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.d.om" and "liberty" and "self-determi­
nation" are no longer living ideas but 
handed down, hollow memories. 

The Los Angeles Chapter of the Lith­
·uanian American Council commemo­
rated the occasion with a resolution of 
:Sovereignty, the text of which I would 
like to introduce into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD at this time: 

RESOLUTION 

We, the Lithuanian Americans of Greater 
Los Angeles area, assembled on this 17th day 
-Of February, 1974 at Marshall High School, 
Los Angeles, in order to commemorate the 
Lithuanians Independence Day hereby state 
the following: 

Whereas on February 16, 1918 the ancient 
Lithuanian nation after a. long .struggle pro­
-claimed itself as a. free democratic Repub­
lic of Lithuania and was recognized as such 
by all the nations and was installed as a full 
member of the League of Nations: 

Whereas the Soviet Union after forming 
niutual assistance pact with Hitler and on 
June 15, 1940 broke a.11 her agreements and 
treaties and forcibly occupied Lithuania, and 
even now this Sta.Un-Hitler pact is stlll in 
"force and Lithuania, Latvia. and Estonia are 
occupied by Russian Communist govern­
ment; 

Whereas the Soviet Union through a pro­
gram of mass deportation, labor camps, re­
settlement of the peoples and importation 
of new settlers from Russia. continues to 
change the population and its ethnic char­
acter and commits the genocide of this small 
but ancient nation; 

Whereas these occupants after more than 
30 yea.rs of persecutions and constant acts of 
terrorism were stlll unable to suppress the 
religion and aspirations of these peoples to 
be free as shown by the fact of the 17,000 
Lithuanian Catholics under threat of severe 
punishment had the courage to sign a peti­
tion to the Secretary General of the United 
Nations charging Soviets with the religious 
persecutions; 

And whereas there is still no free com­
munication between Lithuania. and other 
countries including United States. Only 5 
days visits by special permits are allowed 
in one city in the assigned hotel which is 
under survellla.nce as not to permit to visit 
the country and relatives in their places of 
living. Furthermore, the gift packages to 
Lithuania are charged prohibitively high 
duty as to the most unfavored country and 
so to exploit this sad situation, therefore 
be it resolved 

That the American of Lithuanian heritage 
demand that the Soviet-Hitler pact at last 
be terminated, permitting the Lithuanian 

people to exercise their sovereign rights. We 
also deplore the fact that this occupation and 
terrorism was permitted to exist for more 
than 30 years and thousands upon thousands 
of lives were lost. 

That knowing the methods and modes 
led by Moscow, we consider the cultural 
exchanges in present form as one way ex­
change, benefiting the red propaganda. in 
the entire United States with failure to 
represent the American way of life there. 

We believe that human consideration be­
tween the nations and people must take prec­
edence over trade benefits or political. 
concessions. 

We are watching with utmost gratitude 
all the endeavor of President R. M. Nixon 
and of the members of both Houses to stop 
red aggression and bring peace. 

We also trust that the President will rec­
ognize these facts and will take a firm stand 
during pending negotiations and also in­
struct his representatives in Security Con­
ference at Geneva to do the same. 

As we approach the end of the 20th Cen­
tury we are ashamed that our civilization 
is able to tolerate conditions where police 
states with their slave camps and "hospitals" 
are allowed to exist. 

We beg a.11 the freedom loving peoples to 
unite and use their means to repeal the 
brutality rule over peoples and nations. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, February 27, 1974 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
Whatever is true, and honorable, and 

just, and pure, and lovely, and gracious 
. . . think about these things .-Philip­
pians 4: 8. 

O God, our Father, amid the difficul­
ties of these disturbing days, we turn 
to Thee seeking the quiet peace of Thy 
healing presence. In Thy strength we 
would be made strong, with Thy wisdom 
we would be made wise, and by Thy love 
we would be made loving, too. 

As we enter into the portal of Lent and 
live through this period of prayer and 
self-denial, give us grace to accept the 
call to moral discipline the mind to de­
velop inner life of the spirit and the de­
sire to increase our faith in Thee which 
will enable us to lead our Nation in the 
ways of peace and justice and good will. 

"God save America 'mid all her splen-
dors; 

Save her from pride and from luxury. 
Enthrone in her heart the unseen and 

and eternal; 
Right be her might and the truth 

make her free." 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam­

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

Without objection, the Journal stands 
approved. 

There was no objection. 

APPOINTMENT TO TECHNOLOGY 
ASSESSMENT BOARD 

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the provi­
sions of section 4<a>, Public Law 92-484, 

the Chair appoints as a member of the 
Technology Assessment Board the gen­
tleman from Michigan, Mr. EsCH, to fill 
the existing vacancy thereon. 

A BILL TO PROVIDE FOR LOANS TO 
SMALL BUSINESS CONCERNS AF­
FECTED BY THE ENERGY CRISIS 
<Mr. EVINS of Tennessee asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and ex­
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, 
I have today introduced a bill, urgently 
needed, to aid and assist American small 
business concerns affected by the present 
energy crisis. This proposed legislation 
is being cosponsored by every member of 
the House Committee on Small Busi­
ness-19 in number-and by Representa­
tive ALBERT H. QUIE. 

Specifically, the bill provides for 
amendment of the Small Business Act to 
authorize :financial assistance to small 
businessmen who are seriously and ad­
versely affected by the shortage of fuel 
or raw or processed materials resulting 
from the energy crisis. 

The permanent Select Committee on 
Small Business of the House has for a 
period of several months investigated 
and studied problems involving our en­
ergy resources. With the introduction 
and passage of this bill, our committee 
believes some relief to American small 
business can be provided during this en­
ergy crisis period. 

WHEN CAN THE AMERICAN PEOPLE 
EXPECT ACTION TO ELIMINATE 
THE BLOCKS-LONG GASOLINE 
LINES? 

<Mr. GUDE amted and was given per­
mission to address the House for 1 min-

ute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, from all evi­
dence and data available to me, it has be­
come obvious that unless major altera­
tions are made immediately in the FEO 
gasoline allocation program, the State of 
Maryland will again in March be at the 
low end of the stick in terms of getting 
its fair share of available gasoline sup­
plies. To date, we have received promises 
and more promises that the allocation 
program would be adjusted, and that ad­
ditional factors would be cranked into 
the allocation program. Promises are 
simply not adequate. In the words of the 
poet, we still have "miles to go," assum­
ing of course that there is enough fuel 
to take us there. 

We have been told, time and time 
again, that the system FEO has estab­
lished can work if we all cooperate and 
be patient. The public and the Congress 
has been patient to the extreme. 

I must pose a question to FEO. When 
can the American people expect defini­
tive action to eliminate the blocks-long 
gasoline lines? 

If the allocation system cannot be 
made to work, .then it, and perhaps the 
FEO itself, should be scrapped. 

AN ATTEMPT TO CONTROL EXCES­
SIVE FEDERAL SPENDING AND 
OTHER GOVERNMENT POLICIES 
SHOULD BE MADE 

(Mr. ARMSTRONG asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous matter.> 

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Speaker, un­
less Congress enacts a further extension 
of the so-called Economic Stabilization 
Act, wage-price controls will soon expire. 

Th.ts expiration should be a cause for 
national celebration. 
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Obviously, inflation has not been con­
trolled by these illogical economic meas­
ures. 

But while failing in their 'intended pur­
pase, wage-price controls have succeeded 
conspicuously in creating economic dis­
locations, product quality deterioration, 
black markets and shortages in such 
products as gasoline, propane, petro­
chemicals, plastics, natural gas, lumber, 
papers, steak, eggs, candles, blue jeans, 
tennis balls, freezers, wheat, leather, air 
conditioners, sardines, chicken, turkey, 
hot water bottles, and fl.our-to name a 
few. 

Instead of trying to extend control of 
wages and prices-an aim unworthy of a 
free people-I trust Congress will at last 
attempt to control excessive Federal 
spending and other Government policies 
that have fostered inflation and which 
even now threaten permanent damage to 
our national economy and the stability 
of our political institutions. 

LET US END ALL CONTROLS ON 
PETROLEUM PRODUCTS 

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

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, it is 
evident that the Nation's fuel allocation 
program has failed to meet the needs of 
American consumers. Most people can 
agree on that, but, unfortunately, there 
are those who say the solution to the 
problem is more government control and 
interference in the economy rather than 
less. 

The misconception bubble that sur­
rounds this bureaucratic nonsolution to 
the energy problem was squashed in the 
March 4, 1974, issue of Newsweek maga­
zine by the distinguished economist, Dr. 
Milton Friedman. 

Dr. Friedman points out it was a pan­
icky Federal Energy Office that forced 
oil companies to shift so much of their 
production to heating oil "that we face 
a glut of heating oil but a paucity of 
gasoline." As a result, we have those 
long frustrating lines at the gasoline 
pump, courtesy of the FEO, and Govern­
ment interference in the free market. 

Dr. Friedman has a solution to the 
problem that makes more sense than re­
liance on allocation program8 and un­
workable controls. He proposes-as I 
have proposed-that we abolish the FEO 
and end all controls on petroleum prod­
ucts. On February 25, I introduced a bill 
(H.R. 13021) to repeal the Emergency 
Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973, a piece 
of legislation which directed the Presi­
dent to provide for the mandatory allo­
cation of each refined petroleum product. 

I urge my colleagues to join with me 
in support of this effort to restore some 
semblance of sanity to the rapidly de­
teriorating fuel situation by ending Fed­
eral control of our fuel ·supplies. 

CONGRESS FAILS THE PUBLIC 
AGAIN 

(Mr. WYMAN asked and was given 
1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) · 

I•. 

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Speaker, we are go­
ing to act on energy this afternoon. I 
want to make the observation that the 
one thing this Congress can do and do 
right now to help save gasoline in this 
country is to take emission controls off of 
cars in the 90 percent of America in 
which they have no adverse effect on 
public health. This would apply to vast 
areas in this country whose residents, 
with the assistance of automobile dealers, 
could immediately improve the gasoline 
mileage of their cars that now suffer a 
fuel penalty from existing emission con­
trols that ranges anywhere from 10 to 20 
percent per vehicle. 

This would save hundreds of thousands 
of gallons of gasoline each day. 

How this Congress can pretend action 
to save energy and not act to reduce the 
long lines at the pump is beyond me. Such 
action would cut the gas shortage in half 
virtually overnight. 

Congress should do this. The public 
wants relief. Those responsible for hold­
ing it up in committee and subcommittee 
should and will face public wrath and 
outrage for their inaction. 

CAMBODIA'S CONTINUING TRAVAIL 
(Mr. DERWINSKI asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to draw the attention of the House to 
the continuing travail of the peaceful 
people of Cambodia, caught up in a war 
that has become a nightmare. The news 
reports are replete with the horror of 
the sufferings of a civilian papulation 
whose only sin is that they inhabit terri­
tory contiguous to Vietnam and coveted 
by the Communists. The Cambodians 
have been fighting on their own with the 
exception of U.S. air support which was 
halted last year by the joint action of 
Congress. Cambodian soldiers are fight­
ing and dying every day, proof of their 
loyalty to the Cambodian Government. 
The Cambodian Government has offered 
to negotiate a cessation of the war but, 
in return, the Communists shell innocent 
civilians in residential areas of no mili­
tary value. In the past 2 weeks, over 200 
civilians have been killed in Pnompenh 
alone, hundreds of others wounded, and 
some 10,000 rendered homeless. In de­
fense of such acts, Prince Sihanouk only 
states that he has warned his former 
subjects to evacuate the capital and to 
surrender to his Communist allies. 

