion board feet
by the year 2000.

The bill before us would limit log ex-
ports to 2.5 billion board feet and lum-
ber exports to 1 billion board feet for the
next 2 years unless the Secretary of
Agriculture certifies that the allowable

cut of the national forests will be 11.8 .

billion each fiscal year.

In reality this does virtually nothing.
The Forest Service and the Cost of Liv-
ing Council have already promised that
the 11.8 billion board feet goal will be
reached. Today the only question re-
maining is how to finance the additional
sales. Furthermore, the House should
know that increasing the allowable cut
will have little short-term effect. I say
this because it takes 3 to 4 years for a
Federal timber sale to be completed. In
other words, a sale made tomorrow from
the Willamette National Forest in Ore-
gon might not reach our local lumber
yards until 1976.

The bill further requires that no Fed-
eral timber may be sold into export unless
the President determines that there is an
adequate supply of softwood logs and
lumber at reasonable price levels. Here
again the measure is inadequate. Exist-
ing law does not permit exports of Fed-
eral timber above 350 million board feet
a year. This would be the limit set by
H.R. 8547. But total log exports last year
were 2.78 billion board feet.
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Members of this House who are un-
familiar with the Pacific Northwest's log
export controversy might believe that log
exporting is good for our balance of
trade. This is not true. Last year the
United States exported 2.78 billion board
feet of unprocessed timber. But we im-
ported 9 billion board feet of processed,
expensive lumber. We sent $378 million
out the front door and brought in $1.7
billion in finished products through the
back door. The historic trend is even
more alarming. Around 1941 the United
States ceased being a wood fiber export-
ing Nation. Today we import more than
‘we export. Our principal imports include
9 billion board feet of softwood lum-
ber, 70 percent of the Nation’s newsprint,
substantial amounts of hardwood lumber
and plywood, and market pulp. Mr.
Chairman, what is happening in wood
fiber is parallel to what we all know is
happening in petroleum; consumption is
rising rapidly, and we are becoming de-
pendent on foreign sources. I can illus-
trate this with the following table:

[in board feet]

Supply and demand for the United
States and Japan demonstrate the need
for further controls on exports of unproc-
essed wood fiber. To argue that the re-
cently announced Japanese reduction in
wood imports from the United States
will solve the problem is to overlook real-
ity. Japan is embarked on a long-range
plan to improve housing conditions.
Random Lengths, the American export-
import newsletter, observed last Novem-
ber 29 that—

Current Japanese programs look for the
construction of 9.5 million housing wunits
from 1971 to 1975, compared with the 6.7
million units targeted for the preceding five
years.

Now it seems that the target has grown
larger. The June 4 issue of the New York
Journal of Commerce said that Japan
intended to double or perhaps triple its
housing starts in the next few years.
There is no need to elaborate what will
happen in the long run to American tim-
ber supply and lumber prices should we
continue to allow virtually unlimited ex-
porting. Moreover, it may interest you
to know that Japan has been reducing
the annual timber cuts on its own for-
ests. In 1972 there was a 12-percent re-
duction in the harvest on Japan’s na-
tional forests, and a further reduction of
15 percent on the Hokkaido forests.

And what of the U.S. supply? In the
new “Outlook for Timber” study the
U.S. Forest Service says that domestic
demand for softwood sawtimber will rise
from 47 billion board feet in 1970 to T0
billion board feet in the year 2000. The
Forest Service cautions that—

With recent levels of forest management,

only modest increases In timber supplies will
be available in future decades.

No one in this Chamber favors more
adequate funding for the Forest Service
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to grow more trees than I do, Mr. Chair-
man, but trees do not grow to maturity
overnight, and why should we spend the
taxpayers’ money to raise trees for Ja-
pan at the expense of our people?

I doubt that the Banking and Curren-
cy Committee got into the question of
overcutting. Today we have a regional
imbalance in timber management by all
parties. In the Southeast both the Gov-
ernment and industry are growing more
timber than they are cutting. Not so in
the Pacific Northwest. Ed CIliff, then
Chief of the U.S. Forest Service, told the
Senate Banking and Currency Committee
in 1969 that—

In the West, where most of the softwood
lumber and plywood is.produced, the soft-
wood resources in private ownership are be-
ing overcut. Log supplies from these lands
must decline substantially over the next few
decades.

Just how serious the problem is can be
seen in the “Outlook for Timber” study.
The Forest Service said that the annual
cut on industry lands on the Pacific
coast would decline from 10.5 billion
board feet in 1970 to 4.4 billion board feet
in the year 2000.

To summarize, Mr. Chairman, the ex-
port controls on timber contained in H.R.
8547 are far less than what we need.
Our balance of trade is being eroded by
exporting cheap and importing dear. The
trend is getting worse. Our domestic de-
mands exceed what we can produce with
current management. Timber on the Pa-
cific coast is being overcut. Japan’s de-
mands are expected to increase greatly.
Stronger export controls must be applied
to serve the requirements of industry,
builders, workers, and the public who
wants inexpensive and available housing.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may use to the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr, MILFORD) .

Mr. MILFORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the legislation before us,
and to urge that, if it is passed, imme-~
diate consideration be given to the prob-
lem of the wheat shortage price increases
it is causing.

We do have a wheat shortage, due to
export sales last year, and this shortage
is contributing directly to inflation in in-
creasing prices for wheat products.

I would hope that this Nation would
address itself to setting up export con-
trols which would protect the American
producer and user of wheat and wheat
products.

I would recommend that we set up
machinery to project U.S. grain needs,
then project the amount we need for
an adequate reserve, and then—only
then—export the balance. I am for for-
eign trade, when it can be carried on
without penalizing our own consumers.
But, being an old farm boy, I know theré
is always the possibility of a bad crop,
and I know you have to have a little left
over in the bin in case you do get a bad
Crop.

I think we also ought to take a look
at the form our exports take.

This Nation has a tremendous milling
capacity, and every bushel of wheat
which is converted into flour means time
on the job for American workers.

Why, then, should we export our wheat
as raw material? Why not require that
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our exported wheat be shipped as flour?
It just makes good sense.

Both these points I have made today
are better explained in a paper I had
prepared for me by Mr. E. W. Morrison,
Jr., president of the Morrison Milling
Co., in Denton, Tex.

I would like to have Mr. Morrison’s
paper appear in the ReEcorp, and I would
like especially to draw your attention to
his comments concerning the European
Common Market’s flour export program,
and the Argentine wheat export em-
bargo. .

Mr. Chairman, the proposals I make

here today are not new. They would only .

serve to put America on par with other
grain-producing nations.

I believe we should make sure that
there is bread on our own tables and jobs
for our own workers before we export any
natural resource.

The paper follows:

Mr. MoRRISON'S PAPER

We, as a unit of the Flour Milling Industry,
are serlously concerne@l as to the sufficiency
of our nation’s wheat supplies to meet the
minimum domestic requirements for the bal-
ance of the current crop year. We firmly be-
Jeve that an adequate reserve of our na-
tion's food grains is an essential goal for
America and that every reasonable precau-
tion should be taken to assure that domestic
shortages of wheat and other food gralns
should not be permitted to develop.

To accomplish this goal, we strongly rec-
ommend the consideration of immediate li-
censing of wheat exports and the possible
deferral of deliveries of existing sales.

Below 1s a summary tabulation based upon
the most recently published reports by USDA
on the 1973-74 wheat supply outlook:

Million

bushels
Beginning carryover (All classes)._.-
Production

Total supply
Estimated domestic disappearance....
*Export wheat commitments (through
August 3)
Wheat produet exports

Balance stocks available

*Based on undelivered sales of 1,110 million
bushels plus shipments to same date (Aug. 3)
of 120 million bushels.

Unless some kind of a control program is
initiated at once, there is nothing to prevent
our level of wheat stocks from being reduced
to Zero in the face of continued world de-
mand. We belleve this to be an emergency
situation, which in no way contradicts a
long term commitment through letting the
market place determine supply and demand.

The administration feels an amount of
300 million bushels of unidentified desti-
nation, but reported sales (as included in
these figures) are in'the hands of specula-
tors, and may ultimately find their way back
into domestic channels, We believe this con-
trary to general trade practice and a danger-
ous assumption based on the statistical posi-
tion above.

The administration has suggested the
Industry purchase its long term require-
ments. Unfortunately, the cost of owning
and carrying huge inventories at today's
values is prohibitive. As small as we are, for
us to acquire a six month inventory of wheat
alone, would require credit facllitles of
$2,600,000 greatly In excess of our ability to
borrow. Further, with prime interest today
approximating 10%, the cost of carrying
such an inventory is prohibitive to a low
margin industry such as ours.

We recognize the administration’s posi-
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tion that exports are important to allow
payment for desired imports and that grain
exports have contributed importantly to a
favorable balance of trade. In partial answer
to these arguments, please note the relatively
insignificant quantity of wheat product ex-
ports as compared to sales of raw grain.
Wheat products are of higher dollar value
than raw grain and so could earn relatively
more foreign exchange per unit of product
exported. The milling of flour in the U.S.
also provides more jobs for workers and per-
mits a more flexible and orderly export move-
ment because different rail lines, ports and
docks can be utilized. More jobs than sim-
ply those of the Industry would thus be
created. The operation of the nation’s flour
milling industry at capacity, would gener-
ate more taxes and increase the supply of
mill feed (a by-product of flour milling)
which is an important feed ingredient (one
of the cheapest today) and urgently needed
to reduce the costs of livestock and poultry.

These are the many advantages of export-
ing wheat as flour. The European Common
Market recognized this situation several days
ago, by suspending exports of wheat but
authorizing flour exports and even restitu-
tlon by subsidy payments to encourage and
strengthen the EEC’s competitive position
in world trade. Argentina, normally an ex-
porting nation, has also embargoed wheat
exports.

The need for an adequate reserve—along
with some means of dividing up supplies
available for export among the countries
of the world on an equitable basis—we feel
far outweighs the advantages of uncon-
trolled exports as advocated by the admin-
istration.

We further belleve consideration should
be given towards establishing some basils for
a percentage of exports of wheat be required
to be taken in the form of wheat flour,

We respectfully urge some type of imme-
diate limitation or control to avold what we
foresee to be an emergency situation.

Mrs. GRASSO. Mr. Chairman, a con-
tributing factor to the continuing infla-
tionary spiral has been the lack of ef-
fective controls on our export of scarce
commodities. For example, the previously
uncontrolled export of agricultural prod-
ucts has decreased domestic supplies to
such an extent that consumers are pay-
ing scandalously high prices for meat,
bread, and milk. An insatiable foreign de-
mand for both ferrous and nonferrous
scrap—especially copper—has caused
serious economic hardship in many in-
dustries in Connecticut and throughout
the Nation. Increased demand for lum-
ber, especially by the Japanese, along
with the credit crunch, has severely dam-
aged the home building industry.

Throughout this period, evidence indi-
cates that the Department of Commerce
has taken little action under the Export
Administration Act either to protect the
domestic economy from the drain of vital
materials or to reduce inflation generated
by increased foreign demand for the very
goods which provide the backbone of our
economy.

The bill before us—H.R. 8547, the Ex-
port Administration Act amendments—
would improve the existing law, thereby
strengthening our ability to deal with in-
flation through selective export controls
on those commodities which are needed
in our domestic economy.

First, the bill makes it easier for the
Government to institute export controls.
Under the language, either the protec-
tion of the domestic economy from the
excessive drain of scarce materials, or the
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need to reduce the impact of serious in-
flation caused' by abnormal foreign de-
mand is sufficient grounds for these con-
trols. The present law requires that both
criteria be met.

Second, the committee leaves no doubt
about its definition of certain important
words and phrases in this bill. “Scarce
materials” result from the imbalance of
supply and demand, whether caused by
high demand or limited supply. Also, “ab-
normal foreign demand” would mean de-
mand which is abnormal in its effect on
domestic prices under existing economic
circumstances. Together, the commit-

tee’s comments show that the relative.

stability of the domestic economy must
take precedence over increased export of
vital materials.

Third, the bill would limit the export
of softwood logs and lumber in calendar
years 1973 and 1974, thereby reserving
more of these products for domestic use.
Only when an adequate supply is suffi-
ciently evident would additional exports
be permitted.

Mr. Chairman, the American consumer
needs this legislation, According to the
Labor Department, food prices in the 12-
month period from July 1972 to July
1973 rose 13.4 percent. The Agriculture
Department predicts an annual increase
in food prices of 18 to 22 percent this
year. Food price increases are attributed
in part to a lack of feed grains which, in
turn, results in large measure from the
export of American feed grains. Once this
bill is enacted into law, the need to re-
duce the inflationary impact of abnormal
foreign demand will be sufficient grounds
for export controls. With such a reason-
able definition, no thinking individual
could deny the need for effective con-
trols on feed grains to maintain adequate
domestic supplies at reasonable prices.
With sufficient domestic supplies, the
skyrocketing price of food could be re-
strained, and once again beef, poultry,
and other products will find their way to
our grocery shelves and dinner tables.

Therefore, for the sake of the Ameri-
can consumer, I urge the passage of this
legislation.

Mr. McCLORY, Mr. Chairman, I can-
not give my support to this bill—H.R.
8547—which would authorize the imposi-
tion of export controls over a great va-
riety of materials and commodities ifi-
cluding many agricultural products.
Living as we do in a nation which boasts
of a free economy it would seem entirely
basic to our system thdt those who pro-
duce and undertake to market their
products should not be restricted or lim-
ited by the imposition of such artificial
quotas. Obviously, such a practice would
have the effect of limiting both the de-
mand and lower the price at which ma-
terials or commodities are produced
under our free enterprise system.

Mr. Chairman, I realize that the Presi-
dent and the Secretary of Commerce
should be expected to administer this
legislation consistent with the best inter-
ests of the people of our Nation. How-
ever, I am also conscious of the fact that
pressures from special interest groups
could be brought to bhear under this
measure in a way which would produce
special benefits for them in derogation
of the inherent rights and interests of
those who produce the materials and
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commodities which could be subjected
to rigid controls under this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I am of the opinion
that this year’s bumper crop provides an
example of the way in which a free econ-
omy can adjust to increased prices and
rich foreign markets. It is my expecta-
tion that the next few months will see
an adjustment in food costs which will
justify the free market system under
which we have traditionally operated
with advantages to both the producers
and the consumers of the plentiful sup-
ply of goods to our thriving economy.

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Chairman, for the
last month, I have been urging the ad-
ministration to impose export controls
on our agricultural products. But, despite
the immediacy of the problem, I have re-
ceived nothing but simple form replies.
The Secretary of Agriculture, Earl L.
Butz, has shown a complete lack of con-
cern for the prices the American con-
sumer must pay for food. Because of this
attitude I urged the President to call for
his resignation. But'my words have fallen
on deaf ears and the administration con-
tinues policies that cannot and have not
controlled inflation.

Our problem with increasing prices of
agricultural products stems from the ex-
ceedingly heavy demand for our supplies.
The United States has more capacity and
is more efficient at producing food than
any other country in the world. For this
reason foreign countries enter our agri-
cultural markets and bid for our prod-
ucts. Over 60 percent of our wheat pro-
duction is purchased by foreign coun-
tries. But the Department of Agriculture
and the administration must realize that
our. supplies are finite, and that exces-
sive foreign sales drive up the prices the
American consumer must pay.

The prices for both wheat and corn
have more than doubled in the last year.
This is working a serious hardship on
middle and low-income citizens. We are
continually informed by the Agricultural
Department that the American con-
sumer pays under 20 percent of his in-
come for food, less than any country in
the world. But this statistic means abso-
lutely nothing for the low- and middle-
income consumer. It is like the analogy of
a 6-foot man who thought he would not
drown in a lake that had an “average”
depth of only 4 feet. While the “aver-
age” amount spent on food may be below
20 percent of our income, for the mid-
dle- and low-income consumer it is more
realistically between 30 and 50 percent
of his income. And each increase in the
rapidly rising food prices hurts him even
more. In the month ending on August 15
food prices soared 20 percent. Twenty
percent in 1 month. But the administra-
tion is still actively pursuing a policy that
will continue to inflict the hardships of
this inflation on the pocketbook of the
average consumer. ¢

An examination of the export figures
of our agricultural goods clearly estab-
lishes the administration's proinflation-
ary policies. Total exports of agricultural
goods increased 4 percent from fiscal
1971 to 1972 but increased a spectacular
60 percent in fiscal 1973. Export in-
creases in vital agricultural products
have far outpaced our increase in pro-
duction. Exports of feed grain have in-
creased 110 percent from fiscal 1971;
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wheai and wheat products 84 percent;
oilseeds and products—soybeans—170 per-
cent; meat and meat products 66 per-
cent. In an wttempt to increase our ex-
ports the administration has forced the
American consumer to pay more and
more of his wages to feed his family.

Our wheat supply now stands at a crit-
ical stage, selling close to the seriously
high price of $6 a bushel. And again
this problem is directly attributable to
the administration’s export policy. In
1971 total production of wheat was 1,618
million bushels and our stock was 863
million bushels. In 1972 exports nearly
doubled to 1,185 million bushels, our pro-
duction slumped to 1,545 million bushels
and our stocks dwindled to 428 million
bushels. But the situation is more acute
this year. The present crop year which
began in July has an estimated produc-
tion of 1,717 million bushels. Total export
bookings for this crop year stand at 1,173
million bushels as of August 10 and have
been steadily increasing. Added to this
150 million more bushels have already
been exported since July 1. When we
consider these export figures, along with
our domestic consumption—Ilast year do-
mestic consumption was 796 million
bushels—all our current 1973 crop pro-
duction will be sold and our stocks re-
duced to a meager 80 million bushels.
These statistics are causing furious spec-
ulative trading that has sent the price of
a bushel of wheat as high as $5.40; in
just 1 week the cost of a bushel of wheat
rose $1.

But what has been the reaction of the
U.S. Department of Agriculture and the
administration to this situation? The De-
partment of Agriculture has stated that
of the 1,173 million bushels booked for
exports almost 300 million bushels have
been booked for “unidentified locations.”
There are possibilities that some of this
wheat will find its way back into the
domestic market. But these speculative
purchases will still force the price of
wheat up, and with the great existing
foreign demand the price of wheat will
stay at intolerable levels. At present, the
Department of Agriculture’s policy is to
let the market alone, let the exceedingly
high prices for food and feed grains re-
main at inflationary levels, let the pres-
ent food and feed grain prices remain
at such a level that bread, milk. meat,
and poultry prices will skyrocket again
in the coming year. To pursue such a
policy makes the President’s “new eco-
nomie policies” Phase I through IV, noth-
ing more than a folly. Today we are con-
sidering H.R. 8547, a bill that will spell
out in no uncertain terms. that it is the
administration’s responsibility to impose
export controls when foreign demand
causes excessive inflation in the United
‘States. I urge you to support this bill and
hope the administration will listen to the
voice of Congress more than it has lis-
{:;ened to me and other individual Mem-

ers.

Mr. GAYDOS. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to make a few comments about H.R.
8547 and to applaud the supplemental
views to HR. 8547 of Congressman
TroMAs L. AsHLEY and Congresswoman
Leonor K. Surrivan., These views were
made on June 25, 1973, and were printed
in report No. 93-325. Congressman
AsHLEY and Congresswoman SULLIVAN
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have summarized accurately the unten-
able economic situation of our domestic
foundries of that segment of our steel
industry that relies entirely on the raw
material scrap iron and steel. They have
correctly and emphastically stated that
the excessive export of scrap iron and
steel in 1969 and 1970, and in the last
9 months is precisely what the Export
Administration Act of 1969 was designed
to prevent.

The failure by the present Secretary of
Commerce and of the incumbent in the
1969-70 period, shows a callous disregard
for the well-being of our domestic in-
dustries, and for the jobs of those who
are employed in these companies. We are
not talking about a small and insignifi-
cant sector of the steel industry in this
situation. The so-called, cold-metal
shops represent approximately 20 per-
cent of the raw steelmaking capacity of
the Nation. The employees in this seg-
ment of the steel industry alone number
well in excess of 100,000 individuals.
Furthermore the steel these mills pro-
duce is essential for the continued oper-
ations of our steel consuming industries,
especially in times such as we are experi-
encing now. The present international
steel shortage is the second in 3 years. Al-
though we experienced no international
steel shortage from 1957 until the 1969-
70 occurrence, there is every indication
that we will have as many as four or five
shortages in this decade. When an inter-
national steel shortage occurs iron and
steel scrap, which only needs remelting
to make steel, is in great demand. Japan
knows how valuable scrap is and will not
permit any scrap exports. The Evropean
Common Market will not permit the ex-
port of scrap out of their area. Before
England joined the Common Market it
put a total embargo on scrap exports.
The present administration, however,
permits scrap to be exported from this
country until long after a shortage has
occurred, and the shortage is vividly por-
trayed by price increases of 50 to 60 per-
cent.

The administration knows that the
cold-metal shops cannot pass this cost
increase along with higher prices as the
large integrated steel companies depend
primarily on iron ore for their raw steel,
and cannot accordingly cost justify price
increases, If the cold-metal shops
charge more than the big companies
during a steel shortage, they will lose
their customers when the shortage is
over. In this type of situation chicken
growers have an advantage. When their
raw material price reaches’' a level that
makes operations unprofitable they can
turn off their incubator and wait for the
feed price to recede. If a cold-metal
shop turns off its “incubators” in a simi-
lar situation it will lose its trained em-
ployees and its customers and the
chances of its ever starting up again
would be negligible indeed.

These arguments are not new to this
administration. They heard them in 1970
and have heard them again continu-
ously in 1973. The Export Administra-
tion Act was in effect in 1970 just as it
is in effect now. In 1970 the administra-
tion refused to admit that the eriteria set
forth in the act had been met. On July 3,
1973, the Secretary of Commerce finally
admitted that the criteria called for in
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the act had been met. Having at last
reached this conclusion he then pro-
ceeded to do exactly nothing to restrict
scrap iron and steel exports.

It is obvious to me that the Export
Administration Act amply outlines what
action should be taken by the Secretary
of Commerce and when he should take
it. It is also obvious to me that on two
recent occasions the act has not been
used when called for, and that irrepara-
ble economic damage has accordingly
been done to our domestic industries.

In view of this repeated failure to act
on the part of the administration, and in
view of the present continuing damage
that is being done to our industries, I
am convinced that we must incorporate
into the Export Administration Act an
arithmetic trigger mechanism for the
control of scrap iron and steel exports
as soon as possible. I am sorry that HR.
8547 does not include such a provision.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 8547, to amend the Ex-
port Administration Act of 1969. This
legislation is designed to protect the do-
mestic economy from the excessive drain
of scarce materials and commodities and
to reduce the serious inflationary impact
of abnormal foreign demand. In essence,
the bill gives to the President expanded
authority to control the exports of those
products, in particular food products like
meat and feed grains, which are doing
irrevocahle damage to the American
economy and the Amerjcan consumer.

For some time, I have advocated that
we stop sending food products abroad,
in particular products like meat and
wheat, when the supply we have for do-
mestic consumption is inadequate. I have
introduced legislation ealling upon the
President to embargo the exportation of
feed grains, which influence the cost and
supply of virtually every basiec food prod-
uct, until we are assured of adequate
supplies of these commodities at prices
the American people can afford. We have
seen, and are continuing to feel, the eco-
nomic damage caused by the massive
Russian wheat deal last year—shortages
of meat and dairy products, soaring costs
of bread and flour products, and in gen-
eral chaos on the supermarket shelves.
I think we all realize the critical need
to prevent similar economic disaster
from occurring in the future, and H.R.
8547 can provide our Government with
the tools it needs to effectively control,
and if necessary halt, those exports
which work against the needs and well-
being of the American people.

This legislation revises that section of
existing law which limits the President’s
authority to control the exportation of
products like meat and feed grains. In
amending the act, this bill assures the
President adequate authority to impose
restraints upon exports as part of an
overall effort to curtail serious domestic
inflation. It is hoped that, through this
expanded authority, we will see a change
in the current picture where the Ameri-
can housewife and her family cannot
get meat in the supermarkets while all
over Europe and Asia New York strip
steaks are there for the asking.

In recent weeks the President has crit-
icized the Congress for what he calls a
lack of cooperation with his program to
control inflation. Yet, it was this Con-
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gress which gave to the President full
authority for wage-price controls and
other economic stabilization measures to
combat inflation. And, it is this Congress
which is giving to the President, through
this legislation, the new authority which
he asked for to impose a system of ex-
port controls to help achieve the goals
of hig anti-inflation program. It is up to
the President to use his authority and,
in turn, to cooperate with the Congress
by using the tools which we have given
him to get our economy back on its feet.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to commend
the Banking and Currency Committee
for its work on this legislation. I urge
my colleagues to join with me in support-
ing this measure, to show the President
that, as in the past, we are more than
willing to cooperate with him, yet at the
same time we look forward to his joining
with us in our efforts to provide a better
life for the American people.

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 8547, the Export Ad-
ministration Act amendments. This bill
would broaden current Presidential au-
thority by allowing export controls to be
imposed to protect the domestic econ-
omy, even though the foreign demand
in question is not abnormal and does not
produce a serious inflationary impact.
In my judgment the emphasis of this
hill is misplaced and is likely to produce
distortions more serious than any it
proposes to remedy.

I take some comfort from the fact that
controls on agricultural commodities
could not be instituted without the con-
currence of the Secretary of Agriculture.
Secretary Butz has gone on record as op-
posing export controls on farm products
in any but the most urgent circum-
stances. At the same time, the record of
his Department in this field is not such
as to inspire confidence. And the thrust
of the bill as a whole is to regularize ex-
port controls at a time when our econ-
omy can least afford to be insulated from
the world economy.

Mr. Chairman, we have two recent and
disastrous examples of mismanagement
of agricultural export policy. The first
was last year’s mismanaged sale of wheat
to the Soviet Union, which certainly was
abnormal, caused associated dislocation
in other areas such as transportation
and imposed enormous costs on U.S. con-
sumers and taxpayers without properly
benefiting our general farm economy.
The second was this year’s shortsighted
embargo on soybeans and other agri-
cultural exports, which seriously dis-
rupted the confidence of major trading
partners in Japan and Europe in the
reliability of the United States as the
major supplier of this important product.

There is a need for improved agricul-
tural information flow to deal with ab-
normal and severely inflationary exports
such as those associated with the Soviet
wheat deal. We in the Congress have
provided for such a mechanism in the
newly enacted farm bill, which I sup-
ported. In addition to encouraging ex-
panded crop production to meet in-
creased demand, the bill establishes ex-
port-sales reporting requirements to per- -
mit more careful knowledge and moni-
toring of such transactions. It is essen-
tial that this information be not only
accurately developed so that all relevant
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data and implications are considered,
but also disseminated rapidly to farmers
and to the public.

We must create the conditions for ade-
quate future * agricultural supplies
through methods less harmful than the
blunt instrument of export embargoes.
Shortages in the United States might be
averted by the maintenance of reserves
for basic agricultural commodities. Such
a scheme could be internationalized
through multinational commodity agree-
ments with maximum-minimum pricing
provisions or through a World Food
Bank. The reporting requirement in the
new farm bill may allow us to limit ab-
normally large orders that might create
shortages rather than restricting sales
to our regular customers. Such a pro-
gram, however, would still have the dis-
advantages of the U.S. Government hav-
ing to play God in determining which of
our trading partners are to receive our
agricultural exports and of well-fed
Americans denying food to the poor na-
tions.

Nevertheless, this administration
should be taking every reasonable step
to minimize the necessity for export con-
trols. Export controls can have severe,
long-term consequences. For example,
while a temporary increase in supply of
agricultural products may lower some
food prices, export controls may also
cause a decrease in farm production if
continued for the long term. Limiting the
farm export market diminishes the in-
centives for farmers to produce and, in
the long run, this type of policy could
result in higher food prices in the United
States.

More importantly, no aspect of the
administration’s economic policies would
have a more damaging effect upon this
Nation's interest in expanded interna-
tional trade or upon our political and
economic relations with those nations
which depend upon us for their own
food supply, than unilateral use of ex-
port controls. Furthermore, such an in-
ternational trade policy often is an invi-
tation for similar retaliatory action by
other foreign nations.

Agricultural trade is one area where
this country has a strong competitive
edge. Limitations on farm exports will
have an adverse effect upon our future
trade negotiations, especially with the
European Common Market, as well as
our efforts to reduce our trade deficit
with foreign countries. Controls would
create doubts in the minds of foreign
buyers about the treliability of the United
States as a source of supply for these
products.

We cannot deal with inflation on a
piecemeal basis or symptomatically.
Farm exports make a major contribu-
tion to this Nation’s balance of pay-
ments, without which we will be unable
to import essential commodities in short
domestic supply. The strength of the
dollar lies in the balance. In no sense
may export embargoes be regarded as a
preferable substitute for effective pre-
. ventative measures which may he taken
-now to encourage increased crop produc-
tion while continuing a strong interna-

tional trade policy.
Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I in-
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tend to support this pending Export Ad-
ministration Act amendment and I hope
that it is overwhelmingly approved by
the House in the interest of the great
majority of our American consumers who
are experiencing the burdens of the worst
inflationary period that has occurred in
our modern history.

I have particularly noted that in re-
questing the new authority of this leg-
islation to impose export controls the
President himself indicated that there
was a direct relationship between rising
food prices and food exports from the
United States. g

In this connection the President stated
that—

One of the major reasons for the rise in
food prices at home is that there is now an
unprecedented demand abroad for the prod-
ucts of America's farms. In allocating the
products of America's farms between markets
abroad and those in the United States, we
must put the American consumers first.

The President further singled out, as
one of the major areas requiring special
attention and action, food prices which
have risen a staggering 43.2 percent on
the Wholesale Price Index in the first 4
months of phase III.

Mr. Chairman, the accelerating in-
creases in food and other basic necessi-
ties are unquestionably visiting extreme
economic hardships upon the people in
this country+who are the least able to
bear them, the poor, the elderly,.and the
low- and middle-income workers and
their families.

In my conviction inflation control is
the most imperatively important. prob-
lem that is facing our Nation today and
any sound and reasonable attempt and
objective of relieving inflationary bur-
dens from the strained backs and pock-
etbooks of American housewives and
other consumers deserves to be sup-
ported.

Although the administration’s interest
in protecting the average American con-
sumer from exhorbitant food prices is
said, by some, to have surfaced a little
late, in view of present marketplace con-
ditions, and somewhat like the closing
of the barn door after the horse has
run away, in view of the administra-
tion’s criticized grain deal with Russia,
this pending bill, nevertheless, represents
& promising step in consumer protection
and it will give the President a very
timely and festing opportunity to try to
regain a lost measure of the people’s
confidence through the fulfillment of his
direct promise to “put the American
consumers first.”

There are other provisions in this bill
designed to prevent the abuse of the
power contained in this legislation and
to require, with respect to certain agri-
cultural commodities, the weekly publi-
cation of ihformation on supply,
domestic requirements and export com-
mitments, that will encourage public
confidence and prevent any repetition
of international arrangements such as
the much eriticized and unwholesomely
secretive Russian grain deal that so
many authorities have seriously ques-
tioned as not truly being in the Ameri-
can public interest,

Mr. Chairman, from all Phe evidence
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pertaining to this bill and the particular
testimony of the President’s personal
concern for the American consumer it
impressively appears that the objectives
of this bill are in the true public interest
and I, therefore, hope that it is re-
soundingly accepted as a cooperative
good will effort of the President and the
Congress to begin together a new era of
effective service to the American people.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to see that my colleagues have in-
cluded in this bill a provision to control
the export of logs. Recently we have ex-
perienced great hardships in several
national industries as a result of the
completely unrestricted export of essen-
tial raw materials. The poultry and live-
stock raising industries come to mind at
once as examples of how the present ad-
ministration permitted the unrestricted
export of feed until very material damage
was done.

It has been my understanding that the
Export Administration Act of 1969 gave
the executive branch of our Government
not only the authority to act in cases of
this type, but the responsibility to act
promptly as well. I would like to state
my disappointment in the apparent total
inability of the administration to fore-
see the obvious results that will occur
when they permit the unrestricted ex-
port of an essential raw material that is
already in short supply.

An excellent example of just such a
raw material is scrap iron and steel. The
greatest amount of scrap iron and steel
that has ever been collected in this Na-
tion in any one of the last 20 years
has been approximately 46 million tons.
In each of the 3 years when the total
demand for our scrap; that is, the do-
mestic demand plus the export demand,
exceeded 45 million tons, the price of
scrap soared. Now, most people would
recognize that such a sharp and sudden
price increase for a basic raw madterial
would indicate the presence of a short-
age.

When this happened in 1969 and in
1970, however, the present administra-
tion refused to use the Export Adminis-
tration Act and allowed the domestic
foundry industry and a large segment of
our steel industry to'absorb huge addi-
tional costs that they could not recover
in the market. In 1972 another world
steel shortage started, causing the raw
material scrap to again make a sharp
jump in price by yearend. This situation
has continued to deteriorate in 1973 to a
point where the steel and foundary in-
dustry representatives have urged the
Secretary of Commerce to impose a total
embargo at once. The response from the
Secretary would be humorous if it were
not so tragic. On July 2,.1973, the Secre-
tary of Commerce stated—and I quote—

Expected domestic purchases of scrap and
expected exports are projected to total 54.4
million tons in calendar year 1973, 18 per
cent above the previous high year.

The Secretary knows that the total for
the previous high year was achieved only
by drastic price increases. Obviously, the
supply-demand relationship was then
under severe strain and the possibility of
extracting an additional 18 percent this
year is beyond comprehension. Under
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such circumstances, strong and immedi-
ate action is mandatory and what did the
Secretary do? Did he restrict scrap ex-
ports? Contrary to public opinion, he
imposed no effective restrictions whatso-
ever. He simply asked the exporters to
get a license before exporting and stop-
ped the exporters from accepting addi-
tional orders for this year.

This latter restriction was in many re-
spects meaningless as 1973 exports and
export orders for the first 6 months were
for a tonnage 67 percent above the total
tonnage exported during all of 1972,

When the present administration fails
to take timely and positive action in situ-
ations such as exist in this commodity at
present, they are gambling with the jobs
of people in my area and at extremely
poor odds. I am sorry that those in the
administration fail to recognize this. I
am sorry that the administration con-
tinues to ignore the intent of Congress
in the Export Administration Act. In
view of this failure on the part of the
Secretary of Commerce, I applaud our
committee’s action in regard to logs and
commend their immediate attention to a
strong export trigger mechanism to con-
trol the unwarranted export of scrap iron
and steel.

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

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

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.ER. 8547

Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
section 4(e) of the Export Administration
Act of 1969 (50 U.S.C. App. 2403(e)) is
amended to read as follows:

“(e) (1) The Secretary of Commerce, in
consultation with appropriate United States
Government departments and agencles and
any appropriate technical advisory commit-
tee established under section 5(c) (2), shall
undertake an Iinvestigation to determine
which materials or commodities shall be
subject to export controls because of the
present or prospective domestic inflationary
impact or short supply of such material or
commodity in the absence of any such ex-
port control. The Secretary shall develop
forecast indices of the domestic demand for
such materials and commodities to help as-
sure their avallability or a priority basis to
domestic users at stable prices.

“(2) To efflectuate the policy set forth in
clause (A) of paragraph (2) of section 3
with respect to any agricultural commodity,
the authority conferred by this section shall
not be exercised without the approval of the
Secretary of Agriculture.”

“(8)(A) *On Tuesday of each week, the
Secretary shall publish in the Federal Regis-
ter with respect to each group of agricul-
tural commodities listed in subparagraph
(B) and each category within each such
group the following information:

“(1) estimated domestic supply (including
any reserve and carryover) of such com-
modity as of the day preceding the date of
publication of this information in the Fed-
eral Register,

“(11) the estimated domestic requirements
for such commodity by crop year, d

“(iii) the estimated domestic use of such
commodity by crop year as of the day pre-
ceding the date of publication of this in-
formation in the Federal Register, and
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“(lv) the exports and commitments of
such commodity by crop year as of the day
preceding the date of publication of this in-
formation in the Federal Register.

“(B) The following is the listing of agri-
cultural commodities referred to in subpara-
graph (A):

“Group I—Wheat

“Wheat—Hard red winter.

“Wheat—Soft red winter.

“Wheat—Hard red spring.

“Wheat—White.

“Wheat—Durum.

“Group II—Rice

“Rice in the husk, unmilled.

“Rice, husked, long grain.

“Rice, husked, medium grain.

“Rice, husked, short grain.

“Rice, husked, mixed.

“Rice, parboiled, medium grain.

“Rice, parboiled, long grain.

“Rice, parboiled, short grain.

“Rice, parboiled, mixed grain.

“Rice, milled, containing 75 percent or
more broken kernels.

“Rice, milled, long grain, containing less
than 75 percent broken kernels.

“Rice, milled, medium grain, containing
less than 75 percent broken kernels.

“Rice, milled, short grain, contalning less
than 756 percent broken kernels.

“Rice, milled, mixed grain, containing
less than 75 percent broken kernels.

“Group III—Barley

““Barley, unmilled.

“Group IV—Corn

“Corn, except seed, unmilled.

“Group V—Rye

“Rye, unmilled.

i “Group VI—Oats

“Oats, unmilled.

“Group VII—Grain sorghums

“Q@rain sorghums, unmilled.

“Group VIII—Soybeans and soybean
products

“Soybean oll-cake and meal.

“"Soybeans.

“Group IX—Cottonseeds and cottonseed

products

"Cottonseed oll-cake and meal.

“Cottonseed.”

(b) (1) Section 3(2) (A) of the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1969 is amended by strik-
Ing out “and" and inserting in lieu thereof
"OI'”‘

(2) Section 4(c) of the Export Administra-
tion Act of 1969 is amended by inserting "“or
to reduce the serious inflationary impact of
abnormal foreign demand" immediately after
“scarce materials”.

(c) Section 5(c) of the Export Administra-
tion Act of 1969 (50 U.S.C. App. 2404(c)) is
amended by redesignating paragraphs (2),
(3), and (4) as paragraphs (3), (4), and (5),
and—

(1) by inserting Iimmediately after para-
graph (1) the following new paragraph:

“(2) Upon written request by representa-
tives of a substantial segment of any Indus-
try which processes materials or commodities
which are subject to export controls or are
being considered for such controls because
of the present or prospective domestic infla-
tionary impact or short supply of such ma-
terials or commmodities in the absence of any
such export controls, the Secretary of Com-
merce shall appoint a technical advisory com-
mittee for any grouping of such materials
or commeodities to evaluate technical mat-
ters, licensing procedures, worldwide avail-
ability, and actual use of domestic produc-
tion facilities and technology. Each such
committee shall consist of representatives of
United States industry and government. No
person serving on any such committee who
is representative of industry shall serve on
such committee for more than two consecu-
tive years. Nothing in this subsection shall
prevent the Secretary from consulting, at
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any time, with any person representing in-
dustry or the general public regardless of
whether such person is a member of a tech-
nical advisory committee. Members of the
public shall be given a reasonable oppor-
tunity, pursuant to regulations prescribed by
the Becretary of Commerce, to present evi-
dence to such committees.”;

(2) in paragraph (4) thereof, as redesig-
nated by this subsection, by striking out
“such committee” and by inserting in lieu
thereof “committee established under para-
graph (1) or (2)"; and
, (3) in paragraph (5) thereof, as redesig-
nated by this subsection, by striking out
“such committee” the first time it appears
therein and inserting in lieu thereof “com-
mittee established under paragraph (1) or
(2)".