I, for one, wish to register my horror 
and repugnance for the senseless killing 
perpetrated by the Communists in Cam­
bodia and call upon the latter to halt the 
slaughter of civilians and to open nego­
tiations leading to peace. 

TRIBUTE TO MR. WILLIAM DROWER 
(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given 

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

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, we are 
all well aware that for many years the 
British Government has placed a great 

deal of impartance on maintaining a good 
relationship with our Congress. 

I would like to call to the attention 
of my colleagues today the retirement of 
one of the finest diplomats that I have 
had an opportunity to meet in my 12 
years here in Congress. Mr. William 
Drower who has represented his govern­
ment here in Washington for 9 years 
will be returning to his native country 
shortly. He has served his government 
here as First Political Secretary and then 
as Counsellor for Political Affairs and 
Congressional Liaison. All of us who have 
had an opportunity to work with Mr. 
Drower can attest to the great credit he 
is to his government. Diplomats like Bill 
Drower are few and far between. I regret 
to see Bill and his wife Constance leave. 
His successor, Mr. Mark Russell, has a 
big pair of shoes to fill and we welcome 
him to Washington and look forward to 
working with him. 

WILL THE REAL RICHARD NIXON 
PLEASE STAND UP? 

(Mr. LEGGETT asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Speaker, 2 nights 
ago the President told the Nation that 
"a criminal offense on the part of the 
President is the requirement for im­
peachment." 

Yet, only last August, he told us a 
President could be impeached for viola­
tion of his oath of office. I await with 
interest his explanation of his change of 
mind. 

For the record, here is the question and 
answer from his press conference of 
August 22, 1972: 

Q. • • • Now under the Constitution you 
swore an oath to execute the laws of the 
United States faithfully. If you were serv­
ing 1n Congress, would you not be consider­
ing impeachment possibility against an 
elected public official who had violated his 
oath of office? 

A. The PRESmENT. I would 1f I had violated 
the oath of office. 

A. Well, Mr. Rather, you don't have to be 
a constitutional lawyer to know that the 
Constitution 1s very precise in defining what 
ls an impeachable offense. And 1n thls re­
spect it is the opinion of White House coun­
sel and a number of other constitutional 
lawyers who are perhaps more up to date 
on this than I am at this time, that a crim­
inal offense on the pa.rt of the President is 
the requirement for impeachment, ... 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

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

vice, and the following Members failed 
to respond: 

Baker 
Brasco 
Burton 
Camey, Ohio 
Chisholm 

[Roll No. 44] 
Clark 
Crane . 
Davis, Wis. 
Dellums 
Diggs 

Dom 
Dul ski 
Edwards, Ala. 
Ford 
Forsythe 
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Frelinghuysen Michel 
Goldwater Mills 
Gray Moss 
Hansen, Wash. Murphy, N.Y. 
Hebert Powell, Ohio 
Jones. N.C. Price, Tex. 
Jones, Okla. Reid 
Jones, Tenn. Roberts 
Kluczynskl Rooney, N.Y. 
Lott Rostenkowskl 

Sikes 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Steed 
Sullivan 
Teague 
Young, S.C. 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 389 
Members have recorded their presence by 
electronic device, a quorum. 

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

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 
2589, ENERGY EMERGENCY ACT 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 901 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution as fol­
lows: 

H. REs. 901 
Resolved, That immediately upon the 

adoption of this resolution it shall be in or­
der to consider the conference report on. the 
blll ( S. 2589) to declare by congressional ac­
tion a nationwide energy emergency; to au­
thohize the President to immediately under­
take specific actions to conserve scarce fuels 
and increase supply; to invite the develop­
ment of local, State, National, and interna­
tional contingency plans; to as.sure the con­
tinuation of vital public services; and for 
IOther purposes, and all points of order 
against said conference report except against 
sections 105 and 110 thereof for failure to 
oomply with the provisions of clause 3, rule 
XXVIII are hereby waived. Debate on said 
conference report shall continue not to ex­
ceed two hours, to be equally divided and 
controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce. At the con­
clusion of the debate, it shall be in order, on 
the demand of any Member, for a separate 
vote to be had on a motion to strike out sec­
tion 104 of the conference report. At the con­
clusion of any separate vote demanded under 
this procedure, and if section 104 has not 
been stricken out by such separate vote, the 
previous question shall be considered as or­
dered on agreeing to the conference report. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Florida <Mr. PEPPER) is recognized for 
1 hour. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 
minutes to the able gentleman from n­
linois (Mr . .ANDERSON) pending which I 
yield myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 901 
provides for a rule with 2 hours of gen­
eral debate on the conference report S. 
2589, the Emergency Energy Act. 

House Resolution 901 provides that all 
points of order against the conference 
report are waived except against sections 
105 and 110 for failure to comply with 
the provisions of clause 3, rule XXVIII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa­
tives-pertaining to amendments ac­
cepted by the conferees which are beyond 
the scope of the House and Senate bills. 

House Resolution 901 also provides 
that at the conclusion of the debate on 
tbe conference report, it shall be in order, 
on the demand of any Member, for a 
separate vote to be had on a motion to 
strike out section 104 of the conference 
report. 

S. 2589 creates a Federal Energy 
Emergency Administration to carry out 
authorities under this act and the 
Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act of 
1973. The conference report also gives 
standby rationing authority to the Pres­
ident. S. 2589 also provides that the Ad­
ministrator of the new Federal Energy 
Emergency Administration is authorized 
to issue regulations restricting public and 
private consumption of energy. All such 
regulations are subject to a congressional 
veto. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of House 
Resolution 901 in order that we may dis­
cuss and debate S. 2589. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute for the 
purpose of discussion only to the distin­
guished gentleman from West Virginia, 
the chairman of the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce (Mr. STAG­
GERS). 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I take 
the floor to urge the defeat of the pre­
vious question on this rule. As I am sure 
my colleagues are aware, the rule would 
permit a single Member of this House to 
assert a point of order against two sec­
tions of the bill-section 105 dealing with 
energy conservation plans and section 
110, the so-called price rollback pro­
vision. In so doing the Rules Committee 
has provided an opportunity for a single 
OPPonent of this legislation to defeat it. 
Such a result most certainly would not 
be in the public interest. 

I do not have to tell you that this has 
been a long and difficult legislative effort. 
In conference many compromises have 
been made. Your conferees have looked 
hard to find a middle ground and means 
of doing things which would overcome 
the objections of either House. 

I know that the conference agreement 
remains controversial. I would expect 
legislation this important and complex 
to be so. But I urge that we permit the 
conference agreement to stand the test 
of a vote by the 435 Members of this 
House. 

If the previous question is defeated, I 
will off er an amendment to the rule in 
the nature of a substitute which waives 
points of order on the entirety of the 
conference agreement, but permits sepa­
rate votes on its most controversial sec­
tions. Accordingly, Members would have 
an opportunity to specifically express 
their assent or dissent to sections 104, 
105, and 110 of the bill. If the House 
def eats the conference agreement then 
so be it. But at least let us give the House 
the chance to vote on it. Accordingly, I 
respectfully ask you to defeat the previ­
ous question on this rule. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the able gentleman from Geor­
gia (Mr. FLYNT) . 

Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, ordinarily 
on a rule of this kind I would be in­
clined to vote for the previous question. 
However, today I will vote against the 
previous question. I will do so because I 
think this House has a right to vote on 
whether or not we want an emergency 
energy bill. 

If the previous question is sustained, 
there will be no vote on any item in this 
bill, because the entire report would be 
rejected on a point of order. 

In addition to the Members of this 
House, Mr. Speaker, deserving the op­
portunity and the right to vote on this 
bill, the people of my district and the 
people of your district and the people of 
the United States of America have the 
right to know whether the House of Rep­
resentatives is serious about combating 
this energy crisis or whether we are going 
to let it roll on and on and on and let 
the lines at the gasoline stations get 
longer every day that passes. 

Ordinarily on procedural issues I am a 
purist because I believe in the orderly 
processes and procedures and rules of the 
House of Representatives, but today I 
rise in violent opposition to this rule, 
which would deny the House and each 
Member of this House the right to vote 
on possibly the most critical issue to face 
this Congress and this Nation during 
1974. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge a no vote on the 
previous question on the resolution in 
order that the House of Representatives 
will have an opportunity to work its will 
on the conference report. 

If the majority of the House sees fit on 
a separate vote to reject any one of the 
three controversial sections in the con­
ference report, the conference report as 
a whole will fail. If a majority sees fit to 
reject any one section, it has that right, 
but by the same rule of fairness each of 
us-each Member of the House--has the 
right to vote yes or no on each of these 
provisions. 

As I see it, the issue is clear-cut and 
squarely put: Are we going to permit 
this conference report to go down the 
drain by the objection of a single Mem­
ber on a point of order, or are we going 
to accept or reject each one of these con­
troversial sections on a recorded yea and 
nay vote on the merits of each one? 

I believe the people in my district 
would want this conference report ac­
cepted or rejected on its merits rather 
than to let it die in a parliamentary 
morass. 

There are some sections of this bill 
with which I do not agree and naturally 
there are some sections which I would 
like to change or modify, but I believe 
that the circumstances which exist at 
this time require action as opposed to 
nonaction. 

I hope that each of these sections will 
stand and that the conference report 
will be adopted. I believe that the many 
advantages so heavily outweigh its dis­
advantages that we should put aside our 
reservations about an individual section 
or sections and pass something that may 
bring order out of the chaos that many 
sections of the country are experiencing 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, let me make my position 
as clear as the English language can 
make it: I shall vote against the previous 
question; I shall vote for the Staggers 
substitute rule; on a separate recorded 
roll call vote I shall vote for each of the 
three controversial sections; I shall vote 
for adoption of the conference report. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the able gentleman from Texas 
(Mr.MAHON). 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the rule, and in support of 
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the previous question. We have had 
enough uncertainty already in the fuel 
situation, and in my view if we want fuel, 
if we want the people who can produce 
the fuel to get moving, we have got to 
give stability to the effort and the people 
have g-0t to know what they can expect 
from the Government. 

The rollback of crude oil prices as 
proposed can only have one result. It will 
slow down exploration and production of 
oil and gas. What the present energy 
crisis demands is the stimulation of pro­
duction. The pending bill moves in the 
opposite direction. It will slow down and 
discourage the production of oil and gas. 
It will deprive the American people of 
much-needed fuel which can be made 
available. 

I urge Members to vote for the pre­
vious question, vote for the rule, and 
against the bill on final passage. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the able gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. ADAMS) . 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, because of 
the desperate situation in our country 
today, with exorbitant fuel prices and 
long lines of cars at the gas pump, I am 
going to vote down the previous question 
on this rule in spite of reservations I have 
about the conference report. Then I shall 
vote for the STAGGERS' substitute rule. 

Our people are in desperate need of a 
direct system which assures them a defi­
nite supply of fuel, such as a priority ra­
tioning system. This conference repart 
repeats the existing discretionary au­
thority on rationing. It is my belief that 
under the Defense Production Act and 
the Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act, 
the President has had adequate author­
ity to ration if he were so inclined, but 
again this decision has been avoided for 
too long and much public goodwill has 
been wasted. Rationing at the first signs 
of the shortage for a limited period would 
have prevented the present chaos and 
given a base on which to build a volun­
tary allocation system. 

The conference report also includes a 
badly needed price rollback provision. Al­
though I would like to see and will work 
for a rollback to $4.25 a barrel and strict 
cost justification for any increases above 
that amount, the rollback in this bill is a 
step in the right direction and will pro­
vide some relief for the consumer. 

Equally as important is section 124, 
requiring the oil companies to disclose 
certain vital information. Once again this 
section should be much more compre­
hensive, but it is an improvement. As it 
now stands the only shortage we can be 
certain about, is a shortage of inf or­
ma tion. 

In spite of these reservations, I will 
sup part the conference report because 
of other valuable sections I do support 
such as: providing for the protection of 
franchised dealers, establishing the Fed­
eral Energy Emergency Administration, 
restricting exports and equitable sharing 
of shortages among classes of users. 
These are emergency matters that need 
to be dealt with -on an emergency basis 
in this bill. 

However, many sections in this confer­
ence report are both dangerous and un­
necessary. I am fearful that our hasty 

action in these areas will result in little 
additional energy and may do great 
harm to our people. Section 105, "Energy 
Conservation Plans," is a grant of dis­
cretionary power to the Administrator 
far broader than was approved by either 
House. The administration and the Fed­
eral Energy Office have demonstrated 
time and time again that they are un­
willing to use existing authority to deal 
with an obvious problem until it reaches 
crisis proportions. We have seen this in 
their treatment of the airline industry, 
the truckers, and now the gas station 
dealers. It seems to me that a further 
grant of discretionary power would not 
bring about carefully thought out plans, 
but only more stop-gap measures that 
placate a special interest and penalize 
the consumer. We are at a crucial time 
that requires considered and deliberate 
action, with full attention to the possible 
results of any proposed conservation 
plans. Now more than ever, Congress 
must assert its rightful authority and 
use its power well. 

Equally as disturbing is the vast de­
struction done by this conference report 
to environmental standards and safe­
guards. The statutory requirement for 
coal conversion and the accompanying 
lengthy suspensions of stationary emis­
sion standards are hardly an emergency 
matter and there is serious question 
whether such legislation is necessary at 
all. Even without a statutory require­
ment, conversion to coal is occurring at 
a rapid rate if for no other reason than 
the fact that it is more economical. As 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
already has the authority to grant sus­
pensions of emission limits up to June 
1977, it seems to me that these provisions 
are not needed at this time and in fact 
will do serious harm as included in the 
conference report. 

I feel similarly that all of title II, re­
laxing various environmental safeguards, 
is an unnecessary gamble. We have no 
reason to believe that significant amounts 
of energy will be saved and we have every 
reason to believe that our environment 
and the health of our people will be 
threatened. 

I would much pref er to vote on a truly 
emergency measure not embellished with 
so many unnecessary, special-interest 
provisions. I have introduced such a bill, 
H.R. 12678, which would allow Congress 
to meet the emergency without abdicat­
ing its right to give new proposals the 
serious consideration they deserve. Our 
bill includes a price rollback to Novem­
ber 1 levels with only cost-justified in­
creases above that level; full disclosure 
of vital oil industry information; author­
ity and administrative procedures for 
rationing; authority to restrict exports of 
petroleum products; and establishment 
of the Federal Energy Administration. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the able gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT). 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I am in 
favor of the rule on the conference com­
mittee report, and I should like to state 
as succinctly as I can why I am. 

In the first place, this House should 
always support its rules unless an excep­
tional situation exists. If an exceptional 

situation exists, the Committee on Rules 
has the Power to make exceptions to the 
rules. 

I think that the Committee on Rules 
acted properly in this case in not making 
an exception with regard to sections 105 
and 110 of the conference report as re­
gards rule XXVIII, clause 3. 

Mr. Speaker, let me remind the House 
thalt we have gone through this debate 
before. The point was very well made 
by the gentleman from California <Mr. 
SISK) at the time of the Legislative Re­
organization Act of 1970 in which rule 
XXVIII, clause 3, was strengthened. At 
that time the gentleman from California 
<Mr. SISK) pointed out tt_at under exist­
ing rules, and by the relatively lenient 
interpretations on them at that time, 
the conferees had been able to come to 
agreement outside the four oorn.ers of 
either the House or the Senate bill, and 
arrive at a compromise wh.:ch had never 
had the benefit of any consideration by 
a committee of primary jurisdiction of 
this House. Therefore the rule was 
strengthened to prevent this cffense. 

The discussion of this rule at a later 
time in 1970 I think expresses the propo­
sition very well. 

At that time Mr. BOLLING was present­
ing a report of the Committee on Rules 
providing for consideration of H.R. 4246, 
extending certain provisions of law re­
lating to interest rates and cost of living 
stabilization. In response to Mr. BoL­
LING's statement ooncernin.g the rule in­
volved here, in which he ref erred to the 
language here involved, Mr. MARTIN 
stated: 

Mr. Speaker, I want to concur in the com­
ments made by the gentleman from Missouri 
concerning the intent and understanding of 
the Rules Committee in drafting the amend­
ments to clause 3 of rule XXVIII with respect 
to the authority of House conferees. 

Here is the language that is pertinent: 
Stated simply, the intent of the committee 

was to insure first, that no issue or question 
not committed to the committee on confer­
ence by either House could be included in 
conference reports, and second, to insure that 
with respect to those issues committed to 
conference, no resolution thereof would be 
reported which had the effect of going beyond 
the differences as framed by the two Houses 
in their individual passage of the legislation. 

That is the rule. It is a salubrious rule. 
It should never be waived unless there 
is a technical question in which there is 
so slight a difference between the posi­
tion of either the House or the Senate 
which has been altered that the Commit­
tee on Rules in its judgment feels that 
the rule should be waived so that it will 
not have its severe technical etfect. That 
is what the Committee on Rules did in 
this case. The Committee on Rules 
waived all rules, including rule XXVIII, 
clause 3, with respect to the bill in gen­
eral. 

But there were two points on which 
the committee on conference had gone 
far beyond the authority of either the 
House amendment or the Senate bill. In 
these instances there was a quite sub­
stantive ditference between the pasition 
of the committee on conference and the 
position of either the House or the Sen­
ate. Those two cases were in section 105 
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of the conference report and section 110, 
and these are the sections which the 
Rules Committee left exposed to a point 
of order under rule XXVIII, clause 3. 

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

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve 
the remainder of my time and now yield 
to the able gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
ANDERSON). 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak­
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 901 
provides for 2 hours of general debate on 
the Energy Emergency Conference Re­
port, waiving points of order against the 
conference report with the exceptions of 
sections 105 and 110, and providing for 
a separate vote to strike section 104. 

Specifically, this rule would permit a 
point of order to be raised against sec­
tion 105, which deals with energy con­
servation plans, and section 110, com­
monly known as the price roll-back pro­
vision, for failure to comply with clause 3 
of rule XXVIII of the House Rules. 
That rule prohibits the inclusion of new 
matter in a conference report which was 
n1:>t committed to the conference com­
mittee by either House; and it also pro­
hibits the modification of a proposition 
committed to the conference by either or 
both Houses if that modification "is be­
yond the scope of that specific topic, 
question, issue, or proposition" as com­
mitted to the conference committee. 

I want to make it very clear that if a 
point of order is raised against either of 
these sections for failure to comply with 
clause 3 of rule XXVIII, and if that point 
of order is sustained, the section is auto­
matically eliminated from the conference 
report without further debate or a vote. 
This is not treated in the same way we 
deal with a nongermane Senate amend­
ment in a conference report. In that situ­
ation, under clause 4 of rule XXVIII, if 
the provision was adopted by the Senate 
but is ruled nongermane under the Rules 
of the House, 40 minutes of debate is pro­
vided on the amendment which is fol­
lowed by a vote on a motion to reject the 
amendment. 

But the situation before us today is 
governed by clause 3, not 4, of rule 
XXVIII, and clause 3 is a prohibition 
against new matter being added in con­
ference or the broadening of the scope 
of a matter passed by either or both 
Houses. And under clause 3, unlike clause 
4, if a point of order is sustained against 
a section on these grounds, that section 
is knocked out of the conference re­
port then and there, unless, of course, 
there is a two-thirds vote to overrule the 
decision of the chairman. 

If either or both of these sections are 
knocked out of the conference report, 
what then is the status of the confer­
ence report? Obviously, the House ver­
sion will be different from that already 
adopted by the Senate, and the Senate 
conferees have already been disbanded. 
Given this situation, the House could 
ask the Senate for a new conference. We 
would have the same situation if, as al­
lowed for in this rule, the House should 
vote to strike section 104 which grants 

standby rationing authority to the Pres­
ident. 

It is my understanding that an at­
tempt probably will be made to defeat 
the previous question on this rule so that 
an amended rule could be offered to pro­
vide for a separate vote on both the en­
ergy conservation plan and rollback 
sections. I am opposed to such a revised 
rule for several reasons. First, it seems 
to me that it would be wrong to start 
down the road of waiving clause 3 of rule 
28, for we would be saying to future con­
ferees that they can completely rewrite 
legislation in conference and bring back 
something totally different from what 
was originally passed by either the House 
or Senate. I don't want to begin today 
granting such broad legislative latitude 
to conferees, for to me that amounts to 
a dereliction and abdication of the 
duties and responsibilities of our stand­
ing committees and the Committee of the 
Whole. Clause 3 is a part of the House 
rules for a very good reason: it places 
very proper restraints and limitations on 
the role of our conferees; it is a binding 
reminder that they are agents repre­
senting the positions taken by the Whole 
House, and they are not appointed as a 
supercommittee which may superimpose 
new positions on both Houses. 

Second, I would like to make a very 
practical point. There are some who have 
argued and will argue today that by 
granting this type of rule, the Rules 
Committee has in effect killed the En­
ergy Emergency Act conference report. 
I beg to differ with that view by sub­
mitting that if we throw clause 3 out 
the window and accept the new matter 
added by the conferees, we may be ::.:aving 
the conference report but killing the En­
ergy Emergency Act; for make no mis­
take about it, the conference report as 
presently written is headed for a veto and 
I seriously doubt that this body can come 
close to mustering a two-thirds vote to 
override that veto. I would therefore 
challenge the proponents of this con­
ference report to put it to a realistic and 
practical test today, not by changing this 
rule, which only requires a majority vote, 
but by appealing the ruling of the Chair 
on the point of order, which requires a 
two-thirds vote-the same ratio needed 
to override a veto. 

Consider, if you will, the real alterna­
tives before us today: 1f we change this 
rule and thereby adopt the conference 
report as it now stands, it will be vetoed, 
the veto will be sustained, and we will be 
forced to start from scratch in commit­
tee on a new energy emergency bill; and 
that means bringing this back through 
the House and Senate again and subject­
ing it to dozens of amendments, and go­
ing to conference again and attempting 
to reconcile the differences. If, on the 
other hand, we adopt this rule and the 
objectional rollback section is knocked 
out on a point of order, we need only 
ask the Senate for a new conference and 
I am confident that this can be resolved 
so as to avoid a veto. I would ask my 
colleagues, which of these alternatives is 
the most realistic and expeditious ap­
proach to enacting an emergency energy 
bill. To me, at least, it is obvious that 
going the route of this rule is the most 

practical course in achieving the early 
enactment of an acceptable energy 
emergency bill. 