Sec. 2, The Export Administration Act of
1969 is amended by redesignating sections
10, 11, 12, 13, and 14 as sections 11, 12, 13,
14, and 15, respectively, and by inserting im-
mediately after section 9 the following new
section:

“LUMBER AND LOGS

“SEc. 10. (a) For each of the calendar years
1973 and 1974—

*“(1) not more than two billion five hun-
dred million board feet (Scribner scale) of
softwood logs may be sold for export from
the United States; and

“(2) not more than one billion board feet
(lumber scale) of softwood lumber may be
sold for export from the United States;
unless the Secretary of Agriculture shall
certify, within thirty days of the date of
enactment of this section, that there shall be
offered for sale from national forests not less
than eleven billion eight hundred million
board feet (local log scale) of softwood
timber during each such calendar year.

“{b) No unprocessed timber may be sold

* for export from the United States from Fed-

eral lands located west of the one hundredth
meridian. Such limitatlon on exports shall
stay in effect until the President determines
that there is available for domestic use an
adequate supply of softwood logs and lumber
at reasonable price levels. Upon making such
determination, the President may remove
such limitation on a partial basis, up to an
annual maximum of three hundred and fifty
million board feet in the aggregate.

“{c) After public hearing and finding by
the appropriate Secretary of the department
administering Federal lands referred to In
subsection (b) of this section that specific
quantities and species of unprocessed timber
are surplus to the needs of domestic users
and processors, such quantities and species
may be designated by the sald Secretary as
avallable for export from the United States
in addition to that quantity permitted under
subsection (b) of this section.

“(d) The Secretaries of the departments
administering lands referred to in subsection
(a) of this section shall issue rules and
regulations to carry out the purposes of this
section,. including the prevention of sub-
stitution of timber restricted from export by
this section for exported non-Federal timber.

“(e) In issuing rules and regulations pur-
suant to subsection (d) of this section, the
appropriate Secretaries may include therein
provisions authorizing the sald Secretaries,
in their discretion, to exclude from the
limitations imposed by this section sales
having an appraised value of less than
$2,000.”

Mr., ASHLEY (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered as read,
printed in the record and open to amend-
ment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there, objection
tq the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?
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There was no objection.
COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the first committee amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 2, line
13, strike out the quotation marks.

The committee amendment
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re-
port the next committee amendment. .

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 2, Im-
mediately after line 13, insert the following:

(8) (A) On Tuesday of each week, the Sec-
retary shall publish in the Federal Reglster
with respect to each group of agricultural
commodities listed in subparagraph (B) and
each category within each such group the fol-
lowing information:

“(1) estimated domestic supply (including
any reserve and carryover) of such commod-
ity as of the day preceding the date of pub-
lication of this information in the Federal
Register,

‘(1) the estimated domestic requirements
for such commodity by crop year,

“(1il) the estimated domestic use of such
commodity by crop year as of the day pre-
ceding the date of publication of this in-
formation in the Federal Register, and

“(iv) the exports and commitments of
such commodity by crop year as of the day
preceding the date of publication of this
information in the Federal Register.

(B) The following is the listing of agri-
cultural commodities referred to in sub-
paragraph (A):

“GROUP I—WHEAT

was

“Wheat—Hard red winter.
“Wheat—Soft red winter.
“Wheat—Hard red spring.

“Wheat—White.
“Wheat—Durum.
“GROUP II—RICE
“Rice in the husk, unmilled.
“Rlice, husked, long grain.
“Rice, husked, medium grain.
“Rice, husked, short grain.
“Rice, husked, mixed.
“Rice, parbolled, long grain.
“Rice, parboiled, medium grain.
“Rice, parbolled, short grain.
*“Rice, parboiled, mixed grain.
“Rice, milled, contalning 76 percent or
more broken kernels. *
“Rice, milled, long grain, containing less
than 756 percent broken kernels,
“Rice, milled, medium grain, containing
less than 75 percent broken kernels.
“Rice, milled, short grain, containing less
than 75 percent broken kernels.
“Rice, milled, mixed grain, contalning less
than 756 percent broken kernels.
“GROUP III—BARLEY
“Barley, unmilled.
“GROUP IV—CORN
“Corn, except seed, unmilled.
“GROUP V—RYE
“Rye, unmilled,
"“GROUP VI—OATS
“Oats, unmilled.
“GROUP VII—GRAIN SORGHUMS
“Grain sorghums, unmilled.
“GROUP VIII—SOYBEANS AND SOYBEAN
PRODUCTS
“Soybean oll-cake and meal.
“Soybeans.
“GROUP IX—COTTONSEEDS AND COTTONSEED
PRODUCTS
“Cottonseed oil-cake and meal. -
“Cottonseed.”
(b) (1) Section 3(2) (A) of the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1969 is amended by
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striking out “and” and inserting in lieu
thereof “or”.

(2) Section 4(c) of the Export Adminis-
tration Act of 1969 is amended by inserting
“or to reduce the serlous inflationary im-
pact of abnormal foreign demand” immedi-
ately after “scarce materials".

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRE. COTTER AS A SUB-

STITUTE FOR THE COMMITTEE AMENDMENT

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment as a substitute for the
committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, COTTER as 8
substitute for the committee amendment:
In lieu of the matter inserted, insert:

“(8) (A) The Secretary shall make public
on a weekly basis the anticipated future ex-
ports of each group of agricultural com-
modities for which exporters are required to
report. Such data shall be made public with-
in 24 hours after the Secretary has com-
plled and aggregated the data from infor-
mation submitted to him by such exporters,
but no later than seven calendar days after
the date on which such information is re-
quired to be submitted to him.

“(B) The Secretary of Agriculture shall
furnish the following information for each
such group of agricultural commodities re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A) on & weekly
basis to the Secretary who shall make such
information public at the same time as, and
together with, the data required to be made
public by him under subparagraph (A):

“(1) estimated domestic supply (including
any reserve and carryover),

.“(11) the estimated domestic requirement
by crop year, and \

“(111) the estimated domestic use to date
by crop year.”

(b) (1) Section 3(2)(A) of the Export Ad-

- ministration Act of 1969 is amended by strik-

ing out “and” and inserting in lieu thereof
“or’.

(2) Section 4(c) of the Export Adminis-
tration Act of 1969 is amended by inserting
“or to reduce the serious inflationary impact
of abnormal forelgn demand"” immediately
after “scarce materials”,

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Chairman, - this
amendment is the result of some ques-
tions raised by the Department of Com-
merce and by the Department of Agri-
culture on the reporting requirements
contained in the bill. In the opinion of
the Departments it was a cumbersome
and unwieldly arrangement, simply that
this material had to be published in the
Federal Register. However, after consul-
tation with both of the departments and
with minority Members and majority
Members I believe that we have reached
an agreement whereby all who are con-
cerned are pleased that this information
would only have to be published in
the form of a news release, and not in
the Federal Register.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that there
should be no controversy over this
amendment. I worked closely with both
the administration and with interested
majority and minority members of the
committee. My amendment would re-
quire the public reporting of export sup-
ply and demand data relative to agricul-
tural commodities which are now sub-
ject to monitoring by the Commerce
Department. This is similar to what is
required by the present language in sec-
tion 3 of H.R. 8547 which language, by
the way, I offered in markup. But the
amendment which I am offering today
in the nature of a substitute would give
the Secretary of Commerce more flexi-
bility in reporting the data to overcome
technical problems which the existing
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committee language creates. My amend-
ment does not diminish the requirements
of section 812 of the new agriculture bill.

Briefly, my amendment does the fol-
lowing:

It requires the Secretary to make pub-
lic on a weekly bas’~ and in aggregated
figures anticipated. future exports of
those agricultural commodities for which
exporters are required to report. It is
important to note that it requires aggre-
gated data to avoid disclosure of private
business information. It also requires the
Secretary of Agriculture to make avail-
able up-to-date supply and domestic
requirements and use of figures on those
same commodities. The Secretary of
Commerce shall then make these figures
public at the same time and together
with the aggregated export figures.

There is a real need for this amend-
ment. The report of the Comptroller
General on the Soviet grain deal stresses
the need to upgrade agricultural com-
modity supply and demand data gather-
ing, analysis, and dissemination. Now
that the administration has moved to
improve intelligence on the demand side
of the equation by mandating weekly
reports from exporters, I believe that it
is important to provide a mechanism for
the prompt dissemination and analysis
of that data. My amendment does just
that. It will provide the public and the
Congress with up-to-date and under-
standable supply and demand data. This,
in turn, will provide the public and the
Congress with the ability to monitor
Government decisionmaking—or nonde-
cisionmaking—on export controls, thus
making a repetition of the distortions
caused by the Soviet grain deal less likely.

Having given you a brief outline of
what my amendment does, and why I
think it is needed legislation, let me
briefly explain the technical changes be-
tween section 3 as it appears in the
committee bill, H.R. 8547, and section 3
as it would read if this amendment
passes.

Old section 3 required publication of
this data in the Tuesday Federal Regis-
ter following the Monday on which the
Department of Commerce is supposed
to receive reports from exporters. To give
the Secretary of Commerce time to com-
pile and aggregate export figures the
new amendment requires the Secretary
to make such aggregated information
public no later than 7 calendar days
after the day set for receipt of the base
export information from exporters. And
instead of using the cumbersome and ex-
pensive Federal Register publication
route, new section 3 just requires the
Secretary to make the informiation pub-
lic by way of a press release. New section
3 also requires the Secretary to make the
information public within 24 hours after
compiling and aggregating the export in-
formation. Let us get it out quickly to
cut down chances for market distortions
based on rumor or insider information.

Old section 3 contained a list of com-
modities for which such information is
to be gathered and released. New section
3 is more flexible, requiring public dis-
closure of export and related data on
those agricultural commodities which in
any given week are the subject of export
monitoring by the Commerce Depart-
ment.
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Mr., Chairman, when I offered this
amendment in committee, it was only a
few days after the President had an-
nounced Phase III% and transferred the
essentially voluntary U.S. Department of
Agriculture export reporting program to
the Commerce Department where it be-
came a mandatory program. I, as most of
my colleagues, have been working dili-
gently on the problem of ever-increasing
food prices, but it became clear to me as
early as last August 1972, that the U.S.
Department of Agriculture and the U.S.
Commerce Department were not col-
lecting adequate data on U.S. food ex-
ports. These food exports contribute
directly to higher food prices.

Since that time, I have been urging the
Department of Agriculture and the
Department of Commerce to collect ex-
port data so that they could make early
decisions over when to stop overseas
shipments in order to avoid higher U.S.
food prices. My suggestions were met
with inaction, and, I might add, not a
little hostility, At that time, the Nixon
administration, as exemplified in the
statements of Secretary Shultz and Sec-
retary Butz was looking toward U.S. agri-
cultral exports to save our floundering
dollar overseas and correct our balance
of payments. Only after the most drama-
tic food price increases in over 20 years
did the President finally call a halt to
massive exports of U.S. food commodities
by his actions on June 13.

I tried unsuccessfully from the time
following the President’s statement to
the markup of the Export Administration
Act to find out the plans and procedures
that the Commerce Department was
going to use to make public this export
information. I had no success and felt
that the importance of this data must be
made public, and offered an amendment
which I drafted the night before the
markup of the bill. In offering my amend-
ment, I indicated that I would be willing
to work out any technical problems that
my original amendment offered, but I
wanted to make sure that there was a
legal obligation that this data be made
publie in the shortest period of time pos-
sible and in the most intelligible form
possible.

I was happy that the U.S. Department
of Commerce and the U.S. Department of
Agriculture finally agreed that this in-
formation should be made public and
there should be legal requirements for
immediate publication.

In offering this clarifying amendment,
Mr. Chairman, I am doing it with the
understanding that the Commerce De-
partment will act to report this informa-
ton even sooner than the 7 calendar
day requirement. Second, I was assured
that the data in this report would be
uniform, that is that all fizures would be
in the same unit of measurement whether
it be bushels, bales, tons, et cetera.

Before closing, I want fo thank the
help extended to me by the distingiushed
chairman of the subcommittee, Mr.
AsHLEY, and the distinguished ranking
minority member of the full committee,
Mr. WipnALL, for their help and assist-
ance and the other interested members
of the committee,

Mr. WIDNALL., Mr. Chairman, as far
as. the minority is concerned, we are
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familiar with the substitute for the com-
mittee amendment, and it is acceptable
to our side.

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

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I
would ask the gentleman from Connecti-
cut as to whether the  Departmen: of
Agriculture said that they can comply
with the weekly reporting requirement?

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Chairman, I have
not had the opportunity to get clearance
from the Department of Agriculture. I
do have a letter in my possession in
which the Department of Commerce
states that they have no objection to the
amendment at all.

As the gentleman from Iowa may re-
call, under the recently passed Agricul-
tural Act of 1973 there is a reporting
requirement. This is not more stringent
than that, and I believe they can comply.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I am for a more
stringent requirement than is in that
bill on recording sales overseas. We could
have one, I think, on a shorter than
weekly basis, but I am talking about the
part of this amendment which refers to
weekly reports on estimated crop pro-~
duction in the United States. I just donot
think it is possible to have that. I think
it would seriously violate the integrity of
our reporting system. They have enough
trouble getting it on a 2-month basis
now. They had a schedule back a few
years ago, and they finally devised a sys-
tem whereby it was organized by sec-
tions of the country. Each section ha.
its own reporting system and then they
come in the Department; they are then
closeted in a room over there; nobody
leaves until 3 o’clock in the afternoon.
Af that time they combine all of these
statistics that vitally affect the market
prices.

I do not think-it is possible to do that
on a weekly basis,

I wonder whether the Department of
Agriculture has told the gentleman they
can do that.

Mr. COTTER. They have not told me
they can. They have been aware of this
amendment for several weeks. My staff
has been in touch with them during the
past 2 or 3 days in an attempt to get
some type of responsé from them. We
have been unable to do so. We have been
in touch with the Department of Com-
merce, and I am sure that between them
they have discussed this, and the Depart-
ment of Commerce is satisfied that it
presents no hardship.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. It is not the De-
partment of Commerce. I am talking
about the Department of Agriculture and
the reporting system. Will it preserve the
integrity of the reporting system?

Mr. COTTER. That I cannot answer.

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

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this amendment. The fact of the mat-
fer is thdt the gentleman from Con-
necticut has worked very hard and
diligently with the administration in an
effort to improve and make more satis-
factory from the standpoint of the De-
partment of Commerce and the Depart-
ment of Agriculture the amendment
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which was adopted by the committee. I
think that he has done a fine service and
a good job, and I am pleased to accept
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. Cor-
TER) for the committee amendment.

The substitute amengment was agreed

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment, as amended.

The committee amendment, as amend-
ed, was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will report
the final committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment: On page 2, line 14,
strike out “(b)"” and insert in lieu thereof
“(0)”.

The committee amendment was agreed

to.
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments?
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, HEINZ

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Hemwz: Page
8, immediately after line 15, insert the fol-
lowing:

Sec. 3. The Export Administration Act of
1969 is amended by—

(1) Inserting immediately before section
1 the following:

“TITLE I—GENERAL PROVISIONS";

[2) redesignating sections 1 through 165,
and all cross references thereto, as sections
101 through 115, respectively; and

(8) striking out *“this Act” wherever it
appears in sections 101 through 114 (as re-
designated by paragraph (2)) and inserting
“this title” in lieu thereof.

SEc. 4. The Export Administration Act of
1969 1s further amended by adding at the
end thereof the following new title:

“TITLE II—SCRAP IRON AND STEEL

EXPORT CONTROLS

“Sec. 201, This title may be cited as the
‘Scrap Iron and Steel Export Administration
Act of 1973".

“Sec. 202. On and after the effective date
of this title, scrap iron and steel shall not
be exported from the United States except
in accordance with the provisions of this
title.

“Sec. 203. When used in this title—

‘“(a) The term ‘scrap’ means all grades of
scrap iron and steel which can be used for
the manufacture of iron and steel products.

“(b) The term ‘domestic consumer’ means
any individual, corporation, assoclation, or
other legal entity which purchases scrap to
use In the United States as a raw material
for the production of iron and/or steel prod-
ucts in his own manufacturing facilities.

“(e) The term ‘recelpts’ means the total
volume of scrap recelved by domestic con-
sumers during a specific period, less any sale,
shipment, or other disposal of scrap other
than that consumed during normal produc-
tion.

“(d) The term ‘exporter’ shall be the 1i-
censee named in'the validated export license
or the person, shipper, owner, consignor, or
his properly authorized agent, entitled to
make the exportation of iron and steel scrap
under applicable general license in conform-
ity with export control regulations, and who
signs the applicable shipper's export declara-
tion forms.

#(e) The term ‘exports’ means the total
volume of exports for a specific period under
Department of Commerce regulations, 1i-
censed by the Office of Export Control, or
compiled under United States export statis-
tics, whichever is greater.
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“(f) The term ‘Secretary’ means the Secre-
tary of Commerce.

*“(g) The term ‘shortage of scrap’ means a
volume of receipts plus exports of eleven
million net tons or more of scrap during a
period of three consecutive months; and the
term ‘critical shortage of scrap’ means a
volume of receipts plus exports of eleven mil-
lion five hundred thousand net tons of scrap
during a period of three consecutive months.

“(h) The term ‘United States’ means the
fifty States, the District of Columbia, the
Canal Zone, Puerto Rico, and all territories,
dependencies, and possessions of the United
States.

“Sec. 204. The Secretary is hereby in-
structed and authorized to issue such reg-
ulations as may be necessary and appropriate
to carry out the purposes of this title.

“SEc. 205. PROCEDURE.— (&) As soon as pos-
sible after the closing of each calendar year
quarter, and in all events by forty-five days
following the close of such quarter, the Secre-
tary shall determine if no shortage, a short-
age, or a critical shortage occurred in the
quarter and he shall make this determina-
tlon a matter of public record.

“(b) If the Secretary determines In ac-
cordance with subsection (a) that neither a
shortage nor a critical shortage occurred,
no export restrictions will be imposed un-
less restrictions are still in effect from an
earlier curtailment.

“(c) If the Secretary determines, In ac-
cordance with subsection (a), that a critical
shortage occurred, he will take such action
as is necessary to limit scrap exports for six
months so that total exports for the six-
month period will not exceed one-quarter
of the preceding five-year annual export
average. This export restriction is to start
no later than the beginning of the third
month following the guarter in which the
critical shortage occurred.

“(d) When export restrictions are imposed
under subsection (c¢) they may be removed
at the end of the six-month period if the
Secretary determines that no shortage ex-
isted in the calendar quarter that occurred
during the six-month period. If, however, the
Secretary determines that a shortage did
exist in the calendar quarter that occurred
during this six-month period of export re-
strictions the same level of export restric-
tions will remain in effect for additional
three-month periods until the Secretary de-
termines in accordance with subsection (a)
that a shortage no longer exists.

“(e) When export restrictions have been
imposed in accordance with subsection (c)
and for the duration of the period that these
restrictions are in effect the Secretary will
determine and make a matter of public rec-
ord whether a critical shortage occurred in
each successive three-month period. The
determmination will be made each month by
totaling the exports and receipts of the three
most recent months. The first such deter-
mination will be made not later than four
and one-half months after the imposition of
export restrictions, and a new determination
will be made within successive thirty-day
periods for each month thereafter. If the
Secretary determines that a critical shortage
exists during and in spite of the export re-
strictions of subsection (¢) he will take such
actlon as is required to stop all exports
within two months from the closing of the
three-month period in which the critical
shortage occurred,

“(f) In the event that a total embargo is
imposed in accordance with subsection (e) it
will remain in effect for a minimum of three
months and for additional one-month pe-
riods until the Secretary determines in ac-
cordance with subsection (e) that a critical
shortage no longer exists.

“(g) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this title, the Secretary shall provide spe-
cial exemptions from export controls im-
posed under this title with respect to regions
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of the United States where the Secretary de-
termines that supply of scrap is substantially
in excess of demand.

“Sec. 206. Nothing in title II shall prevent
the Secretary from restricting the export of
scrap sooner or to a greater extent than pro-
vided for in title II. -

“Sec. 207. Any domestic consumer or ex-
porter who knowingly and willfully files a
false report or exports any scrap in violation
of title II shall upon conviction be fined not
more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more
than one year, or both, for each violation.”

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, at the out-
set I would like to apologize to my col-
leagues for subjecting them to the read-
ing of the amendment, which is quite
lengthy. I would not have done so had we
brought this bill up tomorrow, as was
originally scheduled. This is so because I
had intended to write my colleagues and
publish relevant and important informa-
tion in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The amendment to the bill before us,
H.R. 8547, is an amendment that I think
will help us in a particular problem,
namely, that of bringing scrap steel
prices—ferrous scrap prices, if you will—
within reasonable levels.

Why do we need to do this? The Mem-
bers, I am quite sure, are aware that the

‘Commerce Department, dating back to

July 2, imposed some export controls on
ferrous scrap. Are not these controls suf-
ficient? The answer is “no,” and for
several reasons.

First of all, the action of the -Com-
merce Department was long in coming,
and when it came I think it was an over-
reaction in some areas and inadequate in
other respects.

Back in February of this year, I origin-
ally asked Secretary Dent to take action
to license serap steel exports. It took just
exactly 5 months to get this accomp-
lished, and during this period, sceap
prices rose nearly 40 percent, a disastrous
and astonishing increase. Having finally
taken belated action, it has turned out
that the Commerce Department regula-
tions themselves are inadequate and in-
equitable. For example, there are areas of
this country which are being unfairly af-
fected by the reporting and quota system
that has been imposed by the Commerce
Department.

The Northeast and California are tra-
ditionally scrap surplus areas. Yet, the
Department's regulations prevent these
areas from supplying legitimate export
markets with their serap, scrap which
unfortunately cannot be sold in our other
domestic market because of prohibitively
high domestic freight rates.

The next fact is that the controls that
now exist have not worked in terms of
keeping the price of scrap under control.
Since February of this year, the price of
scrap has gone from about $38 a ton for
No. 1 heavy melting scrap to $54.66 a
ton as of the beginning of last week.
‘That was on Monday of last week, the last
week of August—a week under phase
IV's economic conitrpls.

Unbelievably, by the end of last week,
the price of ferrous scrap, No. 1 heavy
melting grade, was up $2.18 to $56.84. A
4-percent increase in 1 week under phase
IV, which is supposed to be a tough phase
IV, is a tremendous increase. Yet the
Department’s “controls” are supposed to
be working. They obviously are not. And,
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if that 4-percent increase per week ex-
tends to the entire month of Septem-
ber, we will have an additional 16-percent
inerease in the price of scrap this month.
I do not see how anyone in this Chamber
can say that these existing policies are
working, and that is why I am proposing
a congressional alternative in my amend-
ment to H.R. 8547.

Now, what does my amendment do? I
provides for an automatic trigger mech-
anism based upon the total scrap pur-
chased by domestic users plus exports.
Under this amendment, the Secretary of
Commerce would be required, as soon as
possible after the end of each calendar
quarter, but no later than 45 days fol-
lowing the close of such quarter, to de-
termine whether a shortage of scrap ex-
ists. If a critical shortage exists, defined
as a volume of exports plus domestic
purchased scrap of 11.5 million tons for
that quarter, the Secretary would be re-
quired to limit scrap exports for 6 months
so that total exports for the 6-month pe-
riod would not exceed one-quarter of the
preceding 5-year annual export average.
This restriction would start no later than
the beginning of the third month fol-
lowing the quarter in which the “critical
shortage” occurred.

One of the things that makes this
amendment, I think, unique, is that it
provides to the Secretary some necessary
discretion with respect to geographic
areas, such as the California and west
coast area, and such as the Northeast,
which are both scrap surplus areas.
Under my amendment the Secretary
would be permitted to designate such
areas as surplus areas and exempt them
from the controls otherwise mandated
in the amendment.

Traditionally the argument against
such measures as this is that they are
inflexible and one cannot live with them
over time. This would not be a hazard
in the case of this amendment since my
amendment is an amendment to the ex-
isting export control law, which expires
next June 30. Therefore, the life of this
amendment in effect, is a little less than
1 year. This will give us an opportunity
to live with it and to see how well it per-
forms.

I urge all the Members of the House to
give this amendment serious considera-
tion. I would add, if Members are con-
cerned about the energy crisis, and they
deem it desirable to encourage the use of
recyclable materials because recyclable
marterials require much less energy to
produce final product than with the orig-
inal raw material itself, then there is
additional reason to support this legis-
lation.

In the case of scrap steel, what we are
talking about, of course, is a product
that is at least 95 percent pure steel.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HEINZ was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, in the case
of scrap steel we are talking about a prod-
uct that is 95 percent pure steel.

When we talk about iron ore—and our
best iron ore, I would add, is exported—
we are talking about a product that is 40
percent impurities and 60 percent iron.
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It requires enormous amounts of energy,
which, as we all know, is in short supply,
to remove these impurities. We can en-
courage the use of scrap steel by keeping
its price reasonable, and in doing so, we
act wl_sely to conserve energy. By con-
st.rai.n_lng exports when necessary we can
%ﬂgamfscrap Porices to reasonable levels.
» OI course, is the o
amiﬁndinent I offer. Sl
inally, if Members believe it is -
port_ant that we preserve the little céE-
panies, the small companies, the indepen-
dent businessmen in this country, then
- there is one additional Treason to support
the approach of this amendment. Be-
cause of the structure of the steel indus-
try, the small foundries and small pro-
ducers of essential materials, such as
steel reinforcing bars, small merchant
bz_).rs. narrow strip sheet and wire and
pipe products, are utterly dependent on
scrap steel as their basic raw mateiial
With the rise in the price of scrap, the:.;
cannot compete with the integrated pro-
ducer making steel from ore. As a result
these small- and medium-sized and even
larger businessmen are cutting back op-
eratio_ns or going out of business, This
situation cannot be allowed to continue
Better controls are needed on serap ex:
ports and for these reasons, I hope the
members will support my amendment.
Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr, Chairman, will
thii%entleman vield? :
. HEINZ, el
oA vield to the gentlewoman
Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr, Chairman, I
support the purposes of the gentleman’s

amendment. I am sorry that, the admin-

istration has let things get to th
where Congess has to consider et:l?it;:;
;}Lls;:ind_ of action, which is drastic, but
re in a serio i
iy erious dilemma in steel
I would like to see this amendm
to conferenbp. If it is too restrictlfrgt v%rg
gﬁnmgmﬁgiff 1{; hé conference. But so'me-
s to be done—
prg?ch o8 & and this is an ap-
- Mr. Chairman, the actio
Nixon administration in untilslzlgxt,r.; t?t:
5 broa;i_powers to restrict exports of com-
modities vitally needed in the domestic
economy have been rather typical of the
administration’s record of procrastina-
tion and ineffectiveness in all areas of
economic stabilization. It is not the kind
of record which builds confidence in the
gg;ilitg of giur t'i}overnment to meet our
ous national probl i
ra.glpant inflation. S8-S0 Hme ol
ur present economic prob -
not be attributed to any I;aumncilﬁe
part of the Congress to provide essential
authcu:lty to .the President to meet
changing economic conditions. The op-
Dosite is true: Congress since 1969 has
given President Nixon more power than
any President has ever had in our history
to deal with inflation, and with the
spreading effects of soaring prices and
developing domestic shortages. In most
instances, we passed those laws on our
own initiative, without Presidential re-
quest, and in fact, often over the objec-
tions of the President himself.
In 1969, we gave Mr. Nixon—as an un-
wanted provision of a bill he felt he had
to sign—the broadest authority any
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President has ever had to control inter-
est rates and credit terms. Although we
were bitterly condemned by the Presi-
dent at the time for granting this au-
thority, he came back several years later,
in 1971, and asked us to incorporate
credit control provisions into the Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act, and we did so.
Buthe has never used those powers. One
of these days, I am sure the pressure of
events will finally persuade him he must
use his statutory powers to control in-
terest rates.

Simijlarly, we passed the Economic
Stabilization Act of 1970 over Presiden-
tial objections, as an amehdment to the
then-expiring Defense Production Act.
He attacked us bitterly for that, too. Ex-
actly 1 year later to the day—August 15,
1971—he used that law to freeze prices,
wages, salaries, and rents. There was, of
course, no mention in his announcement
that the economic controls he was in-
stituting were enacted by Congress 1
year earlier over his opposition.

RELUCTANCE TO ACT ON EXPORT CONTROLS

The bill before us, amending the Ex-
port Administration Act, reflects a new
chapter of congressional initiative and
administration “catchup” in the recogni-
tion of serious economic problems. In
thie hearings of the Subcommittee on In-
ternational Trade, we pointed out re-
peatedly to Administration witnesses that
unrestricted exports of essential items of
domestic supply were causing serious dis-
locations and hardships in numerous
American industries and in the prices of
basic commodities, which translated
themselves into much higher prices for
consumers and for business. But admin-
istration witnesses insisted, first, that
they did not have sufficient legal author-
ity to take action, and then contended
that the situation was not as serious as
we had described it.

Although we voted in the subcommit-
tee and in the full committee to amend
the law to clear up in the language of the
statute any misunderstanding about the
extent of administration diseretion in
moving to restrict excessive exports of
certain commodities needed in the dom-
estic economy, the chairman of the Sub-
committee on International Trude, Mr.
AsHLEY, and I joined in supplemental
views in the committee report pointing
out that the statute as it already exists
does provide authority—authority which
should have been used long before this—
in regard to meeting the problem of ex-
cessive exports of steel scrap.

Suddenly, a few weeks ago, the admin-
istration discovered that it could indeed
make some moves under existing law in
dealing with excessive steel scrap ex-
ports, and although it has not taken very
drastic steps it has at least, finally,
reached the point of requiring licensing
of such exports so that it can know the
true extent of the magnitude of the ex-
ports. As in the case of the Soviet wheat
deal and the excessive exports of soy-
bean products and feed grains, it appears
that the administration preferred to be
kept in the dark as long as possible as to
what was really happening. It appar-
ently takes a monumental crisis to effec-
tuate any action by the White House and
the Departments.
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ENDING THE "COVERUP"” ON EXPORT VOLUME

The ‘“‘coverup” has now been ended
insofar as the steel scrap exports are
concerned. To the extent that the Ash-
ley-Sullivan supplemental views in the
committee report accompanying H.R.
8547 have stimulated the administration
finally to take some action, the country
has been well served. I congratulate Mr.
Ashley for his leadership on this matter
as subcommittee chairman.

But throughout the long period when
we were trying to get the administration
to look at the ferrous scrap problem real-
istically, its response was that the situa-
tion was not bad enough to trigger the
use of export controls. Yet, the demand
for steel scrap had risen substantially,
with a resultant serious inflationary im-
pact, and exports were soaring. The
American steel and foundry industries
bore the brunt of this imbalance in sup-
ply and price, and, of course, the whole
economy felt it.

This legislation now before us will
clarify the intent of Congress that export
controls can be used not only when there
are both an excessive drain of a scarce
material and a need to reduce the serious
inflationary impact of abnormal foreign
demand but also whenever either of these
two considerations is present—either an
excessive drain or a need to reduce the
serious inflationary impact of abnormal
foreign demand.

At the time that we were considering
this change, many of my constituents
were bringing to my attention the grave
problem that was being created by the
excessive exports of scrap iron and steel.
In my district there are many who are
employed in the nearby steel mills and in
the ferrous foundries. They pointed out
that the scrap iron and steel industry has
not in the last 20 years collected and pre-
pared more than 46 million tons of scrap
in any 1 year, but that at present rates
of scrap exports and domestic consump-
tion, this year’'s total would far exceed
any 46 million tons. They have shown me
that in the only 3 recent years when scrap
exports and domestic consumption total-
ed more than 45 million tons, the price of
scrap has risen precipitiously. This in-
dicates clearly that a shortage situation
is close at hand at the 45 million ton an-
nual level, for after all, if the demand for
scrap was not pushing the available sup-
ply, why would the price rise so quickly?

BELATED RECOGNITION OF ADMINISTRATION'S
POWERS TO ACT

On July 2, 1973, the Secretary of Com-
merce stated in regard to scrap iron and
steel:

. « . I have determined that the criteria set
forth in the Export Administration Act have
been met for this commodity.

On the same day he stated in a fact
sheet that was also released:

.Expected domestic purchases of scrap, and
expected exports, are projected to total 54,4
million tons in calendar year 1973, 18%
above the previous high year.

The fact sheet also stated:

Domestic prices for most grades of ferrous
scrap are at their highest levels in 16 years.

The steelworkers and steel manage-
ment people have pointed out that at
present export and domestic scrap usage
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levels, outages will occur later this year,
and that the resulting unemployment
will not be confined to the foundry and
steel industries alone, but once started
will spréad to the many steel consuming
industries in this country.

The actions taken by the Secretary,
however, have not been very forceful,
even though he finally acknowledged on
July 2 that he had full power under the
existing Export Administration Act—as
we had insisted he had—to deal with this
issue.

At least, however, he is taking steps to
keep track of what is actually being
shipped, so that the country will no
longer be kept in the dark in this respect.
Because of the administration’s long de-
lay in acknowledging it had the power
to act, and the reluctant and rather
timid action which was finally taken,
the users of ferrous scrap in this country
are now urging the enactment of stronger
laws to mandate controls through an
automatic triggering device. The pres-
sure for such laws has been stimulated
by the administration’s poor perform-
ance in using the power it has.

H.R, 8547 DESERVES HOUSE SUPPORT

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on
Banking and Currency has reported a
bill which deserves House support and
should be enacted. It ends the coverup.
It opens up the essential information on
export volume to the light of day so that
. 'we can find out what is actually happen-
ing while it is hhppening. It provides for
publication of essential data. And it also
provides full opportunity for consulta-
tion with affected groups and industries
before exports of any commodity reach
crisis proportions.

Recently, in response to a complaint
from a constituent of mine about unre-
stricted price increases in certain agri-
cultural commodities he uses in his prod-
uct and which are in very short supply in
this country primarily because of heavy
exporfs, the administration advised me
that the situation would have to reach
“erisis proportions” before Government
could impose export controls. Now, that
is all wrong—it is opposite to the intent
of the Export Administration Act. So, in
this bill we clarify the language of the
act to make it, shall I say, “perfectly
clear” 1o the administration that it can
act before the horse is stolen.

In other words, rather than waiting for
foreign importers to deplete our supplies
of any essential commodities to a dan-
gerous level before anyone knows what
has happened, this bill wili encourage
closer surveillance in order to head off a
run on necessary supplies while there is
still time to act.

Particularly noteworthy, Mr. Chair-
man, is the intent of the committee as
expressed in the committee report that
“abnormal foreign demand” be inter-
preted not necessarily as meaning that
foreign demand must have increased or
that there be some unusual characteris-
tic of that demand. Rather, it means
“abnormal” under the existing circum-
stances because of its effect on domestic
prices. We are deeply concerned over in-
flation, which is one of the most urgent
of all issues facing this country. Export

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

controls alone will not solve our prob-
lems, but must be used when needed as
an important contribution to the solu-
tion of our economic dislocations. That
is what we are trying to impress upon
the administration in this legislation.

Mr., HEINZ. I thank the gentlewoman.

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

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is very
similar to S. 2119 except that it inserts
the concept of regionalism in an attempt
to remove one of the great complaints
against this kind of proposal. However,
the amendment does rob the Secretary
of Commerce ‘of the flexibility ne needs
to administer effectively the Export Ad-
ministration Act, because it requires
him to take a specific action and to con-
tinue to take that action whether or not
the cause for that action still is main-
tained.

Mr. Chairman, the concept of region-
alism improves the amendment. The
amendment has one other good quality;
it expires in 1 year.

, However, thése are the only good
things that appear in this particular
amendment. Any time that we write into
the law a ftrigger mechanism, we are
automatically making trouble for our-
selves, because that trigger may not be
a valid mechanism 1 month or 2 months
or 1 year later.

Mr. Chairman, the trigger approach is
simplistic. It does mnot provide for
changes in supply and demand; it does
not provide for seasonal changes; it does
not provide for shipping season changes.
A quantity trigger mechanism does not
take into account that there are different
prices for different grades of scrap. We
are accepting for ourselves a straitjacket
if we accept the Heinz amendment, and
we are providing for ourselves a specific
regulation which should not be a matter
of law. It should be a matter of discre-
tion for the Secretary.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment also
implies that there is a correlation be-
tween receipts and exports, because that
is the basis for the trigger. In fact, re-
ceipts and exports may total more than
the trigeer mechanism, but still there
may be no shortage.

The worst part of the amendment is
that while most of us would prefer fewer
controls, this particular amendment
forces the strictest kind of control. It
forces the Secretary to take a sustained
action which we might not want to sus-
tain later. Later situations might occur
which would persuade us to abandon the
controls which the Heinz amendment
would not let us abandon.

Scrap prices are always volatile.
Fifteen years ago they went as high as
$66; they are now at $58. Under the law
now existing, the Secretary of Commerce
has applied the export controls. The Sec-
retary has also negotiated with Japan,
our largest customer, a voluntary de-
ferral of scrap orders.

It is anticipated that under this com-
bination of controls and negotiation,
scrap prices will decrease before the end
of the year.

Mr. Chairman, in my judgment this
amendment is much stronger medicine
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than the committee ever intended, and
the committee did consider this kind of
amendment when the bill was before it.

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

Mr. FRENZEL, I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Chairiman, with re-
spect. to the action of the committee,
it is my understanding that, in fact, no
such amendment was considered in the
committee, although testimony was
taken; is that not correct?

Mr. FRENZEL. The distinguished gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania is correct. We
considered the subject. We heard much
testimony and decided in subcommittee
that we would not adopt any such
amendment.

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

Mr. FRENZEL. I yield to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr, HEINZ, Mr, Chairman, the gentle-
man makes a statement that the Secre-
tary of Commerce has obtained more
authority under this bill to take neces-
sary action to prevent the erosion of our
supply of scrap steel.

Would the gentleman care to explain
why the Secretary, when it was apparent
as early as February of this year, waited
until July to announce any restrictions
on scrap steel and then, in spite of these
restrictions, in the last week past we still
have although under phase IV increased
prices? We have had a 4-percent increase
in 1 week.

And finally, if the actions of the Sec-
retary are so effective, why has he found
it necessary, absolutely necessary as a
means of controlling exports, to meet
and prevail upon the Japanese to volun-
tarily defer their imports until the first
of next year?

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his questions,
and I think the answer is quite obvious.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. FREN-.
ZEL) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FRENZEL .
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, back in
February the Secretary did not have the
power under this particular law. That
is why we are bringing this bill before
the Members today. In February, under
the law, the Secretary had to satisfy each
of the three criteria which the chairman
of the subcommittee, the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio, has pointed out to
us in his discussion of the bill. Under the
powers that were available, the Depart-
ment and the Secretary did about all
they could do. As to why controls imposed
on July 2 did not immediately lower the
price, obviously nothing happens over-
night in our complex international eco-
nomic environment,.

The reason we negotiate, of course, is
we do not abruptly terminate longstand-
ing commercial relationships. We do not
attempt to wreck markets by export
controls but, rather, try to get our inter-
national trading partners to work along
with us.

Mr. Chairman, I urge that this amend-
ment be defeated.
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Mr, ASHLEY, Mr, Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

I will not take but a minute or two to
oppose this amendment, and I do so with
some reluctance because the gentleman
from Pennsylvania has been most cour-
teous in bringing before our subcommit-
tee and to me directly his interest in this
matter. I must oppose the amendment
nevertheless.

As the gentleman from Minnesota has
very effectively indicated, export con-
trols on scrap have been imposed. The
other reasons he set forth for his opposi-
tion to the trigger-type mechanism are
shared by the members of the subcom-
mittee and the full committee who did
discuss this matter.

Let me say, Mr. Chairman, that the
bill before us, as I tried to indicate in
my earlier remarks, does seek a balance
between trade and the stability of the
dollar on the one hand and protection
of the domestic economy on the other
hand.

The amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania is not consistent
with this approach. It does provide for
an automatic, inflexible triggering mech-
anism which completely removes any
discretion in the administration of ex-
ports with respect to ferrous scrap. .

For that reason I would urge defeat
of the amendment.

The CHATIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. HEINZ).

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. Heinz) there
were—ayes 11, noes 35.

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Mr, Chairman, at this
time when we are considering amend-
ments to the Export Administration Aect,
I think it is timely and appropriate to
mention the serious pfoblem that Has
arisen in our country from the unprece«
dented exports of ferrous scrap.

This year scrap exports coupled with
foreign orders on hand as of July 1 total
12.4 million tons as compared to 7.4 mil-
lion tons last year and 6'2 million tons
2 years ago. While the scrap exports have
been soaring, domestic sales of ferrous
scrap have gone from 32.9 million tons in
1971 to 38.5 million tons in 1972, and to
an estimated 42,5 million tons in 1973.
This year's total demand, both domestic
and foreign, is 55 million tons as com-
pared to a combined demand over the
past decade not in excess of 46 million
tons in any given year.

It is not surprising, therefore, that the
cost of scrap has soared to more than
$57 per ton as compared to $35 a ton
only a year ago.

If the Export Administration Aect is to
have any usefulness at all, it would cer-
tainly be used to limit.ferrous scrap ex-
ports at a time like this with heavy do-
mestic demand, soaring exports, and
ever-rising prices. Yet for months the
Department of Commerce, although
aware of this serious problem, took no
action under the act.

They have now finally issued an order
to limit scrap exports, but I fear it is not
only too late, but that their order is in-
adequate. The Commerce Department
has placed an embargo on exports of
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ferrous scrap ordered after July 1, but it
has not. stated that orders on hand as of
July 1 canngt be exported. This means
thatat a t when*there is such a heavy
domestic need for scrap, and prices are
soaring, that the Government is still go-
ing to permit exports this year almost
double that of 1971 and 1972.

I do not call this effective action. The
Department of Commerce should halt
the export of all ferrous scrap. This is
what the situation calls for and such ac-
tion is needed immediately.

I did not support the prior amendment
on ferrous scrap and I do urge the Sec-
retary of Commerce te make certain that
action is taken to make certain that an
adequate supply of ferrous scrap is avail-
able to our domestic steel producers.

We did have some testimony on the
subject of controlling ferrous scrap ex-
ports during our Banking and Currency
Committee hearings on H.R. 8547. We
should have more extensive hearings on
this subject the next time we take it up
and it may be that we can develop more
effective legislation.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRE. FINDLEY

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

Amendment offered by Mr. FINDLEY:

On page 2, line 13, add the following: “If
the Secretary of Commerce shall prohibit or
curtaill the exportation of any commodity
pursuant to this section, he shall immediate-
1y report such prohibition or curtailment to
the Speaker of the House and the President
pro tempore of the Senate. If elther House of
Congress shall by.simple resolution disap-
prove of such prohibition or curtallment, it

shall cease with the passage of sald resolu-
tion.”

Mr. FINDLEY, Mr. Chairman, the bill
before us is essentially a pro-executive
branch bill. It is a conveyance of great
discretionary authority to the President
to prohibit the export of private property
or to curtail such export.

The amendment that I have offered
is a pro-Congress amendment, one which
would refrieve to some extent the au-
thority and responsibility set forth in the
Constitution to the Congress and do it
by permitting by simple resolution either
body of the Congress to negate the effect
of an order that the Secretary of Com-
merce might issue in pursuance of this
section of the bill.

If the Secretary of Commerce should
prohibit or curtail the export of any
commodity, then he must report imme-
diately such action.

Either House by simple majority on a
resolution may effectively veto that deci-
sion. -

This of course has a precise parallel in
the Government Reorganization Act, an
act which gave the executive branch a
tremendous realm of discretionary au-
thority, but the Congress saw fit to retain
in its own hands the right of either
House to negate any such action the
President might order.

Section 8 of the Constitution specifi-
cally provides that the Congress shall
have the power to regulate commerce,
and this amendment would help to keep
the exercise of that power at least a step
closer to the Congress and to the people.

What Congressman whose district has
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been dealt an economic blow by the cur-
tailment of exports would not want to
have the opportunity at least to cast his
vote in opposition to the decision that
may have been made in the executive
branch? Surely the Congress, the peo-
ple’s branch of the Government, is as
deserving, if not more deserving than the
executive branch to make, and to make
stick, the fundamental decision that so
directly affects the lives, the jobs, and the
well-being of the people.

The factors to be considered here are
mainly political and economic, how a
restriction will affect the domestic econ-
omy, how it will affect the trading part-
ners. These are the same issues that Con-
gress deals with in almost every bill that
has a fiscal effect, and almost every bill
has such effect. Congress has been deal-
ing with these questions for nearly 200
years, and Congress should at least re-
tain the right of veto over a decision of
the Secretary of Commerce which may
have such a vital effect over the lives
and prosperity and the well-being of so
many of our people.

So, Mr. Chairman, I hope a majority
will support this pro-Congress amend-
ment to the bill now before us.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. FINDLEY).

Mr. Chairman, I am going to oppose
the bill whether this amendment is
adopted or not, but at least I think
the very least we can do to this bill
is to adopt this amendment.
bﬂ]1: think this is clearly an anticonsumen

I heard the minority leader say that
he was visiting with his constituents
during the recess. I visited with my con-
stituents also, both consumers and pro-
ducers, and I found that what the con-
sumers want are supplies.

What difference does it make if the
Government has determined that the
price should be set at a certain level if
the supply is not available? What differ-
ence does it make if someone has more
food stamps if there is no supply to pur-
chase with those food stamps?

They want supplies. It is supplies that
we need.

In addition to that, I visited the pro-
ducers and I know what they are saying.
They are saying that they have. to grap-
ple with the weather, they have various
uncertainties, and now they have the ad-
ditional uncertainty, to wit: Government
edicts. They say, “We hate to pick up
the newspaper, because we do not know
what the Government did to us.”:

Producers have increased costs. Every
time they go somewhere to buy some
supplies they are paying higher and
higher costs, and this is increasing their
costs of production. They hesitate to put
in increased crops and increase their
production when they do not know what
the Government is going to do about
prices.

Then along comes another problem, in
addition to price controls, rollbacks, boy-
cotts, and all that stuff that they have
been talking about, and now we are talk-
ing about the Congress sanctioning addi-
tional export controls.
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So what the producers are saying is,
“What are those knuckleheads in Wash-
ington going to do next?”

That is the reason this is a bad bill, no
matter what is in the bill. The bill pro-
vides for the Congress sanctioning addi-
tional authority to the President of the
United States to impose some kind of
additional controls to keep the producers
from getting their increased costs of pro-
duction back.

What they are saying is, “Although
prices are better than they were, I am
just going to sit on my hands. I am
puzzled about this whole thing. One
cannot tell what the Government is
going to do next. One cannot tell what
the administration is going to do. Now
we find the Congress is sanctioning this
kind of a situation and adding to, the
uncertainties.”

The people are so puzzled they cannot
plan regardless what the price level is.

They are not going to increase pro-
duction under these circumstances, and
without increased production, the con-
sumers are not going to have the supply
they need.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I can under-
stand the gentleman’s concern, but I
think his remarks are rather ungrateful
and ungracious to an administration that
has probably done more to establish the
market for American farm products than
any administration in history. I think it
is almost incomprehensible that the
gentleman in the well can continue to
assert himself on the imposing of con-
trols while this administration—and
there will probably be administrations
in the future—has worked to establish
foreign markets that have created the
situation where we might have to impose
controls.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I do not think
there has been anything in the last 40
years as destructive as imposing export
controls. It says to the Japanese: “Do
. not depend on the Americans any more.”
So 2 weeks ago they went down to Brazil,
and for about $12 per bushel they con-
tracted for 85 million bushels of soy-
beans. They are going to increase pro-
duction in Brazil until they will have an
alternate competitive source down there.
Of course, when they get that situation,
they will get their money back with a
big return.

They will increase production in these
other countries, because the signal has
gone out: They cannot depend on the
United States.

In addition to this, we have been tell-
ing the European community for 10
vears: “Depend upon the United States.”
They did not have any tariff on soybeans,
and we provided their soybeans.

France has been saying to others in
the EEC: “Do not depend upon the
United States. Keep a high protective
tariff in the European Economic Com-
munity and depend upon us for agricul-
tural production.”

The export order gave the French
more arguments than they could use for
the next 10 years. This was the most de-
structive action, and it did more harm
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than all the good work done to encourage
exports by this administration, -or the
previous one.

Mr. MILFORD. Mr! Cha.lrma.n will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. MILFORD. I have listened to the
gentleman several times on the floor, and
I have respect for his logic, only this
time it kind of escapes me just a little.

Like the gentleman, I am concerned
with supplies. As I understand this bill,
it is simply saying that we set aside what
we are going to need in this country, and
we export anything else we have.

I know in my district the millers, for
example, have a fear that we have al-
ready sold next year’s wheat to the point
where we are not going to have enough

to fulfill our own needs in this country..

This is my concern.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. This bill does not:
solve the wheat scandal. That damage is
already done.

Mr. MILFORD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this legislation and wish
specifically to address myself to the pro-
vision of this bill which places much
needed restrictions on the export of
softwood logs and lumber for the re-
mainder of this year and all of next. My
district, the 24th of Texas, is virtually
suburban in composition. The rapid
growth of this area has necessitated the
building of thousands of new homes to
accommodate the folks moving in; there-
fore, the current shortage of good home
building timber has forced the price of
these homes higher and higher and has
slowed construction to an uncomfortable
state. Home construction in my district
and throughout the Nation is a major
business and constitutes the paychecks
for a good many people. Without the
lumber to build the homes, we have lay-
offs and unemployment and a slowdown

. of our economy which I must emphasize

is none too strong at this time. I would
like to quote from a few of the builders
within my distriet who have written ex-
pressing their very disturbing situation.

Walt Parker, Jr., of Denton, Tex.,
writes:

I am a young home builder that would
appreciate an answer. Why are we sending
85% of all our exported lumber to Japan
when we need so desperately to lower lum-
ber prices here? Prices for lumber are get-
ting so high that it forces lots of us out of
a meaningful trade . . . Won't you do some-
thing for us little guys that are trying to
build America?

It pleases me greatly today to be able
to answer Mr. Parker with a very firm
“Yes, we will help.” Another builder, Mr.
Clyde Jackson of Dallas, Tex., implores
us:

Please do all in your power to lower the
cost of lumber. Lumber alone has driven
the cost of housing, and subsequently the
cost of living, out of sight.

Again, I am pleased to be able to say
to a constituent and a friend that we are
taking direct action to lower the cost of
lumber to our homebuilders and are
thereby taking action to lower our astro-
nomical cost of living.

Mr. S. T. Peaden, another of our Na-
tion’s homebuilders, writes:

Our company is in the door business.
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We . . . are vitally concerned with our Na-
tlon’s short supply of lumber,

In response to the plight of our Nation,
I wrote the following to the Honorable
Frederick B. Dent, Secretary of Com-
merce:

DeaR Mr. SECRETARY: It is becoming in-
creasingly obvious that exports of logs and
finished lumber are causing disruption of
the domestic building industry and are in-
creasing prices to the American consumer . . .
Homebuilders in my District tell me that
the supply of lumber is so limited that when
they find a supplier who can meet their
needs, they hesitate to even ask the price.

The administration has responded to
this problem by asking this body for ad-
ditional authority to control exports, in-
cluding the softwood we have just dis-
cussed, and this body has responded in
kind with this thoughtful and well-
drafted document. With this in mind,
Mr. Chairman, I would like to urge the
passage of this legislation as an imme-
diate and accurate response to this pres-
ent and ever-growing need.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I request 3 additional minutes.

I think I probably was the first ob-
jector to that wheat deal when it was
made. It was a bad deal at the time. It
still is a bad deal, but we cannot correct
it now. They not only sold too much
wheat; at the time we did not have a
wheat policy that could limit the amount
to be sold according to supply and de-
mand. They were selling strictly on a
price basis.

That is what this bill also does—to
determine export policy on price alone.
The wheat deal was a bad deal. They sold
all one class of wheat. In my opinion they
sold more wheat than they had in that
oneé class. What "happens when we have
these export licenses? We have already
got a scandal that happened in the soy-
bean deal.

There are only about six big export
companies in the world. The minute we
impose export ‘controls those companies
have a monopoly on supply that is avail-
able outside of the United States. They
will make millions and millions and mil-
lions of dollars on those export rights.
They can then buy it cheaper in the
United States. They have the right to
sell whatever is going to be sold over-
seas, so they make more at both ends.

A big scandal is now developing in the
situation on who held these export rights
at the time they were imposed about 6
weeks ago.

The gentleman is mistaken when he
described what the bill does. What the
bill does is say that if the President or
Secretary of Commerce does not like the
price, no matter what the price is, they
can put on export controls. That is what
produces the uncertainty which makes
producers withdraw from increasing
production.

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

Mr., SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. All this amendment
does, as I understand it, is ask the con-
sent of Congress. Is the gentleman ob-
jecting to that?
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Mr, ASHLEY. To whom is the gentle-
man directing his question?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. To the gentleman.

Mr. MILFORD. Is the gentleman
speaking of the amendment?

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Yes.

Mr, MILFORD. I have no objection
whatever.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. What I am say-

ing is, do not overlook the psychological |

impact. If we want to increase produc-
tion in this country, we must not dis-
courage it with a bill like this. In World
War II we put a floor high enough to en-
courage the incentive to produce. But
now they have jerked the floor out, there
is no floor, and what is being tried is to
put a ceiling on. It would result in dis-
couraging the increases in production
that we need. For that reason I say this
is clearly an anticonsumer bill.

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

Mr. Chairman, after having listened
to the bobtailed discussion of this legis-
lation, I find myself with some misgiv-
ings about the manner in which it comes
to the floor. To divorce it from our gen-
eral trade program at a time when we
are nearing the target date for report-
ing a trade bill does not strike me as be-
ing perhaps the best procedure.

At the same time I believe we must
take a look at the logic, the reasoning
and the timing behind this proposal.
Certainly the President would not—in
fact, it is inconceivable to me that any
President would impose export control
at the expense of a favorable trade bal-
ance unless, and I repeat unless, the do-
mestic economy and the interests of the
American consumer became the overrid-
ing consideration. To suggest that this
would not be the sole reason just begs
logic.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word and I rise in oppo-
sition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, as I said in my remarks
during general debate, the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1969 is based upon
competing if not conflicting findings of
fact and statements of policy.

As a nation, we have an understand-
able and legitimate interest in assuring
the availability for domestic use of a wide
range of goods and commodities at rea-
sonable price levels.

At the same time, it is also our pur-
pose and policy to encourage trade with
all countries with which we have diplo-
matic or trade relations.

The Expbrt Administration Act of 1969
says, in effect, that export trade shall
not be inhibited or controlled except and
to the extent necessary to protect the
domestic economy from the export drain
of scarce materials and to reduce the
serious inflationary impact of abnormal
foreign demand.

Since 1969, this language has been nar-
rowly construed and is seldom used.

Mr, Chairman, the decision of Con-
gress in 1969 to establish criteria to be
met before export controls can be im-
posed and to allow the President to fac-
tually determine when the criteria are
met has worked and it has worked to the
advantage of our export interests as well
as the interests of our domestic con-
sumers.
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But the sponsors of the amendment
are not satisfied.

They have no complaint when the
President's determination is against ex-
port controls but they want to be able
to negate the President's findings in the
rare instances when he determines that
export controls are necessary to protect
the domestic economy.

Actually, the amendment is even more
narrowly drawn. It applies only to con-
trols on agricultural exports.

It is perfectly willing to accept a find-
ing by the President with regard to fer-
rous scrap, fOl' example, or any other
commodity that may be found to warrant
export controls—but not agriculture.

So what they are proposing is in fact
a discriminatory procedure for imposing
constraints on exports which gives agri-
culture a way out but no other sector of
our economy.

Also under the amendment, the Presi-
dent could determine the need for limited
export constraints—as at the present
time—but either the House or Senate
could veto this finding within 30 days.

Thus the amendments offers two bites
at the apple instead of the one already
in existing law which provides that any
exercise of export control authority un-
der the act may be terminated at any
time by concurrent resolution of Con-
gress—I might point out that this au-
thority was made use of in 1972 in the
case of controls on cattle hides.

The amendment should be defeated,
Mr. Chairman, because it seeks to turn
what should be an economic decision
based on economic self-interest. If this
amendment is adopted, domestic pro-
ducers and exporters would refrain from
selling in the domestic market while they
undertake a major lobbying effort in one
or the other House of Congress, wherever
their chances appear best.

Obviously the uncertainty surround-
ing continuation of controls would trig-
ger enormous speculation here and
abroad in the future market for the com-
modities involved—to the detriment of
our own economy and the economies of
our trading partners.

Finally, the amendment should be
voted down because export controls on
agriculture commodities are only im-
posed when absolutely necessary and
after approval by the Secretary of Agri-
culture. As the President stated in his
phase IV announcement of July 18:

Permanent control of exports is not the
policy of this Government and we do not
intend at this time to broaden the con-
trols beyond those now in force.

In light of this, it should be obvious
that decisions to impose controls on agri-
cultural commodities are reached only
after the finding of absolute necessity in
terms of our own domestic economy and
therefore such decisions should not be
subject to any greater review by the
Congress than other actions taken under
the Export Administration Act.

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

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

Mr. FINLEY, Mr, Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I can under-
stand why he would be confused about
the effect of the amendment because in
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the letter circulated to Members by mail
yesterday it has the word “agricultural”
before the word ‘“‘commodity.” .

However, on review, we did not want
to single out just agricultural commodi-
ties, and as read by the Clerk, the word
“agricultural” does not appear. There-
fore, the amendment would apply to any
commodity under this section.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman making that cor-
rection. I would certainly say that this
makes the amendment several iotas less
pernicious than it otherwise would have
been.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I move to

strike' the necessary number of words.
« Mr. Chairman, they always say that
fools rush in where angels fear to tread,
and of course tonight I will play the part
of the fool.

The whole question and the disturb-
ance in this counti¥ stems from a very
antiquated trade policy. Trade essen-
tially between nations originally meant
that nations that had a surplus of goods
needed by other nations would be traded
for that product that nation had the sur-
plus of, and one nation would get from
another that had a surplus of need, but
it now has become strictly a commercial
venture with little or no regard of the
internal problems of the nation con-
cerned.

The Members talk about surplus agri-
cultural products. Do they not know that
the greatest piece of machinery, manu-
facturing machinery that has ever been
put on earth is a cow? Cattle. It con-
sumes 600 acres of grass, turns them into
products such as milk and cream and
meat. We do not have now, nor have we
ever had a surplus of feed grains. Bal-
ance the meat imported into the United
States against the consumption of do-
mestic cattle or the feed grains we sell,
and there is no surplus and never has
been, and the record is proven by one of
the greatest homegrown domestic farm
philosophers in our history, a man by
the name of Wilkins.

We have gotten to the point in this Na-
tion where we are so dependent upon for-
eign products that our domestic economy
is closer to the breaking point than at
any time since the inception of the de-
mocracy. In a war, we could no more de-
fend ourselves against our enemies than
fly on a kite to the moon.

Let me give the Members an example.
Today, what is the scream in the hay
growing States? “We cannot buy enough
baling wire to bale a surplus crop or a
great crop of hay; fresh hay.”

Why?

Because we gave up the productivity of
baling wire to the Japanese. Then we put
an embargo on chrome from Rhodesia.
By doing so we gave the Japanese an op-
portunity to come into a higher price
steel market, the specialty steel market.
So they quit producing baling wire,
which is a cheaper steel product. And
today the farmers cannot buy baling
wire.

That is just one item.

We cannot buy meat. Why? Because
we sell our feed grains to foreign pro-
ducers of meat cheaper than we sell them
to the feed lot producers in the United
States. American feed lot producers are
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situated in Central America, in Colom-
bia, buying feed grains from the United
States, feeding it to cattle, and then ship-
ping back to the United States and sell-
ing in the marketplace without distin-
guishing markings telling where it comes
from, at a price cheaper than they can
produce it in the United States.

Do Members know that tomorrow
night, if all of a sudden we were to hit
all of the baseballs out of the parks of
the great national pastime, and they shut
off the imports from Haiti, there would
not be a ballgame on Sunday?

Some say that is nothing. Perhaps it
does bring a smile to some faces. But
that little item must demonstrate a lack
of productivity of baling wire, a lack of
productivity of baseballs, a lack of pro-
ductivity of many items.

In fact, if tomorrow they shut down
the lanes of commerce between this and
other nations 65 pefcent of the Ameri-
cans would go barefoot.

Some have laughed at some of the
statements made on this floor by my-
self and others over the years. I said the
Kennedy round was the greatest eco-
nomic mistake this Nation ever made. I
said it then and I repeat it now.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DENT was
allowed to proceed for 3 additional min-
utes.) s

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, if we pass
this new proposal then we shall have to
measure the damage. If Members do not
believe I am right, then let me give some
facts: 7,994,000 checks went out last
week for unemployment compensation in
the United States; 16,123,000 persons are
on welfare in the United States.

A total of 152 million pairs of hands,
out of our population of 210 million, are
reaching into the till of the United
States, right now, today, this hour. Sure-
ly, many of them are the same hands,
but there are 152 million pairs of hands.

Why? Because we do not produce for
ourselves.

We talk about balance of payments.
How do we measure balance of payments
with the fluctuations of the currencies
around the world? There is one balance
we must maintain if we want to survive.

As I feel the shadows gathering in on
the life God has given me, I can see the
darkest clouds gathering around my
grandchildren that have ever been visited
on a free democracy in the history of
the world. Why? I will tell the Members
why. We care not about a simple eco-
nomic fact that has never been refuted,
nor can it be refuted by any person.
What is that simple economic equation?
Production will flow to the cheapest area
of production and sales will flow to the
highest cost nation. So every day ships
pass each other, bringing cheap shoes
from Greece and Italy and France and
Korea, and now from Malaya, and shirts
from all over the world, to here, bringing
our nice, fresh, clean cotton.

By the way, it might interest the Mem-
bers to know that just within the last
month information has come that the
Japanese have bought the next three
yvears’ complete futures of all the wool
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in New Zealand and Australia. We fell
into the Japanese tricks of synthetic
products, synthetic goods, so we bought
all the double-knit suits in the world.

Mr. Chairman, I have been all over
this world many times in my life. I do
not find double-knits anywhere; I do not
find synthetics too much. But I do find
them here in the United States. And so
the futures went down, and the Japanese
bought them up.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DENT was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr., DENT. I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, I wish to congratulate the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT) be-
cause he has made what seems to me like
innocent commercial transactions of the
kind that have been going on for 200
years sound like one of the most sinister
things imaginable.

I just wonder why we have not been
ruined a long time ago if what the gen-
tieman says is true.

Mr. Chairman, I want to ask the gen-
tleman a question——

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I will tell
the gentleman why we have not been
ruined. :

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, let me ask the gentleman this
question—— 2

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, let me an-
swer the gentleméan's question. He should
not ask a double-barreled question un-
less he pulls both triggers at the same
time.

As to why we have not been ruined, I
will tell the Members why. It is because
28 million Americans are drawing social
security.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Will the gen-
tleman——

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, let me com-
rlete my statement.

And so we have the moneys we borrow
every year to keep flowing into the chan-
nels of commerce to buy the products
which we do not make.

Now, the gentleman may go ahead.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DENT. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, I understand the gentleman'’s feel-
ings about the bill, but I believe we are
talking now about the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Illinois,
which is simply to ask for congressional
approval of something.

Now, the gentleman, as I understand
it, has always been a strong supporter of
Congress and entertains the feeling that
Congress ought to have something to say
about how the country is run,

Does the gentleman object to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY) ?

Mr. DENT. No, I do not object to it.
I simply rose to take the 5 minutes to
speak to the Members.
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Mr. LONG of Maryland, Does the
gentleman support the gentleman’s
amendment?

Mr. DENT. I will not say I support it,
because I am not so sure a free trader
like him could have any support from me
under any circumstances.

Let me just say to the Members that
they laughed in the forum of Rome, they
laughed in the Reichstag, and they have
laughed in every parliamentary body on
the face of the earth just before it came
to an end.

Mr. Chairman, I know the Members
think I am a prophet of doom. No, I am
not a prophet of doom. I am just a man
who knows that you cannot measure this
country’s wealth by the production pro-
duced elsewhere. We have got to produce
our own goods.

There is only one simple formula for
any economy: Production, distribution,
and consumption. "This Nation is trying
to live on two legs of that three-legged
stool. We are trying to live on the dis-
tribution and consumption of products
not produced here. I wonder how many of
the Members know what the volume is
by pound of imports against exports.

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

Mr. Chairman, I would like to compli-
ment my friend, the gentleman from
Ilinois (Mr. FinpLEY), for offering this
amendment in an effort to improve, if
possible, this piece of legislation.

Mr. Chairman, for the last 30 years
approximately, in common with most
Members on my side of the aisle, I have
been inveighing from time to time against
delegation of authority to the Execu-
tive. I have also, in common with these
Members, done quite a little thinking
:fa.boutt free private enterprise, and I was

or it.

Now I come down here and become a
Member of the Congress of the United
States and find to my sorrow and regret
that we have a Republican administra-
tion, you please, which is asking for
more Executive power and for a con-
trolled economy. I find that a little ironie.

I turn to the other party over here. For
the same 30 years, of course, they have
been giving the Executive wide, sweep-
ing powers and they have been voting
for a controlled economy.

But lately they have been talking the
other way; they want to take the con-
trols off, they say, and do not want to
give power to the Executive, and they
want to reassert the powers of the Con-
gress.

I almost get kind of hopeful about
them, Mr. Chairman, occasionally, until
I see what they actually do. In spite of
the talk, they are still bringing in this
kind of a bill; they are still advocating
giving the President this power, and they
are still voting for a controlled economy.
The whole thing is a little ironic on both
sides of the aisle.

It could almost make a man cynical
if he were not old enough to be, per-
haps, a little bit of a philosopher. But
now you take the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Illinois. It will not
make this bill a good bill, but at least
this amendment will say that, before
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some governmental ukase can tell the
American citizen where, how, and
whether he can sell his products, at least
his elected representatives will have
something to say about it.

Now, if that is not sound doctrine, I
do not know when it became unsound.
So I support the amendment offered by
the gentleman.

Mr. BLACKBURN. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to my friend
from Georgia.

Mr. BLACKBURN., I thank the dis-
tinguished gentleman for yielding.

The logic that he has just propounded
was the same that I had when I voted
against the bill when it came out of the
committee. I intend to support the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Illinois, because it helps to weaken
the bill in the sense that it will take
away some of the discretion we are seek-
ing to give the executive branch of the
Government. I will support the amend-
ment and fully intend to vote against
the bill on final passage.

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

The question before us right now is
not whether this bill should pass or not,
but the question is whether we should
give Congress the power to nullify the
actions of the Secretary of Commerce.

The reason why I am against the
amendment is, without saying anything
about the bill itself, if we are going fo
have a bill, it should be a workable bill.
The way the bill is drafted right now
the finding as to a commeodity being in
short supply is done by the Secretary of
Commerce. But he only does it with the
consent of the Secretary of Agriculture.
Then the bill also provides that there
shall be appointed on request of  the in-
dustry a committee consisting of mem-
bers of industry and members of the
Government who shall make a finding as
to whether or not a commodity is or is
not in short supply or whether its export
would or would not be advisable.

This act goes on to say that this com-

mittee shall hear public witnesses. I am
sure after a painstaking public hearing
by this industry committee if, in their
infinite wisdom, they decided that it
would be in the best interests of this
Nation that an export would not take
‘place, then they would certainly make
such recommendation. But after that has
all been done the Secretary of Commerce
makes the finding, and then he must
have the consent of the Secretary of
Agriculture.

I say if you then have to go to the
Congress to do it, you might just as well
forget about the bill and just pass a sim-
ple resolution and say Congress shall
hold hearings and determine what crops
or commodities are in short supply and
make a finding.

That is in effect what this amend-
ment does.

Now, here is another defect in this
amendment. There is no time limit for
congressional action. It just says that
Congress shall override or veto whatever
the Secretary of Commerce has decided.
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There is no time limit. Congress could
wait a year just by simple inaction. Con-
gress could do nothing about it.

Second, the veto power is a rather
narrow veto power. It ought to be, and
I think it should be required by both the
House and the Senate. That is what we
did in the hide export bill. That seemed
logical.

Also, as it is written, as I have said,
it would make it virtually impossible to
administer any export control program.
It overlooks the fact that this admin-
istration is dedicated to the expansion
of exports, not the curtailing of exports.

So I still feel that if the bill is going
to pass that as it is now it is a well-
written bill. There are safeguards in it.
The Secretary of Commerce cahnot act
without the consent of the Secretary of
Agriculture. Then they must have a find-
ing by this committee which has been
set up by virtue of the bill.

So I think we are going a little bit
too far, and are literally hamstringing
the bill. We are making the bill totally
unworkable. Therefore, I think we should
defeat the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY).

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise to speak in favor of*
the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
from Pennsylvania for bringing to my
attention this remarkable piece of due
process contained on page 5 of this bill.

An exporter, a business whose very life-
blood may depend on exports, has the
great assurance that the Secretary of
Commerce may appoint some ofher
members of industry to determine wheth-
er or not he is being injured in his busi-
ness by halting his exports. Then that
advisory committee advises the Secretary
of Commerce as to whether or not the
export should be denied.

As the gentleman from Pennsylvania

-said, there is a way that the Secretary

can, if he wants to, consult other persons.
But the only thing that is required is
that the committee consist of represent-
atives of United States industry and
Government. The people of the United
States are not noticed except to say that
the Secretary is not prevented from con-
sulting someone else.

Now, what is wrong with requiring that
this question be subject to review by the
representatives of the people in either
the U.S. House of Representatives or the
Senate? Why should not the people speak
through their regular, authorized Repre-
sentatives instead of having this inade-
quate type of review when a man’s busi-
ness is being put in jeopardy by denying
him the right to export? Why should that
man be subject to other members of the
business community selected at the sole
discretion of the Secretary of Commerce?
What has happened to our concepts of
due process when we are talking about
permitting that kind of authority by one
businessman over another businessman?

All the amendment does is it says that
ultimately if either Kouse decides to neg-
ative the act delegated to the President
or to the Secretary of Commerce, that
House may do it.
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It seems to me this amendment is in-
finitely reasonable and it is particularly
obvious that it is needed in view of this
wholly inadequate process.

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. HANNA, Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding. I think that .
the gentleman from Texas should recog-
nize the fact that under the existing law
the decisions now are reviewable by Con-
gress, by a joint resolution of both the
House and Senate. That is still in the
law. So there is a reference to those Rep~
resentatives of the people sitting here in
Congress. The question that this amend-
ment raises is whether we should make
that responsive to just one House.

I think that legislative history of this
kind has indicated that wherever this
question has arisen we have always faced
it on the basis of the joint action of the
two Houses which represent the total
sovereignty of the people as set up in the
Congress. Is that not correct?

Mr. ECKHARDT. Is that correct? I
should like to know.

Mr. ASHLEY. Yes, that is correct.
Under the existing Export Administra-
tion Act of 1969 provision is made for a
veto of the exercise of authority with re-
spect to the imposition of export con-
straints by action of both Houses of the
Congress.

Mr. ECKHARDT, Will that reach to a
veto of provisions of H.R. 85472

Mr. ASHLEY. Yes.

Mr. ECKHARDT. In every respect?

Mr. ASHLEY. Absolutely, Let me say
to the gentleman that this is precisely
what happened in 1972 when the Con-
gress acted to lift the imposition of con-
trols on exports that was placed by the
administration on cattle hides, so that
we have exactly the situation that the
gentleman describes that has taken
place, and I feel very strongly, as does
the gentleman from California, that the
country is better protected if the con-
current action of both Houses of the
Congress is necessary, because if the
action of only one body is required, it
does lend itself to the most voracious
kind of lobbying and logrolling. )

Mr. ECKHARDT. Is the gentleman
saying that if the amendment included
the concurrent resolution of both Houses,
it would not alter existing law?

Mr. ASHLEY, That is precisely what I
am saying, precisely so.

Mr. ECKHARDT. I should like to ask
the author of the bill if that is the way
he understands that.

Mr. FINDLEY. I cannot believe that
for a minute. In fact, I believe the gentle-
man alluded to the change in the export
limitation on hides. As I recall the cir-
cumstances, this was done as a part of a
bill which had to be signed by the Presi-
dent to become effective, so the con-
current resolution would not be effec-
tive in the prohibition or curtailment
the Secretary of Agriculture. '

Mr. ASHLEY. There is a difference of
opinion on that.

Mr. ECKHARDT. The significant

difference between present authority to
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curtail executive authority by concur-
rence of both Houses and the Findley
amendment, which provides for a legisla-
tive veto by either House, is that what-
ever requires the concurrence of both
Houses, other than perhaps that affect-
ing internal matters only, is subject to
veto by the President. The legislative veto
in the Findley amendment would not be
so subject to veto by the President. It
is a reservation of a condition subsequent
to the passage of the legislation which
would limit its effect.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY).

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is a
very beneficial and necessary one. The
question has been asked: How are we
going to improve and protect our bal-
ance of payments? And the very prac-
tical answer in foday’s circumstances
is by continuing to increase our agri-
cultural exports. They expanded from
about $8 billion a year to between
$11 and $12 billion just last year, and
probably will reach between $15 and $16
billion this year, unless the executive
branch of Government resorts to further
ill-considered actions such as last June’s
embargo on soybean exports.

Those exports were developed in a ma-
jor part through the efforts of American
farmers to promote those exports

through such devices as the checkoff
charged against them in many States.
It was, indeed, a breach of faith by the

administration with those farmers when
the soybean exports were totally em-
bargoed for a few days in June and then
only lifted by about 50 percent. We sim-
ply cannot have foreign markets encour-
aged and developed if we are going to
pull the rug out from under our foreign
customers, as was done in June.

We need this amendment to restore
confidence in our foreign customers. We
need those foreign customers if we are
going to be able to have a viable agricul-
tural industry in this country.

I should strongly recommend to all
Members that we vote in favor of this
amendment which is very necessary, in-
deed. Existing law was not adequate to
protect our industry and agriculture
when this very arbitrary action was
taken last June. I think we need the
amendment to protect against such a
thing happening again.

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr.
Chairman, this bill to increase the au-
thority of the President to levy export
control should be defeated. The thrust
of the bill amounts to unfairness to the
farmer. It is unfair to him income wise.
As I noted in some earlier debate with
the distinguished minority leader when
the rule was being considered, only a
short while ago the soybean farmer was
receiving $2.40 a bushel for his produc-
tion. This was a dollar a bushel or so less
than he was getting for it a quarter of a
century ago. Now we find the domestic
and world demand for soybeans being
such as to permit the soybean farmer a
fair return for his production. One of
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the first steps taken then by this ad-
ministration is to cut off the export
market. This has hurt the price of soy-
beans. It has also hurt our stature as
an exporting country in agricultural
commodities and has further eroded our
trade deficit and balance of payments
posture.

In fairness, should not our farmers
who have received inordinately low
prices so long, at least get for his pro-
duction what foreign people are willing
to pay for it? Is not this particularly so
in view of the great economic prosperity
of America in comparison with the
standard of living and incomes of for-
eign peoples?

If you do not accept my thesis of ex-
port embargoes on agricultural com-
modities being unfair to farmers, my
argument then is that the controls au-
thority under the present law is suffi-
cient. It has been noted throughout the
debate on the rule and on the bill that
soybean exports have been terminated.
A number of other related commodities
have met the same fate and there are
threats of yet further actions against
additional agricultural commodities. Let
me quote from the Export Administra-
tion report for the second quarter of
1973 which has just been printed and
released by the Secretary of Com-
merce—see attached pages 66-67 of said
quarterly report including as a quote as
indicated on those pages. So it is obvi-
ous that the President already has the
authority to do anything conceivable in
the way of restrictions on exports. Why
give him yet more authority just at the
time . when the Congress is trying so
desperately and so futilely to retrieve
from the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment the powers and prerogatives
that we have surrendered in recent dec-
ades? The bill should be defeated, but
prior to that, the Findley amendment
should be adopted.

The quotation from pages 66 and 67 -

of the quarterly report is as follows:

On June 13 a . . . monitoring system was
put into effect for orders for export and ex-
ports of certain grains, ollseeds, and ollseed
products in amounts of $250 or more.

As a result of the excessive foreign demand
for soybeans, cottonseed, and various oil and
meal products thereof, these commodities
were placed with the approval of the Secre-
tary of Agriculture under a validated license
requirement on June 27 for shipment to all
destinations, including Canada. A warning
of the possibility of restrictions on exports
of corn was also given. The reporting require-
ment announced op June 13 was expanded
on June 28 to include those products plnced
under validated license control.

Information continues to be obtained
semiannually from walnut producers con-
cerning current trends in production and
consumption of walnut logs, lumber, and
veneer.

Shortly after the end of the second quar-
ter 1973, the licensing systems for exports
of soybeans, soybean oil-cake and meal, cot-
tonseed, and cottonseed oil-cake and meal
were announced on July 2. Also on July 2,
exports of ferrous scrap were placed under
validated license control for all destina-
tions, excluding Canada and details were
given pertaining to the licensing system for
exports of this material. On July 5. validated
license requirements were imposed on ex-
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ports of some 41 additional agricultural com-
modities for which the Secretary of Agri-
culture determined that export demand was
directly related and transferable from the
demand for soybeans and soybean oll-cake
and meal.

The monitoring requirement was extended
July 9 to include orders for export and ex-
ports of cotton in amounts of $250 or more.
Further changes in ferrous scrap licensing
were made on July 27 when the validity of
licenses was extended and a licensing system
for August exports was announced. Licens-
ing policies for oils, protein feeds, and ani-
mal fats were revised July 28 to establish
quotas and permit licensing of certain or-
ders accepted after June 13. At the same
time, a licensing policy was established for
peanut meal containing aflatoxin and for
edible peanuts. On August 1, a licensing
policy was announced for licensing of soy-
beans against orders calling for September
shipment.

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

Mr. Chairman, it seems we are back in
June again and arguing the farm bill.
The farmers are doing pretty well in this
country right now. At least my house-
wives think the farmers are doing pretty
well when the housewives go to the mar-
ket and find the prices they have to pay
for flour and bread and meat.

We are talking about how the poor
farmer is being hurt. I think the poor
farmer is doing very well in this country
and in California. In the farm bill we
passed we even put a floor on it so they
cannot go below the floor. So the farmer
has it both ways.

1 used to represent a farm community
when I was in the State legislature. I
found that we never could find a happy
farmer because no matter what we did
for them they would always be unhappy
for one reason or another.

In this bill we are trying to develop ex-
port controls. We have had them for 20
or 30 years. Now at a very difficult time in
our country we have to use the export
controls. We have to get a balance be-
tween the export demand and domestic
demand and the export needs and do-
mestic production. That is no reason why
they should raise the price of soybeans
15 times because we can grow them
cheaper. The same applies to the price of
wheat. Should we raise the price of wheat
up to the level of the highest price we
would find we can get in the world to-
day? I do not think so. That should not
be the criteria for what the U.S. house-
wife should have to pay for her food. .

We merely in this simple bill change
an “and” to an “or.” We simply extend
the act we have had since 1947. It is des-
perately needed if we are to get any bal-
anced relationship between our domestic
and foreign markets.