In the time remaining, Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to briefly discuss what is really 
at issue here today, and that is the con­
troversial section 110 rollback provision. 
This section, which was drafted in con­
ference as a substitute for the windfall 
profits provision in the original House 
bill, would place a ceiling price on do­
mestic oil production under a formula 
which would result in an average price 
of $5.25 per barrel. The President could 
raise the ceiling for classifications of 
crude production to prices which are 35 
percent over the ceiling, or, in other 
words, up to $7.10 a barrel. Any cost re­
ductions resulting from this would have 
to be passed through to lower prices for 
residual fuel and refined petroleum 
products. 

This rollback provision is designed to 
do two things : First, provide price relief 
for consumers from skyrocketing fuel 
costs; and second, to curtail the bulging 
profits of the major oil companies. 

During the initial Senate debate on 
February 8, Senator WILLIAMS, an avid 
supporter of the rollback, summed up 
these arguments neatly: 

I am appalled that this bill has now been 
delayed even further . . . While all of us 
recognize the necessity for petroleum pro­
ducers to receive a fair return on their in­
vestment, we cannot allow unrestrained profi­
teering. We must prevent the energy shortage 
from draining the consumers bank account 
the same way it is draining his gas tank. 
And while we want to make it profitable for 
producers to expand their production, I think 
the windfall profits recently reported by 
every major oil company makes it clear that 
we are going well beyond that point. 

Senator WILLIAMS' rhetoric notwith­
standing, the rollback will, first, not 
appreciably reduce consumer prices for 
gasoline, heating, oil, and other refined 
products; second, fail to noticeably cur­
tail major oil company profits because 
last year's increases were not primarily 
due to higher domestic crude prices; 
third, impact strippers, small producers, 
and other independents far more severely 
than the majors; and fourth, establish a 
precedent for political manipulation of 
the energy problem rather than the fash­
ioning of effective long-term solutions. 
The basis for these assertions follows. 
1. UNCONTROLLED OIL ACCOUNTS FOR ONLY 1 7 

PERCENT OF U.S. PETROLEUM SUPPLY 

When advocates of the amendment 
juxtapose skyrocketing consumer fuel 
prices and $10 per barrel domestic oil, 
there is a clear suggestion that the roll­
back to $5.09 will make a substantial dif­
ference in the average consumer's fuel oll 
or gasoline bill. This is highly deceptive 
because the price of petroleum products 
is determined by the average price of all 
crude supplies which go into it. How­
ever, only stripper, small producer, and 
released oil, accounting for about 25 per­
cent of total domestic supply is selling at 
$10 per barrel. 

The rollback will not affect the re­
maining 75 percent which is already con­
trolled at $5.25 per barrel or less, nor will 
it affect the price of almost one-third of 
our daily supply which is imported. Thus, 
as is shown in the table below, the full 
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rollback will lower the average price of 
U.S. crude by only 80 cents per barrel or 2 
cents per gallon of gasoline; if the 35-
percent increase option is exercised by 
the President so that prices are only ef­
fectively rollbacked to the $7.09 maxi­
mum level, the average crude price will 
be lowered by 49 cents per barrel or 
slightly more than 1 cent per gallon of 
gasoline: 

IMPACT OF ROLLBACK ON AVERAGE CRUDE OIL PRICE 

Share Prices with 
of total rollback 

Source 

supply 
(per- Current Maxi- Mini-
cent) prices mum 1 mum 2 

Domestic controlled _______ 50. 6 $5. 00 $5. 00 $5.00 
Domestic uncontrolled _____ 16. 9 10.00 5. 25 7. 09 I ll!ported a _______________ 32. 5 10.00 10. 00 10. 00 

Weighted average price'--------- 7.47 6. 67 6.98 

t Full rollback as provided for in conference report. 
z Assumes President exercises option to increase rollback 

price by 35 percent to $7.09. 
a Some of this is landed in the form of product refined overseas 

and in the Carribbean but it is still refined from foreign crude 
, selling for $10 per barrel. 

'Weighted average price (plus) equals .506 domestic con­
trolled plus .169 domestic uncontrolled plus .325 imported. 

2. SEVENTY-EIGHT PERCENT OF MAJOR'S 1973 
PROFIT INCREASE DERIVED FROM OVERSEAS 
OPERATIONS 

If the Jackson roll-back will not affect 
consumer prices appreciably, neither will 
it do much to restrain the much publi­
cized profit gains of the major integrated 
producers. According to a Businessweek 
survey, the 30 top U.S. petroleum com­
panies increased their combined earnings 
from $6.8 billion in 1972 to $10.5 billion, 
or by about 54 percent, during 1973. How­
ever, the profit increase on foreign oper­
ations was a much more modest 20 per­
cent. As a result, $2.9 billion of a total 
worldwide profit increase of $3.7 billion 
is attributable to overseas operations. 

This huge disparity is due to the fact 
that profits on overseas operations had 
slumped considerably during 1972 and 
then rose precipitously during the second 
half of 1973, and, perhaps more import­
antly, to the fact that these 1973 overseas 
profits were being counted in sharply de­
valued dollars. Exxon, for example, 
maintains that more than $120 million of 
its 1973 profits were merely paper gains 
attributable to devaluation. In any case, 
whether paper or real, fully 78 percent 
of the major oil company profit increase 
was due to the vagaries of foreign eco­
nomic developments, something totally 
outside the reach of a domestic crude 
price roll-back. 
3. DOMESTIC CRUDE Oll. SUPPLY IS NOT DOMI­

NATED BY MAJORS 

The U.S. petroleum industry is often 
assumed to be as highly concentrated as 
the steel industry, in which the top four 
firms control 50 percent of production 
and the top eight control 66 percent, the 
rubber industry, where the ratios are 70 
percent and 89 percent respectively, or 
electrical equipment where the ratios are 
60 percent and 78 percent for the top 
four and eight firm share of the market. 
While this image is accurate in some 
measure at the transportation, refining 
and distribution level, it would not ap­
pear to be true at the initial stage of 
production where the proposed price roll­
back would have its impact. 

As is shown in the table below, the top 
four companies accounted for less than 
30 percent of domestic petroleum produc­
tion in 1972. More significantly, this 
share was almost equalled by the thou­
sands of small independent producers, 
who, producing less than 1,000 barrels 
per day, do not even show up in the top 
90 companies. 
SHARES OF DOMESTIC PETROLEUM PRODUCTION, 1972 

Production 
(millions 

of barrels 
Company rank per day) 

1 to 4 (Exxon, Texaco, Gulf, Shell)__ 3. 25 
5 to 8 Chevron, Amoco, Arco, 

Mobil) 1 ____________________ - --- 1. 80 
9 to 23 (Union, Getty, Sun, Phillips1 

Share of 
production 

(percent) 

29.1 

16.1 

Continental, Cities Service, ana 
8 others_______________________ 1.48 13. 2 

23 to 37 _________________________ • 95 8. 5 
38 to 90_________________________ .66 5.9 
All others______________ __________ 3. 04 27. 2 

-------
Total______________________ 11.18 100. 0 

1 Chevron-Standard Oil of California; Amoco-Standard Oil 
of Indiana; Arco-Atlantic-Richfield Co. 

It should be stated that these figures 
are not precise because they were pieced 
together from two different sources­
O:ffi.ce of Oil and Gas and the FTC-and 
from 2 different years-1970 and 1972. 
Nevertheless, they give a working ap­
proximation of industry structure at the 
production level, and make clear that in 
an effort to swat at the bloated profits of 
the dozen or so large integrated majors, 
the Jackson amendment would directly 
affect hundreds of independent producers 
who account for a large share of total 
production. 

Moreover, it is likely that a large share 
of the current "uncontrolled oil" is at­
tributable to producers on the bottom 
end of the ranking, rather than the large 
majors at the top. This is due to the fact 
that at least half of the roughly 2.7 mil­
lion barrel/day of uncontrolled produc­
tion is accounted for by stripper wells or 
wells producing less than 10 barrels per 
day. These were explicitly exempted from 
controls by the Alaskan pipeline confer­
ence report rider amendment. Thus, half 
of the oil subject to the rollback is pro­
duced by firms who do not even show up 
in the top 90 companies in the industry. 

The remainder of uncontrolled oil is 
accounted for by so-called "new" oil and 
"released" old oil that was decontrolled 
by phase IV in August. Undoubtedly, the 
majors are producing some of this, but 
industry trade publications suggest that 
most of this "new" oil-and the corre­
sponding amount of exempt "old" or "re­
leased" oil-is accounted for by inde­
pendent and small producers. We expect 
to get more definite data on this Tues­
day. 

Two things should be noted about these 
considerations. First, it is the strippers 
and small producers who have been hit 
hardest by rapid increases in prices of oil­
field supplies, machinery, and services 
because they frequently make these pur­
chases on the used or spot market over 
which the stabilization program exercise 
no price control. Just as oil prices have 
risen to an unsustainable short-run level 
due to temporary shortages, there is con­
siderable evidence to indicate that those 
producers not protected by large supply 
inventories or long-term supply con-

tracts-that is, nonmajors-have experi­
enced the same phenomena on the "in­
put" or production cost side of the indus­
try. Concomitantly, as oil prices must 
come down when the boycott ends and 
new supplies are brought onstream, these 
rapidly rising costs of production should 
also subside as suppliers produce more 
oilfield machinery, equipment, and ma­
terials. Thus, the market is in disequilib­
rium on all sides and any effort to impose 
order by edict is bound to produce in­
equities and distortions. Indeed, given the 
likely distribution of production subject 
to the rollback, it is probable that those 
producers who would be affected most 
severely are also those who have the least 
ability to resist these short-run increases 
in production costs. 

Although I think the industry scare 
stories about production disincentives due 
to the rollback are largely unwarranted 
it should also be remembered that short~ 
run price prospects are likely to have the 
strongest effect on the marginal, under­
capitalized producer who will be hit 
hardest by the rollback. Since it seems 
inevitable that in the next 2 or 3 years 
crude prices will stabilize in the $7 /barfel 
range, the large majors can afford to wait 
it out. By contrast, the prospect of con­
tinued political manipulation of oil prices 
may substantially reduce the ability of 
small producers to raise capital for ex­
panded production. 

Viewed in the abstract, the industry 
can readily survive the Jackson price 
rollback. As he has pointed out on a 
number of occasions, as recently as 6 
months ago, most industry spokesmen 
were saying that · a price in the $5 
range would be more than ample to bring 
on additional long-term supplies. Never­
theless, the point here is that the actual 
economic victim of the rollback is likely 
to be just the opposite of the intended 
political target. If anything, the rollback 
would probably allow the majors to sus­
tain or increase their share of the crude 
production market whereas the current 
two-tier system is working to decrease it. 