I think it would be a drastic measure
to single out agriculture and say that
either House can pass a resolution doing
away with what the administration de-,
cides should be done. I ask this House to
vote this amendment down and get on
and vote for this final passage of this
bill. It is needed right now, today.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. REES. I yield to the distinguished
minority leader.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr, Chair-
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man, I have listened to almost all of the
arguments made by those that favor this
amendment to this proposed legislation.
In most every instance, they have in-
dicated that they basically oppose the
fundamental legislation, while they sup-
port this amendment for reasons that
they have expressed.

If a Member believes in the legislation,
if he wants a fine and fair balance be-
tween what the farmers can get at the
market place and what the consumers
will have to pay in the supermarket, he
ought to vote for this legislation without
this mischievous amendment, and that is
what it is.

The people who are favoring this
amendment are not for the legislation,
and this amendment will gut the legis-
lation in the final analysis.

Mr. REES. Mr. Chairman, I agree com-
pletely with the gentleman from Mich-
igan.

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

Mr. REES. I yield to the gentleman
from Ohio. ;

Mr. J. WILLIAM STANTON. Mr.
Chairman, as the minority leader pointed
out, we go right back to the basic pres-
entation of the bill. As we stated, this
bill, the Export Administration Act, pro-
vides for the export controls to reduce
the inflationary impact of abnormal for-
eign demand.

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

Mr. REES. It merely balances the
economy.

Mr. Chairman, I ask for a no vote on
the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY).

The question was taken; and the Chair-
man announced that the “noes” appeared
to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FINDLEY. 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 154, noes 211,
not voting 69, as follows:

[Roll No. 440]
AYES—154

Culver
‘de 1a Garza
Dellums
Denholm
Dennis
Derwinski
Dickinson
Drinan
Eckhardt
Edwards, Calif.
Evans, Colo.
Fascell
Findley
Fisher
Foley
Fountain
Fraser
Fulton
Gibbons
Goldwater
Gongzalez
Gray
Green, Oreg.
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
Guntdr
Hammer-
schmidt
Hansen, Idaho
Hansen, Wash.

Adams
Anderson, Ill.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

* N. Dak.
Armestrong
Ashbrook
Aspin
Bauman
Bennett
Bergland
Biester
Blackburn
Bowen
Brinkley
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
Burgener
Burke, Mass.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo.
Butler
Carnej, Ohio
Casey, Tex.
Chappell
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Conlan
Crane

Henderson
Hicks

Hillis
Huber
Hungate
Hutchinson
Johnson, Colo.
Jones, N.C.
Jordan
Eazen
Eemp
Ketchum
Kyros
Litton
Long, La.
Long, Md.
MeClory
McCloskey
McCollister
MecCormack
Macdonald
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Mann
Martin, Nebr.
Matsunaga
Mayne
Meeds
Melcher
Mezvinsky

Moakley
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif.
Myers
Natcher
Nedzi
Obey
O’Brien
O'Hara
Owens
Pepper
Pickle
Poage
Price, Tex.
Quie
Randall
Rangel
Rarick

Abzug
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Annunzio
Archer

Barrett
Beard
Bevill
Blaggi
Bingham
Boggs
Boland
Bolling
Brademas
Brasco
Bray
Breaux
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, Va,
Buchanan
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Byron
Camp
Carey, N.Y.
Carter
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Collier
Collins, 1.
Conable
Conte
Cotter
Cronin
Daniel, Dan
Danilel, Robert
Ww., Jr.
Daniels,
Dominick V.
Danielson E
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Dent
Devine
Dingell
Donohue
Dorn
Downing
Dulskl
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Eilberg
Erlenborn
Esch

Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Fish

Flood

Flowers

Ford, Gerald R.
Forsythe
Frelinghuysen

Reuss
Riegle
Robison, N.Y,
Roe

Rose

Roush
Rousselot
Roy

Ryan
Sarbanes
Satterfield
Schroeder
Sebelius
Skubltz
Smith, Towa
Spence
Steed
Steelman
Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Stuckey
Studds
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Frenzel

Frey

Gaydos
Giaimo
Gllman
Ginn
Goodling
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Gubser

Gude

Guyer

Haley
Hamilton
Hanley
Hannsa
Harrington
Harsha
Hastings
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Hinshaw
Hogan

Holt
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Hudnut
Hunt
Jarman
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Pa. *
Jones, Ala.
Karth
Kastenmeler
Keating
Koch
Landrum
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent

Lott

Lujan
McDade
McFall
McEKay
Madden
Mailliard
Maraziti
Martin, N.C.
Mathias, Calif.
Mazzoll
Michel
Minish
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher

Moss
Murphy, I11.
Murphy, N.Y.
Nelsen
Nichols

Nix

Parris
Passman
Patman
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Milford
Miller
Mink

Symms
Teague, Calif.
Thompson, N.J.
Thone
Thornton
Ullman
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Wampler
‘Whalen
‘White
Whitten
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wright
Yates
Young, Ga.
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zion
Zwach

Patten
Perkins
Pettis

Peyser

Pike

Podell
Powell, Ohio
Preyer

Price, Ill.
Pritchard
Railsback
Rees

Regula
Rhodes
Rinaldo
Roberts
Robinson, Va.
Roncalio, Wyo.
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roybal
Ruppe

Ruth

St Germain
Barasin
Saylor
Schneebell
Seiberling
Bhoup
Shriver
Shuster

Slack

Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Staggers
Btanton,

J. William
Steele
Steiger, Ariz,
Sullivan
Symington
Talcott
Taylor, N.C.
Thomson, Wis.
Towell, Nev.
Treen
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Vigorito
Waggonner
Walsh
Ware
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Willlams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,

Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wolff
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Il1.
Zablocki

NOT VOTING—69

Abdnor
Alexander
Bafalls

Bell

Biatnik
Breckinridge
Broomfield

Broyhill, N.C.
Burton
Chisholm
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Collins, Tex.
Conyers

Corman
Coughlin
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.C.
Delaney
Diggs
Flynt
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Sandman
Scherle
Shipley
Sikes
Sisk
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Stephens
Stokes
Stubblefield
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Tex.
Tiernan
Udall
Waldie

Ford,
Willlam D.
Froehlich
Fuqua
Gettys
Hanrahan
Harvey
Hawkins
Hays
Hébert
Holifield
Howard
Ichord
Jones, Okla.
Jones, Tenn.
King
Kluczynski

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. ASHLEY

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. AsHLEY: Page
6, strike out line 24 and all that follows
thereafter through page 7, line 12, and on
page 7, line 13, strike out “(b)"” and insert
in lieu thereof “Sec. 1010. (a)", and on page
T, line 22, strike out *(c)"” and insert in lieu
thereof “(b)",.and on page 7, line 24, strike
out “(b)” and insert in lieu thereof “(a)”,
and on page 8, line 4, strike out “(b)" and
insert in lieu thereof “(a)", and on page 8,
line 10, strike out “(e)"” and insert in lieu
thereof *“(d)" and on page 8, line 11, strike
out “(d)" and insert in lieu thereof *“(c)".

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, this will
not take very long. The intention of this
section of the bill was to create an in-
centive for the administration to produce
more timber from the national forests to
satisfy the country’s needs for housing
and other domestic uses. It does this in
effect by saying that 11.8 board feet must
be available for domestic sale during
1973 and 1974. Unless this is done, there
would be a ceiling placed on the export
of logs and lumber.

The purpose of this section in the last
60 or 90 days has been met. A release
from the Department of Agriculture says
as follows:

‘Secretary of Agriculture, Earl L. Butz, and
Director of the Cost of Living Council, John
T. Dunlop, today jointly announced com-
pletion of a detailed plan to assure sales of
11.8 billion board feet from the National
Forests during calendar year 1873 and the
same amount during fiscal year 1974. The
11.8 billion board feet established as the fiscal
year 1974 goal represents an increase of ap-
proximately 10 percent over the amount of
timber which the Forest Service will offer
for sale during fiscal year 1973, ending June
30.

Mr. Chairman, following the release of
this information, I have been advised
that Secretary Butz has provided the
Forest Service with personnel and finan-
cial resources required to meet the new
goals. Effective immediately, the Forest
Service personnel ceiling is increased by
450 permanent positions for hiring of ad-
ditional foresters, engineers and support
personnel which are required under the
expanded sales program.

So, Mr. Chairman, the original pur-
pose of the section has been met. For
that reason I offer the amendment, and
hope that the amendment will be
adopted.

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

Mr. ASHLEY. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Euykendall
Landgrebe
McEwen
McKinney
McSpadden
Mathis, Ga.
Metcalfe
Mills, Ark.
Minshall, Ohio
O’'Neill
Quillen

Reid

Rodino
Rogers
Rooney, N.Y,
Rooney, Pa.
Runnels
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Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Chairman, in view
of the statement made by the gentleman
from Ohio, I believe that we should ac-
cept this amendment and I also believe
that it will help the bill.

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

Mr. ASHLEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. RARICEK. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I would
just like to say that I support the pro-
posed amendment. I think, speaking on
behalf of the forestry people, that it
removes certain objections, and I urge
the adoption of the amendment.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, ASHLEY. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I commend the’gentleman
from Ohio for offering this amendment,
and I strongly support the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. ASHLEY).

The amendment was agreed to.’

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RARICK

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. RARICK: Page
7, line 12, after the word “No” insert “mer-
chantable”,

Page T, line 15, after the word, “meridian™
and before the period insert “in the con-
tiguous state”. .

Page 7, line 25, strike the word “and” and
insert In lleu thereof & comma. After the
word “specles” insert, “and grades’.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?

Mr. RARICK. I will be happy to yield
to the gentleman from Ohio. ‘

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I have
had the opportunity to look over this
amendment. It is in the nature of a per-
fecting amendment. It is desirable, and
I think it would be very helpful to the
bill. I urge the adoption of the amerid-
ment.

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

Mr. RARICK. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. WIDNALL, Mr. Chairman, the
minority has had an opportunity to ex-
amine this amendment offered by the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. RARICK) .
We on this side concur in the amend-
ment, and urge that it be adopted.

Mr. RARICK. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. WIDNALL, Mr. Chairman, I now

_ yield to the gentleman from Alaska.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chairman,
Irise in support of thhe amendment.

Mr. Chairman, due to the unique
nature of the Alaska timber indus-
try, Congressman ASHLEY supports this
amendment to exempt Alaska from
the export lmitation on softwood
lumber set out in section 10 of H.R. 8547.

This amendment has been agreed to by
the sponsor because of its importance to
Alaska, and because the amendment does
not detract from the intent and purpose
of the bill. The ceiling limitation on soft-
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wood lumber has been lowered by the
yearly average of lumber exported from
Alaska, which is roughly 27 percent of
the total Tumber exported from the
United States. Thus, the ceiling as ad-
justed does not affect the limitation of
exported lumber from the “Lower 48.”

However, the primary reason Alasks
can be exempt without affecting this bill
is because the timber industry does not
affect the “Lower 48."” Alaska lumber is
not a source of supply to the homebuild-
ers in the United States. It never has
been and it never will be for the simple
reason that no one can afford Alaska
lumber except the Japanese.

There are two main reasons for this:
The Jones Act and the high cost of
logging and processing lumber in Alaska.

As a noncontiguous State, the Alaska
economy is dramatically affected by the
Jones Act. The high cost of shipping
goods from the Southern U.S. ports on
American ships has pushed the cost of
living up higher than in any other State.
More important is its effect on our indus-
try. The cost of shipping Alaska lumber
to the “lower 48” on American bottoms
is but one of the major factors which
has priced this lumber out of the U.S.
market.

The second major reason Alaska lum-
ber is not competitive with U.S. lumber
prices is that the cost of producing the
lumber in Alaska is so much higher over
the cost of producing it in the Northwest.
Labor costs and logging camps and saw-
mills range from 25 to 30 percent higher
than in the Northwest. Gross loggings
costs exceed Northwest costs 35 to 40
percent. When these costs are considered
with the fact that a high percentage of
Alaska timber is .of low grade lumber,
it becomes apparent that there is no
meaningful competition in the U.S. mar-
ket for Alaska lumber.

With this amendment, Alaska’s econ-
omy is helped and Alaska helps the U.S.
economy. Since the beginning of the
Alaska timber industry in 1956, nearly
all of its lumber has been exported, ac-
counting for $750 million worth of favor-
able balance-of-trade credits. In short,
this amendment is the best for everyone.
The domestic timber market in the “low-
er 48” is left the same as in the Ashley
bill without my amendment, and we in-
crease the U.S. exports.

Finally, an export limitation on Alas-
kan lumber would have a devastating
effect on the Alaskan economy. Since
95 percent of this lumber is exported, an
export limitation on Alaskan lumber
would close most of the mills and log-
ging camps. This could mean a yearly
loss of approximately $76 million to the
southeastern Alaska economy, a loss of
8,700 jobs which is 50 percent of the
labor force in southeastern Alaska. It is
clear that an export limitation on Alas-
kan lumber would deal a serious blow to
the economy in the State.

It is for these reasons that I urge the
passage of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. RARICK).

The amendment was agreed to.

.

September 6, 1973

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr, Chairman, I rise to announce that
I am going to withdraw the amendment
that I had planned to introduce because
I do not think that within the time
that we have here today at this hour of
the evening we can straighten out this
mess that we have here.

Let me say that there is absolutely no
control over how these export alloca-
tions are given out. No thought has been
given in this legislation as to who is
going to profit from these export tickets
that will eventually be issued. Let me say
they are very valuable pieces of paper,
and they will probably go to you-know-
who. The fellow who gets there first or
gets there with the “mostest” will prob-
ably get the export ticket, or the fellow
who is going to get a monopoly on the
market.

That has been the history every time
we have tried this thing. This commit-
tee has given no thought at all to it,
other than giving some vague instruec-
tions to the Secretary of Commerce that
he should assemble some people who are
engaged in this business, and they are
going to tell us how these products will
be exported. I do not think there is any
way at this time of the evening to im-
prove this bill at all, so I am not going
to introduce my amendment, but I
?éwuld ask all Members to vote against

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

Mr. Chairman, it is not my intention
to take the full 5 minutes. I take this
time merely to ask the chairman of the
subcommittee & question.

Mr. Chairman, on line 13, page 7, there
is a provision against the sale of unproc-
essed export timber. It says on line 16:

* * * until the President determines that
there is available for domestic use an ade-
quate supply of softwood logs * * *.

I am sure the chairman of the sub-
committee is aware that there is a vast
supply of raw logs and logs, lumber, in
Canada. If it is the intention of the
committee to mean that all of the sup-
ply can be counted, then this amendment
is in effect negatory or is of no meaning.
I would ask the chairman to indicate to
us if that is the intention of the com-
mittee or not.

Mr. ASHLEY, No. The intention is not
to allow Presidential determination to be
based upon the total possible supply
from Canada or from any other source.
However, I think we do have to recognize
that the United States is a very substan-
tial importer of lumber and products
from Canada, and to this extent, based
largely, I should suppose, on the fluctu-
atiens in the business cycle, the usual
imports from Canada would be con-
sidered with respect to a Presidential de-
termination, but nothing beyond that.

Mr. MEEDS. Fine. I think that ex-
plains it.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. VANIK

Mr, VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an

amendment.
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The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Vanix: Insert
8 new section 3 at end of bill:

No export license or permit authorized
to be issued under the provisions of this act
shall be sold, tramsferred or assigned.

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I just want
to take a minute or two under the rule to
suggest that the purpose of this amend-
ment is to prevent the bargaining, the
trafficking, in export permits that pre-
vailed with respect to the oil import
quotas when we had a permit system
operating in that area. I think that if
this system is going to be fair and equita-
ble, the permit should be used by the
person who is authorized, who has the
authority to use it, and if it is not used
by that person, I ‘think that the right
should lapse or be granted to others. I do
not think that the export permit ought
to be bargained, transferred, or sold to
another,

SUBSTITUTE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRE. ASH-

LEY FOR THE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR.

VANIK

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
a substitute amendment for the amend-
ment offered by Mr. VaNIK.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ASHLEY as a
sustitute for the ‘amendment offered by Mr.
Vanix: Page 6, after llne 17, add the follow-
ing new language: °

Should the Secretary provide for export
controls he shall make every effort to pro-
vide for a system of controls that is fair,
equitable and just to all of the parties con-
cerned. In any such system he shall provide
that the allocations of export permits shall
be made on a nondiscriminatory+basis and
that all those wishing to export shall have
equal rights to obtaln such an export permit.
After an export permit has been granted, it
shall not be valid if transferred or assigned.

Mr. ASHLEY, Mr. Chairman, honesty
compels me to tell the House I have
worked very closely with the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. Gieeons) on this
amendment. In fact it is the language of
the amendment the gentleman indicated
he would have offered had he had the
heart to do so at that time. It is a good
amendment. I think it is very close to
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio, but I think it is a fuller de-
scription of what our objectives are and
I urge its adoption.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ASHLEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, does the gentleman realize the per-
mit system and the license system has
been in existence in the Export Act since
1969? Does the gentleman know of any
abuses in the system?

Mr. ASHLEY. I know of no abuses that
would be generated by this language
either.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Does the
gentleman know permits or licenses are
not subject to transfer now?

Mr. ASHLEY. I do not think the coun-
try would suffer by adoption of the
amendment.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. I do not
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think the country would suffer if it is
not adopted.

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

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

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, is it the
intent of the gentleman to consider a
simple transfer from one business entity
to a successor business entity as the type
of transfer that would void the license?

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, on this
I yield to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. GIBBONS).

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Chairman, it is an
embarrassing situation. I withdrew this
amendment awhile ago and now I find it
offered and while it may or may not be
passed it is not being objected to.

+«The purpose of putting that in was to
cut down the traffic in these tickets. It is
not to prohibit anybody who legitimately
wants to export from going ahead and
doing it. It is just to try to cut down
the particular value of this. If a person
has a product he wants to export he
goes to the Secretary of Commerce and
he gets fair treatment and he gefs his
ticket.

If we do not do that what happens is
that we get-a certain intrinsic value at-
taching to the tickets in themselves and
they will then trade on the futures mar-
ket. I was trying to prevent that.

What I would like to see happen and I
do not prescribe it in this amendment
is that these tickets be auctioned off by
some fair manner as we auction off oil
and gas leases now so that the benefit of
the value of that ticket would go to the
American public and not to some en-
trepreneur who was trying to profit from
the difficulties the country has.

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate that is what the gentleman
wants to say but I think the gentleman
appreciates the fact that is not what the
language says. I think we need to have
this legislative history, that it is not the
intention of the gentleman to bar a
transfer which is simply a legal transfer
to a different entity.

Mr. GIBBONS. The gentleman obvi-
ously has not studied the problem be-,
cause that is the way they get around it
now and they sell these tickets. They can
sell these tickets in that way even though
the law says exactly what the gentleman
wants it to say, but it has not worked.
The only way we can do it is to make the
tickets go back to the man who is issuing
them, the Secretary of Commerce, and
let him reissue them.

There is a lot of speculation on tickets.
These can be very valuable.

Mr. REES. The exporting of the prod-
ucts. The Department of Commerce, if
one's commodity is under restriction, the
Department of Commerce then issues
these and tries to let every exporter have
so much of what the pot is, but generally
one will find that all exporters of com-
modities are in the specific business of

exporting these commodities, so it really,

is divided up. The pot is divided up
among them.

I do not think it can be compared with
the oil situation, because there we have
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a specific situation of domestic and for-
eign supply. It should be done strictly
through export licensing.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the substitute amendment offered by the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. AsaLEY) for
the amendment offered by.the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. VaNIK) .
mThe substitute amendment was agreed

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. VawNix), as
amended.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

Mr, DELLENBACK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, in H.R. 8547 there are
specific provisions detailing the amounts
of logs which may be exported under cer-
tain conditions, and also stating the basis
for curtailing log exports. I support H.R.
8547. I think its provisions would be
helpful to the Northwest and to the Na-
tion. However, I have a concern as to
the interpretation which is intended for
the sections of the log export provisions
which relate to the prohibition and pre-
vention of substitution in conneection
with timber which is restricted from ex-
port by this bill.

There was some legislative history on
this point which was created and printed
in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD at the time
when the original amendment proposed
by Senator Morse was accepted to the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1968. That was
almost 5 years ago and since that time
conditions have greatly changed. Also,
we now have 5 years of experience in how
this amendment operates in practice.

Five years ago, on July 30, 1968, Sena-
tor Morse, in commenting on his amend-
ment referred to “substitution” as a
“reasonably direct’” substitution in terms
of locality, so that an owner could not
substitute in the same area and in the
same time period public timber for his
privately owned timber which he had
sold for export.' Of course, no agency
has ever issued any rules or regulations
to carry out this provision of the Morse
amendment, so that the previous legis-
lative history and intent were never in-
corporated in any Federal actions. If is
timely now, under changed -circum-
stances, to make sure that the interpre-
tation and purpose of the pending legis-
lation is more to the point and more ef-
fective in carrying out our current pur- .
poses with respect to exports and preven-
tion of substitution.

It is my understanding that the lan-
guage in lines 5 through 9 on page 8 of
the present bill, which I support, means
that any persons who export timber
should not be permitted to replace that
timber with Federal timber within the
same general area within the same time
period and for a meaningful period
thereafter. This latter is the key point,
for example, that the prevention of sub-
stitution by a company carryover into
the future following the cessation of its
export activities.

"
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The objective should be to provide that
first, owners of private timber who
directly or indirectly export their private
timber and second, others engaged in
exporting private timber shall be pre-
cluded from bidding on or purchasing
Federal timber or logs produced there-
from to replace the private timber that
they have exported.

It is also my expectation that, when
the appropriate officials issue rules and
regulations to carry out the intention of
these amendments, there will be a full
opportunity for hearings and appeals on
the decisions to be rendered which will
prevent or approve specific cases of sub-
stitution within the context of the lan-
guage in this bill.

I make these statements for the record
for what value they may have in indicat-
ing *to the appropriate Secretaries the
intention underlying this important sec-
tion of this bill.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Graimo, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee having had under consideration the
bill (H.R. 854{!) to amend the Export
Administration Act of 1969, to protect
the domestic economy from the excessive
drain of scarce materials and commodi-
ties and to reduce the serious inflation-
ary impact of abnormal foreign demand,
pursuant to House Resolution 484, he
reported the bill back to the House with
sundry amendments adopted by the
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

It is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment? If not, the Chair will put
them en gross.

The amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill. :

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY
MR. 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. RoussEror moves to recommit the bill
H.R. 8647 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.

The motion to recommit was rejected. -

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

Mr. GIBBONS. 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 220, nays 133,

present 1, not voting 80, as follows:

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, Il1.
Annunzio
Archer
Arends
Ashley
Aspin
Badillo
Baker
Barrett
Bennett
Bevill
Blaggl
Biester

Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Buchanan
Burke, Calif,
Burke, Mass.
Carey, N.Y.
Carney, Ohio
Carter
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Clark
Clausen,
Don H.
Clay
Cleveland
Cochran
Cohen
Collier
Collins, Il.
Conte
Cotter
Cronin
Danfels,
Dominick V.
Danielson
Davis, Wis.
Dellenback
Dellums
Dent
Dingell
Donohue
Downing
Drinan
Dulskl
Duncan
du Pont
Edwards, Ala.
Edwards, Calif.
Eilberg

° Erlenborn

Esch

Eshleman

Evins, Tenn.

Fascell

Fish

Flood

Flowers

Ford, Gerald R.

Ford,
William D.

Frenzel

Frey

Andrews, N.C,
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Armstrong
Ashbrook
Bauman
Beard
Bergland
Blackburn
Bowen
Bray
Breaux
Brooks
Brown, Calif.
Brown, Ohio
Burgener
Burke, Fla.
Burleson, Tex.
Burlison, Mo,
Butler

[Roll No. 441]

YEAS—220

Gaydos
Glaimo
Gilman
Grasso
Gray
Green, Pa.
Grover
Gubser
Gude
Guyer
Hamilton
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha
Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass.
Heinz
Helstoski
Hicks
Hillis
Hogan
Holtzman
Horton
Hudnut
Jarman
Johnson, Pa,
Jonesg, Ala,
Jordan
Karth
Kastenmeler
Koch
Kyros
Landgrebe
Latta
Leggett
Lehman
Lent
Long, La.
Lott
Lujan
McCloskey
MecCormack
McDade
McFall
Macdonald
Madden
Mailllard
Mann
Marazitl |
Martin, N.C.
Matsunaga
Mazzoll
Meeds
Milford
Miller
Minish
Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.
Mizell
Moakley
Mollohan
Moorhead, Pa.
Morgan
Mosher
Murphy, I1l.
Murphy, N.Y.
Nedzi
Nelsen
Nichols
Passman
Patman
Patten

NAYS—133

Camp
Chappell
Conable
Conlan
Crane
Culver
Daniel, Dan
Danlel, Robert
W.,Jdr.
de la Garza
Denholm
Dennis
Devine
Dickinson
Evans, Colo.
Findley
Fisher
Foley
Fountain
Fraser

Pepper
Perkins
Peyser

Pike

Podell
Powell, Ohio
Preyer
Price, Ill.
Pritchard
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reuss
Rhodes
Riegle
Rinaldo
Roberts
Ros
Rosenthal
Rostenkowski
Roush
Roybal
Ruppe’

St Germain
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Schroeder
Seiberling
Shuster
Slack
Smith, N.Y.
Snyder
Staggers
Stanton,

J. William
Steele
Steelman
Stokes
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, N.C.

Thomson, Wis.

Towell, Nev.
Treen
Van Deerlin
Vanik
Vigorito
Waggonner
Walsh
Wampler
Ware
White
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wiggins
Willlams
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles H.,
Calif.
Wilson,

Charles, Tex,
Wolff

Wright
Wyatt
Wydler
Wylie
Wyman
Yatron
Young, Fla.
Young, Ga.
Young, 11,
Zablockl

Frelinghuysen
Gibbons
Ginn
Goldwater
Gonzalez
Goodling
Green, Oreg.
Gross
Gunter
Haley
Henderson
Hinshaw.
Holt
Hosmer

Hutchinson

Johnson, Calif.

Johnson, Colo.
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Jones, N.C.
Kazen
Eeating
Eemp
Eetchum
Landrum
Litton
Long, Md.
McClory
McCollister
McEKay
Madigan
Mahon
Mallary
Martin, Nebr.
Mathias, Callf.
Mayne
Melcher
Mezvinsky
Montgomery
Moorhead,
Calif,
Moss
Myers
Natcher
Obey
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O'Brien
O’'Hara
Owens

Parris

Pettis

Pickle

Poage v
Price, Tex.
Quie
Rallsback
Randall
Rarick
Robinson, Va,
Robison, N.Y.
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rose
Rousselot
Roy

Ruth

Ryan
Satterfield
Saylor
Schneebell
Sebelius’
Shoup
Shriver

PRESENT—1
Eckhardt

Skubltz
Smith, Iowa
Spence

Steed

Steiger, Ariz,
Steiger, Wis.
Stratton
Bymms
Talcott
Teague, Callf.
Thompson, N.J,
Thone
Thornton
Ullman
Veysey
Whalen
‘Whitten
Winn

Yates

Young, Alasks
Young, 8.C.
Young, Tex.
Zlon

Zwach

NOT VOTING—80
Minshall, Ohio
Nix .

Abdnor
Alexander
Bafalis

Bell

Blatnik
Boland
Breckinridge
Broomfield
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.
Burton
Byron
Chisholm
Clancy
Clawson, Del
Collins, Tex.
Conyers
Corman
Coughlin
Davis, Ga.
Davis, 8.Ct
Delaney
Derwinski
Diggs

Dorn

Flynt
Forsythe

Froehlich
Fulton
Fuqua
Gettys
Griffiths
Hanrahan
Hansen, Idaho
Harvey
Hastings
Hawkins
Hays
Hébert
Holifield
Howard
Ichord
Jones, Okla,
Jones, Tenn.
King
Kluczynski
Kuykendall
McEwen
McKinney
McSpadden
Mathis, Ga.
Metcalfe
Michel
Mills, Ark,

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:
Mr. Tiernan for, with Mr. Eckhardt against.

Until further notice:

Mr.
Mr.
lich,
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Ewen.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Hays with Mr. Abdnor.
Rooney of New York with Mr. Froeh-

North Carolina.
Mr. Sisk with Mr. Vander Jagt.
Mr. Hawkins with Mr. Collins of Texas.
Mrs. Griffiths with Mr. Del Clawson.
Mr. Gettys with Mr. Broyhill of Virginia.
Mr. Alexander with Mr. Hanrahan.
Mr. Boland with Mr. Hansen of Idaho.
Mr. Burton with Mr. King.
Mr. Byron with Mr. Roncallo of New York.
Mrs. Chisholm with Mr. Scherle.

O'Neill
Quillen
Reld
Rodino
Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y,
Rooney, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Runnels
Sandman
Scherle
Shipley
Sikes
Sisk
Stanton,
James V.
Stark
Stephens
Stubblefield
Taylor, Mo.
Teague, Tex.
Tiernan
Udall
Vander Jagt
Waldie

Hébert with Mr. Quillen.
Sikes with Mr. Hastings.
Rooney of Pennsylvania with Mr. Mc-

Blatnik with Mr. McKinney,

Delaney with Mr. Derwinskl.

Fuqua with Mr. Forsythe.

Fulton with Mr. Coughlin,

Holifleld with Mr. Harvey.

Howard with Mr. Clancy.

Klnczynski with Mr, Bell.

Rodino with Mr. Kuykendall.

O’Neill with Mr. Michel.

Nix with Mr. Minshall of Ohlo.

Rogers with Mr. Bafalis.

Shipley with Mr. Broomfield.

James V. Stanton with Mr. SBandman.
Waldie with Mr. Taylor of Missouri.
Teague of Texas with Mr. Broyhill of
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Mr. Corman with Mr. Conyers.

Mr. Davis of Georgia with Mr. Breckin-
ridge.

Mr. Flynt with Mr. Davis of South Carolina.

Mr. Dofn with Mr. Ichord.

Mr. Jones of Oklahoma with Mr. Mills of.

Arkansas.

Mr. Diggs with Mr. Stark.

Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Mathis
of Georgla.

Mr. Metcalfe with Mr. McSpadden.

Mr. Reid with Mr. Udall.

Mr. Stephens with Mr. Stubblefield.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I have
a live pair with the gentleman from
Rhode Island (Mr. TierNaN). If he had
been present he would have voted “yea.”
I voted “nay.” I withdraw my vote and
vote “present.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill just passed, H.R. 8547.

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

There was no objection.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. GERALD R. FORD asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute).

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
I have taken this time for the purpose
of asking the distinguished majority whip
the program for the rest of the week, if
any, and the program for next week.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tleman will yield, I will be happy to re-
pond to the request of the gentleman

rom Michigan.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. I am happy
to yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, in response
to the inquiry of the gentleman from
Michigan, I will state that there is no
further legislative business for today, and
upon the announcement of the program
for next week I will ask unanimous con-
sent to go over until Monday.

The program for the House of Repre-
sentatives for next week is as follows: -

Monday is District Day, and there are
no bills.

We will then take up the contempt
citation coming out of the Committee on
Armed Services for G. Gordon Liddy
under a House resolution, for which I do
not have the number as of the present
time.

That will be followed by H.R. 7482, the
Little Cigar Act, with an open rule and
1 hour of debate.

That is all the business scheduled for
Monday.

On Tuesday we will have H.R. 7645,
State Department Authorization confer-
ence report,

H.R. 2096, discriminatory imports on
wine, with an open rule and 1 hour of
debate, and

S. 1697, emergency eucalyptus assist-
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ance, with an open rule and 1 hour of
debate.

For Wednesday and the balance of the
week, S. 504, emergency medical services,
vote on veto override,

H.R. 6452, urban mass transit, with an
open rule and 2 hours of debate,

H.R. 7974, Health Maintenance Orga-
nization, subject to a rule being granted,

H.R. 9639, School Lunch Act amend-
ment, subject to a rule being granted,

H.R. 6576, water project investigations,
subject to a rule being granted, and

H.R. 8789, Bicentennial coinage de-
sign, subject to a rule being granted.

As usual, conference reports may be
brought up at any time, and any further
program will be announced later.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
SEPTEMBER 10, 1973

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today it adjourn to meet on
Monday next. ;

The SPEAKER. IS there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH BUSINESS IN
ORDER UNDER THE CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY RULE ON WEDNES-
DAY NEXT

Mr. McFALL. Mr, Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the business in order
under the Calendar Wednesday Rule
mayt be dispensed with on Wesdnesday
next.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia?

There was no okjection.

* PERSONAL EXPLANATION >

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably detained and not present in
the House Chamber earlier this after-
noon' when the vote on final passage of
H.R. 8351, the Amtrak authorization bill,
occurred.

Had I been present at that time, I
would have voted “aye.”

MAJORITY LEADER THOMAS P.
O’NEILL, JR., REPLIES TO PRESI-
DENT'S ATTACK ON CONGRESS

(Mr, O'NEILL asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. O’NEILL. Mr. Speaker, on Mon-
day last, I offered the olive branch to the
President, because I had heard that 10
more vetoes of important legislation
could be expected. It seemed to me that
such lack of cooperation could only hurt
the country.

In response, I received a phone call
from Mr. Laird in the White House, say-
ing that he would be glad to meet with
us and work out something on legisla-
tion, Just 10 minutes before the Presi-
dent went on television yesterday, Mr.
Laird was on the phone with me setting
up a meeting.

' STATEMENT
JOHN BRADEMAS ON PRESIDENT
NIXON'S PRESS CONFERENCE
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Then came the press conference, and
it was hard to tell whether the President
was calling for teamwork—or scrimmage.

President Nixon's economic policies
have brought nothing but inflation and
misery to the people. It is natural that
he would want to put that monkey on
somebody else’s back. But, in Congress,
he’s picked the wrong whipping boy.

Congress has already given the Presi-
dent all the economic stabilization au-
thority he needs. The economic ills of
this Nation stem directly from the eco-
nomic policies of the Nixon administra-
tion—beginning back in 1969 when the
President decided that what he needed
was a million more unemployed. It was
this administration that last year di-
verted 40 million acres from production
and sold our grain surplus to the Soviets.
That mismanagement has caused our
food shortage and high food prices
today.

The President has little room to com-
plain about the budget. In his first 4
yvears, his budgets added a staggering
$97 billion to the national debt. And he
submitted another budget this year that
was $28 billion in the red. )

This Congress can be proud of ifs
achievements—social security increase,
crime control, health program, Cambo-
dia bombing cutoff. It is the President
who has chosen to veto minimum wage
and the Emergency Medical Services Act.

Both Houses are working together on
a final Alaska pipeline bill.

I do not believe the people can be
diverted from the causes of this Nation’s
economic ravishment. President Nixon's
economic policies have been responsible.
Unfortunately, the consequences for their
failure have fallen upon all the little peo-
ple of this Nation.

BY CONGRESSMAN

(Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks,
and to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr, Speaker, if Pres-
ident Nixon will stop attacking Congress
and start attacking the problems this
country faces, he will better serve the
Nation and his office.

In the same breath that President Nix-
on called for bipartisan teamwork, he
launched an ungracious and unwar-
ranted attack on Congress. The Presi-
dent’s attack, coupled with his announce-
ment that he will veto the minimum
wage bill approved by large majorities in
Congress, shows he intends only to talk
about cooperation with Congress, not
practice it.

Mr. Speaker, the 93d Congress has in a
few months already compiled a signifi-
cant record. We have, to cite a few meas-
ures now law, approved a bombing cut-
off in Southeast Asia, an increase in so-
cial security benefits, a major farm bill, a
highway mass transit bill, and extensions
of crime control, older Americans, child
nutrition, public broadecasting, and en-
vironmental protection programs.

From the start of the session through
July 31, the Senate and House combined
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registered an extraordinary 654 record
votes, surely not evidence of legislative
paralysis.

It is perfectly clear that Mr. Nixon’s
press conference was an effort to divert
public attention from the problems he
himself has created.

I hope that Republicans in Congress
will join Democrats in an honest biparti-
san effort to pass constructive legislation
on trade, pension reform, campaign re-
form, elementary and secondary educa-
tion, health maintenance organizations,
and manpower, including a public em-
ployment program.

Mr. Speaker, I repeat. President Nixon
should stop attacking Congress and start
attacking the Nation’s problems.

IT TAKES TWO TO COOPERATE

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

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I was amused
by the statement yesterday of the ma-
jority leader that there ought to be more
cooperation between the Congress and
the President. My amusement stemmed
from the fact that almost everyday for
a menth before the recess, the majority
leader had attacked the President and
had found Jlittle that was right in any-
thing he was doing. I think the change
in attitude of the majority leader stems
not so much from the fact that he now
wants to embrace the President. I have a
feeling it reflects the fact that during
the recess, the gentleman heard from
the people in his district, who probably
are not much different from people across
the Nation and who feel that Congress
should get on with the business of pass-
ing essential legislation and be less po-
litical.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. O’'NemLL) and the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. BrRapEMAS) were critical of
the President’s comments about Congress
during the press conference yesterday. I
thought the President exercised consid-
erable restraint. Cooperation is a two-
way street. The legislative branch and
the executive branch need to confront
the issues together—now—and dispense
with the political rhetoric.

INDEPENDENCE DAY MESSAGE OF
HONORABLE HENRY J. TASCA,
AMBASSADOR TO GREECE

(Mr. WILLIAMS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, to revise and extend his remarks
and include extraneous matter.)

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, in capi-
tals across the world the United States
is represented by our ambassadors and
dedicated Foreign Service officers. They
are the spokesmen for the American peo-
ple and the leaders of the American
communities abroad.

Our Ambassador to Greece, the Hon-
orable Henry J. Tasca, is one of my
friends. He recently sent me copies of
his statement issued at the death of
President Harry S Truman, and his In-
dependence Day message to the Ameri-
can community in Greece.
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Since Greece is the birthplace of de-
mocracy, and its own freedom was saved
during the Greek Civil War through the
efforts of President Truman, I believe
that I should share these thoughts with
my colleagues.

Mr. Speaker, I include Ambassador
Tasca’s messages in the Recorp at this
point:

THE 1973 INDEPENDENCE DAY Messace FrOM
AmBAssaDOR HENRY J. Tasca

My Fellosv Americans in Greece: In three
yvears you and I will celebrate the two hun-
dredth birthday of our country, the United
States of America. Within the context of
historical perspective, this may not seem a
very long time, especially to us who work
and live in a country surrounded by the
monuments of a great democratic civiliza-
tion which goes back not two hundred but
two thousand years. But our democracy, the
American form of democracy, meant some-
thing guite special for the oppressed masses
on other continents who saw in our prin-
ciples and ideals the promise of new life.

Why else do we find the ringing phrases
of our basic npational documents echoed
throughout the world yhere men wish to be
free? Phrases from our Declaration of In-
dependence such as—"All Men Are Created
Equal”; “The Consent of the Governed’;
“Life, Liberty and the Pursuit of Happiness”.
And can anything better characterize the
philosophy of government which has domi-
nated every level of our national life than the
eloquent first three words of our Constitu-
tion—"We the People”. For almost two cen-
turies, we the people, born of the American
Revolution, have made of the United States
a continuing revolution and that revolution
will continue to achieve for our citizens that
respect for human dignity and the basic
rights of man envisaged by the founding fa-
thers of our republic.

We celebrate our Independence Day this
year conscious that the validity of the prin-
ciples of the Declaration of Independence
and the vitality and viability of our demo-
cratic institutions have never been more

-manifest. As Americans abroad let us be sure

our words and actions bear witness to our

faith in those principles and institutions.