4. PRICES, PROFITS, AND PRODUCTION IN THE 
LONGER TERM 

The rollback provision is largely a 
political response to the fact that within 
a short 5-month period reported petro­
leum industry profits have skyrocketed 
while consumers have felt the first serious 
energy supply /price pinch since World 
War II. In my view, Jackson's effort to 
forge a populistic linkage between these 
two contains double mischief. On the one 
hand, it will only def er the adoption of 
an appropriate policy response to the 
longer term energy crisis-that is, cur­
tailment of demand and expansion of 
supply through attainment of a new 
higher price equilibrium-and on th~ 
other, will compound, and set precedent 
for further compounding, the underlying 
problem that national policy must rec­
tify. The conference report should there­
fore be defeated so that this counter­
productive linkage can be nipped in the 
bud. The next section presents some al­
ternative, but more benign, means by 
which consumer sentiment can be molll­
fied. This section focuses on why the cur­
rent clumsy attempt to manipulate pe­
troleum prices and profits is so mis­
guided. 
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In the first place, the measurement of 
11ggregate profits on a quarter-to-quar~r 
-or year-to-year basis is next to mean­
ingless in economic years. The year 
1972 represented the culmination of a 
4-year period of petroleum industry 
:profit stagnation; in real dollar terms, 
1972 oil profits were 10 percent below 
1968 profits, compared to a 12-percent 
increase in real GNP during the same 
period. In the case of many individual 
-companies, the inappropriateness of the 
1972 base year is even more dramatic. 
As is shown in the table below, 1972 
profits expressed in constant dollars were 
from 20 to 60 percent below 1968 levels 
for 11 of the 13 companies. Moreover, 
while all of them reported huge 1973 in­
creases over 1972, ranging from a low of 
24 percent for SOHIO to a phenomenal 
267 percent for Clark, nearly half of them 
had 1973 profit levels which were still 
below 1968 levels in constant dollars; 
only 5 of the 13 companies had 1973 
profit increases over 1968 which were 
larger than the 18.5-percent increase in 
real GNP during the same period. Thus, 
it can be fairly said that screaming press 
headlines have seriously distorted the 
real profit situation in the oil industry: 

PETROLEU M INDUSTRY PROFIT CHANGES, 1968-73 

[In percent! 

Company 

Marathon ____ __ ___ ______ __ _ 
Phillips 2 ____ ___ _ _____ __ ___ _ 
Gulf. _________ _____ ___ _____ • 
Shell ___ ____________ __ ____ _ 
SoHio __ _ --- - - -- - -- _______ _ 
Union. ___ ___ - - -- - - - __ - ----ARCO a ______ ____ ___ ___ ___ _ 
Cities Service _____________ _ 
Amerada Hess ______ ___ ____ _ 
Clark _________ ________ ____ _ 
Continental.. ______ ____ ___ _ 
Exxon. _____ ____ _______ ___ _ 
Sun. ___________ __ ___ ___ __ _ 

-
1 Constant dollars. 
2 1967 base period. 
a 1969 base period. 

Rf m~~~ comp~~~~ com 
19~~ 

increase to 1968 1 to f:J8 1 

62. 1 
55. 2 
70. 0 
28. 0 
24. 1 
44. 9 
40. 4 
36.8 

228. 6 
267. 5 
42.6 
59. 2 
48. 7 

-19.9 
-24. 7 
- 40.3 
- 30. 2 
-28. 7 
-32. 4 
-26.2 
-31.6 
-57.2 
-4.6.8 
-5.1 

. 3 
-21.3 

23. 5 
11. 7 

-3.5 
-15. 2 
-15. 9 
-4.3 
-2.1 

-11. l 
34. 0 

100. 0 
28.6 
51. 9 
11. 2 

Source: Office of Tax Analysis, Treasury. 

Whatever the ba.se year chosen, how­
ever, profit volumes are not a good way 
to measure the profitability of business 
because they give no indication of the 
changes in the volume of sales or the 
stock of invested assets which produced 
them. The legitimate way to measure 
profits is not in aggregate terms but as a 
rate of return on investment. Though the 
media and the demogogs may conven­
iently ignore these figures, they are the 
only way of measuring in industry's per­
formance relative to other sectors-by 
definition "excess" profits must be excess 
in relationship to some independent 
standard-and are also the primary con­
sideration of investors and others who 
supply capital for increased production. 
In large measure, whether or not we are 
successful in generating the new domes­
tic capacity needed to a~hieve energy 
independence will be a direct function 
of the cost of capital for energy invest­
ment, which in turn will vary closely with 
the rate of return. 

The table following compares petro­
leum rates of return over time and in 
relationship to other sectors of the econ­
omy. Four trends are noteworthy: -

First. Prior to the 1960's, the petroleum. 
rate of return was slightly above the av­
erage for manufacturing, including both 
the durable and nondurable sectors, but 
considerably below the really high profit 
industries like automobiles and high 
technology instruments and computers. 

Second. During the sustained economic 
expansion and boom of the 1960's, indus­
try generally boosted rates of return 
above the historical average; this was 
true for both traditionally high and low 
profit sectors. By contrast, petroleum 
moved in just the op: :>site direction 
as the industrywide trend during this 
period <column 2), sustaining a lower 
average rate of return than during the 
1950's. 

Third. After the peak of the economic 
cycle in 1967-68 profits in most industries 
deteriorated sharply, hitting bottom with 
the trough of the 1970 recession. As the 
economy recovered in 1971-72, profits 
recouped even more dramatically-al­
though not fully to 1963-68 levels. Petro­
leum industry profits also declined but 
subject to a unique lag. Instead of bot­
toming out in 1970 and then recovering 
during the next 2 years, they con­
tinued to seriously deteriorate through 
1972. This lag is the primary reason for 
the so-called profit surge in 1973: in real­
ity, the petroleum industry was making 
a 1-year recovery of the magnitude 
that other sectors took 3 years to 
accomplish. 

Fourth. Despite the aggregate profit 
surge of 1973, petroleum profits are still 
below the manufacturing average-at 
lea.st for the first three quarters covered 
by this data. Indeed, the secular trend 
seems to be that petroleum profits have 
moved from a place traditionally some­
what above the industry mean to a place 
somewhat below the average during the 
last two decades. If excess profits is really 
such a concern, then 1973 profits for 
automobiles 06.4) , high technology 
and computers <16.D, chemicals (14.9), 
lumber (24.5) or nonelectrical machin­
ery 03.3) would seem to be far higher 
priority targets for action. Given the 
capital intensity of the petroleum indus­
try and the $100 plus billion that will be 
needed for new investment before 1980, 
it seems difficult to conclude that profits 
or rates of return have yet really gotten 
out of hand. 

PETROLEUM INDUSTRY RATES OF RETURN RELATIVE TO 
OTHER INDUSTRIES, 1950-73 

(In percent) 

Average rate 
of return 

Actual rate 
of return 

Industry/Sector 1950-59 196~ 1970 1972 1973 1 

Petroleum.- -- -- - - - ---- 12. 7 11.9 11.0 8. 7 10.8 
All manufacturing __ 11. 3 12.2 9.3 10.6 12.6 
Du rabies ____ __ - - -- - 11. 9 12. 3 8. 3 10.8 13.2 
Nondurables. _____ _ 10. 8 11.8 10.3 10.5 12.1 

High rate sectors: 
Motor vehicles ______ 15. 3 16.0 6.1 14. 7 16.4 
Instruments and 

computers. ______ 12. 6 16.6 14.3 14.9 16.1 
Low rate sectors: 

Iron and steel. _____ 10. 7 8.5 4.3 6.0 9.2 
Textiles. ___ ------- 5.8 8. 7 5.1 7.5 9.4 

t First three quarters only. 
Note: All figures expressed as after tax rates of return on 

stockholders' equity. 

Source: Economic report of the President. 1974. 

~art of the reason for the serious de­
terioration in petroleum rates of return­
from a peak of 12.5 percent in 1966 to 
8.7 percent in 1972-was a price/cost 
squeere at the production level, tradi­
tionally the major source of petroleum 
profits. As is so shown in the table below, 
average domestic crude prices rose about 
21 percent from 1964 to 1972, while costs 
of drilling-the major production ex­
pense-increased by 65 percent per well­
foot. More importantly, in terms of cost 
per successful well, costs rose by 90 per­
cent or four times the price rise during 
the same period: 

Oil PRODUCTION COSTS AND PRICES, 1964-72 

Av~;~s: 
price 

Year: 
1964. ----- --- --- $2.88 
1968. - -- - ------- 2. 94 
1970. - - ------ --- 3.18 
1972 _ - ------- - - - 3. 50 

Percent change, 
1964-72. -- -- ------ 21. 5 

Drilling Average cost 
cost per per success­
well-foot fut well 

$10. 80 $334,000 
13.40 562, 000 
16. 13 575,000 
17. 72 633, 000 

64.1 89.5 

Source: American Petroleum Institute. 

The profit slump brought about by 
this cost/price squeeze had a number of 
important effects on the ability to :fi­
nance new exploration, development and 
production capadty. As the oil industry 
has traditionally financed a large por­
tion of new investment out of retained 
earnings, the relative profit slump forced 
them to turn more heavily to external 
sources. Given the general stock market 
slump during this period and the unat­
tractiveness of low industry rates of re­
turn, however, this meant primarily debt 
rather than equity financing. As a result, 
the ratio of debt to total capital for the 
industry climbed from 16 percent in 1968 
to 24 perceht in 1972. While these ratios 
vary from industry to industry and there 
is obviously no absolute standard, most 
investors and :financial analysts are wary 
of such high debt ratios in a high risk 
industry like oil. The inevitable conse­
quence is higher :financing costs per unit 
of physical capital in external markets. 
Efforts to rollback allegedly excessive 
profits will only compound this problem 
because it will lower the amount of in­
ternally generated capital and force the 
companies to do even more high cost ex­
ternal :financing. Since there is no such 
thing as a free lunch, consumers will 
sooner or later end up paying higher 
prices to cover higher capital service 
costs, or alternatively, will have to put 
up with shortages and inconveniences 
longer than otherwise. 

This latter possibility is underscored 
by the data for exploration and develop­
ment activity during the latter part of 
the 1960s and early 1970s. As is shown in 
the table below, both the number of wells 
drilled and the footage drilled declined 
steadily during this period. As a result, 
additions to reserves and the reserve 
production ratio fell t.o dangerously low 
levels. Whereas new reserves added in 
1955 equalled 118 percent of production 
that year, by 1972 new reserves 
amounted to only 47 percent of annual 
production. 

'nle adverse trends in these latter two 
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indicators are the primary reason --Why 
we currently have such limited ability to 
quickly expand domestic production. If 
for Political reasons Congress wants to 
continue to keep the petroleum industry 
locked into low profit levels relative to 
the risk involved, it is difficult to see how 
domestic production capacity can be ex­
panded to self-sufficiency levels: 

TRENDS IN EXPLORATION AND DEVELOPMENT AND 
RESERVES 

Year 

1955. - - ---------
1964_ - - ------- --
1968 ___ ---------
1970 __ - ---- -----
1972__ _ ---------

Wells 
drilled 

14, 937 
10, 747 
8,879 
7, 693 
7, 129 

Footage Reserves 
drilled added 
(thou- (millions 

sands of of 
feet) barrels) 

69.1 2, 870 
55. 5 2,664 
53. 9 2,454 
45.3 (1) 
52. 8 1, 557 

New 
reserve/ 
produc· 

tion 
ratio 

1.18 
1. 00 
• 78 

s~ 

1 Not meaningful because of 1-year bulge of Alaska discovery 
add-on. 

Source: American Petroleum Institute. 

5. ALTERNATIVE POLITICAL RESPONSES TO THE 

OIL PROFIT QUESTION 

Clearly the perception that oil profits 
have become excessive is a political prob­
lem that cannot be ignored. Since the 
public insists on action, even if only sym­
bolic as in the case of the rollback, the 
real need is to find some way to con­
structively channel it. In my view, modi­
fication or repeal of the special petroleum 
industry tax breaks would be a far wiser 
course than direct manipulation of prices 
and profits. The depletion allowance, for 
example, is said to be worth roughly 
50 cents per barrel, but even the price of 
"old" domestic oil has risen far beyond 
that amount in the last year. The intan­
gible dr1lling expense allowance, which is 
worth even less on a per-barrel basis, is 
in the same category, as is the foreign tax 
credit on 100 percent of royalty pay­
ments. 