STATEMENT BY AMBASSADOR HENRY J. TaAsca
oN THE Deares oF FORMER PRESIDENT
HarrY 8. TRUMAN

On this tragic and inevitable day marking
the passing of President Truman, we mourn
his passing but honor his achievement.
President Truman will go down in American
history as one of our truly great Presidents.
His career pronounces with great light and
conviction America’s profound confidence in
the common man. As the Declaration of In-
dependence states—"All men are created
equal and are endowed by the divine . . ."”

As a symbol of this vital equality, Presi-
dent Truman inspired a generation of man-
kind to reach for the highest goals.

President Truman personified our belief
that man’s essential nature not only equips
him for democracy but requires democracy
for its basic material and spiritual fulfill-
ment. b

President Trumgn becanie the leader of
the American people at a time when the
world looked to the United States for lead-
ership and succor. The greatest military
power the world has ever seen assembled by
the greatest economic power the world has
ever witnessed was dismantled in victory.
But President Truman, belleving as a com-
mon man in the essential dignity of human
nature and in freedom, led the American
people in their decision to help save free-
dom in the world and provide the means to
help humanity meet its desperate economic
needs without distinction of enemy or friend,
religion or race. Thus the Marshall Plan was
born, which affirmed America's basic profes-
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sion of the brotherhood of man and the need
for helping our fellow men to help them-
selves.

He saw first the danger to Greece and Tur-
key and the importance of their freedom to
the freedom of the West. Thus, 25 years ago,
he boldly proclaimed the Truman Doctrine
that was important for freedom and democ-
racy to survive. We still stand by that pledge.

But he also realized that material and
spiritual recovery. needed a shield against
external forces of aggression and subversion.
Thus NATO was born.

For President Truman, this was not only a
right for Europeans but for all. When the free
peoples elsewhere in the world were threat-
ened, he reacted and showed the universality
of America’s humane alms.

And he first introduced the concept of ald
to the developing areas of the world in the
process of gaining their self determination.
And so POINT IV was born.

President Truman led America in all these
great decisions which have forever left their
mark on human history and will be talked
about in the generations to come whenever
men talk about the common man, freedom,
democracy and the right of all human be-
ings, irrespective of race, color or creed, to
“the pursult of life, liberty and happiness”.

BAN ON CIGARETTE SMOKING
CLEARLY NOT WITHIN JURISDIC-
TION OF FEDERAL CONSUMER
PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION

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

Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Speaker, dur-
ing the recess of the Congress, Mr. Rich-
ard O. Simpson, Chairman of the recent-
ly created Federal Consumer Product
Safety Commission, was quoted in the
press as saying that the Commission has
the power to set cigarette standards or
ban cigarettes under the Hazardous Sub-
stances Act and that “We have a serious
expectation of achieving a ban” and he
felt the agency “should and will be able#
to achieve it.”

He mentioned a “congressional peti-
tion,” apparently referring to a staff
“study” being conducted by a single
Member of the Senate, who is a long-
time foe of cigarette smoking.

The gentleman would do well to con-
sider the formal action of Congress pur-
suant to the established rules and proce-
dures under which Congress operates
and in which a majority of the House
and Senate speak for those bodies instead
of be led astray by a minority at-
tempting to act in some ad hoc or in-
formal manner.

I wonder if Chairman Simpson is giv-
ing equal attention to such dangerous
products as sugar, saccharin, coffee, beer,
wine, liquor, aspirin, drugs, foods high
in cholesterol, aerosol sprays, vitamins,
gasoline, cooking gas, automobiles, and
electrical appliances? Certainly he would
not want to overlook cream, half-and-
half milk, ice cream, eggs, bacon, and
thick marbled steaks.

Perhaps our message to Mr. Simpson
should be that when we want him and
the Commission, which we created, to
meddle into the area of cigarette smok-
ing, which we have obviously preempted
by the enactment of the Cigarette Label-
ing and Advertising Act of 1965, and the
Public Health Cigarette Smoking Act of
1969, we will let him know.
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Both of these followed in time the
Hazardous Substances Act of 1960, upon
which he relies; and the legislative his-
tory of both clearly indicates that they
were intended by Congress to preempt
the field where cigarette smoking and
merchandising is concerned.

Don't call us, Mr. Simpson. If we need
you, we'll call you. .

A NEW NIXON COVERUP

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

Ms. ABZUG, Mr. Speaker, President
Nixon's press conference yesterday was
a blatant, self-serving attack on Con-
gress that is neither justified nor accu-
rate. The failure of this administration
to stop inflation cannot be blamed on
Congress but must be laid at the clay feet
ol the President and his administration,
which has been responsible for phases
I-IV. We must not let the President get
away with this new coverup.

Congress has already passed and the
President signed over 100 bills, including
such important measures as the Federal
ald highway bill with its mass transit
provisions, the new Agriculture and Food
Stamp Act, legislation ending the Ameri-
can bombing of Indochina, and some very
important health measures. There re-
mains much to be done. But this Con-
gress, and in fact no Congress, can or
should be a mere rubberstamp for the
President. Congress must use the legisla-
tive process to the fullest extent if it is to
fulfill its own constitutional obligations.
This includes full and open public hear-
ings, due consideration of legislative pro-
posals in committee and full debate on
the House floor, And Congress, contrary
to what the President said, has been on
the job—hefore, after, and during the
Watergate hearings. According to a re-
cent Congressional Quarterly analysis,
the Congress in sheer volume of work
produced was “on a par with most past
first session Congresses, and it was ahead
of many.”

We all know this because we know how
hard we have been working—how many
marathon sessions, how many committee
hearings and debates, how many quorum
calls and rollcall votes we have answered
in the past 8 months. I propose that the
congressional leadership immediately ask
the radio and television networks for
equal time to answer the President’s mis-
leading charges. The average American
is being pushed fo the economic wall by
the rising cost of food, rent and housing,
gas and oil and direct responsibility for
this rests with the President. As a co-
equal branch of Government Congress
must get the truth to the American peo-
ple and I urge the leadership to request
equal time and to notify the Federal
Comznunications Commission of its re-
quest. .

MR. MEIDINGER SPEAKS FOR HIM-
SELF AND NOT FOR DUCKS UN-
LIMITED

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Maz-
zoLr). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from North Dakota
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(Mr. ANDREWS) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Speaker, in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
for June 28, 1973, on page 22135, I am
correctly quoted as stating:

Also I have a telegram from Mr, Meidinger,
North Dakota head of Ducks Unlimited, that
he urges us to support the Garrison proj-
ect.

Since the inception of Ducks Unlimit-
ed, Inc., in 1937 it has been the policy of
that organization to restriet its activity
to the raising of funds for the preserva-
tion, maintenance, and restoration of
wetlands breeding habitat, and they do
an outstanding job.

In the interest of maintaining this
policy, the national president of Ducks
Unlimited has expressed his concern that
my remarks may be misconstrued. There-

. fore, Mr. Speaker, I wish to take this

opportunity to emphasize that, in his
telegram which I referred to, Mr. Meid-
inger was speaking for himself and not
his organization.

CRIME IN SUBURBAN AREAS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. HocaAN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, there are a
number of factors involved in the rapid
and disturbing increase in crime in our
Nation’s suburban areas and there is one
in particular which Congress can do
something about.

Under current law, particularly sec-
tions 23-901 of the District of Columbia
Code, a suburban police officer can pur-
sue a criminal into the District of Colum-
bia only if the criminal has committed
a felony or certain types of misdemean-

.ors which would continue in the District

of Columbia. Examples of those mis-
demeanors where pursuit is permitted
are drunken driving, which would be a
continuing violation of District of Co-
Iumbia statutes; larceny, which would re-
sult in stolen property being brought
into the District; and carrying an illegal
weapon.

Mr. Speaker, I am today introducing
a bill which would facilitate the fresh
pursuit of criminals into the District of
Columbia by members of the suburban
police forces. This would allow an of-
ficer to pursue into the District of Co-
lumbia anyone he has reason to believe
has committed a criminal offense.

Not only would this bill give law-en-
forcement officers far greater leeway in
the pursuit of criminals across the
county line, but I feel it would also serve
as a major tool in the fight against crime
in Prince Georges Counfy and other
Washington suburban counties. I strong-
1_31'_ believe that we must release the hand-
cuffs created by this 6utmoded law and
I urge the Members of this body to take
rapid action on this bill.

The text of the bill follows:

A bill to facilitate fresh pursuit of criminals
in the District of Columbia

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tions 23-901 and 23-903 of the District of
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Columbia Code are amended by striking out
the word “felony” wherever it appears and
inserting in lieu thereof “eriminal offense”.

FORCED BUSING OF SCHOOLCHIL-
DREN TO ACHIEVE RACIAL
BALANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
a previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. HupnNuT) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr, HUDNUT. Mr. Speaker, on previ-
ous occasions I have spoken before this
body to express my concern about the
issue of forced busing of schoolchildren
to achieve racial balance in the public
school systems of America. Yesterday I
expressed the feeling that the Congress
is delaying action on this matter that
concerns so many citizens throughout
our country, and I voiced the hope that
hearings would soon be held and legis-
lation brought to the floor for action. My
purpose was to stimulate that action.

I also told the Congress that many,
many people in my district in central
Indiana are terribly upset about the
court rulings requiring busing of school-
children in central Indiana, and they
are fiercely opposed to it. But let it not
be supposed that opposition to forced
busing to achieve racial balance in the
public schools means advocacy or dis-
obedience to the lay or lack of commit-
ment to integrated schooling. Our Amer-
ican democraey is a government of laws
and not of men. It is also a melting pot
of disparate races, creeds, and income
brackets, and because it is such, willful
violation of the laws of the land, personal
vendettas against people who hold differ-
ent points of view from our own, or pro-
motion of racial or religious or social
separatism, segregation, or polarization
have, in my opinion, no legitimate place
in America.

I have been asked with reference to
Federal Judge S. Hugh Dillin’s mandate
that several thousand schoolchildren in
Indianapolis be bused in order to achieve
better racial balance in public schools:

Bince we disagree with the judge’s decision
should we obey it? -

And some persons have said to me:

I will go to jail before I let them bus my
kids.

‘While I can understand the frustration
and resentment in back of some of these
tomments, I cannot and I do not con-
done willful defiance of duly enacted law
or duly constituted authority. Without
respect for the law and the legislative
and judicial processes, our society would .
rapidly cease to be democratic and be-
come repressive and authoritarian. Tak-
ing the law into one’s own hands or feel-
ing that one is above the law for some
reason are an invitation to anarchy and
tyranny and ought never be advocated
nor condoned.

The Federal judge in question is a judge
in the U.8. Distriet Court for the South-
ern District of Indiana and he is in my
opinion a judge of high intellect and un-
questionable integrity, who is doing
nothing but implementing the law and
the Constitution as interpreted by the
Supreme Court and understood by him-
self. His decisions have been upheld.

Consequently if the people disagree
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with the Supreme Court or a Federal
court’s interpretation of the laws of the
land with reference to busing of school-
children, they should in my opinion obey
the law and the court orders while they
are in force and work through their
elected representatives in this consti-
tutional democracy to change the law if
they do not like it, and the Congress has
an obligation to be responsive to the peo-
ple’s will and not bottle up nor sit upon
their concerns or desires.

Then again it must be stressed that
appropriate opposition to forced busing
does not necessarily imply racism. We
must honestly admit that a thread of
racism runs through the antibusing
movement but we must also recognize
that'many people support the movement
because they live in a certain neighbor-
hood and want their children to go to
school in that neighborhood and they do
not object to voluntary decisions on the
part of local school boards regarding
where their children are to attend school.
They are not racists. They simply do not
want anyone to force their children to
go to school outside their neighborhoods
and school districts.

The important point with these per-
sons is not racial balance but quality
education in the neighborhood school
with whatever racial mix it may have.

In America we must never forsake our
ideal of brotherhood and never abandon
our commitment to building a society
where the minority groups can live to-
gether with the majority in peace and
equal justice for all. Our educational
system must reflect that unity beyond
diversity or quality education will never
be achieved.

Opposition to forced busing must not
be construed as opposition to blacks and
whites sitting alongside each other in
America’s public schools, nor can we in
the Congress ever abandon, as I have
suggested on previous occasions in my
remarks, yesterday and last March 15,
our conviction that better housing and
better jobs are essential for better edu-
cation. We must never forget that the
American ideal is an open society where
equal housing and equal employment op-
portunities are available to all, and we
must commit ourselves to working for
the achievement of that ideal which in
turn will reflect itself in improved edu-
cational opportunities for America’s
schoolchildren.

The battle has many fronts and wé
must fight it on all fronts at once. We
must be outraged whenever we see in-
justice or inequality stalking our land
and we must do what we can to eradi-
cate it. We must be sensitive to the needs
and aspirations of disadvantaged people
in our society. We must show compassion
and concern and couple that compassion
and concern with the courage to act.

Moral imperatives at the heart of our
democracy require no less.

MINNESOTA GOP'S NEIGHBOR TO
NEIGHBOR FUND DRIVE BROAD-
ENS' POLITICAL BASE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Minnesota (Mr, FRENZEL) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, congres-
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sional interest in élection reform is high.
The Senate passed a bill by a top-heavy
vote, and the House begins hearings this
week on similar legislation.

Some of the reasons for this interest
are obvious: Watergate revelations have
shocked the Nation; disclosures under
the 1972 act have revealed enormous in-
dividual and group political contribu-
tions: Influence of so-called interest
groups seems to be proportional to their
political contributions: Political cam-
paigns seems to require more and more
money.

For answers to questions raised by this
public concern, Congress ought to spend
some time examining the Minnesota Re-
publican Party’s financing system. Most
of the fund-raising energies of the Min-
nesota Republicans are spent on an an-
nual door-to-door campaign called
“Neighbor to Neighbor.” Using volunteer

solicitors to canvas Republicans and In- -

dependents—and occasionally a stray
Democrat—the Minnesota GOP amassed
the remarkable total of 52,344 individual
contributions in 1972. Those 52,000 indi-
viduals, averaging only $7.05 apiece, con-
tributed about one-third of the Minne-
sota Republican Party budget for 1972.
That average contribution of $7.05 is up
from $6.13 in 1973, and $5.88 in 1970.

The other two-thirds of the budget is
raised by selling tickets to an annual
dinner. It used to be called the $100
Dinner, but since 15,928 individuals
contributed an average of $40 apiece in
1972, the old title no longer fits.

The Minnesota Republican Party
therefore received its approximately $1
million budget from two fundraising op-
erations, both broadly based and geared
to large numbers of small givers.

At a time when many Americans have
genuine fears about the effects of “big
money” on our political system, the Min-
nesota GOP has quietly raised its “little

money” from thousands and thousands’

of Minnesotans who care about the qual-
ity of their government. Minnesota Re-
publicans have done something no law
has yet been able to do: They have laid
political responsibility on the individual
in Minnesota, and the individuals seem
to like it.

In 1973, the Minnesota Republican
Party has continued its fundraising op-
erations. This year, 8,000 Republicans
are calling 165,000 of their neighbors.
In this off-year, receipts will not be as
high as last year. In addition, solicitors
will have to remind Watergate-shy
neighbors that their money will stay in
Minnesota. But when its completed, the
Neighbor-to-Neighbor campaign will still
be the best and broadest grassroots,
people oriented political fundraising
campaign in America.

Whatever Congress does to the elec-
tion law, the intent ought to be to stimu-
late individual participation, and reduce
the influence of special interests. The
Minnesota Republican experience is a
good model.

DISCRIMINATION AGAINST INDE-
PENDENT FUEL DEALERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. FINDLEY) is rec-
ognized for 10 minutes.
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Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, the phase
4 regulations governing gasoline and
fuel oil marketing have placed inde-
pendent jobbers and dealers in an unfair
and impossible competitive position. Un-
less relief is granted immediately, irre-
parable economic loss will be suffered by
these small businessmen and this im-
portant source of fuel supply will be
lost by consumers of their products.

These independent jobbers and deal-
ers were ordered to roll back their prices
to the gas war levels that were in effect
on January 10, 1973. On that date, one
of the severest gas wars to hit the inde-
pendent fuel industry in years was in
effect.

At the same time, major fuel com-
panies were ordered to reduce their
prices to May 15, 1973 levels, when prices
were very near what they are today.

This disparity in economic stabiliza-
tion regulations is difficult to understand
and seemingly represents blatant dis-
crimination against the independent pe-
troleum industry.

Many independent jobbers and deal-
ers have contacted me saying it is impos-
sible for them to comply with this phase
4 ruling and stay in business. In fact, a
survey by the Illinois Petroleum Market-
ers Association indicates that 75 percent
of the independents in Illinois will op-
erate under a substantial loss if they
comply.

On July 31, I wrote to Cost of Living
Council Director John Dunlop, protestng
these regulations and presented him
with detailed information how they
would effect one independent in Alton,
Illinois. That letter follows:

JoLy 31, 1973.
Dr. JoaN T. DUNLOP,
Director, Cost of Living Council,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Dr. DunNLop: The new regulations
governing petroleum under Phase IV create
tremendous problems for gasoline and fuel
oil marketing. I am enclosing a complete set
of figures containing facts about volumes,
margins, profits, and wages for an Illinois
marketer, Plasa Motor Fuels, for the Decem-
ber/January perlods of the past four years.
These figures pertain onlysto Piasa, but I
belleve that further investigation will show
that this is the pattern for most other
marketers in the central Midwest.

These figures indicate that during the
Phasa II perlod of August, 1971, to Novem-
ber 14, 1972, fuel oil margins remained the
same, while wages increased from §4.70 per
hour in August of 1971 to $5.70 per hour on
November 15, 1872—a total of $1.00 per hour
or 21.2%.

Like most distributors, Piasa decided not
to raise prices on November 15, 1972, until
they had received a financial statement for
the full month of December in order to prove
ralses were necessary. They received this
statement on January 20, 1973, and raised
prices 1¢ per gallon on January 22, 1973,
This raised their gross margin on retail fuel
oll from 37.7% to 41.0%. This small ralse
of 3.3%, compared to the 21.2% wage in-
crease during the same perlod, the fact that
wages will undoubtedly go up another 40¢
per hour on November 15, 1973, and the fact
that there is absolutely no chance for growth,
are the minimum they can sustain and still
remain active in the retall fuel oil business,
Piasa feels,

You will note that Plasa's profits actually
declined over a three-year period, while
volume was increasing 32.6% in gallons and
42.6% In dollars.
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In point of fact, the choice of the January
10 date has caused Piasa and other marketers
extraordinary difficulties and breeds cynlcism
and lack of confidence in governing institu-
tions.

L ]
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According to Pilasa, the following condi-
tions existed in the Alton, Illinois, area on
January 10, 1973, and May 15, 1973. The
normal prices and margins are those which
have existed since mid-1960 in this area.
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The sub-normal prices around the first of
the year were a carry over from the December
sub-normals which were very common
around the Midwest.

Jan. 2,1973
normal

Jan,

10, sub-
normal

Julyl, *

May 15,
normal

formula Change

Refinery price (net)

Motor fuel taxes

Hlinois sales tax (5 percent)_.__
Jobber margin

Dealer margin.

Retail price

0.1125 0. 1655
115 115
.0130 . 0150
0275 . 0275
. 0610 . . 0610
.329 . . 384

0. 1655 Up 5.3 percent.
.115 No change.
Up 0.2 cents.

No change.

Do.
Down 3.5 percent.

The program designed by COLC will reduce
the retail price 3.5¢ per gallon. The refinery
will at the same time receive 5.3¢ moire per
gallon than on January 10, and the state of
Illinois will receive .2¢ more per gallon in
sales tax.

Only the jobber and retailer will be forced
to operate on margins which are 1.3¢ and
2.0¢ less than normal. These are levels which
will force most dealers and jobbers out of
business if they are required to operate at
these margin levels for a solid year.

I urge you immediately to establish a more
reasonable date for marketers. January 10,
1873, seems to have been the most inappro-
priate cholce of all those possible.

I realize the urgent need to keep petroleum
prices within bounds, but at the same time
it is also urgent to keep adequate supplies
of petroleum products in the Midwest for the
coming fall and winter seasons. Only fair
pricing can assure that sufficient quantities
of fuel oil and gasoline will be avallable when
they are needed.

Sincerely yours,
PauL FINDLEY,
Representative in Congress.

To date, I have received no response
from Mr. Dunlop nor any indication
from any other source that would indi-
cate that this injustice will be corrected.

Because the Cost of Living Council has
failed to act on this problem, I am today
introducing legislation that would com-
pel them to end this discrimination and
to set equitable pricing standards for all
segments of the petroleum industry. My
bill would amend the Economic Stabili-
zation Act by prohibiting the “discrimi-
nation between petroleum marketers in
the method of establishing prices for pe-
troleum products.”

Not only are the current pricing regu-
lations discriminating against independ-
ents and forcing them out of business,
they are also threatening the fuel sup-
plies needed for food production and es-
sential public services. The energy crisis
continues to threaten the economic well-
being of our country. We cannot allow"
unfair regulations by the Cost of Living
Council to make it worse.

POLICY DETERMINATIONS BY THE
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA-
TION }

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. CraNE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, as a mem-
ber of the Mass transportation Subcom-
mittee of the Banking and Currency
Committee, I believe I have a responsi-
bility, along with other members of the
committee to exercise legislative over-~
sight. It is for that reason, I have taken a
special interest in policy determinations
by the Department of Transportation.

Let me again make my position clear.
I regret that the Federal Government
is involved in transportation matters. I
believe that the public would best be
served if transportation were handled
by private systems, and if Governnfent
assistance were needed, that local and
State governments should provide that
assistance. However, the Federal Gov-
ernment is involved to an ever—incre@s-
ing extent. I feel it is my duty, then, as a
legislator on the appropriate committee,
to carefully oversee the operations of
UMTA and DOT in general. In the com-
ing months, I expect to be looking into
various aspects of urban transportation
policy to insure that petty bureaucrats in
Washington are not dictating unreason-
able policies to State and local govern-
ments. I also believe that individual
UMTA projects should be subjected to
closer scrutiny because only by strict
congressional oversight can we be as-
sured that money will not be spent
on boondoggles or programs which mis-
interpret congressional intent.

A recent interview by Transportation
Secretary Brinegar in U.S. News & World
Report touched on certain policy matters
and because of the thrust of his state-
ment, I wrote him to raise some ques-
tions. At the conclusion of my remarks, I
will include the interview, my letter to
the Secretary, and his answer.

In commenting upon the concerns I
had raised, the Secretary made this
statement relating to urban transit mode
selection:

In the final analysis, it is up to local com-
munities to evaluate, decide upon, and jus-
tify the kind of urban transportation sys-
tem they desire.

I could not agree more. The Secretary
has articulated a healthy philosophy
which I hope will be enforced by UMTA.
Of course, I assume fthe Secretary means
that local communities will have to “jus-
tify” the selection of the system they
desire to the voters in their jurisdiction.
It would be very unfortunate if the Sec-
retary’s words were interpreted as mean-
ing that the local communities would
have to “justify” their selection to Fed-
eral bureaucrats, who have been elected
by no one and whose main objective
often appears to be “empire building.”
I am confident that the Secretary will
send UMTA the same message he sent
me, The word could not have come at a
more appropriate time because I have
received numerous reports of bureau-
cratic interference in local decisionmak-
ing by UMTA officials and the Secretary’s
assurances are very welcome, indeed, as I
look into these reports.

The above-mentioned interview and
other items follow:

THE SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION,
Washington, D.C., August 23, 1973.
Hon. PHILIP M, CRANE,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CranNe: I appreciate your
thoughtful . letter regarding the recent U.S.
News and World Report interview. Please be
assured that I am not advocating that all
U.S. cities adopt busways as the total answer
to our urban transportation problems. I be-
lieve that rail transit systems such as BART
or WMATA can be the backbone of urban
transit for our largest cities. But full scale
rall transit is probably inappropirate for
most of the middle sized and smaller com=-
munities in this country.

The concept of light rail is receiving in-
creasing attention by the Department and by
the cities. Light rail in the United States
has practically disappeared, except in a few
citles where reserved rights-of-way contri-
buted to the survival of the old streetcar
systems,

It was at the insistence of the Depart-
ment’s Urban Mass Transportation Admin-
istration that the remaining light rail oper-
ators combined to develop a new specifica-
tion for a Standard Light Rail Vehicle. The
UMTA-sponsored project resulted in a de-
sign for a modern successor to the 1935 PCC
streetcar, last built in the U.S. in 1952. San
Francisco and Boston have already benefited
from the new design by ordering 230 vehicles.
Concurrently, DOT backed a commitment by
these cities to upgrade their light rail sys-
tems with new track, power systems, sig-
nalling, etc.

A report was prepared for the Department
in 1972, entitled Light Rail Transit Sys-
tems—A Definition and Evaluation. This re-
port documented some of the current Eu-
ropean practices and has excited a great
deal of interest here at home. Citles such as
Rochester, Austin, and Dayton are now con-
sidering light rail as a real option for the
future.

Commuter rail is also an option which
local communities should evaluate and im-
plement if appropriate. The Department cer-
tainly stands ready to assist should a local
community decide on that course of action.

I certainly favor a varlety of rail solu-
tions where feasible and appropriate, The
busway and other highway solutions are ap~-
plicable to a larger number of cities than
rall. In the final analysis, it is up to the _
local communities to evaluate, decide upon,
and justify the kind of urban transporta-
tion system they desire.

Sincerely,

CLAUDE S. BRINEGAR,

Hon. CLAUDE 8. BRINEGAR,
Secretary of Transportation,
Washington, D.C.

DeEAar MR. SEcReTARY: I read with Interest
your recent interview in U.S. News ana
World Report. If this interview is substan-
tially representative of your thinking, then
I must admit, Mr. Secretary, that I am some-
what disturbed by the narrowness of your
approach to commuter problems.

Please understand that I am not a part
of the antihighway lobby. Indeed, I have
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been and will continue to be firm in my sup-
port of the Highway Trust Fund.

That does not mean, however, that I be-
lieve buses on exclusive lanes or improved
local bus systems represent the best solutions
to our mass transit problems.

I cannot understand why it is constantly
necessary to set up BART-style rapid transit
systems as straw men to be knocked down by
the comparatively advantageous bus systems.

All over Western Europe and Japan, transit
systems have adopted the light rail concept
as a happy medium between the terribly
expensive subway and the limitedly useful
bus. Nowhere do you mention this concept
as a possible solution, despite its proven
record of limited costs, excellent service, and
near-term applicability. When light rall is
compared with busways, the costs are com-
petitive and light rall systems can be imple-
mented nearly as swiftly as busway systems.

Further, in many communities, commuter
rail operations would be quicker and less
expensive than rapid transit or busways and
would provide direct access into the CBD
(note the tremendous success of “GO Tran-
sit” in Canada). Here again, I see no evidence
of this kind of practical thinking in your
interview.

I repeat, I am not anti-highway. Quite to
the contrary, but I am also not anti-rall. The
tone of your interview suggests that you are
committed to highway solutions of transit
problems to the exclusion of other modes.

I would certainly hope you would broaden
your view and examine the viabllity of other
solutions to this very serious problem. I was
happy, however, that you stated your caon=-
tinued opposition to operating subsidies for
mass transit systems and look forward to
working with you toward that end.

Best regards.

Sincerely yours,
PaILIP M. CRANE, M.C.

{From the U.8. News & World Report, July

23, 1973]
Wazs To Breax THE TRAFFIC JAMS

(Interview with Claude S. Brinegar, Secre-
tary of Transportation)

Is there any solution to the traffic snarls
that are threatening to strangle some parts
of the country? It's a question millions of
people are asking. Latest official proposals
come from the Secretary of Transportation
in an interview in this magazine’s conference
room.

Q. Mr. Secretary, what do you see as the
best way to clear up traffic congestion?

A. What we need to do, most of all, is to
offer people a better alternative to driving
their own cars.

For the immediate future, in most cities
the answer is expanded and improved bus
systems, with parking lots on the edge of
town and plenty of convenient distribution
points inside the city. With proper organiza-
tion you can have clean, good-quality buses
scheduled at frequent intervals to move
large numbers of people over exclusive lanes
which guarantee a fast express service. Com-
pared to alternatives, it can be a low-cost
operation.

It's starting to work well at the nation's
capital, carrying workers between the sub-
urbs in northern Virginia and the District of
Columbia in morning and evening rush
hours. Other citles are also starting it.

Of course, the great virtue of this approach
as a fairly quick solution to the congestion
problem is the fact that the highways are
there already, and you don't have to walt
years for some new system to be laid down.

Q. Where do you see rall lines or new
subways fitting into the picture?

A. Because of very high construction costs,
there probably aren’'t more than a dozen
cities in the country that really deserve &
big rail system, such as BART—the new Bay
Area Rapid Transit system that Is going
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into operation in the San Francisco-Oakland
area. ;

Building a subway system, no matter how
beautiful or fast it is, is not going to solve
trafic problems unless something is done
to control the way a city grows. And citles
will not be reshaped overnight. That takes
decades. Meanwhile, most of the big cities
have serious urban-transportation problems
that must be tackled now. I think they
should do all they can right away with
what they have available, and that means
largely using buses, encouraging car pools,
staggered work hours, and other approaches
to balancing the traffic load to avallable
capacity.

@. Does any city in the country have a
decent bus system?

A, No, but they're getting better.

Until recent years, transit systems gen-
erally were owned by private companies and
more or less supported out of the fare box.
During the later 1860s—a period of rapidly
rising wage rates and other operating costs—
these systems mostly got into bad financlal
straits. Equipment and service ran down, and
many were on the verge of being abandoned.

The Department of Transportation stepped
inpunder the Urban Mass Transportation Act
and rescued most of these systems with fed-
eral funds. Now we're in the process of pro-
viding them with money for rebullding on
the basis of two thirds federal funds to one
third from the locality.

Q. How successful is this program?

A, We think it's doing a good job, In 1872,
for example, our Department helped over 60
urban areas Improve their systems.” We
recently passed the 4-billion-dollar mark in
contributing federal funds to capital im-
provements, )

The downtrend in ridership has, at last,
been reversed.

Q. What else 1s your Department doing to
make bus travel more attractive?

A. We are putting up research money to
try out new kinds of bus services and equip-
ment—for instance, buses especially design-
ed to serve the handicapped. °

In some places, very small buses—mini-
buses—are being used for what we call “dial-
a-ride" experiments. People dial a number
and the bus shows up, just like a taxl, and
takes them around town.

@. Do you see a day coming when public
transportation will be made free as an in-
ducement to get people out of their cars?

A. The larger cities may move in that
direction, Urban transportation is going to
be looked upon increasingly as an essential
public service, like schools, fire departments
and what have you. It may or may not be
completely fare-free, Some communlities may
simply lower charges to encourage use.
Atlanta has already moved in this direction
with a 16-cent fare,

If transit does become fare-free, I think
we should make sure—through co-ordinated
city planning—that demands for service
don’'t exceed the abilify to provide it. Other-
wise, rather than reducing congestion we
may find ourselves trying to cope with more
of 1t.

Q. Should the Federal Government provide
operating funds, in addition to helping pay
for new equipment and for the experiments
you mentioned?

A, The Federal Government ls very reluc-
tant to step in and help a community cover
its operating losses. That would raise some
large problems. If the Federal Government
were to pay for operating losses, I'm afraid
it will end up having to judge the operating
efficiency and fare practices of hundreds of
local transportation systems around the
country. We don't believe that’s our role.

Q. Where do you draw the line?

A. We should be helping communities
make sure they have the facilities for an ef-
ficlent system and one that can provide good
service. Decislons ahout fares, the number of
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lines, employment and the like should be
made locally. We want to see local service
continue, but we don't think the Federal
Government is the one to finance operating
losses, :

Q. How much money are local transit sys-
tems losing?

A, Right now, nationwide losses are ap-
proaching 500 million dollars a year and
about two thirds of that is in the Boston and
New York systems. Their systems have special
problems that wouldn’t be easily solved by a
simple allocation of operating money around
the country.

Q. Do your plans call for any increase in
federal funds for urban transportation sys-
tems?

A. Yes. In addition to the Urban Mass
Transportation grant program we have also
tried to introduce an element of flexibility
in the allocation of some of the highway-
trust-fund money, particularly the 20 percent
or so that goes to the cities. We would like
to give local people the ability to use that
money in a variety of ways, not just for roads.

Q. Approximately how much money would
be available for. urban-transportation pro-
grams If the Congress goes along with your
request?

A. Between 800 million and 1 billion dol-
lars per year would be eligible for either roads
or transit, depending upon local decisions.*

Q. Where would most of that money be
spent in the next few years?

A. Most of it in the early years would still
go for urban highways. Perhaps our excessive
concentration on alternates to highways has
caused people to ignore their accomplish-
ments. Highways have done wonders in mov-
ing people and freight, but we're worried
about extending this trend another 10 years.

We should permit the use of some of the
trust funds from now on for such things as
buses, exclusive bus lanes, special traffic-con-
trol systems and, If a community wanted it,
to help finance rail transit. We think such
moves are necessary to help solve the urban-
transportation problem.

POSSIBLE.: A TAX TO LIMIT DRIVING

Q. What do youm think of the idea of a
special tax on motorists—say, on cars that
carry only one person into a city in the morn-
ing and back home at night?

A. We may come to that—although I be-
lieve it would be a local and not a federal tax.

Eventually, congested areas may find it nec-
essary to price freeway space very much the
way we price movie theaters: The seats are
cheaper in the afternoon than they are at
night. If you want to use the freeway or
expressway at 7 in the morning, you may have
to have a sticker on your car that says “I
pald for the privilege,” while later in the day
you will travel without a sticker.

The freeways and expressways have the ca-
paclty. It’s just that about three or four hours
a day they are enormously overloaded.’

Q. Is it politically feasible to charge some
kind of fee? The freeways will no longer be
“free” If you do that—

A, They never were “free.” Aside from the
cost of construction and operation, which is
paid for with taxes, the highways have gen-
erated high social costs. Damage to the en-
vironment, noise, and disruption of com-
munities have been ignored much too long.

Q. Are we likely to have gasoline rationing
within the next year or two?

A. T hope nof, but it’s possible. We are now
going through a period when refinery ca-
pacity is not adequate. An accelerated period
of construction is needed. This is starting,
but it will take at least 24 months.

Q. Is there a danger that construction will
be held up because of environmental objec-
tions?

A. It's possible, but since most expansion
will be at existing refineries, I doubt it will
be a serious problem. Most refineries have the
ability to quickly add 10 to 20 percent to




September 6, 1973

capacity if the have adequate crude-oil
supplies and are tied to pipeline systems.

Q. What might happen to require gasoline
rationing?

A. We're presently in a precarious supply-
demand situation. If two or three major re-
fineries have emergency shut-downs because
of maintenance or other problems, enough
supply could be pulled out of the system to
cause some localized but severe shortages.
In that case, some allocation procedure would
be needed to make sure fuel goes to the right
markets.

Q. What's belng doae right now?

A. The Federal Government has issued a
voluntary allocation order. Major suppliers
have been asked to allocate their supplies
proportionately across the markets they were
previously serving. That's starting to have
an effect. The farmers are plowing, truckers
are driving, and bus systems are running.

Q. A lot of service-statlon owners contend
they are having to shut down. Can anything
be done for them?

A. They are being helped by the voluntary
allocation program. But in the long run they
will be best served by getting refinery capac-
ity increased quickly, so the gasoline they
have purchased in the past will be available
once again.

Q. Are motorists going to be paying more
for gasoline in the near future?

A Prices will go up, especlally as crude-
oil costs go up, but I think the increases will
be relatively modest. The current gasoline
shortage isn't that large. Look back to last
summer, when there was no real shortage.
Demand has gone uUp maybe 6 to 6 percent
since then, and supply has gone up perhaps 2
to 3 percent. The shortage is 3 to 4 percent,
and should be manageable.

Q. Mr. BSecretary, s driving becoming
safer?

A. Yes, 1t is. I'm not sure what safety pro-
grams are the most successful, but something
is working, because the fatality rate’ has
fallen steadily since 1966.

People who designed the interstate-high-
way system properly take much credit for it.
So do the people who design safer cars and
train better drivers. In any case, the death
rate in 1966 was 6.7 per 100 million miles of
driving and was down to 4.5 in 1972, The rate
declined last year, though total deaths went
up a bit. We obviously have major unsolved
problems still before us.

For the future, we are studying the air bag,
different kinds of seat belts, and various other
ideas to find out what we can do to im-
prove the safety of the car, the driver and the
road.

Q. When can we expect a decision on
whether cars will be equipped with alr bags?

A That decision must await the outcome
of a court case which ordered the Depart-
ment to make the test procedures for the air
bag more sclentifically reproducible.

We have developed a provisional new test
dummy and a revised test procedure. In the
meantime we will be watching carefully the
results of the 1,000 or so experimental pro-
duction models that are equipped with air
bags and are being driven daily.

Q. Why not do what the Australians have
done and make it mandatory that everybody
wear the seat belt and shoulder harness?

A. I'd like to. We've introduced a resolution
in Congress calling upon the States to pass
mandatory seat-belt laws, We will be push-
ing the States on this. I was pleased to read
recently that both France and Puerto Rico
have passed such a law. 1

Q. Will that kind of law really work?

A. I think so. I would like to be able to
tell my children: “Fasten your belt. You'll
break the law if you don't."”

You do a lot of things because of the law.
You carry your driver’'s license because of the
law. You stop at a stop sign—at least I do—
in the middle of the night even when no-
body’s coming, because of the law. And I
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think a lot more people would wear their
seat belts if there were a law requiring
them to. The Australians report good results
from voluntary compliance with their new
law.

If we got the total up from the 25 per cent
who wear them now to even 50 per cent, we'd
obviously save a lot of lives.

Q. Would it be feasible to say that if you
do not have your seat belt fastened, you
cannot collect for personal injuries if you
have an accident?

A. I have not discussed this with insurance
people, but I imagine deciding whether the
victim had his seat belt on at the time of
an accident would be difficult. He might say,
“I unhooked it when I panicked.” It would
be simpler to require you to wear your seat
belt.

Q. Are you going to require interlock seat
belts that have to be fastened before the
car will start?

A. Yes. A final rule requiring those systems
on all new cars goes into effect this coming
August.

Q. How will that dévice work?

A. It’s a three-point belt—the lap and
shoulder belts are on a single-buckle sys-
tem. Baslcally, you sit down, buckle up and
turn on the ignition. Unless you follow that
sequence the ignition won't work, or at
least the car won't move.

Q. Why couldn't the motorist hook the seat
belt behind him and sit on 1t?

A. The system is designed to demand driver
action In a certain sequence. If the operator
buckles the belt before occupying the seat
this contradicts the system, and the lgni-
tion won't function. It has to be repeated in
sequence after each unbuckling.

Q. Won't garages do a large business dis-
connecting these devices?

A. I hope not. It will be a violation of the
law for anyone but the individual owner to
do it or to authorize its being done.

Q. Will he find that difficult or easy?

A, It will be difficult.

Q. Is there any limit on how far the Gov-
ernment should go in laying down rules to
protect lives?

A. Oh, there's a limit—a limit of reason-
ableness. But it's been declided in the courts
that driving is a privilege that's subject to
regulation. You're out in the public sector
when you go on the highways that have been
laid down with public funds. You've been
licensed to drive there, and this exposes you
to a certain amount of regulation. You don't
have complete freedom.

And I think you must bear in mind that
in an accident there's some evidence that a
person without a seat belt s more likely to
lose control of his car than a driver with his
seat belt attached. When he loses control of
his car, he may veer toward other cars or
pedestrians.

There is a clear obligation to find some way
to make driving safer, and I don’t think a
driver has the right to just go out on the
road and disregard other people’'s safety.