It seems to me that the pending energy 
tax bill soon to be reported by Ways and 
Means should offer plenty of opportunity 
for castigating the oil companies for 
raiding the treasury, taxpayer financed 
bonanza and the like, and at the same 
time for fashioning good public policy. 
The depletion allowance and other tax 
breaks are essentially taxpayer subsidies 
that keep the true cost petroleum prod­
ucts lower than what would otherwise 
prevail in the private market. As such, 
they encourage some measure of over­
consumption-a pattern we are trying to 
reverse with other energy conservation 
programs-and result in an arbitrary 
transfer of income from general tax­
payers to specific energy consumers. Mil­
ton Freedman and other market econo­
mists have long argued against the de­
pletion allowance on just these grounds, 
but never before now has there been a 
more propitious moment for taking ac­
tion. 

By doing so, we could appease the pub­
lit and improve national energy policy 
in one stroke. The price roll-back, by 
contrast, will only disillusion the public, 
as the promised benefits fail to mate­
rialize, and lead to a retrogression in 
policy that might not be reversed for 

. some time to come. 

I yield to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. EcKHARDT). 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman made an excellent statement 
and in his statement he has shown the 
extremely difficult and technical nature 
of the new matter which is brought into 
this bill. 

Will the gentleman confirm to me that 
the price of $7.09 to which oil could 
move under the bill could apply to both 
old and new oil? 

Mr. ANDERSON of lliinois. Absolute­
ly, and for that very reason I would say 
to the gentleman, it was correctly Point­
ed out in our committee, we should not 
even call this a price roll-back provision. 

I think the gentleman who just spoke 
suggested it was rolling forward the price 
of oil to that of control at a lower price 
than the $7.09 per barrel. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. It could be a roll for­
ward from $5.25 to $7 .09 on 70 percent 
of the oil that the country produces; 
could it not? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. The gen­
tleman again is absolutely correct, be­
cause what we are talking about when 
we talk about uncontrolled oil, we are 
talking about between 25 and 30 percent 
of the production of this country. We are 
not touching with this price roll-back 75 
percent of the oil that goes in to make 
up the over-all price of crude oil in this 
country. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Except possibly to 
increase the price on that oil, is that 
correct? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Exactly. I 
would submit further that this is not 
a price rollback, this is a production roll­
back. This is telling the entrepreneurs, 
the independent producers in this coun­
try, those many times under capitalized 
producers, "You go out of business and 
let the big boys, let the majors who can 
afford to sit back and absorb that lower 
price and can afford to wait until this 
moment of folly passes and prices seek 
their own level in the market, and then 
they will go in and capture a bigger share 
of the domestic crude production than 
they have at the present time." 

What kind of nonsense is that? 
Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, if the 

gentleman will yield briefly further, fur­
thermore with respect to that oil which 
is commanding a higher price today, that 
is, new oil; explored oil, it is my under­
standing-but I understand it would in 
truth and in fact roll back the price that 
independent producers could get from 
their new exploration; that is, the oil 
that now can be brought on to the mar­
ket which requires additional expendi­
tures because it is deep or difficult to 
obtain. So, in effect, we roll back those 
who are exploring and risking their cap­
ital and we roll forward those who do 
not need increases but are making in­
ordinate profi~. 

Mr. ANDER.SON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, the gentleman from Texas has 
stated the case, I think, very succinctly. 
His argument reemphasized the argu­
ment I have sought to make. If we want 
to help the consumers, for God's sake, 
do not vote for a provision in a piece of 
legislation that is going to have the very 

obvious, almost immediate effect of dis­
couraging the very efforts that have to 

·be made for additional exploration and 
production. 

Mr. ZION. Mr. Speaker, will the gentle­
man yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Indiana. 

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

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from 
Texas has talked about the increased 
need for funds for the difficult to reach 
oil, such as deep oil. The gentleman from 
Illinois knows that in the Illinois-Indi­
ana basin most of the oil is now coming 
from what we call stripper wells. These 
are ·wells which have declining produc­
tion. The people operating them now 
have the option of expending consider­
able funds for water injection, chemical 
injection, or other procedures needed to 
go after the secondary and tertiary pro­
duction. 

Mr. Speaker, at the present time, as 
soon as the well becomes unproductive at 
the current price, these operators are re­
quired to fill the hole with concrete and 
they lose forever some 30 or 40 percent of 
the oil potentially available in our area 
of the country. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask the gentleman, if 
the Federal Government is going to put 
a ceiling on the money that can be re­
ceived from them, would these producers 
have adequate incentive to go to these 
very expensive procedures in order to 
continue the production of stripper 
wells? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Obviously, 
the answer to the gentleman's question 
is "No." If we discourage production and 
cut out._incentives to explore and pro­
duce, it immediately becomes economi­
cally unfeasible for them to get that out 
to the extent that we are increasing the 
supply of oil. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
have been fascinated by the colloquy be­
tween the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
ANDERSON) and the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. ECKHARDT) because it seems 
to me that it brings into focus the whole 
argument against the so-called rollback 
provision. 

Mr. Speaker, I gather from what both 
these gentlemen have said that the ef­
fect of that rollback provision is going to 
be to reduce the supply of oil that we 
now have in this country and increase 
the price of whatever petroleum products 
we have left. Is that correct? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Exactly, 
and not do one thing about 75 percent of 
the crude oil we use in this country. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And that does 
not even speak to the parliamentary 
precedent we are setting if we go ahead 
and change the rule here and allow the 
consideration of previously unconsidered 
material? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak­
er, the gentleman is correct . 
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Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I yield to 

the gentleman from Kentucky. 
Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the distinguished gentleman for yield­
ing. 

I will ask the gentleman this ques­
tion: Since stripper wells have been 
producing and have been brought back 
'into production, how much has that 
meant in terms of the production of oil 
in the country in the past year? 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Of course, 
the figures which I gave earlier indicate 
that exploration generally has been on 
the decline, and the ratio, as I say again, 
between current production and reserves 
has gone down precipitously, from 118 
to 47 percent, because the economic in­
centive has not been there. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit that this is ex­
actly the wrong time, with lengthening 
gas lines and considering our desire to 
attain the goal of petroleum independ­
ence, to adopt this kind of legislation, 
legislation which does not make any leg­
islative sense. 

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

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

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
commend the gentleman from Illinois 
for putting this whole problem in better 
focus. 

The oil industry is a rather complex 
industry; as a matter of fact, the entire 
energy industry is complex. However, 
the gentleman hit the nail on the head 
when he said simply that this confer­
ence report represents a production roll­
back. It is just that simple. 

I would ask this: Who among us wants 
to go home and defend a production roll­
back? I do not. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak­
er, I will not yield further to other Mem­
bers at this time, since there are others 
who have asked for time. 

Mr. Speaker, let me simply conclude 
·at this time by imploring the Members 
of this House not to yield to what is 
a totally false and illusory solution to a 
very real problem. Let us vote up the 
previous question, adopt the rule, and 
get on with the business of considering 
an energy bill. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the able gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. MACDONALD). 

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Speaker, I ap­
preciate the colloquy which took place 
among the two gentlemen from Texas 
and the gentleman from Illinois, and I 
appreciate their eloquence, and in some 
ways, their excitability. 

However, I do not believe they touched 
on the real issue that we are to be faced 
with very soon, within the very near fu­
ture, and that is whether or not to permit 
every Member to be recorded, since each 
Member's constituents would like to 
know where he stands concerning roll­
back. They would like to know where 
each Member stands as far as rollback 
is concerned and as far as the two other 
matters which will follow price rollback, 
conservation, and rationing known to be 

exercised by the President. That is the 
real issue. 

Now, I listened to the words of the 
eloquent gentleman from Illinois, when 
he said that this upsets the orderly pro­
cedure of the House. Well, in some ways, 
of course, he is right. It is a little un­
usual. But then, too, the present rule 
was a little unusual as well. 

Mr. Speaker, I would recommend to 
the gentleman, even if it is not true in 
Illinois, that it might be important for 
him to try to get gasoline in an orderly 
fashion here in Washington, D.C., where 
I get gasoline, and/or in Massachusetts 
where they are lucky to have any gaso­
line at all. I think that the rights of the 
public are more important at this partic­
u1ar juncture than upholding the anti­
quated rules of this House. 

I have no quarrel with the Committee 
on Rules. They did what they thought 
was right. It was a very close vote on all 
three issues. However, it is getting a lit­
tle ridiculous for us now to go back and 
tell the public we are trying to protect 
them and we are trying to do what is 
right without actually being recorded 
as to where they stand on this impor­
tant bill. 

I agree with the gentleman who said 
there has been a lot of debate, but there 
have not been any votes. 

So all we are asking for at this mo­
ment is this: We must recognize that all 
the arguments that have been made for 
the ru1e are not all completely true, and 
I can give concrete examples. I am not 
going to get into a dispute at this junc­
ture, since I do not have time, but all the 
figures that are given have been unom­
cial figures which come from the oil in­
dustry itself, as I think the gentleman 
from Illinois knows. There are no omcial 
Government figures. One can get figures 
from no department in the Government 
that are believable or official. 

Now, it is the proponents of the peo­
ple who want this rule upheld, and who 
start calling these industries the "bloated 
seven sisters." I do not really care if they 
are bloated or not bloated. 

Everyone in America, in the Ameri­
can system, is in business for profit. But 
when a business or an industry reaches 
the state where they can put out their 
hand and stop the orderly democratic 
procedures of this Congress, then it is 
time for us to put up or shut up and go 
back to our constituents and say, "You 
may not agree with what I did, but at 
least I did what I thought was right for 
you." I urge a no vote on the rule. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to my able colleague, the gentle­
man from Florida (Mr. ROGERS). 

Mr. ROGERS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I understand the argu­
ments that are made by those who rep­
resent the oil States. It is certainly their 
very sincere judgment that they are ex­
pressing, but I happen to come from a 
consumer State where people are ready 
for the Congress to do something about 
this question. They are tired of standing 
in line in order to get gasoline. 

I do not think the oil companies are 
really concerned so much about this price 

rollback which goes to $7. Where old oil 
is being sold for $5.25, this bill says that 
we will let new oil go to $7 or slightly 
over $7. The oil industry itself testified 
earlier that they thought just over $4 
wou1d be sumcient through 1980 in order 
to give them an incentive. If you will 
bring that up to the current dollar price, 
it is about $4.35 or $4.50. 

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

Mr. ROGERS. Will the gentleman 
yield me one additional half minute? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield the gentleman a 
half minute. 

Mr. ROGERS. I thank the gentleman. 
The main thing that they are con­

cerned with is that in this bill it says the 
Federal Energy omce will have the au­
thority to make the petroleum industry 
report their reserves and what they have 
stored and where this gasoline is. The 
American people are looking to us in 
this Congress to provide that authority, 
and that authority is in this bill. We can 
later change the rollback provision if we 
need to, but we had better get on with 
the job and find out how much oil we 
have. 

Let us vote down the previous question 
and then vote for the rule which Chair­
man STAGGERS will present. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the remainder of my time, I yield now 
to the able gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
ANDERSON). 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the distin­
guished minority leader, the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. RHODES). 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, the situ­
ation as I see it right now is that very 
shortly we will have a vote on the pre­
vious question. If the previous question is 
voted up, then presumably the rule will 
be adopted. 

The rule provides, among other things, 
that points of order may be made against 
the section which deals with the roll­
back of prices on oil and gas. As I un­
derstand it, if the point of order is made, 
there is every likelihood it wou1d have to 
be sustained. 