Q. What comes after seat belts—the air
bag and other mechanical devices?

A. I believe that the obvious “hang-on™
things such as seat belts, padded dashes and
the like have been pretty much all con-
celved of. Next we hope to work harder on
improving the safety of the car itself. This
has been the major thrust of the Depart-
ment's Experimental Safety <Vehlcle—or
ESV—program. We're following up with a
new program for smaller vehicles, in the
8,000-pound class. That is the Research
Safety Vehicle—RSV—program,

Q. Actually, how important is the car as a
cause of motor accidents?

A. You've got three elements: the car, the
driver and the road. While it's hard to sort
them out, you can’t get away from the fact
that of the almost 60,000 annual highway
deaths, excessive use of alcohol is involved
in about half of them. I find that an ap-
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pallihg statistic, and it points directly to the
driver as the main culprit.

Q. What can you do to cut down on those
deaths?

A. We're working on education and on
enforcement. We think it's very important
to get the message out to drivers, especially
the young ones, about how deadly alcohol
can be and what it does to your judgment.

Q. What seems to be the most effective de-
terrent to drunken driving?

A. Intensified survelllance, so that the
drunken driver or the partially drunken
driver realizes his chances of being. picked
up are very good. Thils also means a tougher
attitude on the part of the courts—both
the judges and the jurles.

Q. Have you tried out mechanical devices
that make 1t difficult, if not impossible, for
& person who is inebriated to start his car?

A. T've seen reports on some of these me-
chanical devices, but they often seem too
complex, Some sober drivers might even fail.
It's simpler to use a portable device to meas-
ure the alcohol content in the blood with
sufficient accuracy to be accepted as prima
facie evidence that a driver has had too much
to drink.

SALVAGING NORTHEAST'S RAILROADS

Q. Turning to other transportation prob-
lems: Is there anything the Government can
do to prevent collapse of the rallroad system
in the Northeast, where the Penn Central and
five other lines are bankrupt?

A, We have submitted a proposal to Con-
gress that, we think, offers a reasonable ap-
proach. The bill would empower the Presi-
dent to appoint a board of incorporators—
three members plus an advisory committee—
to work with the trustees of the bankrupt
rallroads in creating what we call “core” rail
service.

The Department of Transportation would
specify the areas of the Northeast that
should have freight service, based on the
volume of business and a forecast of rail traf-
fic. The Incorporators would then design
probably two railroads to serve the area,
using tracks of the Penn Central and the five
other roads.

Once they setfled on the system, the In-
corporators would exchange stock in the new
corporations.for assets of the bankrupt lines.
Then the trustee of the bankrupt lines could
liquidate the loose ends not included in the
new companies and settle with the cerditors.

Q. What caused this breakdown?

A. There are some 30,000 miles of track in
a8 market that can no longer support a system
of that size. Too many lines are scrambling
for existing freight business or are trying to
serve markets that no longer warrant serv-
ice. And the regulatory blanket laid on top
of them has made it most difficult for the
roads to adjust to the changed markets.

We think we can draw out of that overbuilt
mess at least two healthy railroads. There's
plenty of freight business in the area—but
not for all six rallroads as they stand today.
There is simply too much duplicate main line
and yards among the six bankrupts.

Our plan uses the maximum abilities of the
private sector because, after all, the private
sector is financing the other railroads in this
country, including those that must complete
against the new system we're trying to set
up. Our studies indicate that these new cor-
porations would, in time, be sufficiently
profitable so that they could raise most of
their capital needs from private sources.

Q. Why has this idea run into so much
opposition?

A. It calls for a rather tough approach to
some of the issues. You've got to sit down
and negotiate and co-operatively work out
the best solution. I suspect some people feel
it would be easler for the Government sim-
ply to put up the money to make the negoti-
ations less complicated. We feel this is neither
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fair to the taxpayers of the nation ndr the
way to come up with the best solution.

Q. Is there a chance that the Northeastern
railroads will be shut down if no agreement
is reached on a plan for reorganizing them?

A. A big railroad has never been liguidated
before, so we aren’t sure. We are develpping
contingency plans for that possibility, how-
ever, We assume that the judge in the case
would order a phased shutdown, and he
would probably come to us and ask us for
the essential routes of the system. I suspect
the courts would try to keep these main lines
going.' We would certainly do what we can
to help.

Q. What about having the Federal Govern-
ment take over the railroads in the North-
east?

A. We're strongly opposed to this, It is aw-
fully hard to nationalize a little bit of our
very large rail system. It interconnects with
freight systems all over the country.

The Norfolk & Western and the Chesa-
peake & Ohlo compete in the Northeast, and,
as things now stand, they are doing quite
well. They've got cash and an ability to raise
money. But we think it would be a fairly
short time before the Government's heavy
hand would unbalance competition rather
badly. Other countries have found it very
difficult to be partially nationalized.

Q. What will you do about rail ,passenger
service?

A. Obviously, we need better high-speed
passenger service in the Northeastern cor-
ridor. The density of population in the area
demands it. About 20 per cent of the nation
lives in about 2 per cent of the land area.

Looking down the road, airports will be
heavily burdened, and certainly we won't
want to put in any more highways than we
have to. This offers a really good option for
moving a lot of people by rail if we can com-
pete with flying times, including the time
taken getting to and from airports.

Our Department has studies under way to
see how best to provide this service.

HOUSING FOR THE ELDERLY ACT
OF 1973

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Massachusetts (Mrs.
HeckLeEr) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, today I am introducing legisla~
tion which would provide desperately
needed housing for older Americans at
a price both the elderly and the tax-
payers can afford.

The legislation, the Housing for the
Elderly Act of 1973, is the blend of a suc-
cessful old program with a new twist.
The bill would establish a direct loan
program similar to the extremely suc-
cessful 202 housing program for the
elderly, combined with the elderly hous-
ing loan fund which would be a revolv-
ing fund operating outside the regular
Federal budget and financed initially by
U.S. Treasury nofes.

This funding mechanism would cir-
cumvent the usual criticism of counting
these repayable direct loans as budget
outlays. This is not a mystical or sleight-
of-hand budgetary concept—it is used
by a number of State and local govern-
ments as well as foreign governments in
financing capital investments such as
housing.

This program would not be managed
by the FHA, but would be administered
similar to the old 202 program, by a staff
of experts in elderly housing in the HUD
regional offices. The entire section 202

°
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staff numbered only 35 people at the
height of its success. I visualize a simi-
lar lean operation.

Both the General Accounting Office
and the Joint Economic Committee have
estimated that the Federal Government
and the taxpayers would save $2 to $4
billion over a 6-year period if the 235 and
236 interest subsidy programs were
funded in this manner—because the
elderly housing fund would be using the
superior borrowing power of the Federal
Government which could until recently
borrow money at 5 percent rather than
8.5 percent—which can save as much as
$5.5 million for the taxpayers over the
life of a $3 million project.

The elderly housing loan fund would
operate in the following manner:

The Congress would initially capital-
ize the account by authorizing $50 mil-
lion of budget authority in the form of
debt authority. .

This debt authority would give HUD
the authority to borrow from the Treas-
ury at the going interest rate on Govern-
ment bonds and make direct loans to
nonprofit sponsors of elderly housing at
the rate of approximately 3 percent.

The gap between 3 percent and say 6
percent would be the effective subsidy
which would be covered by an annual
appropriation from the Congress.

The loans would then be repaid to the
elderly housing loan fund which would
become a revolving fund resulting in cap-
ital for further investment in elderly
housing.

The loan fund would be treated as an
off-budget account—in other words, the
loans would not appear in the Federal
budget as current outlays.

The only budget impact of the pro-
gram is that the use of debt authority
would be subject to the debt ceiling.

In order that congressional authority
and oversight responsibility are not cir-
cumvented, the Congress must authorize
annual limitations on program activity
and administrative expenses.

Mr. Speaker, something has to be done
and done now to increase the supply of
adequate housing for the elderly poor.
The search for a decent place to live has
turned into a desperate struggle for sur-
vival for many elderly.

The elderly are caught in a hopeless
crunch—most elderly live on low, fixed
incomes and are faced with extremely
limited construction of housing, rapidly
rising rental and purchase costs, and a
trend toward pushing the elderly out of
older apartment buildings in favor of
condominiums. These trends are all tak-
ing a serious toll on the ability of the
elderly to find adequate housing.

For older Americans, housing is their
No. 1 expense. They pay on the average
34 percent of their income for housing
while younger households pay about 23
percent. Rents have increased in some
areas by.as much as 50 to 60 percent and
with the cost of food rising at record
rates, it is easy to appreciate the bind in
which these people find themselves.

The Federal Government has played
a major role in exacerbating this cruel
situation. In January the administration
announced a moratorium on further
funding of public housing and the 236
program—the two most productive pro-
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grams for adequate housing for the
elderly.

Housing for the elderly has been espe-
cially hard hit by the moratorium. The
administration was dead wrong when
they labeled housing programs for the
elderly as “wasteful,” “ineffective,” and
“counterproductive.” There was little if
any scandal tied to housing for the elder-
ly. For example, the abandoned 202 pro-
gram has never had a default or failure
in its 12-year history. It is interesting to
note that the administration only
stopped the subsidized programs—the
majority of the scandals occurred in
unsubsidized housing—203, 221(d) (2),
in Philadelphia, Detroit, New York, and
in.other cities.

The major criticism that can be made
about housing programs for the elderly is
that we have not produced enough—only
70,000 units for the elderly were ap-
proved in fiscal year 1972 compared to
the minimum level of 120,000 recom-
mended by the White House Conference
on the Aging. The demand and the need
for more housing for the elderly is un-
deniable and is growing every day. A sur-
vey done by the Senate’s Subcommittee
on Housing for the Elderly revealed that
as a very minimum one elderly person
was on a waiting list for every unit cur-
rently occupied. However, the number
of persons on the waiting list can be far
below the real demand for housing. Many
projects stop taking applications -when
the waiting list is so long that persons
on the list cannot expect placement for
a very long time—in addition many
elderly become discouraged and do not
apbly. In my own district, in Taunton
and Fall River, the waiting lists are in-
tolerable. The Boston Housing Author-
ity has over 2,100 elderly on its waiting
list. However, they estimate that 10,000
could be eligible for public housing but
do not apply because they feel the wait
would be futile.

For older Americans, the waiting list
can be a cruel state of limbo ending in
frustration and even death,

Housing for the elderly has not been
a waste, it has not been counter-pro-
ductive, and it has not been ineffective—
on the contrary it has been a godsend
for hundreds of thousands of older citi-
zens—but we need more—we need more
especially today.

Mr. Speaker, at the end of my remarks
in the Recorp, I would like to include
an article that appeared in the Washing-
ton Post on August 25, 1973, by Bill
Richards, entitled “Decent Housing
Dwindles for Elderly Poor.” It chronicles
the desperate housing situation in which
the elderly find themselves in the Wash-
ington area.

Mr. Speaker, we need to begin hear-
ings at once to explore creative new ap-
proaches to the problem if this- Nation
is to keep its commitment to its elderly.
I think the Elderly Housing Act of 1973
is a sensible beginning.

Also included in the Elderly Housing
Act of 1973 are proposals for improving
security for public housing projects, con-
gregate housing for the elderly, an As-
sistant Secretary for Elderly Housing in
HUD, a loan program for upgrading fire
safety systems in housing projects for
elderly, a House Select Committee on the
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Aging, along with some suggested dem-

onstration projects to aid elderly home-

owners.

DEeCENT HoUsSING DWINDLES FOR ELDERLY POOR
(By Bill Richards)

The search for a decent place to live has
turned into a desperate struggle for survival
for thousands of old people—who populate
the ranks of suburban Washington's hidden
poor.

In the glittering sellers’ market of the
luxury high rise and condominium they are
caught In a squeeze between landlords' ef-
forts to maximize profits and the escalating
competition for the remaining moderately
priced leftovers,

Sewer moratoriums that have limited the
construction of new housing, rapidly rising
rental and purchase costs and an increasing
trend in the suburbs toward changeovers
from rental to condominium apartments—
all relating in part to the suburbs’ new
youth-oriented afluence—are taking a seri-
ous toll on the abllity of the elderly to find
adequate housing.

Interviews by The Washington Post with
housing and soclal service personnel as well
as with older persons throughout the metro-
politan area indicate that many of the elderly
on low fixed incomes are spending more than
half their budget on housing, a level far
above the government-suggested figure of 25
per cent as the maximum that should be
spent for rent.

“I am absolutely amazed when I see the
high percentage of their income that these
old people are paying for housing,” said Earl
Morgan, direc*or of the Prince Georges hous-
ing authority.

Hardest hit, say officials like Morgan, are
the elderly poor. According to 1970 census
statistics, nearly 60,000 persons over 656—or
more than half the elderly in Washington’s
suburbs— are currently living on annual in-
comes of less than $4,000.

Many of these people, according to reports
from soclal agencies throughout the area, are
doing without adequate food, medical sup-
plies and basic household amenities to en-
sure that they will have a roof over them.

“Outwardly nobody knows that some of
these people are in dire need,” said Harrlet
Herman, head of Montgomery County's de-
partment of social services. “The front they
put up sometimes looks nice but inside the
cupboard is bare.”

Montgomery County housing officlals sald
that nearly all of their calls from elderly per-
sons concern an inability to pay rapidly
rising rents. “These people are just belng
priced right out of their homes,” sald one
housing employee.

With a median family income of $16,710—
the highest in the nation, according to 1970
census statistics—Montgomery County has
become somewhat symbolic of a suburb
whose life-style is dedicated to its young
and well off rather than its old and poor.

“It's very discouraging to see that in a
county like this, where so many people have
80 much, there are people who are desperate
for a place to live,” sald Mary Jones, director
of the county's housing intake and place-
ment service.

The housing authority gets calls and vis-
itors almost dally, she said, from sobbing
elderly persons begging for someone to find
them a place they can afford to live.

Public housing, the recognized alternative
for those who cannot afford a place to live in
the private sector, was described by one
suburban public official as “woefully lacking
throughout the metropolitan area."”

Montgomery, Prince Georges, Howard, and
Fairfax counties have a total of 453 low-
income public housing units for the elderly
with an additional 977 units of moderate
income federally assisted housing avallable.
Neither type of housing currently exists in
Alexandria or Arlington County.
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Waiting lists of hundreds for these few
units exist throughout the suburbs. The
wait for public housing for the elderly can
stretch into years, officials sald.

When officials in Prince Georges County
recently instituted a check of their waiting
list of 800 elderly for the county's 163 exist-
ing low-income housing units they discov-
ered that a number of applicants had died
before their number reached the top of the
list.

Eugene C. Schneider, acting executive di-
rector of the Fairfax Redevelopment and
Housing Authority, acknowledged that some
elderly poor, desperate for housing, have of-
fered his staffl members kickbacks from their
small social security allotments for higher
placement on the county waiting list.

“After us,” said Charles Ross, the official
in charge of the Prince Georges walting list,
“these people have nowhere else to go. A lot
of them just don't have the time left to
walt it out.”

Prospects for additional construction of
such housing are not promising, officials said.
A federal freeze on funds available to the
counties for new low- and moderate-income
housing for the elderly has been in effect
since January and has left a number of plans
for additional projects in limbo. New federal
legislation to loosen up funding is not ex-
pected to come up before fall.

Since the freeze went into effect, 1,662
units of low- and moderate-income hous-
ing that have already been proposed for the
Washington suburbs have been held up.

In addition, housing officials said con-
struction costs of moderate-income federally
assisted housing already being bullt have
risen so dramatically in recent months that
such housing, financed in part by the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment’'s 236 Housing Program, is already
priced beyond the means of many people
dependent on social security.

A one-bedroom apartment, for example,
in HUD's 236 program of moderate-income
housing for the elderly in Montgomery
County is presently priced between $122 and
$132 per month. Social Security recipients,
the primary applicants for such housing, re-
celve anywhere between $84.50 and $266.10
a month after they reach age 65.

“For an awful lot of elderly persons, So-
cial Security is all they have and it just isn't
enough,” said Mary Holbein, director of
housing programs for the Council of Gov-
ernments.

“The only way some of these people can
afford the rent is through very deep rent
supplements,” she sald. HUD restrictions,
however, 1imit rent supplements in 236 pro-
gram housing to a maximum of 20 per cent
of the units in a building, she said. All the
rest of the occupants must pay in full.

Nevertheless, public housing for those who
can find it appears to promise more relief for
the financially strapped elderly in the sub-
urbs than housing in the private sector.

Officials of both public and private hous-
ing agencies admit that the cost of shelter
in the suburbs is already high and scheduled
to go still higher.

The officials cite a number of intertwined
factors that have caused the prices to go up
recently.

Sewer moratoriums in Maryland and Vir-
ginia have halted development on large par-
cels of land in both states and have forced
up the price of existing housing as demand
increases. Houses in Fairfax County in the
$40,000 range have risen in value by £6,000
in the last year, according to county officials.

The same factors that have limited hous-
ing are driving up the demand for rental
space, according to John T. O'Neill, execu-
tive vice president of the Building Owners
and Managers Assoclation of Metropolitan
Washington. Vacancy rates for the 247,000
rental units in the metropolitan suburbs,
O'Nelll sald, amount to a slim 3 to 3.5 percent.
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The average rent for a one-bedroom apart-
ment in the suburbs was listed by O'Neill
as: Arlington—$135 per month; Alexandria—
8140 per month; Fairfax—$175 per month;
Prince George's—$165 per month, and Mont-
gomery—g$180 per month.

Landlords are increasingly converting
rental apartment to condominiums as the
demand for space plcks up. O'Nelll estimated
that 70 per cent of the suburbs’ new apart-
ment construction is In condominiums.
Twenty per cent of all suburban apartments
elther have been changed over to condomin-
lums or are slated for such a change.

The prospect of facing a price tag of $30,-
000 and up for what once was a moderately
priced rental apartment often terrifies older
suburbanites who have been struggling to
meet rent bills according to Earl Morgan,
Montgomery housing authority director.

"“We recently had five such cases come in
here one after the other and the conversion
of older units in the suburbs has not yet
begun to hit full steam,” he said.

Many of the elderly in the suburbs have
found moderately priced housing in apart-
ments built shortly after World War II with
government financing, he said. Most of these
units—usually one or two-bedroom apart-
ments in red-brick buildings—have not yet
begun to be converted.

“If these start to go,” said Morgan, “then
We can expect the problem to get much
more serious than it already is.”

O'Neill predicted that conversions of these
apartments would begin within several years.

Rent-control laws, in effect in Fairfax,
Montgomery, Prince George’s and Howard
counties, have begun to spawn an adverse
side effect on the elderly poor.

“We are finding in some cases that the
less scrupulous landlords are getting around
these laws by forcing out some of their older
tenants and then boosting rents for new
ones,” sald Joan Beck, a community rela-
tions specialist in Prince George's County
Executive Willlam Gullett's office,

Landlords have refused to renew leases
once they expire, she said, and then have
evicted elderly long-term tenants who are
still paying low rents.

While they know of some elderly persons
who struggle with problems like these, social
service officlals admit that one of the major
problems facing them with regard to the
elderly poor in the suburbs is finding them.
The problem was brought up recently in a
study done on the elderly by the United
Jewish Appeal’s Council on Aging.

Citing the large number of elderly with
incomes of less than $5,000, the council dis-
covered that few of the persons it surveyed
were willing to admit they could not meet
their needs, a practice it called the “sweet
lemon" reaction.

In its report issued this year the UJA de-
fined the sweet lemon reaction as “the tend-
ency to put the best face on any existing
situation no matter how untenable it may
be, which is so prevalent among the elderly.”

“There i8 a kind of special pride among
older people that you don’'t tell anyone
when you don't have enough to eat at night
or you can’t pay the rent,” sald State Sen.
Margaret C. Schweinhaut (D-Montgomery),
chairman of the Maryland Commission on
Aging.

“But don’t let it fool you,” she said. “There
is an awful lot of afluence around here, but
the poor in the suburbs are just as bad off
as the poor in the ghettos of Chicago. They
just hide it better.”

PREVENTING ABUSE OF POCKET
VETO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. Robpmno) is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. RODINO. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
announce that the Subcommittee of the
Committee on the Judiciary which I
chair will hold a 1-day public hearing
September 12, 1973, on H.R. 7386, a bill
which would prevent abuse of pocket
veto power by the President.

Mr. Robert G. Dixon, Assistant At-
torney General for the Office of Legal
Counsel will testify on behalf of the De-
partment of Justice

The hearing will be held in room 2141
Rayburn House Office Building and will
begin at 10 a.m.

In addition, the same subcommittee
will hold a 1-day public hearing next
week on a package of legislative recom-
mendations forwarded to the Congress
by the judicial conference.

Mr. William R. Sweeney will appear
on behalf of Rowland Kirks, Director of
the Administrative Offices of the U.S.
Courts on Friday, September 14, 1973, to
present testimony on behalf of H.R. 7723,
H.R. 8150, H.R. 8151, and H.R. 8284. Each
of these bills has as its focus certain of
the many administrative problems facing
the Federal courts in this country. It is
hoped that the Congress can act to allevi-
ate some of these difficulties if we find
that legislative action is indeed war-
ranted.

The hearing will be held in room 2141
Rayburn House Office Building at 10 a.m.

THE INFORMATION IMBALANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr. HAMILTON) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, it is no
secret to any Congressman, political re-
searcher, or citizen student of Congress
that since Franklin Roosevelt’s adminis-
tration a severe imbhalance in the power
relationship between Congress and the
Executive has persisted. The Executive
has consistently assumed power and au-
thority at the expense of Congress. Rec-
ognizing this imbalance, Senator ROBERT
C. Byrp has recently suggested one rea-
son for this shift in relationship:

There 1s no question but that the execu-
tive branch has stepped into a power vac-
uum. This in large measure is due to the fact
that the Congress has not asserted itself at
times when it should have.

One contributing cause to this imbal-
ance is the so-called information gap or
information differential that separates
the two institutions. And here there is no
question who has the advantage. The Ex-
ecutive totally overwhelms Congress in
the field of information gathering and
dispersal. Due to the executive branch’s
sophisticated techniques for gathering
and analyzing data and the legislative
branch’s lack of them, Congress has been
severely handicapped in head-on con-
frontations. As of 1971, for example, the
executive branch was spending on the
average of $2 billion a year to operate
5,400 computers in 44 Federal agencies.
Almost 88 percent of these were in the
Defense Department, National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration, and the
Atomic Energy Commission. In contrast,
Congress today operates just three com-
puters, for which only $2 million is spent
on personnel, equipment, maintenance,
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and renfal fees. And their primary use
has been for housekeeping and adminis-
tration, not for information storage and
analysis.

But the equipment differential is only
one aspect of disparity between the two
branches of Government, A more serious
and lasting problem is Congress’ inability
to secure its own adequate sources of
timely data—data which would better
prepare Congressmen to interact on an
equal basis with the executive branch in
the formation of public policy. This is
such a fundamental problem that I wish
to make some recommendations to rem-
edy the situation.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REFORM

A. Better use of the present research
facilities: At present Congress has at its
disposal three research services. The
Congressional Research Service—CRS—
the major research service—is probably
the most important due to its immediate
connection with Congress and its gen-
eral mandate for investigation. But it has
failed to provide the indepth policy re-
search required by Congress to overcome
the information gap. Instead, the service
easily becomes bogged down by the short
term research Congressmen request be
done for themselves or their constitu-
ents. Except for the assistance it offers
committees at the beginning of each
Congress, it also seems ill equipped to
anticipate many of the future policy
needs Congress should be apprised of.

With the 1970 Reorganization Act
there is promise that the present facili-
ties will be improved. The CRS has been
given a broader mandate to increase its
liaison with committees and individual
Congressmen. And by 1975 it should have
tripled its staff from its 1970 level.

Greater use of CRS could be made if
all Congressmen were aware of the vari-
ous services it can offer. Advertising CRS
to Cungress has been a problem in the
past. Few Congressmen realize, for ex-
ample, that the service will write special
reporis at the request of the Congress,
assist the Congressman in research for
conference preparation, provide limited
legal analysis, and formulate detailed
background studies on various matters.
With an expanded staff CRS should be
able to carry out these major services to
Congress more efficiently.

In addition to CRS, the General Ac-
counting Office—GAO—has increased
its efforts during last year in investigat-
ing and reviewing current programs re-
quested by congressional committees. In
1972, for example, GAO issued approxi-
mately 189 audits for individual Mem-
bers involving a variety of Federal pro-
grams and activities from drug addiction
to highway safety programs. In its stud-
ies GAO will generally attempt to as-
sess the impact of Federal programs on
economic development, employment, or
on other specifically requested areas. But
difficulties still remain in GAO’s ability
to respond to Congress demands. Until
recently, for example, only some 10 per-
cent of the work done by GAO’s staff in-
volved work initiated by Congress. And
GAO personnel also have difficulties in
obtaining necessary access to informa-
tion needed for their reviews and evalua-
tions.

Its major weakness appears to be its
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primary strength. Its reputation for
thorough investigations means Congress-
men must wait many months for a re-
sponse to their original requests. And its
ability to respond is also necessarily nar-
rowed by its focus on its auditing re-
sponsibilities.

The Office of Technology Assessment—
OTA—the final associated research
unit—has much promise but has not yet
been funded. OTA will have as its main
purpose to procure unbiased and compe-
tent information on the physical, bio-
logical, economiec, social, and political
effects of technological applications. This
office will attempt to isolate any possible
cause and effect relationships and to
identify alternative technological meth-
ods of implementing specific programs.
But in order to be useful, OTA needs to
be immediately funded by Congress, and
then, from all present indications, this
office will prove very helpful in assessing
future congressional programs.

In addition to making better use of
these three auxiliary sources of infor-
mation, Congress should also make
greater use of two structural procedures
for gaining information, that is, panel
hearings and the joint committee struc-
ture. Panel hearings allow experts to
exchange views before the congressional
committees, permitting Congressmen to
make their judgments and evaluations
based on the firmer footing of original
data; and the joint committee structure
allows Congress to make the most use of
limited research staff, combining the
staff potentialities of both Houses of
Congress.

B. Computerization. Supplementing
these changes, Congress must begin using
the computer to a much greater extent
than it presently does. Computerization
has barely begun in Congress. The total
of $2 million spent last year to operate
three computers appears meager in com-
parison to the $2 billion worth spent in
the executive branch during 1971. What
is so important is not the money spent
but that with the lack of computer use
Congress clearly cannot compete with
the superior technology within executive
agencies. As Senator WALTER MONDALE
recently observed of information control:

Whenever I am on the side of the Admin-
istration, I am surfeited with computer
printouts that come within seconds to prove
how right I am. But if I am opposed to the
Administration, they always come late, prove
the opposite point, or are on some other

topic. He who controls the computers con-
trols the Congress.

With more computers and a handful of
experts, Congress could improve its sit-
uation significantly. Eventually Con-
gress may find it necessary to have com-
puter terminals conveniently distributed
throughout the congressional office
buildings. The Congressman and his
staff could then analyze their own data
center. Prof. Kenneth Janda of North-
western University has suggested that
putting computer terminals in each office
would permit each Member the oppor-
tunity to instantly check information on
the bill under consideration just before
he goes to vote. The Congressman could
then cast his vote based on more com-
plete information about the issue.

A Congressman could also encourage
the aid and assistance of academicians
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and researchers within his own district
to supplement his staff. He might en-
courage academicians on leaves of ab-
sence, sabbaticals, or on summer breaks
to conduct individually contracted re-
search in exchange for salary and pub-
lication assurances. Much of this exper-
tise now goes unused within a Congress-
man’s own district.

C. Increased legal sanctions: But up-
dating the hardware of Congress and
expanding present research facilities will
not alone solve the major information
gap that troubles Congress. There is the
problem that has long plagued Congress
of getting the right kinds of raw data to
feed into the computer system itself.
There is, in other words, an urgent need
in Congress to gain access to primary
sources of information—hard data of
quality equal to that obtained by the ex-
ecutive departments. One possible answer
is to force the executive branch, through
wider use of the subpena power, to more
readily share its information sources with
Congress. Already on the statute books
is the Freedom of Information Act. But
to be effective, it must be instituted to its
fullest extent. As the House Government
Operations Committee concluded in
1972:

The efficlent operation of the Freedom of
Information Act has been hindered by five
years of foot-dragging by the federal bu-
reaucracy. The widespread reluctance of the
bureaucracy to honor the public's right to
know has been obvious in parts of two
administrations.

The number of situations where Con-
gress is kept from sources of information

is at an intolerable level. Norman G.
Cornish, deputy staff director of the Gov-
ernment Operations Subcommitiee on
Foreign Operations and Government In-
formation, reported to the National
Journal recently that documents had
beer withheld from Congress on 13 sepa-
rate occasions during Nixon’s first 4
vears in office. In addition, he said, there
had been a number of instances when
Congressmen have been denied informa-
tion on a timely basis as a result of “ob-
fuscation, stalling and lack of adequate
documentation.”

Administration spokesmen have also
exercised executive privilege to such an
extent that it has made the privilege
meaningless and has crippled the ma-
chinery of government. Some limitations
must be put into effect similar to those
proposed in January of this year by the
Senate Democratic Policy Committee,
which held: “that all questions pro-
pounded by Senate committees be an-
swered unless the President expressly
pleads in writing that he has requested
the witness to refuse to answer specific
questions dealing with a specific matter
because the President desires to invoke
executive privilege.”

If Congress finds the Freedom of In-
formation Act does not give them enough
authority to compel information sources
from the executive branch, then more
stringent and effective measures should
be sought.

D. A research institute for Congress:
But Congress must have more than bor-
rowed data from the executive branch to
rely on. One of Congress’ most vital needs
is to be able fo rely on independent
sources of primary data to strengthen its
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position vis-a-vis the Executive. What is
needed is an independent research in-
stitute for Congress, dedicated to the
analysis of policy questions. CRS has
never been able to achieve this goal. It
remains a service to summarize and re-
organize secondary source data without
an ability to develop its own primary
sources of information. An independent
institute would provide Congress with
answers to many of its critical and press-
ing needs. One plan for such an institute
now being proposed would call for a staff
of men and women of superior ability
to analyze major policy questions, weigh
alternative approaches, and make rec-
ommendations to Congress based on this
research. An institute of exactly this type
would serve as a long-needed source for
innovative ideas to guide Congress in its
decisionmaking, This proposal suggests
an institute staff of some 50 to 100 senior
and junior researchers made up of rep-
resentatives of the research community,
former congressional aides, and research-
ers from the executive branch familiar
with policy analysis. These members
would serve as the Washington core, with
other experts called in from time to time
to act as specialists on particular policy
questions.

Most important, this plan recognizes
that this institute should not be tied too
directly to Congress, but should be fi-
nancially independent to preserve its in-
dependence and a proper research cli-
mate. This, more than anything else,
would prevent the institute from suffer-
ing the same fate as CRS, which has be-
come overburdened with demands from
individual Congressmen.

Lest this independent institute fail to
serve the needs of Congress, an advisory
board made up of Congressmen would
keep the institute constantly appraised
of the Congress’ needs. Under this plan,
the institute would strive to coordinate
ity research schedule with that of Con-
gress so that the institute’s finding
would prove of maximum use in the leg-
islative process.

In order to give Congressmen maxi-
mum time to educate themselves about
the critical needs of the times, the in-
stitute is designed to anticipate policy
difficulties before they mature. The plan
also anticipates research results to be
prepared in two phases: First, a tenta-
tive and concise version so that all inter-
ested Congressmen could make instant
referral to policy information as the
longer study progresses, and second, the
longer term documented studies that
Congress could rely on as detailed pri-
mary sources.

Since the financing of a group the size
of 50 to 100 scholars would be substantial,
the plan wisely proposes that the re-
search institute undergo a testing period
of from 5 or so years. This will allow leg-
islators to assess its value to Congress
before it becomes a permanent institu-
tion. Since outside funds would be sought
for this period, the institute would not
be an expense to either Congress or the
American public.

SUMMARY

Making the changes I have suggested
would, I am convinced, help to improve
Congress’ access to in-depth sources of
information and assist Congress in re-
gaining its position as an equal partner

28803

among the three branches of Govern-
ment. Since Congress can operate more
efficiently if it is fully informed well be-
fore the time for decision, these reforms
will help create a more responsive and
effectively operated Congress. With more
access to primary data, more effective
use of present resources, and sterner
measures to exact Executive cooperation,
Congress will be in a much better posi-
tion to accept, reject, or offer alternative
proposals to Executive programs in the
future.

THE RESULT OF FALSE ECONOMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Texas (Mr. GoNzALEZ) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, not long
ago a Member of the other body placed
in the REcorp a statement deploring con-
ditions at the Brooke Army Medical Cen-
ter, which is in my district. In it, the
Senator from Wisconsin cited “substand-
ard conditions and mismanaged opera-
tions” at Brooke. As one who is familiar
with that hospital, I feel that the REcorp
should be corrected.

In reality, the quality of medical care
at Brooke is outstanding. The personnel
there are dedicated and effective. The
hospital has produced one of the great
medical research units in the country,
specializing in the treatment of severe
burns. No medical problem is more dif-
ficult than burn treatment, and no hos-
pital in the country is more successful in
this specialty than Brooke. This certain-
ly is not the product of inefficiency or
mismanagement, You do not become a
pioneer in medicine without doing some-
thing right.

There are limitations at Brooke caused
by the simple physical limitations of the
buildings occupied by the hospital. If
there are problems at the hospital, they
are the result of false economies that
have prevented modernization or replace-
ment of facilities for many years. Even
before the Vietnam war, the Army wished
to make major improvements at Brooke,
but was unable to do so because of limi-
tations on funds. It is terribly ironic to
read now that a leading prophet of econ-
omy in Government deplores the con-
ditions brought about by that very econ-
omy, that very stringent limitation upon
use of funds to provide for the needs
of our soldiers, airmen, and sailors. It
may be that there is waste in the De-
partment of Defense—but there certain-
ly has been no waste in construction of
facilities at Brooke Army Medical Cen-
ter. The facilities there have been used
for more than their reasonable life, and
stretched far beyond their designed pur-
poses and capacities. This does result
in limitations upon medical eare, but it
does not mean that the personnel there
are doing less than their dead level best,
nor that their management is inefficient.
If that were so, Brooke would not have
become a leading center for burn treat-
ment and research, and it would not be
able to handle the tremendous volume of
care that it does every day, and it would

‘have never been considered as the facility

for treatment of a President of the
United States. Presidents do not use hos-
pitals that are less than the best, and
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I do not think President Johnson would
have used Brooke if he had felt it was
mismanaged.

I agree with those who say that Brooke
General Hospital would be better if it
were new. I hope that those who deplore
conditions there will help me obtain the
funds for a new hospital. If the present
personnel and managemens had a new
facility, they could deliver superlative
care—not just the very good care that
they deliver now.

I think that if anything, the Army
has done much more than might be ex-
pected, given the limitations imposed
by the existing facilities at Brooke.

For example, it is a problem that the
emergency room and cardiac care unit
are in separate buildings. But I have
studied this arrangement, and believe
that the existing situation is the best
that could be obtained. Moving the car-
diac care unit would entail having to
rearrange the whole hospital, for this
reason: cardiac care involves several
branches of medicine, and at Brooke, the
Department of Medicine is in one par-
ticular building. It happens that the
emergency room is somewhere else. Mov-
ing the emergency roora is no solution
because a great number, probably the
majority, of its patients, do not require
use of the medicine branch. They need
to be in the building where the emer-
gency room now is. On the other hand,
moving the components of the cardiac
care unit might help occasionally, but
it would be no help at all if you needed
surgery. In other words, given the physi-
cal limitations of the hospital, the pres-
ent arrangement is the best that can be
had. The only improvement would be to
have a specially equipped transport to
move cardiaec patients between the emer-
gency room and cardiac care unit. Short
of building a new hospital, this is the
best solution to this particular problem.
Since the Army seems unable to obtain
funds for a new hospital, it is doing the
best it can with what it has.

It has been said that a problem at
Brooke is that there is no adequate radio
paging system. The only reason there is
no adequate system is that the econo-
mizers have the money for the system
tied up. If those who decry conditions
at Brooke can help me get the money
freed to buy the equipment for a com-
plete paging system, I will be most grate-
ful—as will the medical staff and admin-
istrators of the hospital.

I have seen nothing anywhere to sup-
port a claim that Brooke is delivering
less than the maximum possible care for
the people that it has available, and the
facilities they must use. Not only are
they delivering the maximum possible
quantity of care, they are delivering a
very high standard of care, and in some
cases the best available in the country.
That is not the product of people who
are incompetent or do not care—it is
the product of people who care very
much, and who know what they are
doing.

I would be the first to agree that
Brooke General needs to be housed in a
new facility—one that is up to date, and
one that can accommodate the mission
of the hospital completely and without
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compromise. I have been working for
several years to obtain funds for the
physical upgrading of Brooke Army
Medical Center, and I am proud to say
that a very great deal has been accom-
plished. The major remaining need is for
a new hospital facility, and I am working
on that.

I hope to be able to say very soon that
the Department of Defense is committed
toward building a complete replacement
for Brooke Hospital—and I hope that my
colleagues will support the funds neces-
sary for its construction. To deny the
money for a new hospital would clearly
be false economy today—as it has been
in the past. Nobody has proved that
Brooke Hospital is anything less than it
can be. The only thing that has been
proved is what the hospital staff has
known all along, and that is that they
could do better with better facilities. We
ought to provide them the tools to allow
them to do the very best work possible.
They are already doing the best they
can. and that is better than most.

JOINT STATEMENT OF MAJORITY
LEADERSHIP

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. McFaLL) is
recognized for 15 minutes.

Mr. McFALL. Mr, Speaker, for the in-
formation of Members I am placing in
the Recorp the joint statement of the
House and Senate majority leadership
issued following their meeting this morn-
ing.

JOINT STATEMENT OF MAJORITY LEADERSHIP:
SPEAKER CARL ALBERT, SENATE MAJORITY
LEADER MixeE MANSFIELD, HOUSE MAJORITY
Leaper THoMAS P, O'NEILL, JR., SENATE Ma-
JORITY WHIP ROBERT BYRD, HOUSE MAJORITY
Ware Joan P. McFaLL
The President yesterday chose to pass

judgment on the 83rd Congress. He described

its work as “a very disappointing perform-
ance.” The Joint Leadership notes that the

Congress does not “perform” at the behest of

this President or any President. The Congress

acts in accord with its independent judg-
ment of what is best for the nation and the
people.

There are no apologies to make for this
Congress. It has done, it 1s doing and it will
continue to do the people’s business.

A vigorous Congress has already addressed
itself to a wide range of legislative activity
and has a full schedule in the weeks ahead.

We are looking ahead to action on such im-
portant legislation as pension reform, man-
power, including a public employment pro-
gram to relleve areas of high unemploy-
ment—elementary and secondary education,
health maintenance organizations, campaign
reform, and other equally important meas-
ures.

A real spirit of cooperation will give us
the Republican votes essentlal to put these
programs into law.

Both Houses of Congress have demonstrat-
ed their commitment to fiscal responsibility
by passing 1974 spending ceilings that are
below the President’s requests.

So far as appropriations are concerned, the
final figures cannot be determined until all
the bills are passed. The remaining bills, in-
cluding the big defense and foreign ald
bills, are still in the legislative mill. The
Congress intends to carry out its commit-
ment to fiscal responsibility in the de-
velopment of these bills; if the President has
suggestions for ways to cut these more costly
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appropriations measures, we would be glad to
hear them.

The 93rd Congress has already enacted one-
hundred and six public laws for this year.
Included 1s an act giving the President full
authority for wage-price controls and other
economic stabllization measures to combat
inflation. Other important new laws passed
by this Congress are an increase in social
security benefits, an expansion of services for
the elderly, an extension of twelve health
care programs the Administration wanted to
terminate, a four-year farm bill, a pace-set-
ting highway bill which for the first time
makes trust funds available for urban mass
transit and an extension of the Law En-
forcement Assistance programs.

Congress has also passed a far-reaching
minimum wage bill which would grant cov-
erage to seven million additional workers and
which would bring farm workers up to their
industrial counterparts and the Emergency
Medical Service System Act,

In the final stages of the legislative process
are lmportant bills to set a fiscal 1974 spend-
ing celling and to restrict the President’s
practice of Impounding appropriated funds,
to limit the President’s war making powers
and to authorize the Trans-Alaska oil pipe-
line.

The Congress is working hard. We want to
get the job done. But we cannot do it alone.
We welcome help from any source, including
specifically the White House.

As the elected Representative of the people,
we will continue to pursue the leglslative
needs of the people and the nation.

HEARINGS TO REVIEW VISA-
ISSUANCE FUNCTION OF DE-
PARTMENT OF STATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. EILBERG)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
advise the House that the Subcommit-
tee on Immigration, Citizenship, and In-
ternational Law of the Committee on the
Judiciary has scheduled a hearing on
Thursday, September 13, 1973, concern-
ing the oversight responsibilities of this
committee with respect to the adminis-
tration of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act.

This hearing will be held in room 2237
and will commence at 10 a.m.

This hearing will be concerned with
the immigrant and nonimmigrant visa-
issuing function of the Bureau of Secu-
rity and Consular Affairs. The subcom-
mittee is extremely interested in in-
formation relating to the method of as-
signing visa officers to the various con-
sular posts as well as a review of the visa
work loads of the various posts.

Testimony will be received from the
Honorable Curtis W. Tarr, Acting Deputy
Undersecretary for Management, De-
partment of State.

THE MINIMUM WAGE VETO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. FuLToN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Speaker, there is an
old saying in the labor movement that
when times are good you share the wealth
and when times are bad you spread the
misery. In other words, in times of pros-
perity all should share while in times of
economic difficulty the burden should be
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spread so that the load on each individ-
ual and family will be as light as pos-
sible.

I personally feel that this is a good
philosophy which, under our democratic
system, is rather equitable.

However, the President again demon-
strated yesterday that this philosophy
is not the policy of his administration
when he announced he is going to veto
the minimum wage bill.

Today’s burden is particularly heavy
for the economically marginal minimum
wage employee and a veto of this bill will
be a devastating blow to him.

The administration states the bill
would be inflationary, increasing the
minimum wage by 38 percent. The facts
dispute this contention. Actually the first
step of increase will be less than 25 per-
cent with the remainder taking effect
several months from now. This means
that the minimum wage employees earn-
ing $64 for a 40-hour workweek would
receive $80 a week under the first step of
the minirnum wage amendments to be
vetoed. Statistically this might seem like
an impressive rise but in dollars and
cents I would say it was rather modest.
Ironically, the administration last year
supported an increase to $2 an hour.

The second step would bring the week-
ly minimum wage salary to $88 which, to
my way of thinking, is not exactly an
economic bonanza.

In the absence of this legislation there
is no increase in the minimum wage at
all. The 40-hour weekly minimum wage
rate will remain $64 as it has since
February of 1968. In the meantime in-
flation has reduced the buying power of
this $64 a week by nearly one-third. Aec-
cording to the Department of Labor the
cost-of-living index has risen from
February 1968 to August 1, 1973, some
30.7 percent. At the same time, the cost
of basic items such as food and shelter
are increasing more rapidly than the
overall cost of living, Just yesterday, as
the President announced his veto inten-
tions, Treasury Secretary Shultz warned
that August’s wholesale price index is
going to reveal “astounding” increases
with wholesale food prices possibly sky-
rocketing another 20 percent. The Presi-
dent admits, meanwhile, that his eco-
nomic advisers have been making bad
guesses but that they now tell him that
over the next few months “we should
begin to see some benefits” from the rec-
ord-shattering interest rates we now
suffer, the wage-price controls which
have not heretofore been effective and
efforts to increase food supplies which
have not worked for various reasons.
This is not a very encouraging assess-
ment even when based on advice from
counselors with a record of good guess-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, there is not a great deal
ol economic hope in the heart of most
individuals who must work for the mini-
mum wage. And these are, for the most
part, hardworking and conscientious
people. Many of them work in the small
factories of the Nation in industries be-
set by economic problems which have
been aggravated by other policies of this
administration. Many of them are do-
mestics, most working for subminimum
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wage now, who have never known the
enjoyment of a 40-hour week or the
security of a pension plan, earned vaca-
tions, or prepaid hospital and medical
insurance. These are the people who work
all night in our hospitals and nursing
homes doing the cleaning and sanitary
work which is so essential to the well-
being of patients.

The assertion that an increase in the
minimum wage to these individuals as
provided by the Congress would be in-
flationary or deny employment to any
group of workers is not valid. An in-
crease in wages for these workers is not
spent for luxury items but for essentials
such as food, clothing, housing, and job
transportation. In addition the Depart-
ment of Labor has consistently refuted
the allegation that a minimum wage in-
crease creates unemployment for youth
and/or other workers.

Mr. Speaker, a veto cannot be justi-
fled on the basis of the reasoning offered
by the President yesterday. This increase
in the minimum wage is not inflationary
nor is it out of line with what the ad-
ministration supported a year ago. It is
not going to close the job market to young
workers or restrict it for any workers. It
is certainly not out of line percentage-
wise when compared to the 30-percent
plus erosion which the $1.60 an hour
wage has suffered since going into effect
514 years ago.

It seems to me that this veto is just
a way of making the little man pay again
for the mistakes, mismanagement and
bad judgment of the administration. If
there has been any thread of continuity
running through the Government’s eco-
nomic policy over the last 414 years, it
has been to tighten the screws on the
little man, wage earner, salaried em-
glpyee, the poor- and middle-class fam-

y.

Mr, Speaker, our doctors today no
longer try to cure the ill by bleeding
them to death. Nor can we restore health
to our economy by draining the life's
blood from an important human seg-
ment of that economy.

The veto is not in the best interests
of the minimum wage earner, the econ-
omy or the Nation and should be over-
ridden.

THE MENACE OF HANDGUNS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. BincEAM) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, the wide-
spread presence of handguns in our so-
ciety has brought with it another sum-
mer during which pistols played a lead-
ing role in street crime and tragedy
around the country. "

In New York City, the problem of the
“Saturday Night Special,” a cheap and
all-too-available type pistol, has been
particularly acute. New York City has
prohibited the sale or manufacture of
these crude weapons, whose primary ap-
plication is the commission of crime, but
Saturday night specials continue to be
produced and sold in other States, and
felons who prey upon New York City’s
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citizenry have little difficulty in acquir-
ing them.

The true solution to this problem
plaguing America’'s largest city and
countless other cities and towns through-
ouf the land is a federally legislated na-
tionwide ban on all handguns, except
those legitimately utilized by law en-
forcement officials, military personnel,
and bona fide pistol clubs. Until Congress
takes this step, the efforts of individual
State and local governments to curb the
prevalence of handguns are bound to be
frustrated.

Radio Station WINS in New York re-
cently aired a fine editorial on the prob-
lem of the Saturday night special, and I
am including it in the CoONGRESSIONAL
REecorp at this point:

NEw YorK's BATTLE WITH THE SATURDAY
NicHT SPECIAL
(By Robert W. Dickey)

According to the head of the New York
police department ballistics section, the city
is still having trouble with the cheap hand-
gun called the “Saturday Night Special.” The
manufacture and sale of this ugly little weap-
on is banned under a municipal law passed
by city council earlier this year. But, the
city's criminal element already has dreamed
up an answer to the law that defies a purely
local solution. For between $50 and $100 a
weekend, a part-time thief can rent such a
weapon for a holdup, commit the crime and
then return the gun, which might incrimi-
nate him, to its criminal source. In the
meantime, other hoods are making a nice
profit out of buying these guns out of State
for 15 or 20 dollars, and then making them
available for rent.

We think it's time for Congress to put a
stop to this racket. The only way the New
York City ban on the “Saturday Night Spe-
cial” will work is for Congress to enact a
similar law on a nationwide basis. In the
absence of a Federal ban, it's no trick at all
for criminals to pick up these weapons for a
song in other States and bring them into the
city. We think that Congress should give this
legislation high priority treatment so that
we can have an effective law this year. While
they're at it, the lawmakers should consider
stiffer penalties for those who carry and use
such weapons in the commission of a crime.

HEARINGS ON HOUSING AND COM-
MUNITY DEVELOPMENT LEGIS-
LATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. BARRETT)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BARRETT, Mr. Speaker, I am an-
nouncing today that the Housing Sub-
committee will begin 3 weeks of hearings
on October 2 on pending housing and
community development legislation.

The principal legislative proposals be-
fore these hearings will be—

First, HR. 10036, the “Housing and
Urban Development Act of 1973,” intro-
duced by Mr. AsHLEY and myself;

Second, H.R. 7277, the administra-
tion’s “Better Communities Act”; and

Third, the administration’s housing
proposals which are expected to be in-
troduced within the next 2 weeks.

We will be taking testimony from ad-
ministration officials, Governors, mayors,
and other governmental officials, the fi-
nancial community, and all segments of
the housing industry. In addition, we will
reserve time for Members of Congress
wishing to testify on these and other bills.
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Those wishing to testify should con-
tact the Housing Subcommittee staff in
room 2129 of the Rayburn Building. The
telephone number is 225-7054.

TIME FOR CREDIT TO GREECE

(Mr. SIKES asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, it is time for
more realistic recognition by America of
the extent of Greek support for the cause
of world democracy. Despite fewer re-
sources and less manpower than most
NATO partners, Greece is in the fore-
front of those who man the defenses
against world communism. Although
they have not been provided with
modern weapons as many nations have,
they stand ready to meet defense re-
quirements. At a time when many coun-
tries have turned their backs on the
United States and opened ports to the
Russians, Greece has provided needed
base rights to our country without ques-
tion. Without this the western defense
of the Mediterranean would be almost
hopeless.

For years a favorite whipping boy of
the liberals has been the government
of Greece which seized power from the
king 6 years ago. Critics deplored the
fact that Greece was under a military
dictatorship even though it restored law
and order and was generally supported
by the Greek populace, Apparently they
were unmindful of the prospect that a
leftist hodgepodge with confusion and
chaos might well follow if the military
dictatorship were overthrown.

Now the critics are confounded.
George Papadopoulos has been elected
President, has been sworn in, and im-
mediately promised amnesty for political
prisoners and an end to martial law. He
plans to form a political rather than a
military cabinet and to speed prepara-
tions for general elections.

Foreign critics of the Greek Govern-
ment now are resorting to a rehash of
the charges which were leveled at the
Government of Greece during the pre-
ceding 6 years, with little mention of
the new proclamation and the fact that
Greece now is governed under a consti-
tution. It has been hard for the diehards
among the critics to accept from the
present government the very things they
have so consistently demanded.

Undoubtedly, the government has been
heavy-handed on occasion, but it has
preserved order and under it the econ-
omy of Greece has been strengthened.
The nation has continued to exercise its
full responsibilities as an important
member of NATO and has continued to
be dedicated to the common defense of
the democracies. The fact must not be
overlooked that Greece is strongly anti-
communistic at a time when so many
nations are seeking accommeodation with
communism.

Despite carping and criticism from
this country, the friendship of the gov-
ernment and people of Greece for the
United States has been unswerving. The
fact is there are close ties which have
been in effect between Greece and the
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United States for many years. The con-
tributions of Greece to present day civili-
zation and to democratic forms of gov-
ernment are well known and fully appre-
ciated here. In addition there are strong
family ties which result from those of
Greek descent nmow living in America.
They play a significant role in the U.S.
economy. Sound thinking Americans ap-
preciate the friendship of the people of
Greece. They would like to hear this ap-
preciation expressed more frequently by
those in public office.

FEDERAL CRIMINAL CODE REFORM
ACT OF 1973

(Mr. EDWARDS of California asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
to include extraneous matter.)

Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr.
Speaker, as a lawyer, a Member of Con-
gress, a member of the Committee on the
Judiciary, and a former member of the
congressionally created National Com-
mission on Reform of Federal Criminal
Laws, I am pleased to join RoBERT E.
KASTENMEIER in sponsoring the proposed
Federal Criminal Code Reform Act of
1973.

As a lawyer, I know how badly the
criminal law needs an overhaul. It has
developed through the years without any
master plan; as a result it is replete with
inconsistencies, inequities, and absurdi-
ties. For example, the “mental element”
of Federal crimes is stated in at least 78
different ways in the existing criminal
code—“willfully,” ‘“corruptly,” *“mali-
ciously,"” “unlawiully,” “wantonly,”
“falsely,” “knowingly,” ‘“negligently,”
“yoluntarily,” “feloniously,” fo name a
few.

Similarly, there are some 18 different
sentencing levels prescribed in title 18,
ranging from death to 30 days imprison-
ment, and 14 different fine levels from
$25,000 to $50. Nor do the fine levels
necessarily correspond with the gravity
of the offenses. For example, there are
some 150 offenses in title 18 which carry
a maximum prison term of 1 year; yet
there are at least eight different fine
levels applicable to these offenses.

As a Member of the Congress, and
particularly as a member of the Judi-
ciary Committee of the House of Repre~
sentatives, I recognize the obligation of
the Congress to face up to the issues—
many highly controversial—which a re-
vision of Federal criminal law poses. I
had the privilege of participating as a
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary when it processed the legislation
which established the National Commis-
sion on Reform of Federal Criminal
Laws. It was then, in 1966, that the Con-
gress cast the die; it was then—7 years
ago—that the Congress recognized the
need for revision and recodification of
the criminal laws of the United States,
including the repeal of unnecessary or
undesirable statutes and such changes
in the penalty structure as the Commis-
sion may feel will better serve the ends
of justice.

In the course of my congressional serv-
ice since 1963, I have had many pleasant
and challenging assignments and respon-
sibilities. Being named by former Speak-
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er McCormack as one of the original
three House appointees to the Commis-
sion was one of the more pleasant and
proved to be one of the most challenging.
Until the press of other commitments
compelled me to resign from the Com-
mission in October of 1969, I marveled at
the efficient way in which the Commis-
sion approached its monumental task
under the leadership of the former Gov=
ernor of my State, the Honorable Ed-
mund G. “Pat"” Brown.

Although some of the provisions of
the bill I am introducing did not have
the unanimous support of the member-
ship of the Brown Commission, most of
them did. Where we lacked unanimity,
the majority view is incorporated in the
bill. I, myself, observe the right to reject
provisions of the bill. However, I join
in its introduction because I believe the
Commission’s recommendations should
be placed before the Congress in legis-
lative form.

I recognize, of course, that a 300-page
total reform of the Federal criminal law
is a large order to serve up to any legis-
lative body. But the need is great, and
I have full confidence that the Judiciary
Committee will rise to the need, hold
extensive hearings, and make such
amendments as the hearings indicate are
necessary or desirable.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
Criminal Justice, I welcome the oppor-
tunity to pick up where I left off in 1969
and to participate with Chairman Houw-
caTE and the other members of the sub-
committee in the consideration and
shaping of what will be a landmark de-
velopment in the criminal law of the
United States.

HEIGHTENED INTERNAL SECURITY
VIGILANCE NEEDED DURING
UNITED STATES-SOVIET UNION
DETENTE

(Mr. ICHORD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous madtter.)

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, on July 21,
1973, in the borough of Queens, New
York City, U.S. Air Force Special In-
vestigations Sgt. James D. Wood and a
high ranking diplomat from the Soviet
Union were arrested by the FBI on
charges of engaging in espionage.

Found in Wood’s rented automobile
at the time were a large volume of con-
fidential and classified Government doc-
uments and on the sergeant’s person
were many three-by-five file eards which
may have contained the names of
American counterintelligence agents.

The diplomat was identified as one of
seven First Secretaries in the Soviet Em-
bassy here in Washington—Victor A.
Tchernyshev—and because of his diplo-
matic immunity he has been allowed to
leave the country for reassignment.

I call attention to this case because it
points up the need for heightened inter-
nal security vigilance during this period
of so-called détente between the United
States and the Soviet Union. It followed
closely on the heels of Soviet leader
Leonid Brezhnev’s week-long visit for
friendly discussions with President
Nixon and his televised appeal to the
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American people for better understand-
ing for the Communist dictatorship he
heads.

It is a fact of history that when Rus-
sia has smiled and extended the hand of
friendship, they have tended to engage
most heavily in subversive and espionage
activities against those befriended.

For example, in World War II when
the United States, Great Britain, and
Russia were allied in mortal combat with
Nazi Germany, Soviet espionage in Brit-
ain and America accelerated sharply.
Throughout the Cold War years, when-
ever it appeared that a thaw was occur-
ring and free world capitals let down
their guard, Soviet agents invariably
stepped up their efforts to pilfer classi-
fied secrets from the West.

No matter how much totalitarian Com-
munist Russia may, from time to time,
espouse coexistence, détente, greater dip-
lomatic recognition, increased trade or
cultural exchange, it seems never to
abandon pursuit of undermining and ul-
timately “burying” us. This is something
we can never afford to forget.

Quite coincidentally, at the same time
the spy tale was unfolding in the press in
late August—just a month after the New
York arrests—stern warning to America
and the West regarding détente’s haz-
ards emanated from Moscow. The brave
and brilliant Soviet nuclear physicist,
Andrei D. Sakharov took the unprece-
dented step of inviting 11 Western news-
men to his apartment to warn against
détente with the Soviet Union. Sakharov
said détente should be promoted only in
response to a liberalization and democ-

ratization of the Soviet totalitarian sys-

tem. He even urged adoption, Mr.

Speaker, of Senator Jackson’s amend-

ment which would deny trade benefits

to Moscow until and unless restrictions
on the emigration of Soviet citizens are
lifted.

I am convinced his warning should be
heeded just as history tells us that Soviet
espionage and subversive involvement in
the United States may well be stepped
up with every new step forward toward
closer ties between Washington and the
Kremlin.

I now ask that two articles—the first
dealing with the Sergeant Wood spy case
and the second with Sakharov’s amaz-
ing statement on détente—be inserted at
this point in the REcorp as they appeared
in the Washington Post of August 22,
1973.

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 22, 1973]
RUSSIAN DIPLOMAT IN SPY CASE NAMED
The Russian diplomat who was picked up

by the FBI while he was making contact with

an Ailr Force sergeant now charged with
espionage was identified yesterday as a first

secretary of the Soviet embassy in Washing-
ton.

Court papers made public yesterday iden-
tified the diplomat as Victor A. Tchernyshev,
one of seven first secretaries of the embassy.
Tchernyshev left the United States last
Wednesday for reassignment.

Also filed in the U.S. District Court, Brook-
1yn, was an inventory on what the FBI found
in the car of Air Force Sgt. James D. Wood
as well as what he was carrying. The af-
fidavit sald Wood “had on his person nu-
merous 8-by-6-inch index cards containing
what appeared to be names written in Rus-
sian. A further investigation of the material
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contained on these cards revealed it would
be highly vital to the security of the United
States and to the national defense.”

Tchernyshev claimed diplomatic immunity
after his arrest, with Wood, on July 21. He
was recalled by his government,

Because it comes in the proclaimed era of
Soviet-American detente, the Tchernyshev
case has brought wide attention, but the
State Department appears to be playing it
down, possibly because of the detente.

One officlal sald it was not a very impor-
tant case but conceded that this was mainly
because none of the papers changed hands.
Tchernyshev was not well known in the de-
partment and officials there said they were
not apprised of his duties in the embassy.

There was sepeculation by sources close to
the case that the cards found on Wood con-
talned names of Russians supplying infor-
mation to American intelligence. With their
identity known, these agents would become
useless to the United Btates.

The FBI inventory sald that hundreds of
secret and confidential documents, almost
all of them containing military information,
were found in Wood’s rented car. But there
were others listed as FBI reports, such as one
on a demonstration against President Nixon
and another an FBI letter from San Fran-
cisco dated April 26, 1972, about “the bomb-
ing of the offices of Thomas J. McCammon,
CPA 22756 South Winchester, Campbell,
Calif.”

Wood, an 18-year veteran most recently
assigned to the Air Force's Office of Speclal
Investigations, was belng transferred from
his post at Travis Air Force Base in Califor-
nia to Turkey. He was registered with his
family at the Ramada Inn near Kennedy air-
port at the time of his arrest.

FBI agents picked up Wood and Tcherny-
shev after they made telephone contact in a
publiec building in Queens. FBI agents sald
they found a letter on Wood containing
painstaking directions for making a rendez-
vous and a suggestion that there might be
more finineial rewards for him,

In the letter, according to the affidavit, he
was told to wear a blue sports jacket and to
have & copy of Time Magazine sticking out
of the right side pocket.

[From the Washington Post, Aug. 22, 1973]

Bovier H-BoMs PHYsICIST WARNS WEST ON
DETENTE

(By Robert G. Ealser)

Moscow, Aug. 21.—Andrei D. SBakharov, the
Boviet physicist who helped create a hydro-
gen bomb and later took up the cause of civil
rights in Soviet society; today warned West-
ern nations against detente on Soviet terms.

Speaking in his own bedroom to 11 West-
ern journalists, Sakharov said detente would
turn out to be “very dangerous" if it was
not acompanied by some democratization of
Sovlet life and some reduction of Soviet isola-
tion from the outside world.

He expressed satisfaction that many West-
ern politiclans “understand that rapproche-
ment has to take place with a simultaneous
liquidation of [Soviet] isolation.” He sald it
was important for the U.S. Congress to pass
the Jackson amendment—which would deny
trade benefits to the Sovlet Union as long as
it restricted the emigration of Soviet citi-
zens—both for its own sake and as a symbaol.

The amendment should symbolize “the fact
that rapprochement with the USSR must in-
clude some kind of control on this country,
so it cannot become a threat to its neigh-
bors,”” Sakharov sald. An isolated Soviet
Union able to pursue its aims secretly and
“which hides its real face,” could become a
menace, he added.

The 52-year-old scientist made these com-
ments at one of the most unusual press con-
ferences ever held in Moscow. Sakharov called
the meeting ostensibly to add a few com-
ments to his report on an encounter last
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week with a senlor Soviet legal official, who
warned him against continuing his contacts
with forelgners. Sakharov's report of that
meeting reached Western journalists Satur-
day.

Merely by inviting correspondents to his
apartment—something few Soviet citizens
would dream of doing—Sakharov indicated
apparent disdain for the warning which M.P.
Malyarov, deputy prosecutor of the Soviet
Unlion, gave him last week.

SBakharov said he did not recognize the “in-
stitution of warnings” as practiced by the
KGB (Committee for State Security.)

Sakharov sat in a low chair in his bedroom,
hands clasped in his lap, and talked calmly
for about 90 minutes with his visitors, who
sat around him in a ring. He occasionally
put on a pair of glasses, one of whose lenses
was cracked, and occasionally coughed into
a white handkerchief.

Because of his role as principal contribu-
tor to the Soviet hydrogem bomb (which
earned him a place in the prestigious Acad-
emy of Sclences at the unheard-of age of 32),
Sakharov's friends and other intellectuals
have regarded him as virtually immune from
serious reprisals. But Sakharov has become
increasingly more outspoken, and the author-
itles’ warnings have become increasingly
ominous.

Discussing dissident intellectuals at to-
day’s press conference, Sakharov observed
that “the ranks are getting thinner and
thinner because of much stronger reprisals
in the last two years. It's a great Injustice
and personal tragedy for a great many
people.”

He could never think of the tiny band of
dissidents as “a movement,” Sakharov sald.
And he was sure that if you looked down on
them “from above” (i.e., from a position of
power), “I also think you would see no
movement.”

“The authorities shouldn't have any rea-
son for disquiet, and even less for repression,”
he said. “Any grounds for disquiet exist only
inside themselves.” He also said that those
in power have “a separate way of thinking—
they probably can’t react any differently.”

Speaking of his own activities as a mem-
ber of the tiny Moscow Human Rights Com~
mittee, Sakharov sald he wanted it under-
stood that they were always “loyal to the
law" and had no political character.

Discussing his personal situation, Sak-
harov sald he had no material difficulties.
He lives in a three-room apartment with his
wife and her family by a previous marriage.
His income in 750 rubles (more than $1,000)
& month, derived from membership in the
Academy of Sciences and his position as an
associate in a research institute, though he
says he is doing very little work these days.
This is a high salary by Soviet standards.

But, Sakharov sald, pressures have been
put on him indirectly. His wife's 23-year-old
daughter was expelled from university in her
final year, and the daughter’s husband lost
his job. His wife's 17-year-old son was denied
& place in college this year and was told he
was “marked.”

Son, daughter and the daughter’'s husband
have all been offered scholarships at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Sak-
harov sald, but their applications for visas
to go to the United States, filed five months
ago, have never been answered.

Bakharov revealed at the press conference
that he contributed his life savings of about
139,000 rubles (about $200,000, a staggering
amount for a Soviet citizen to accumulate)
to the Soviet Red Cross in 1969, but that he
now regretted this move. He did not explain
why.

Hya sald there might be more pressures
against his family and friends, “and of
course, something might be done to me per-
sonally, but you can't make any predictions.”
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INTERNMENT OF MARINA TIEMKIN,
14-YEAR-OLD SOVIET JEW

(Mr. ICHORD asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Speaker, recently,
I received a letter from Rabbi Laurence
D. Lauer of my district appealing for
help on behalf of a 14-year-old Soviet
Jew, Marina Tiemkin.

Her case is not unlike thousands of
others but each one deserves whatever
spotlight we can direct upon it until the
Kremlin relaxes its suppression of peo-
ple because of their religion, their as-
pirations, and their creativity.

I would also use this occasion to point
out, Mr. Speaker, that we must not for-
get that while much of the free world’s
attention has been focused on the ad-
mittedly horrifying plight of the Jewish
people of Russia, millions of would-be
Christians, Moslems, and others with re-
ligious convictions are constantly being
harassed and persecuted in the Soviet
Union and in the Communist satellite
countries of Eustern Europe.

In the hope that the glare of publicity
may, in some small way, help Marina
and those of her compatriots wishing to
emigrate to Israel, I include Rabbi
Lauer’s letter to me and the supplement-
ary information he provided about Ma-
rina’s special care at this point in the
RECORD.

B'mar B'riTH HiLLEL FOUNDATION,
August 6, 1973.
Representative RICHARD ICHORD,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR REPRESENTATIVE ICHORD: I am writing
to protest the Internment of Marina Tiem-
kin, a fourteen year-old Soviet Jew who is
being forcibly held in a “Ploneer” youth camp
on the Black Sea which speciallzes in “re-
education,” where she is under great pres-
sure to forget her Jewish heritage and desire
to go to Israel.

The predicament of Marina and the thou-
sands like her in the U.S.8.R. is deplorable
and cannot be tolerated. I appeal to you to
speak out against this inhumane situation
and ask that you use your influence on be-
half of the rights of Soviet Jewry.

This task becomes particularly significant
when one recognizes the moral issues in-
volved. Certainly, by taking a forceful stand
for Marina and all Soviet Jewry, you are also
committing yourself to the inherent dignity
of mankind.

As I increasingly hear of the warming of
relations between the United States and the
Soviet Union I trust that the human rights
of Soviet Jews will not be sacrified for the
sake of political expedience.

Shalom,
Rabbi LAURENCE D. LAUER.

THE SToRY OF MARINA TIEMKIN

On a cold day in February 1973, 14 year-
old Marina Tiemkin was forcibly kidnapped
from her home by Moscow police, While her
father protested angrily, Marina was taken
kicking and screaming, without hat or coat,
to a waliting car. Her captors beat her as they
dragged her down the stalrs.

For some time, no one knew where Marina
was. Soviet authorities refused to tell
Though her parents lived in the same apart-
ment, they are divorced, and her mother re-
fuses to have anything to do with Marina
because Marina wants to go to Israel.

Finally, at the end of March, Marina called
her father, Alexander Tiemkin, She'd been
flown to Orlenck, a “Ploneer” youth camp
near Tuopse on the Black Sea for “re-educa-
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tion"”, and she had succeeded in slipping
away from the group for a few minutes while
on a trip to phone. Alexander, who is a PhD
in physics and mathematics, travelled im-
mediately down to the camp and managed
to see her alone for a few minutes before
being discovered by camp officlals. Marina
was amazed to hear that her eight letters to
her father had all been stopped. “They didn't
allow me to phone,” she sald. “They told me
the malil was working normally.”

Marina staged a four-day hunger strike
when she arrived at the camp, but was forced
to carry on with camp activities nevertheless.
“If you suffer a little, it's nothing,” the camp
director told her. “He's a real sadist,” Marina
told her father. Marina is the only Jew in
the camp, which specializes in Soviet doc-
trine and military-type activities. “God for-
bid what an attitude to Jews they have here,”
she declared.

Alexander went to ask for help from the
principal of the special French school
Marina attended In Moscow, who told him
that “Marina is being saved from your in-
fluence so that she should be brought up as
a Soviet girl”. In the camp, Marina is con-
stantly watched; her letters are intercepted,
and she is under great pressure to forget her
Jewlsh heritage and desire to go to Israel.

Marina’s problems began in April 1972
when her father applied for permission to
emigrate to Israel. Her mother, Maya Mar-
kovna Raiskaya, a child psychiatrist, agreed
reluctantly at first, for a month later began
divorce proceedings to try to convince Marina
to stay with her in the USSR. She evidently
felt that her job as a senlor sclentific worker
at a branch of the Moscow Academy of Edu-
cational Sclences would be threatened if her
daughter left for Israel. Her threats and in-
sults against her daughter grew much more
serious, and at one point a district depart-
ment of education suggested that she give
her daughter to the State since she could not
cope with her.

In May 1972, despite her mother's wishes,
permission was granted to Marina to leave
for Israel with her father on October 18th.
When they went to pick up their visas, how-
ever, they were told a visa had been issued
only for Alexander. Marina's mother had
been busy at work: Three weeks Ilater,
Marina and her father were snatched from
the street by the Moscow police and detained
for seven hours. During this time, they were
told a hearing was set for November 9th, and
the court had declded to return Marina to
her mother's custody. The court wished to
“restrict Tiemkin’s participating in the up-
bringing of his daughter” because he 1s “a
bad influence”.

Alexander appealed this decision, but on
January 17, 1973 lost the appeal. The judge
stated that there was no doubt that Alexan-
der was a loving father, but his Zionist activ-
ities and efforts to emigrate to Israel proved
he was an anti-social influence. The judge
based her decislon on three points of “evi-
dence”: that Marina ate matzah on Passover,
that she refused to wear her Pioneer tle to
school, and that she considers herself an
Israell citizen.

On the day before her abduction, Marina
wrote an open letter to “all organizations
throughout the world concerned with the
protection and care of children”, telling of
the threats to take her away for “re-educa-
tion”, “This will be done to compel me to
renounce my desire to live in Israel and to
force me to renounce and forget the fact that
Iam a Jewess. I will be prevented from study-
ing the history of my people, the Jewish peo-
ple, learning the Hebrew language and
celebrating our national Jewish holidays”.
A few weeks before, Marina had emphasized
her feelings in a secret press conference at
which she and her father spoke to foreign
newsmen.

In an appeal to the children of the world,
Marina wrote that the principal of her school
in Moscow threatened she'd be put in an
insane asylum if she did not change her
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ways. “I am very afraid these threats will be
carried out. . . I beg you to give me what-
ever help you can,” Marina pleaded.

As Marina is being held in the camp, Alex-
ander has been summoned to police head-
quarters several times, and charged with
“parasitism"—not holding a job. He had
been dismissed from work almost immedi-
ately after applying for a visa. However, Tel
Aviv University has officially declared him a
research associate to help protect him
against this charge.

Alexander has repeatedly pointed out that
he and his daughter are no longer Soviet
citizens, having pald all exit fees, including
the renunciation of citizenship fee. He states
that he and Marina both hold Israell citi-
zenship no. 6564, and according to Soviet law
it is illegal to cancel exit permits because
this “means the granting of Soviet citizen-
ship to foreigners without their having re-
quested it.” “We are foreign citizens interned
in the Soviet Unlon even though there is no
state of war between Israel and the USSR,”
Tiemkin declared.

Tiemkin has appealed to Jewish organiza-
tions throughout the world to help obtain
Marina's release from the camp. He reported
that, “as punishment, the authorities com-
mitted another act of cruelty—they did not
allow me to leave Moscow to be able to spend
my daughter’'s birthday with her, using the
court case fabricated against me. On the day
of her birthday, May 1, they even interfered
with my attempt to telephone Marina to
congratulate her”.

“All these efforts to ‘re-educate’ Marina
were in vain. Her desire to live in Israel . . .
had become even stronger. . . . Her further
forced detention in the camp Iis simply
sadism".

During Soviet leader Brezhnev's U.S.A.
visit, Alexander held a six-day hunger strike
to release Marina. Fainting with weakness,
he finally had to end the protest.

Marina herself has written, “I want to live
in my Homeland, to speak Hebrew, to study
our history. I would go to Israel alone, even
if my parents would not want to go. . .I
am a Jewess and cannot llve without Israel.
Please help me!"

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., August 17, 1973.
Rabbi LaureNcCE D. LAUER,
B’'nai B’rith Hillel Foundation,
Columbia, Mo.

DearR RaBer LAUver: I appreciate and share
your concern for the internment of Miss
Tiemkin by the Soviet Union and will call
the matter to the attention of the House of
Representatives when we reconvene in Sep-
tember.

Recently, I had occasion to once again
alert my colleagues to the mistreatment of
intellectuals in Russia and I addressed an ap-
peal for clemency to the Soviet Ambassador
Dobrynin, I enclose the Congressional Rec-
ord report of my remarks in this regard in
the event it had not previously come to your
attention.

As you know, I am particularly critical of
some of the seemingly over-eager efforts by
us to promote greater cultural and trade
exchanges with the Kremlin and Peking
while their governments remain so oppres-
sive to their people and politically hostile
to the free world.

I am glad you sent me the material on
Miss Tlemkin and I assure you I will do
what I can to focus attention on her case.

Sincerely yours,
RicHARD H. IcHORD,
Member of Congress.

IS THIS DETENTE?

(Mr, STRATTON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include extra-
neous matter,)




September 6, 1973

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, at a
time when we have all been reading and
hearing so much about a new spirit of
détente and mellowness between our-
selves and the Soviet Union—on the basis
of which, we are told, we can safely do
away with any concern for a strong na-
tional defense, and can profitably sell our
resources and technical know-how to the
Communist bloc—it comes as something
of a shock to realize what actually hap-
pened to one individual American citizen
this summer in the Soviet Union.

All he wanted to do was visit Russia
briefly as a tourist in company with other
lawyers and judges. His only “crime” was
a mixup in dates on his Russian visa,
where an intended “2” became a “12”. Yet
the sequel reads like something out of
“Darkness at Noon” by Arthur Koestler.

One wonders, Mr. Speaker. Have the
leopard’s spots really changed? Is the
hostility really gone; has the threat really
vanished? Or did this one, brief incident
somehow pull away the curtain for a
moment and show us that behind the new
“Spirit of Camp David” the same real,
brutal monolith remains?

In any case, the following story from
the Albany Knickerbocker News of Au-
gust 28 will be of interest:

A WEEKEND OF TERROR IN MoOscow
(By Larry Brown)

At 5:30 p.m. on Friday, Aug. 3, Albany at-
torney John B. Justice arrived in Moscow,
and the vacation he and his wife Jane had
anticipated with members of the New York
State Trial Lawyers Assoclation, he says to-
day, “was spoiled from the time I put foot
in Russia.”

Justice, with visa and passport in hand,
was being routinely passed through the air-
port in Moscow when a guard slapped an
alarm.

Instantly Justice was pulled out of line
and made to stand against a wall. His wife,
other members of the party, and the group's
luggage had passed through. A couple of
members of the group, which included seven
state supreme court judges, yelled back at
him that they'd call the American embassy.

For 3% hours Justice waited. He said he
was nervous and frightened. Then he got a
call from the American Embassy. They told
him:

“Above all don't lose your temper. Be
calm. Don't make any mistakes. Don’t say
anything, Keep quiet, we have very delicate
relations here.”

Justice said he didn't find the call very
reassuring, but by then he had pleced to-
gether what had happened.

In order to go to Russia, in addition to
passports, Americans need visas. These are
prepared at the Russian Embassy in Wash-
ington, D.C. They require three photographs.
As Justice was boarding the plane for the
trip, he was handed a visa.

The visa should have cleared him from
Aug. 2 to Aug. 15. Instead, a clerical error
by the Russian embassy had made it Aug.
12 to Aug. 15.

His was the only incorrect visa among the
40 members in his group.

“The embassy told me the Russlan au-
thorities were closed for the weekend,” Jus-
tice said. "I wanted to buy a ticket out of
there and arrange to meet my wife in Dub-
lin, I thought I had enough money to get
me that far.”

He was advised to be patlent, because if
he left he would lose all the money he and
his wife had invested in the trip.

At 10 p.m. on that Friday he was taken
from the Intourist zone by “guard or guide”

CXIX——1816—Part 22

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

through a checkpoint to the International
Zone of the airport where people whose
planes made connections through Moscow
waited for their flights.

There was a restaurant there. Justice
struggled with a menu printed in Russian
and managed to order a boiled egg and milk.
The egg was gray inside, the milk heated,
and, thinking about his ulcer, Justice de-
cided to forgo dinner.

He was taken back through the check-
point. About midnight he was asked if he
wanted to go to bed, and he sald yes.

“They took me across the street to a three-
story, gray stone building they sald was
a hotel. The guard rang the bell to get us in.
The first two floors were unoccupled. On the
third floor they turned me over to a ma-
tron who locked the door behind me.

“I was required to sign in, and then
shown to a room about 7 by 10 feet, with a
three-foot wide cot covered with a bed
spread. Alone, I spent half an hour killing
flies and mosquitoes.

“It was hard to get near the bathroom
because of the stench of the place. There
was a tub about four feet square, with three
steps leading down into it, but it was so dark
I couldn't tell how dirty it was and was
afraid to use it.”

Justice had no clothes to change into
because his luggage was gone. When he
asked, he was taken back across the street
to the International Zone restaurant for
meals where his struggles with the menu
ended in disaster until he hit upon maca-
roni and cheese,

That he found edible.

Once he asked the guide what the name
of his “hotel” was, and was told, "It has
no name."”

“Why am I being imprisoned?” he asked,
and guards indignantly denied he was being
imprisoned. “Then why am I being locked
up under guard?” he demanded.

They in turn demanded to know why he
had called the American embassy. He de-
nied that he had, saylng the embassy had
called him.

He met six people who had problems simi-
lar to his. One woman he didn’'t get a chance
to talk to, from Canada, was in tears. He
met a doctor and his wife from New Jer-
sey who were being held.

He also met a man named Eelvin M. Cor-
dell, advance manager for The Australian
Ballet, who had visa trouble. Cordell had a
room on the same floor at the no-name
hotel.

“Cordell once demanded to use the tele-
phone and was told that if he persisted
they'd call the police. He was frightened,
and told me, ‘At least while I'm here I
know where I'm at.’ He said he hadn't even
wanted to go to Russia but had been in-
vited,” Justice said.

Justice got sick with his ulcer and was
asked if he wanted a doctor. "I was afrald to
see a doctor, I was afraid he’'d give me some
kind of an injection,” Justice sald.