I think that is a salutary situation, 
because I associate myself completely 
with the remarks of the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. ANDERSON) and the remarks 
of the gentleman from Texas (Mr. EcK­
HARDT) as to the probable effects of this 
rollback provision. 

The people of the United States of 
America, unless I am badly mistaken, 
want more gasoline and they want to 
get that gasoline just as rapidly as they 
can. They are not interested in having 
people make inordinate profits on that 
gasoline, but their priority runs just 
about like this: Give us the gasoline and 
worry about the excess profits later. That 
is exactly what I hope this House, the 
Senate, and the administration are pro­
gramed to do. 

If it is possible to get this bill adopted, 
then, of course, the next thing we should 
address ourselves to is the question of 
excess profits. As a matter of. fact, the 
Committee on Ways and Means is now 
addressing itself to this problem of ex­
cess profits. An excess profits tax is the 
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best mechanism by which the American 
people can be assured that nobody will 
make inordinately large profits because 
of the energy crisis. Nobody wants inor­
dinately large profits. It is not in the 
minds of any of the Members of the 
House to allow it to happen. 

The best thing to do is to vote up the 
previous question. Then we can do what 
is necessary to remove the rollback pro­
vision from this bill. 

I understand there have been some 
rumors going around the floor-of course, 
this is a very good rumor mill on the 
floor-that when the chips are down, 
and this bill is sent to the President, he 
will sign it. 

Mr. Speaker, let me tell all the Mem­
bers, with all the sincerity at my com­
mand, that is not the situation. If this 
conference report goes to the President 
of the United States with the rollback 
provision in it, the President will un­
doubtedly veto this bill. He will veto it 
because, as he has said, he wants a bill 
which will produce more energy rather 
than less energy. In my opinion, the bill, 
in its present form, would produce less 
energy in the long run. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield briefly for a question? 

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from Florida <Mr. RoGERS) 
pointed out that there was something in 
this bill with respect to petroleum re­
porting. Will the gentleman from Arizona 
confirm to me that the same general type 
of provision is in the Holifield bill that 
creates the Federal Energy Agency, and 
concerning which there is very little dis­
pute on this floor-and that if this bill 
were out of the way we could proceed 
with that bill almost immediately? 

Mr. RHODES. The gentleman from 
Texas is absolutely correct. In fact, I 
have been wondering all along why we 
have not already taken up and passed the 
FEA bill. The FEA bill, which was worked 
out to allow the Energy Administration 
to do the things which the gentleman 
from Texas has mentioned. Moreover, 
and even more importantly, it is neces­
sary in order for the FEA to be ~ble to 
recruit the people who are necessary to 
do the job that has been entrusted to this 
office. 

I am told by FEA Administrator Simon 
that he is terribly handicapped by lack 
of personnel. He cannot get people to go 
to work because his office is set up on a 
temporary basis. So I believe that it is 
necessary that we enact the FEA bill, 
and the other energy bills in the ad­
ministration's package. I hope we will be 
able to do that just as soon as we dispose 
of the present bill here. 

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

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I would like to include a copy of a 
letter addressed to me from Deputy Sec­
retary Simon, dated February 20, 1974. 

(The material referred to follows:> 

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY 
OF THE TREASURY, 

Washington, D.C., February 20, 1974. 
Hon. JOHN J. RHODES, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR JoHN: The Energy Emergency Con­
f·erence Report (S. 2589) which soon will be 
before the House of Representatives con­
tains so many objectionable provisions that 
the President will have no choice but to 
veto the bill should it reach his desk in its 
current form. 

We do believe th:at additional statutory au­
thority is needed in the energy area, and the 
Energy Act does address several of these 
areas. We do need the authority to man­
date oonservation measures. We do want di­
rect authority to institute end use ration­
ing. We do want authority to require con­
version of power plants, so that greater use 
may be made of coal. Finally, we do sup­
port changes in the environmental area 
which the Act also addresses. Nevertheless, in 
total, the legislation goes far beyond these 
areas and has so many unworkable provisions 
and unwarranted controls that it would 
exacerbate the fuel shortage rather than re­
lieve it. 

For e~ample, the provision which would 
"roll bBICk" the price of all crude oll to an 
artificially established price creates economic 
uncertainty and would have the effect of 
discouraging production of domestic crude 
oil at a time when the Administration's pol­
icy and the Nation's need is to increase sup­
ply. We need flexibility in setting prices so 
that we may be sure that prices will be 
reasonable to the consumer and yet wlll 
stimulate needed investment and increase do­
mestic production. Our experience in admin­
istering the crude allocation prog.ram has 
shown how difficult it can be if enough flexi­
bility is not provided by statute. We asked 
Congress not to require the allocation of 
crude oil at all levels, but the current law 
does so and makes administering such a. pro­
gram most difficult. 

We must work together to build a strong 
domestic energy industry so that our country 
will not be so dependent on foreign sources 
of crude oil. At the same time, we are con­
cerned that the industry does not profit ex­
cessively ait the expense of the consumer. I 
feel the President's "windfall profits" pro­
posal wm assure that no one will take ad­
vantage of the shortage by unreasonable 
profits. 

Another unworkable portion of the Act is 
the creation of the Federal Energy Emer­
gency Administration. It contains virtually 
no administrative authorities, no viable ex­
ecutive structure and no provision for con­
tinuity with existing activities under the 
Federal Energy Office. We prefer enactment 
of a measure more along the lines of the 
Energy organization already passed by the 
Senate and now on the House calendar. We 
must have the right kind of agency to do 
the proper job. 

An unworkable employment assistance 
provision is also included in the Conference 
Report. The states would determine eligibil­
ity using vague open-ended guidelines that 
would make it very difficult to define unem­
ployment due to "the energy crisis." We sup­
port the President's unemployment com­
pensation proposals pending before Con­
gress which are workable and reasonable. 

The legislation before the Senate contains 
authority for HUD and SBA to make low 
interest loans to homeowners and small busi­
nesses to finance insulation, storm windows 
and heating units. If every eligible home­
owner and small businessman took advan­
tage of this section, the government could 
spend as much as $75 billlon on this provi­
sion alone. The actual energy savings pro-

duced by these vast expenditures would be 
disproportionately small. 

These are just a few of many objectionable 
features of S. 2589. It unfortunately contains 
very few needed authorities and imposes 
costly requirements that hinder rather than 
help deal · effectively with the energy short­
age. There are some provisions in this bill, 
such as the requirement for increased re­
porting of energy data, which are important. 
However, every one of these provisions ts 
addressed in separate and more reasonable 
legislation already in the Congressional 
process. 

I know most Members of Congress a.re 
eager to be helpful in solving fuel problems, 
but the Conference Report now before the 
House will have the opposite effect. The 
President, after careful consideration, has 
decided that the only reasonable course iS 
for him to veto S. 2589. 

With warm personal regards, 
Sincerely, 

WILLIAM E. SIMON. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak­
er, I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania <Mr. WILLIAMS). 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, as I un­
derstand this matter, if we vote up this 
rule today there are sections in this bill 
which are subject to a Point of order, 
and the objections based on a point of 
order will be sustained. 

If we vote down the previous ques­
tion, I understand the rule to be proposed 
by the gentleman from West Virginia 
<Mr. STAGGERS) will waive all points of 
order, and permit separate votes on sec­
tions 104, 105, and 110 and, Mr. Speaker, 
I think this is the way we could work the 
will of this House today. 

If we reject any of these three sections 
upon which we can have a separate vote 
then we will move forward today with 
measures to solve the energy crisis. 

I did not quite understand the com­
ments made by the gentleman from Illi­
nois (Mr. ANDERSON), when the gentle­
man agreed with the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. ECKHARDT), that section 110 
could mean a price increase, and at the 
same time reach a conclusion that sec­
tion 110 could be a production rollback. 

The fact of the matter is that section 
110 sets the price of a barrel of oil in a 
given area at the same level that it was 
on May 15, 1973, plus it also gives the 
President the right to set prices not to 
exceed 35 percent. If that is not coming 
close to a windfall profit, I do not know 
what is. 

So I would urge, Mr. Speaker, that the 
previous question be voted down so that 
we can have the separate votes on these 
three issues, and if any of these sec­
tions are voted down then we can go back 
to conference. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the gentle­
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Speaker, I ap­
preciate the gentleman from Pennsyl­
vania yielding to me, and I would like 
to point out that so far as the costs are 
concerned that in January of this year 
the Independent Petroleum Association 
of America was asking for a price of 
approximately $6.65 per barrel, and said 
that if they got that price they could 
maximize domestic production by 1980. 



February 27, 197 4 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 4405 
In January of this year, Deputy Secre­

tary Simon stated that the long-term 
supply price of crude oil; that is, the 
level needed to bring supply and demand 
into balance and to eliminate the short­
age-in his own words-would be in the 
neighborhood of $7 per barrel within the 
next few years. The gentleman is 100 
percent correct. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I should 
just like t.o conclude by urging my col­
leagues to vote down the previous ques­
tion and adopt the rule proposed by the 
gentleman from West Virginia (Mr. 
STAGGERS), because there are very im­
portant issues in this conference report, 
including section 111, protection of fran­
chised dealers. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished gentleman 
from Louisiana (Mr. WAGGONNER). 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, I 
urge the Members of the House as sin­
cerely as I can to sustain this rule and 
vote "aye" on the previous question. This 
procedure makes a mockery of House 
rules. 

The reason we are having a problem 
t.oday with this legislation stems from 
the very simple fact that last year when 
the same emergency was portrayed to 
exist, the distinguished gentlema~ from 
West Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS) supported 
an amendment to the energy bill at that 
point in time which would strike coal 
from the windfall provisions of that pro­
posal, but he as a matter of equity re­
fused to do so in an unworkable situation 
for oil and gas. This is the only reason 
that the problem exists today. 

Let me remind you that when a prob­
lem arises in this country, the attitude 
today is, get Congress to do something 
about it. All Congress knows to do about 
a problem in these days is to regulate 
and stagnate with too much regulation. 

This Congress passed an allocation bill 
last year, and we heard all of these prom­
ises of what the allocation bill would do 
to solve the problem of energy and its 
supply. This allocation bill, even in the 
minds of the Washington Post, if you 
can believe that, is a total and dismal 
failure and has to be repealed or dras­
tically modified. 

The problems we are having today 
with the supply of crude comes from that 
allocation bill. Some of us tried t.o tell 
you that there were only two things that 
could happen if we passed that allocation 
bill: we would disrupt f eedstocks, and we 
would raise the price. This has hap­
pened, but we have not learned our les­
son yet. 

Then this House was told to pass a 
year-round daylight saving time bill. Let 
us do something about saving more en­
ergy. Almost all of you who voted for it 
today would like to have that little vote 
back, would you not, when you face these 
mothers and fathers who are complain­
ing about what these youngsters are hav­
ing to put up with when they have to 
go to school early and in darkness. 

This bill will hurt; it will not help. 
The problem in this country is supply 
does not meet demand. That means with 
the problem we have we have to have 
more energy. We cannot get it with more 

regulation. We can only make the prob­
lem worse, and that is exactly what is 
going to happen. 

Most all Members here today say that 
you want to provide here at home an in­
centive to provide for increased explora­
tion and to provide after awhile for self­
sufficiency. But, believe me, if we roll 
the price of American domestic crude 
back below the market price on a world­
wide basis, these people are going to con­
tinue to send these dollars overseas and 
explore overseas. They are not going to 
invest sufficiently these dollars here in 
the United States to provide for self­
sufficiency. It does not work that way. 
An investor has to have a return on his 
money. 