Just before he left Albany, he recalled, he'd
met a couple from Belgium who advised him
and his wife not to go to Russia. “He told
me a group from Belgium had gone and two
couples never returned,” Justice said.

At one point Justice had to fight hard to
control his temper and follow embassy advice.

“A young soldier at a checkpoint, maybe
about 20, made me stand against a wall, then
he'd wave me to the left, to the right, for-
ward, and backward.” Justice sald the soldier
called out another soldler to enjoy the per-
formance, and both laughed.

The American Embassy had assured Justice
that because he was a state commissioner it
would expedite his release. Justice is a mem-
ber of the New York State Legislative Bill
Drafting Commission. Apparently this didn't
help.

At 3 p.m. on Monday, a black car came and
Justice was taken to the hotel where his wife
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was staying. After his captivity he relished a
bath and change of clothes, but he said he
was in a negative frame of mind and couldn't
enjoy the remainder of the tour.

Once when the group's tour bus passed the
American embassy they saw the American
flag flying, and they burst out singing “Amer-
ica the Beautiful.”

In the group, Justice said, “No one has &
desire to return, and most, if they had known
in advance, probably wouldn't have wanted
to go there.”

In retrospect, Justice said, “It sounds self
serving, a sort of hero thing, but it was better
that I be involved than the two children in
the group—they were 8 and 10—or one of
the women.”

He sald he was haunted by seeing the Ca-
nadian woman in tears.

] didn't feel good until we were out of
Russia and landed in Helsinki, Finland,”
Justice sald.

THE PRESIDENT'S NEWS CONFER-
ENCE RETURNS THE NATION'S
ATTENTION TO THE REAL IS-
SUES OF THE DAY

(Mr. ZION asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr. ZION. Mr. Speaker, the President,
in his forceful news conference of yester-
day, was able to return the Nation's at-
tention once again to the real issues of
the day. Though some persistence re-
mained on the part of the interrogating
media present to dwell on Watergate, the
President apparently had made his point
well; America has indicated a strong de-
mand on the part of her citizens for the
Government to get busy and deal with
real crisis areas—inflation, national de-
fense, the energy shortage, to name a
few.

The President has laid to rest, in these
two press conferences, the charge that
he is afraid to meet the media head on.
He demonstrated yesterday his willing-
ness to meet his questioners and his
critics head on and I believe he acquitted
himself well on all counts.

A free exchange between a President
and the news media is a vital ingredient
to the flow of ideas and information in
free society. Such exchanges call for
temperance and restraint by both sides.
President Nixon has undoubtedly lived
under tremendous pressure in these past
months in view of the many areas of con-
troversy surrounding the White House.
His recent appearances with members of
the press indicate Mr, Nixon continues to
hold a strong, competent hand on the
tiller of Government and I believe the
ship of state will weather all current
gales.

OIL BLACKMAIL

(Mr. PODELL asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and to include ex-
traneous matter.)

Mr, PODELL. Mr. Speaker, events in
the last few days have put the United
States in a most precarious position in
the Middle East. The recent nationaliza-
tion of the holdings of American oil
companies in Libya, the raise in prices of
crude low-sulfur oil by Libya to over $6
a barrel, the threats from Saudi Arabia
to cut back on oil production unless the
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United States abandons its support for
Israel, all betoken America's distressing
new vulnerability because of our grow-
ing dependence on Middle Eastern oil.

While the oil which we import from
Libya is less than 2 percent of our total
daily consumption, that oil is important
because of its low sulfur content. We
have, because of our desire to clean up
the air in our cities, become reliant on
Libyan supplies, particularly for heating
oil. Any cutback in production, or rise
in prices, wil have disastrous conse-
quences this coming winter. We were
lucky last year, because the winter was
fairly mild. Will we be as fortunate next
year?

Many people would have us believe that
what the oil-producing Arab States are
now doing is merely another way of ex-
pressing their legitimate nationalistic
aspirations. These nations, certain Mid-
dle East “experts” say, have long been
exploited by the American oil companies
and are now only asking for a right to
profit from the exploitation of their nat-
ural resources. I do not understand how
such statements can be made when
every time a nationalization or price in-
crease is announced, it is always de-
scribed as a “slap in America’s face,” or
a warning that we must change our policy
toward Israel. This is nothing more than
the most despicable, underhanded black-
mail.

In his press conference yesterday,
President Nixon was asked about his re-
ponse to the Arab blackmail attempts.
The President is aware of the ramifica-
tions which this situation has on our
relations with Israel. He has indicated
in his statements that he holds Israel to
be equally at fault in failing to end the
Mideast impasse with the Arabs. Could
this mean that the President is laying
the groundwork for weakening our ties
with Israel in order that the United
States may continue to enjoy its oil sup-
ply from Libya and Saudi Arabia?

I would contend that, should we give
in to this blackmail, even in the slight-
est amount, the Arab States will not stop
until they have completely broken our
ties with Israel and, yes, even destroyed
that valiant nation. I cannot accept even
the slightest indication of improved rela-
tions with Arab nations at this time, for
the simple reason that it will appear that
the United States is giving in to their
demands.

A nation's foreign policy must reflect a
firm commitment to actions which are
in its best interests. It may appear that,
in the short run, we should do what the
Arab States want. All summer long we
have been fighting against fuel shortages
and high fuel prices. We have come
through the summer relatively un-
scathed, although perhaps somewhat in-
convenienced. Is this inconvenience
enough of a justification to end a com-
mitment that has lasted 25 years?

The United States, more than any
other nation, is responsible for the ex-
istence of Israel. Our ties go far beyond
the traditional requirements of national
interest and mutual benefit. They are
special ties, made unique by the role
which the United States played in the
creation of Israel. Can we, then, aban-
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don such a relationship for the short-
run benefit of unrestricted oil supplies?
If we acquiesce to the Arabs and change
our relationship to Israel, would not the
leaders of the Arab States, particularly
such radicals as Muammar Khadaffi of
Libya, take this as an indication that the
United States will do anything necessary
in order fto maintain her supply of oil?
And human nature being what it is, why
should not they then make any and every
demand on us? They would have every
reason to believe that we would give in
to their demands.

The question is, then, how are we to
avoid falling victim to this oil blackmail ?
Hotheads will suggest that we send in the
Marines to seize the oil fields and guar-
antee continuing production and exports.
Such a suggestion can only be labeled
ridiculous. A program of stringent con-
servation makes eminent good sense, and
we have seen the effects of such a pro-
gram in the patterns of fuel consumption
over the summer. Demand for gasoline
was lower than anticipated, because
many thoughtful citizens changed some
of their plans, or even revamped their
lifestyles in order to save on gas con-
sumption. In addition, the refineries have
increased their production to the point
where some are running at over 100 per-
cent of their capacity. This fact alone
would justify the beliefs of many people
that the fuel crisis was simply manu-
factured by the major oil companies in
order to get higher prices.

I cannot speak to the truth of this
statement. I can simply say that there is
now, and will continue to be, a squeeze
on, as long as we do not do all that we
can to develop all available fuel re-
sources. The United States is doubly
fortunate in not being as dependent on
Middle Eastern oil as Western Europe
and Japan, and in having a great un-
tapped supply of petroleum fuel which
has yet to be fully exploited. I am speak-
ing in particular of the shale oil deposits
in Colorado and Wyoming.

The Bureau of Mines has been work-
ing at extracting oil from these deposits
for the last few years, and has had no-
table success in its efforts. According to
a8 report issued in 1971, the Bureau's
program at Rock Springs, Wyo., had
succeeded in refining shale oil .at what
I would deem to be a competitive price.
The cost of a barrel of oil produced un-
der this process was $2.34 in 1971. Even
had this price risen in accordance with
all fuel prices in the last 3 years, it
would still be considerably less than what
we are now paying for Libyan and Saudi
Arabian oil.

While the cost of shale oil would cer-
tainly be more than the cost of imports
from the Western Hemisphere and
domestically produced supplies, it is a
resource which we must exploit. It is
estimated that, by 1980, we will be getting
50 percent of our oil imports from Saudi
Arabia. We must ask ourselves right now,
whether it is in America’s best interests
to be this dependent on a supply from
such a politically volatile region. The
answer must be a resounding “No.” We
have the means within our reach to
limit the degree of our dependence, if not
to avoid it completely.
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I would hope that in the next few
weeks the administration will make it
clear to the governments of Libya and
Saudi Arabia that their blackmail will
profit them nothing. We can do this in
two ways. First, by reasserting our strong
support for Israel. Second, by showing
the Arab States that we would rather do
without their oil than be forced to buy
it at the price of our national self-
respect. I, for one, do not think that the
Saudi Arabians will glady lose so profit-
able a market. If we are firm, and
demonstrate that we cannot be ma-
nipulated by the fear of manufactured oil
shortages, these attempts at blackmail
will fade ignominiously into the sand
from whence they arose.

SAFE DRINKING WATER

(Mr. GUDE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks at this
point in the REecorp and to include
extraneous matter.)

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, the use of
ozone to treat water for municipal con-
sumption is slowly beginning to gain ac-
ceptance in the United States. I have
often urged this Nation's sanitary engi-
neering community to give this alterna-
tive treatment method serious consider-
ation because it is a more effective agent
than chlorine in killing waterborne
viruses.

Acceptance of ozone has been delayed
up to now by inertia, engineering con-
servatism, cost considerations, and a
simple lack of knowledge of its potential.
I believe, however, that as the public
learns of the growing doubts among re-
searchers as to ability of chlorine to kill
viruses, we will hear a loud outery and
a demand for more effective treatment
methods.

Time magazine, Septemer 3, printed a
most informative article on ozone and its
growing use in France, Russia, Canada,
Japan, and other nations. It restates in
layman’s terms the conclusions which I
have read in a number of scientific jour-
nals.

I hope that articles such as this will
prod the sanitary engineering commun-
ity in the United States and I would like
to insert it in the REecorp at this point
for the information of my colleagues and
the general public.

NEw WATER

The Seine is a river of filth; vet Parisians
willingly drink its waters. The Moskva traces
an equally grimy course through Moscow,
but Muscovites will soon be able to hold a
glass under the kitchen faucet and savor
Moskva water straight. The citizens of Singa-
pore and Amsterdam too, will shortly be
able to drink from their polluted rivers. Be-
tween the stream and the lip, in all these
cases, s a remarkable process developed in
France that changes effluent into elixir.

The key ingredient In the process is not
chlorine, which purifies most of the U.S.
water supply, but a gas called ozone—a form
of oxygen with three (rather than the more
common two) atoms in its molecular struc-
ture. Ozone is formed when ordinary gaseous
oxygen is exposed to electrical discharges or
ultraviolet radiation; it has a characteristic
acrid odor noticeable after electrical storms
and in the vicinity of ultraviolet lamps. In
large concentrations, it is dangerous to
breathe because it oxidizes, or burns, healthy
tissue. Bubbled through water, it attacks and
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oxidizes polio and other harmful viruses, and
completely eliminates foul smells and bad-
tasting pollutants, When its extra oxygen
atoms are pulled away to combine with or
oxidize impurities, the ozone becomes ordi-
nary oxygen, leaving no residue.

CHEMICAL FRENZY

The French began experimenting with
ozonization at the turn of the century, but
they were long held back by the high cost
of producing ozone. In 1968, however, when
the Compagnie Générale des Eaux opened &
highly automated $27.6 million plant in the
Paris suburb of Cholsy-le-Rol, it proved that
a sizable city could afford ozone treatment.

Choisy-le~-Rol takes in up to 2,450 gallons
of raw Beine water per second and puts it
through a series of preliminary steps not un-
like those in any U.S. water plant. First comes
a "scrubbing” with ferric chloride and other
chemicals; then the heavier particles of dirt
are allowed to settle to the bottom of tanks
while the lighter ones are removed by filter-
ing. Elsewhere in the plant, In twelve huge
stainless-steel containers, ozone is produced
by bombarding dried, refrigerated and pres-
surized alr with up-to-20,000-volt bolts of
electricity. When the ozone is pumped into
the water tanks, millions of tiny white bub-
bles explode into actlon, whipping the water
to a froth. After twelve minutes of chemical
frenzy, the water flows into the company’s
distribution system, thoroughly purified, It
is called eau nouvelle (new water). Parislans
love it.

So do 10 million other Frenchmen in 30
urban areas and 300 small communities, plus
an increasing number of citizens in other
countries. This year in Moscow, the Com-
pagnie Générale des Eaux will install a 85,-
000,000 ozone-producing machine—the
world’s largest. Recently the company signed

ments to build major new plants in
Singapore, Brussels and Aleppo, Syria. Can-
ada has 20 smaller facilities in operation;
Japan has 21, Britain four. The U.S. has only
now begun to operate pilot plants, including
one in Chicago, to purify its dirty waters with
ozone. One reason for Ameriea’s reluctance
to use the process is that ozonization is
slightly more expensive than chlorination.
Furthermore, U.S, officlals argue that chlo-
rine is safer because it persists throughout
the distribution process, while ozone's effects
stop when the water leaves the plant. But
the French point out that the possibility of
contamination In the distribution system ls
practically nil. Paul Louis Girardot, director
of the Compagnie Générale des Eaux, has a
better explanation for the U.S. ozonization
lag. “There is a long chlorine tradition in the
U.8. As everyone knows, chlorine leaves a
strong taste that probably gives Americans a
feeling of security. They know that the water
they drink has been treated, that their sanl-
tary services have done their job.”

PETER DAVIES' “THE TRUTH
ABOUT KENT STATE"”

(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, At-
torney General Richardson announced
on August 3 that he has directed the
Justice Department to reconsider its
earlier decisions not to convene a Federal
grand jury to investigate possible crimi-
nal acts involving the tragic events that
occurred at Kent State University in the
spring of 1970. As an individual con-
cerned that our system of justice be even
handed, and as the representative of the
district that includes Kent State, I com-
mend the distinguished Attorney Gen-
eral for his courageous action.
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Two difficult but important questions
must still be answered about Kent State.
First, what happened and why, and how
can a recurrence be prevented? The
answer depends on the facts—and the
American Government's willingness to
learn from its mistakes. Unfortunately,
most of the recommendations of the
“Scranton Commission on Campus Un-
rest” have been ignored or even scorned
by the administration. Second, why did
the Justice Department under Attorney
General John Mitchell refuse to convene
a grand jury? An 8,000-page report was
written by the FBI, but has never been
released to the public. A summary of
that report, prepared by the Civil Rights
Division of the Justice Department, ap-
peared in the January 15, 1973, issue of
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The propriety of—and the necessity
for—convening a grand jury, based on
the sufficiency of the evidence, is elabo-
rated in a major new analysis by Peter
Davies entitled “The Truth About Kent
State.” A review of Mr. Davies’ book was
published in the New York Times last
Sunday. The review, by Mr. Thomas
Powers, follows these remarks.

THE TRUTH ABOUT KENT BTATE
(By Thomas Powers)

At 12:24 on the afternoon of Monday, May
4, 1970, a detachment of perhaps 30 National
Guardsmen on the campus of Kent State
University in Kent, Ohio, suddenly turned in
8 body and opened fire with M-1 rifles and
45-cal. automatic pistols on students who
were hundreds of feet away. Thirteen stu-
dents were shot. Four of them died.

Why did the Guardsmen fire?

It seems a simple enough question, hardly
beyond the investigative resources of a Fed-
eral Government that has probed so minutely
the activities of so many radicals, but Fed-
eral investigators have yet to come up with
a complete answer, and Federal officials chose
to ignore the partial answers, disturbing as
they were. A Presidential Commission found,
and then Attorney General John N. Mitchell
conceded, that the shootings were ‘‘unneces-
sary, unwarranted and inexcusable,” and yet
Mitchell hesitated for more than a year fol-
lowing the shooting and then declined even
to convene a Federal grand jury. Thus the
first question 1s followed by a second: Why
did the Government do nothing? Peter Da-
vies’s book on the Kent State shootings fo-
cuses with relentless clarity on the unan-
swered questions of the case, setting out what
is known and what is not known, and elo-
quently attempting to convince us—hardest
task of all—that we ought to care about
what happened on that fatal day, and about
the fallure of justice which followed.

The shootings at EKent State are far from
unique in recent American history and Mr.
Davies knows he is less likely to meet out-
right hostility than cynicism and indiffer-
ence. We are inclined to think we know all
about Kent State, to grant Mr, Davies’s case
before we really know what it 1s, and to
conclude wearily that nothing can be done
about it, anyway, This would be to do both
his book and his perseverance an injustice,
because there is plenty to surprise and even
shock us about the Eent State case once
we begin paylng close attention to the de-
talls, as Mr. Davies has done.

This was not a case of tragic confronta-
tion, in which violent protest brought vio-
lence in return, as President Nixon suggested
at the time, but of something much simpler.
Thirteen students were shot at Eent State
because popular feeling, officially encouraged,
held that students were fair game. The Jus-
tice Department lgnored the results of its
own Invesigation because the President, the
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Vice President and the Attorney General had
all publicly attacked student activists as
ideological hoodlums. When the facts at Eent
State falled to fit officlal preconceptions,
the facts were slighted or suppressed, and
the case was ignored. It is only in the last
month that a new Attorney General, Elliot L.
Richardson, has agreed to reopen the case In
an attempt to answer the old questions.
The official explanation is that new evidence
has come to light but in fact, as we shall see,
most of it is mentioned in Mr, Davles’'s book
and the true explanation seems to be the
obvious one: the original investigation was
not pushed by the Justice Department and
its findings were ignored,

The genesis of “The Truth About EKent
Btate’ Is unusual. A few days after the shoot-
ing Mr. Davies, by profession an insurance
broker, sent a letter of protest to President
Nizon and a copy of it to the parents of one
of the dead, Allison Krause. Allison’s father
called to thank him for his gesture and as a
result Mr. Davies took a close interest in the
various legal sults and appeals for a full
inquiry initiated by Arthur Krause and other
parents of the dead and wounded. The Board
of Church and Soclety of the United Method-
ist Church later joined in these efforts and
helped Mr. Davies to write an extensive
“Appeal for Justice” which was submitted
to the Department of Justice. When the then
Attorney General John N. Mitchell neverthe-
less refused to convene a Federal grand jury
to investigate the shootings, Mr. Davies un-
dertook this book in order to bring the case
for a full inquiry—of which there has so far
been none—to a wider publie.

Mr. Davies's only criticism of the report
of the Presidential Commission headed by
former Pennsylvania Governor William W,
Scranton is that it did not go far enough.
Pressed for time, the Commission failed to
pursue much that was important. The Na-
tional Guardsmen who actually fired their
guns, for example, all managed to avoid tes-
tifying before the Commission and as a re-
sult their version of events has never been
subject to detailed public scrutiny. Mr. Da-
vies is frank in acknowledging his heavy debt
to three earlier books for many of the facts
behind his argument: “13 Seconds: Confron-
tation at Kent State,” by Joe Esztenhas and
Michael D. Roberts (Dodd, Mead, 1970);
“Kent State: What Happened and Why,"” by
James A. Michener (Random House and
Reader's Digest Press, 1871), and “The Klill-
ings at Kent State: How Murder Went Un-
punished” by I. F. Stone (A New York Review
Book-Vantage Books, 1970). But his pur-
pose, after all, is a limited one. He seeks only
to remind us that justice cannot have been
done where legal authorities have demon-
strated so little interest in the simple truth.

For someone lacking subpoena power the
truth about Kent State is not easy to get at,
if by truth we mean to include an explana-
tion of why the Guardsmen fired. The physi-
cal facts of the matter—who did what and
when—are easler to establish because the
shootings took place in broad daylight in full
view of hundreds of witnesses and there Is
an extraordinary quantity of supplementary
evidence, Including a tape recording of the
13-second fusillade and dozens of photo-
graphs (many of which are in this book)
from every vantage, of the events immedi-
ately preceding, during and following the
actual shooting. All of this evidence, meticu-
lously recounted by Mr. Davles, Indicates
there was no mob of menacing students as
the National Guard later claimed, that the
Guardsmen fired at students in a parking
lot hundreds of feet away rather than at
other students much closer to hand, and that
they turned and fired in a body for no visibly
apparent reason.

Mr. Davies suggests that a small group of
Guardsmen may have agreed to fire on the
students about five minutes before they ac-
tually did so. Photographs show that eight of
ten Guardsmen suddenly bunched together
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in what witnesses referred to as a kind of
“huddle.”” Mr. Davies thinks this group, tired
and angry, may have loosely decided to shoot
if there were any more rock throwing. They
may even have decided to turn and fire on &
predetermined signal. The best that one can
say for this theory—and it is all that Mr.
Davies does say—Iis that it is plausible and,
if true, that it would explain the facts.

There are other possible explanations, The
first shot heard on the tape recording of the
incident, for example, might not be an
agreed-upon signal, or the act of a lone
Guardsman firing either deliberately or in
panic, but a shot fired by a mysterious “free-
lance photographer” named Terence F. Nor-
man. The Justice Department has cited
“new evidence' about Mr. Norman’s role in
the incident for recpening its inquiry, but
most of the evidence apparently has been
around for some time and is included in Mr,
Davies’s book., There 1s no question. Mr.
Davies says, that Norman was at the scene,
that he was carrying a gun and that he drew
it either right before or right after the shoot-
ing. Some witnesses say he fired his own gun
immediately before the Guardsmen wheeled
around and began shooting. The photog-
rapher may have been a fulltime undercover
agent for the University, which is known to
have employed them, and the F.BI. has re-
cently admitted paying him $125 a few weeks
before the shootings for information about
a right-wing political group. All of this must
have been known by the F.B.I. at the time
of its original inquiry. The questions about
Mr. Norman's role which the Justice Depart-
ment will attempt to answer now, are simply
those which it neglected then.

Mr. Davies devotes the last third of his
book to a close examination of official reac-
tion to the shootings, such as there was. The
report of an Ohlo grand jury was a white-
wash pure and simple. The Federal Govern-
ment did both more and less. The Scranton
Commission reported that the shootings had
been ‘‘unnecessary, unwarranted and inex-
cusable,” but Vice President Agnew dismissed
thelr findings as “pablum for permissive-
ness"” and the President ignored their recom-
mendations,

The F.BI. assigned up to 300 agents to
the case and eventually delivered an 8,000
page report to the Justice Department which
indicated, among other things, that some
Guardsmen had lied in denying they had
fired, that the Guardsmen had been in no
physical danger, and that Guardsmen may
have conspired after the shootings to blame
their action on a threatening mob which
never existed. In spite of the F.B.1.'s tentative
conclusions, Attorney General Mitchell re-
fused to convene a grand jury to investigate
further. It was only after continuing appeals
by the parents of students killed or wounded,
as well as many others, including Mr. Davies,
that the new Atforney General Elliot Rich-
ardson recently agreed to reopen the inquiry.
Whether this new effort, so long after the
fact, will finally arrive at the truth about
Kent State is anybody's guess.

In another sense, however, the responsi-
bility for the tragedy of May 4, 1970, has al-
ready been established clearly and it is here
that Mr. Davies's book achieves its greatest
force. One does not have to condone rock-
throwing or the burning of the Kent State
R.O.T.C. building on the Saturday before the
shooting in order to center one's concern on
the callous and irresponsible behavior of
public officials who felt, and who did not
hesitate in the heat of the moment to say,
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that students were fair game, Riding a wave
of anti-student ill-feeling for which both
the President and the Vice President are
at least partly to blame, these officials, from
the mayor of Kent to the governor of Ohio,
made no attempt to calm the situation at
Kent State but instead responded eagerly
with steadily escalating force completely out
of proportion to the provocation,

More specifically, there can be no excuse
for the decision to issue Guardsmen with live
ammunition. There can be no excuse for
Major General Sylvester Del Corso's action
two days before the shooting in scooping
up rocks in full view of his troops and
throwing them back at students. There can
be no excuse for the bayonetting of three
students over the weekend before the shoot-
ing, or for the failure of Natlonal Guard
officers to bring their men under control,
There can be no excuse for the inflammatory
press conference given by Ohio Governor
James Rhodes on Sunday, May 3, just two
days before a Republican senatorial primary
in which he was trailing badly, where Rhodes
said “We're golng to use every weapon of
law-enforcement agencies of Ohio to drive
them [student radicals] out of Eent . . .
They're worse than the brownshirts and the
Communist element and also the night riders
and the vigilantes. They're the worst type of
people that we harbor in America . . .”

There can be no excuse for General Rob-
ert H. Canterbury’s decision to forcibly dis-
perse an entirely peaceful and legal rally
at noon on Monday, just 30 minutes before
the shooting, remarking as he did so, “These
students are going to have to find out what
law and order is all about.,” And there can
be no excuse for the incredible lack of fire
discipline displayed when 20 or more Guards-
men, without any sort of order whatever,
suddenly opened fire on students hundreds
of feet away while General Canterbury, all
but standing in their very midst, happened
to be looking the other way.

Why reopen the case, where there are so
many other issues competing for our flagging
attention? “Not because such an inquiry
would restore life to the dead,” Mr. Davies
argues, “but because we live by laws that
no Guardsman is above and no student
below."”

There can be little question of the Jus-
tice Department's response if the rock
throwers had killed four Guardsmen, rather
than the other way around. All the impor-
tant questions about the shootings at Eent
State remaln unanswered, for no better rea-
son than that it has suited the authorities
to leave them so. The case should be fully
reopened and the truth established for the
oldest and simplest of reasons: because jus-
tice has not been served, because too many
Americans have cynically concluded it never
is and never will be, and because no one, in a
soclety of laws rather than men, is fair game.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Huonur (at the request of Mr.
Arenps) for September 10, 1973, on ac-
count of business in district.

Mr. McEwen (at the request of Mr.
GeraLp R. Forp) for September 5 and 6
on account of illness in family.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HuoNUT) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. ANprRews of North Dakota, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. Hocan, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Hupnut, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Suoup, for 1 hour, September 13,
1973.

Mr. FrenzeL, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. FinoLEY, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. Crang, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. HeckrLErR of Massachusetts, for 5
minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Younc of Georgia), to revise
and extend their remarks, and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mr. RopIno, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Hamrrron, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. GonzaLez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. McFaLL, for 15 minutes, today.

Mr, EmLBeRG, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Furton, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BincaaMm, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. BarrerT, for 5 minutes, today.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
revise and extend remarks was granted
to:
Mr. MaronN and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. Dowwnineg to extend his remarks
immediately following the amendment
offered by Mr. StacGcers to H.R. 8351 in
the Committee of the Whole today.

Mr. Winriams to extend his remarks
immediately after Mr. Hemz on the
Heinz amendment.

Mr. Burrison of Missouri, and to in-
clude extraneous material in his remarks
on H.R. 8547 today in the Committee of
the Whole.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. HupnuT) and to include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr., GUBSER.

Mr. Roncarro of New York.

Mr, McCLOSKEY.

Mr., WINN.

Mr, Brown of Ohio in two instances.

Mr. K1ng in three instances.

Mr. MinseEALL of Ohio.

Mr. Dox H. CravseN in two instances.

Mr. AsuBrook in four instances.

Mr. SPENCE.

Mr. Bray in two instances.

Mr. Huser in two instances.

Mr. VEYSEY in two instances.

Mr. HOGAN.

Mr. McCLORY.

Mr. RHODES in five instances.
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Mr. ABDNOR.

Mr. HUNT.

Mr. ERLENBORN.

Mr. WyMaN in two instances.

Mr. BUTLER.

Mr. DERWINSKI in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Younc of Georgia), and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. Jornson of California.
. SToxEs in two instances.
O'HARA.
MINISH.
BineHAM in 10 instances.
. Giammo in 10 instances.
MAZZOLI.
. Ban1Lro in two instances.
MOLLOHAN.
Rarick in three instances.
GonzaLez in three instances
Fraser in two instances.
FULTON.
LEGGETT.
HarrineToN in two instances.
. KocH in eight instances.
Dorx in three instances.

RE

Mr.

FEEEREEEREREE

move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 7 o’clock 51 minutes p.m.), under its
previous order, the House adjourned
until Monday, September 10, 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:

1321. A letter from the Secretary of the
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to establish a District of Columbia
Development Bank to mobilize the capital
and the expertise of the private community
to provide for an organized approach to the
problems of economic development in the
District of Columbia; to the Committee on
the District of Columbia.

1322. A letter from the Vice President for
Public and Government Affairs, National
Rallroad Passenger Corporation, transmitting
a report for the month of July 1973, on the
average number of passengers per day on
board each train operated, and the on-time
performance at the final destination of each
train operated, by route and by railroad, pur-
suant to section 308(a) (2) of the Rall Pas-
senger Service Act of 1970, as amended; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce,

1323. A letter from the Acting Commis-
sioner, Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice, Department of Justice, transmitting re-
ports concerning visa petitions approved ac-
cording certain beneficiaries third and sixth
preference classification, pursuant to section
204(d) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, as amended [8 U.8.C, 1164(d)]; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.
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1324. A letter from the Executive Director,
Commission on the Bankruptcy Laws of the
United States, transmitting part 2 of the
report of the Commission (H. Doe. No. 83-137
pt. 2); to the Committee on the Judiciary
and ordered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota:

H.R. 10077. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to engage in a feasibility
study of the Apple Creek unit; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr. BErG=-
LAND, Mr. Brasco, Mr. CONYERsS, Mr.
Gaypos, Mr. Gupe, Mr. LEEMAN,
Mr. McCorMACK, Mr. PEPPER, Mr,
PopeLn, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr, SARBANES,
Mrs, SCHROEDER, Mr. STARE, Mr. WAL~
DIE, and Mr. CHARLEs H. WmLson of
California) :

H.R. 10078. A bill to pay grants to students
enrolled in psychology, sociology, or social
work in institutions of higher education to
encourage their part-time employment and
clinical training in certain hospitals for
mental rehabilitation; to the Committee on
Education and Labor.

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr, BING-
HAM, Ms. CHisHOLM, Mr. CLay, Mr.
ConyYERS, Mr. GILMmAN, Ms. Grasso,
Mr. Hawkins, Mr. HowaARrp, Mr, MAbI-
GAN, Mr. MrrcHeELL of New York, Mr.
Mureny of New York, Mr. SARBANES,
Mr. BTOKES, Mr, CHARLES H. WIiLsoN
of California, and Mr, WINN):

H.R, 10079. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to pro-
vide a program of grants to States for the
development of child abuse and neglect
prevention programs in the areas of treat-
ment, training, case reporting, public educa-
tion, and Information gathering, and re-
ferral; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. BIAGGI (for himself, Mr. BERG-
LAND, Mr. BrAsco, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
Gaypos, Mr. Gupg, Mr. LERMAN, Mr.
McCorMACE, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. PODELL,
Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. SARBANES, Mrs,
SCHROEDER, Mr. STaRK, Mr. WALDIE,
and Mr. CHARLES H, WiLson of Cal-
ifornia) :

H.ER. 10080. A bill to amend the student
loan provisions of the National Defense Edu-
cation Act of 19568 to provide for cancellation
of student loans for service in mental hos-
pitals and schools for the handicapped; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BIESTER.:

H.R. 10081. A bill to strengthen and im-
prove the protections and interests of par-
ticipants and beneficlaries of employee pen-
slon and welfare benefit plans; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BOWEN:

H.R. 10082. A bill to amend the Merchant
Marine Act of 1936, as amended; to the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr, BRADEMAS (for himself and
Mr. Youna of Georgla) :

H.R. 10083. A bill to provide financial as-
sistance to the States for improved educa-
tional services for handicapped children; to
the Committee on Education and Labor.
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By Mr. BROOMFIELD:

HR. 10084, A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of food supplements, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. CONABLE (for himself and Mr.
HorTON) :

H.R. 10085. A bill to suspend for a 3-year
period the duty on mustard seeds; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ERLENBORN:

H.R. 10086. A bill to amend the National
Labor Relations Act to extend its coverage
and protection to employees of nonprofit hos-
pitals, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. FINDLEY:

H.R. 10087. A bill to amend the Economic
Stabilization Act of 1970, as amended; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. HALEY (for himself, Mr. Say-
LOR, Mr. TavrLor of North Carolina,
Mr. HosmER, Mr. JoEnsoN of Cali-
fornia, Mr. Don H. CLAUSEN, Mr.
UparL, Mr. Canp, Mr, BUrRTON, Mr.
Meeps, Mr. MELCHER, Mr. SIKEs, Mr.
Burke of Florida, Mr, Frey, Mr, BEN-
NETT, Mr. Fuqua, Mr. RoGemrs, Mr.
PEPPER, Mr. FasceLL, Mr. CHAPPELL,
Mr. GrsBons, Mr. Youwe of Florida,
Mr. Baravrrs, Mr, LEamaw, and Mr,
GUNTER) :

H.R. 10088. A bill to establish the Big Cy-
press National Preserve in the State of Flor-
ida, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HALEY (for himself, Mr. FoLEY,
Mr. KASTENMEIER, Mr. O'Hara, Mr.
EAZEN, Mr. DELLENBACK, Mr. Vico-
RITO, Mr. BinGHAM, Mr. SEIBERLING,
Mr. Cronin, Mr, Wox Pat, Mr.
OweNs, and Mr. pE Luco) :

H.R. 10089. A bill to establish the Big Cy-
press National Preserve in the State of Flor-
ida, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself
and Mr. WoN PAT) :

H.R. 10090. A bill to provide economic ad-
Justment assistance to communities in which
military facility closings have caused eco-
nomie injury to the community, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

By Mr. HARVEY:

HR. 10091. A bill to amend the Inter-
national Travel Act of 1961 to provide for
Federal regulation of the travel agency in-
dustry; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HELSTOSKI:

HR. 10092. A bill to require that impact-
reslstant eyeglasses be issued under the medi-
cal program for members of the uniformed
services on active duty; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. HOSMER.:

H.R. 10093. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of food supplements, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. HOSMER (for himself, Mr.
WAGGONNER, and Mr. KING) :

H.R. 10004. A bill to amend the Federal
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Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of food supplements, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado:

H.R. 100956. A bill to authorize the acquisi-
tion of certain lands for addition to Rocky
Mountain National Park in the State of
Colorado, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. LATTA (for himself and Mr.
GUYER) :

H.R 10096. A bill to amend title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
1965 to provide that no local educational
agency's allocation may be reduced for the
fiscal year 1974 below its allocation for fiscal
year 1973; to the Committee on Education
and Lakor.

By Mr. LEGGETT:

H.R. 10097. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to authorize special educational
services for the dependents of active duty
members of the uniformed services; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr, LUJAN:

H.R. 10098, A bill to extend to all unmar-
ried individuals the full tax benefits of in-
come splitting now enjoyed by married in-
dividuals filing joint returns; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means

By Mr. MALLARY:

HR. 10099. A bill to divorce the busi-
nesses of production, refining, and transport-
ing of petroleum products from that of
marketing petroleum products; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. ROBERTS:

HR. 10100. A bill to amend the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 to
provide additional assistance to small em-
ployers; to the Committee on Education and
Labor,

H.R. 10101. A bill to create a public works
program for the purpose of reducing unem-
ployment; to the Committee on Public
‘Works.

By Mr. ROGERS:

HR. 10102. A bill to amend title II of
the Social Security Act to provide for the
payment at age 62 (rather than only at age
65) of widow's or widower's insurance bene-
fits equal to 100 percent of the deceased
worker’s primary insurance amount; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SCHNEEBELI:

H.R. 10103. A bill to amend the Tariff Act
of 1930 to grant additional arrest authority
to officers of the Customs Service, to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. SCHROEDER (for herself and
Mr. RINALDO):

H.R. 10104. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment within the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare of a National Center
on Child Development and Abuse Prevention,
to provide financial assistance for a demon-
stration program, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. SEIBERLING:

HR. 10105. A bill to amend the Federal
Aviation Act of 1968 to authorize reduced
rate transportation for certaln additional
persons on a space-avallable basls; to the
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Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.
By Mr. SNYDER:

HE. 10106. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of food supplements, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin:

H.R. 10107. A bill to amend the Rural De-
velopment Act of 1972 to provide for the use
of a State certified census in addition to the
decennial census of the United States for
purposes of defining the terms “rural” and
“rural area'; to the Committee on Agricul-
ture.

H R. 10108. A bill to facilitate convenient
Selective Service registration by having sec-
ondary schools make avallalle registration
forms to students; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Ms. ABZUG (for herself and Ms.
JORDAN) :

H.R. 10109. A bill to prohibit discrimina-
tion on the basis of sex or marital status in
the granting of credit; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. DIGGS (for himself, Mr. Map-
DEN, Mr. Ropmwo, Mr. Froop, Mr.
BurToN, Mr. LeceETT, Mr. MATSU-
Naca, and Mr. pE Luco) :

H.R 10110. A bill to reorganize the govern-
mental structure of the District of Columbia,
to provide a charter for local government in
the District of Columbla subject to accept-
ance by a majority of the registered qualified
electors in the District of Columbia, to dele-
gate certain legislative powers to the local
government, to implement certain recom-
mendations of the Commission on the Or-
ganization of the government of the District
of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Distriet of Columbia.

By Mr. GONZALEZ:

H.R. 10111. A bill to provide that the spe-
clal cost-of-living increase in soclal security
benefits authorized by Public Law 93-66 shall
take effect immediately; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. HECELER of Massachusetts:

H.R. 10112. A bill to establish a direct loan
program to assist in meeting the needs of the
elderly for adequate housing, and to en-
courage and facilitate in other ways the ef-
fective provision of more and better housing
designed to meet these needs; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. HEINZ:

H.R. 10113. A bill to strengthen and im-
prove the protections and Interests of partic-
ipants and beneficiaries of employee pension
and welfare benefit plans; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. MOAKLEY:

H.R. 10114. A bill to reorganize the govern-
mental structure of the District of Columbia,
to provide a charter for local government in
the District of Columbia subject to accept-
ance by a majority of the registered qualified
electors in the District of Columbia, to dele-
gate certain legislative powers to the local
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government, to implement certain recom-
mendations of the Commission on the Orga-
nization of the Government of the District
of Columbia, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. OWENS:

H.R. 10115. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to include a
definition of food supplements, and for other
purposes, to the committee on Interstate
and Forelign Commerce.

By Mr. ROE:

H.R. 10116. A bill to strengthen State work-
ers’ compensation programs, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

H.R. 10117. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide that remarriage of
the widow of a veteran after age 50 shall not
result in termination of dependency and in-
demnity compensation; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. ROGERS:

H.R. 10118. A bill to amend the Clean Ailr
Act to require the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency to prescribe
regulations to promote greater fuel economy
in motor vehicles subject to Federal emission
standards: to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. ROUSSELOT:

H.R. 10119. A bill to amend the Federal
Reserve Act, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. WHITEHURST (for himself
and Mr, CHARLES WiLsON of Texas) :

H.R. 10120. A bill to amend the Federal law
relating to the care and treatment of ani-
mals to broaden the categories of persons
regulated under such law, to assure that birds
in pet stores and zoos are protected, and to
increase protection for animals in transit;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. WHITEHURST (for himself and
Mr. HanseN of Idaho):

HR. 10121. A bill to amend the Horse
Protection Act of 1870, to provide for crim-
inal sanctions for any person who interferes
with any person while engaged in the per-
formance of his officlal duties under this act,
and to change the authorization of appro-
priations; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. FRASER (for himself and Mr.
MrrocaeELL of Maryland) :

H. Res. 535. Resolution to express the
sense of the House regarding diplomatic
relations between the United States and
Sweden; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr, HELSTOSKI:;

HR. 10122. A bill for the relief of Luis R.
and Marla C. Echavarria; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

By Mr. KEYROS:

H.R. 10123. A bill to permit certain vessels
to be documented for use in the fisherles and
coastwise trade; to the Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.
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