Listen to me again. We are going to 
nullify the provision that we wrote into 
the allocation bill exempting stripper 
wells. 

You have heard many times that this 
is a large part of our production, produc­
tion which is marginal, production which 
can be lost at any time. On January 1, 
1973, there were 359,471 stripper wells 
in this country and their average pro­
duction was 3.13 barrels a day. You 
should put your economic pencil to that 
statistic and decide what you are going 
to be doing to that marginal production. 
Give some consideration to the cost for 
secondary and tertiary recovery if you 
are interested in more supply in this 
country. 

We have got to have more energy. But 
to get more energy we must think about 
the economics of the situation. We have 
got to have more capital. The oil and gas 
industry alone by all responsible studies 
is said to demand by 1985 some $450 bil­
lion to meet their capital needs. Where is 
that money going to come from? For 
all energy sources to provide self-suf­
ficiency by 1985 it will require $1.350 
trillion of capital. 

Are we going to let these people make 
a reasonable amount of money so they 
can do this, or are we going to roll the 
price back, shorten the supply, and not 
solve any of this Nation's problems? 
Think about the capital demand. It can 
not all be borrowed and the Government 
does not have the money either. 

What we are proposing today is not 
even going to be good short-range poli­
tics. We are not attacking the substance 
of the issue. But if you think it is even 
good short-range politics to do this and 
let the problem become worse, then let 
November come and tell the people you 
are among those who voted to compli­
cate this problem, because we are going 
to be asked that question. 

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

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield one­
half minute additional to the able gen­
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, it is 
economic folly, pure foolishness for this 
Congress to establish the precedent of 
writing a price for anything into a piece 
of legislation that will remain law until 
the law expires or is repealed. It is stu­
pidity to allow and worse to mandate 
the sale of a depletable reserve at less 

than the replacement value. If you estab­
lish the price of an item now in this way 
tell us please how you will resist doing 
the same in the future when pressure 
builds. What about meat, wheat, or 
milk? 

There was no emergency need for this 
bill in December and there is none now. 
Authority already exists to do everything 
this bill provides. It is sure to be vetoed. 

The answer is, if you believe in the 
free market system, to let that system 
work. The windfall tax would be far more 
advisable. Consider only the failure of 
controls in recent months. 

But why single out oil? Vepco says they 
were paying $16.73 a ton for coal a year 
ago and now they are paying $31.77. Why 
not roll that price back? Sure, the price 
of propane must be reduced, but we do 
not need a new law. 

It has been said that prices should be 
rolled back because Exxon profits in­
creased 59 percent last year. Hold your 
hats now, but did you know that the 
Washington Post which owns Newsweek 
had an increase in profits of 249 percent 
in 1973? They did, but you will never see 
that in print unless it is hidden in the 
want ads. They do not have the nerve to 
print it and never where it will be read. 
Oh no, they are too busy criticizing Con­
gress for considering a 7~-percent pay 
raise after 5 years. Should the Post be 
nationalized for making too much 
money? Of course not, but the principle 
is the same. 

Use some commonsense and let the 
free market work. Prices will adjust as 
supply meets demand, it always does. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield one­
half minute to the able gentleman from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, those 
of us from the rural States such as 
Arkansas know of a loophole in the COLC 
regulations that permitted a 350-percent 
increase in the price of propane over the 
last 12 months. Section 110, providing for 
a rollback of prices and attempts to ad­
dress this injustice and provide relief for 
the citizens who have suffered from this 
hardship. 

Mr. Speaker, this section provides for 
a proportional passthrough of costs from 
the refinery to the consumer. I urge my 
colleagues to vote down the previous 
question so we can get some relief for 
the propane consumers of America. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak­
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. BROYHILL). 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, the energy shortage we are fac­
ing is a complex problem and of course, 
when the Congress is called upon to deal 
w:th a crisis of this magnitude, there is 
going to be great divergence of opinion 
as to the best approach to take to deal 
with it. 

There is much in this legislation that 
has some merit. I do not have the time 
in the 2 minutes to really go into it, but 
there are some legislative authorities 
that are needed in this legistittion to 
positively deal with the energy shortage. 
For example, there are amendments t.o 
the Clean Air Act contained in this bill. 
We provide for temporary relaxation of 
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automobile emissions standards. There 
are other authorities in here which we 
need, but of course all the controversy, 
and I recognize there is controversy, is 
coming on section 110 of the bill. 

Of course, there are many approaches 
suggested to deal with this problem of 
how we price petroleum products to make 
them available. The approach that is 
supported by the conferees, and I was a 
member of the conference committee, to 
provide the consumer with the pricing 
protection in the petroleum market, is 
the most controversial feature of the 
conference report. 

Here is the parliamentary situation: 
PARLIAMENTARY SITUATION ON THE CONFER­

ENCE REPORT ON S. 2589, THE ENERGY 

EMERGENCY ACT 

The Conference Report on the Energy 
Emergency Act is subject to points of order 
because of certain rewriting which was done 
in Conference. The managers on the part of 
the House asked the Rules Committee for a 
rule which would waive points of order. How­
ever, the Rules Committee has granted a rule 
which waives points of order for all sections 
except Section 105 (granting FEO authority 
to promulgate energy conservation plans) 
and Section 110 (the price rollback section). 
Also under the rule, a separate vote can be 
demanded on Section 104 (authorizing the 
President to impose rationing). 

What this means is that if a point of order 
is made to the language of Sections 105 or 
110 it is believed that the Speaker would 
sustain a point of order on the grounds that 
the Conferees went beyond the scope of the 
Conference in the new language of these 
sections. If the point of order is sustained, 
the entire Conference Report falls. 

Chairman Staggers wlll ask the House to 
vote down the previous question so that he 
can offer a substitute rule, waiving points of 
order and permitting an up or down vote on 
one or more of the above-named sections. He 
feels tha.t he has the votes to sustain the 
Conference Committee action on these sec­
tions. However, in the event that any of these 
sections are voted down, that, too, has the 
effect of kllling the Conference Reporit. 

If at any point, the Conference Report is 
rejected either by vote or point of order or 
any other parliamentary means, the Chair­
man can at that time move that the House 
ask the Senate for a new conference. How­
ever, if the Conference Report goes to final 
passage and ls sustained by the House, the 
President has stated that he will veto the 
bill. If this occurs, the general feeling is that 
there are sufficient votes to sustain the veto. 
This means that all action on the bill would 
have to start over again at the committee 
level. 

Mr. Speaker, all that we are asking 
Members to do is to vote down the pre­
vious question, as suggested by the 
chairman of the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce, Mr. STAG­
GERS. This will give this House an op­
portunity to vote on these issues and not 
have the conference report to fall just 
on a point of order. If we adopt this sub­
stitute rule suggested by the chairman, 
then the House could work its will. If 
the conference report is to fall, let it be 
by a vote and not by a parliamentary 
means, such as a point of order. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle­
man from New York. 

Will the gentleman yield for one brief 
comment? 

Mr. HASTINGS. I yield to the gentle­
man. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. I want to 
reply to the argument made by the gen­
tleman from Arkansas (Mr. ALEXANDER) . 
I sympathize with the gentleman on the 
high price of propane and the necessity 
of doing something about the 300-per­
cent increase that has taken place. 

We do not have to adopt this confer­
ence report, we do not have to vote down 
the previous question to get at this par­
ticular problem. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I in­
tend to vote against the previous ques­
tion. I think it is perfectly reasonable 
that the House should have an oppor­
tunity to vote separately on the three 
sections we have been made a ware of. 

I am a free enterpriser. I do not philo­
sophically believe in rollbacks, but I hear 
people tell me we ought to have the oil 
depletion allowances changed, the excess 
profit taxes imposed, the foreign royal­
ties for oil companies revised, and have 
antitrust action on vertical integration 
of major oil companies. 

I predict if we do not do something, 
the only thing now available is a rollback, 
a year from now, we will still be here 
talking about actions that this Congress 
will not take. 

The Senate, as far as excess profits, is 
not willing to discuss the issue; so 
though I do not believe philosophically in 
rollbacks, I feel we should proceed here; 
since I do not believe any other action 
will be taken. 

As far as the stripper wells are con­
cerned, western New York happens to 
have a few stripper wells. Our oil is 
higher in price than the average price in 
this country. They were getting $4.60 a 
barrel a year ago in November. Today 
they get $10.35. This bill will allow them 
to go to $9.20 a barrel and they tell me 
privately they will get in new production 
at $7.50 or $8 a barrel. 

I intend to vote against the previous 
question. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentle­
man from Illinois has expired. 

The gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
PEPPER) is recognized. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the able majority leader, the 
gentleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
O'NEILL.) 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, the debate 
today reminds me of the American pub­
lic in 1946, when the signs read, "Like a 
little meat? Vote Republican." Or, "Had 
enough?" 

Well, the technical argument of the 
gentleman from Illinois was really bril­
liant. No question he is an able man and 
gave a brilliant argument; but the peo­
ple will say, "Where is the gas and where 
is the oil?" 

That is the only issue. "Where is the 
gas and where is the oil?" That is what 
the people want to know. 

Now, let us review what is going to 
happen here this afternoon. The gentle­
man from Florida will move the previous 
question. 

Mr. STAGGERS, myself, and so many of 
us, have asked that the previous ques­
tion be voted down, so that Mr. STAGGERS 
can then offer a rule to allow 435 Mem­
bers to work their will on the three con­
troversial and explosive provisions of the 
bill: No. l, a price rollback; No. 2, energy 
conservation plans; and No. 3, rationing 
authority. 

Now, if this substitute rule is adopted, 
there will be 2 hours of general debate 
on these three crucial provisions. Fol­
lowing the debate there will be a vote on 
each one of those matters separately. 

Now, that is the situation as it is. I 
say that it is just a replica of 1946 when 
people were saying, "Yes, there were 
technical arguments and there were 
great debates.'' 

As a matter of fact, we have been de­
liberating over this legislation for more 
than 4 months now. Are we going to let 
all this work go down the drain by al­
lowing one person to object to a provi­
sion and thus kill the whole conference 
report? Are we going to have one-man 
rule in the House or are we going to let 
the 435 duly elected Members of the 
House, who represent 200 million Amer­
icans, work their will on emergency en­
ergy legislation? 

The American people are crying out to 
be heard on energy. The gas lines are 
getting longer and longer in California, 
in Minnesota, in Florida, and in Massa­
chusetts. The energy crunch is not a 
regional anxiety; it is a national problem 
and needs a nationally directed policy to 
resolve the problem. 

But the American people deserve to 
be heard. And the only way this can 
happen is to vote down the previous 
question. 

The American people want to know 
the accurate status of our oil and gas 
supplies. No one in the administration or 
Congress will be able to give them a 
straight answer unless we adopt this 
conference report which forces the ad­
ministration and oil companies to peri­
odically report to Congress on our oil 
supplies. 

If we have an energy problem, if it is 
indeed a crisis or if, as the President 
says, we have weathered the storm, then 
the American people have a right to 
know. That is why we have an obliga­
tion to the American people to vote on 
the emergency energy legislation before 
us today. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the crux of the 
issue. The only people who do not want 
us to vote on rationing and rollback are 
the oil oligarchists of this Nation. But 
we all know, if it were not for their 
actions, we would not have this energy 
crisis. And the American people are not 
deceived. The oil companies are the 
most unpopular group in this country 
today. 

I understand there have been 672 days 
of hearings on the energy crisis by this 
Congress; nevertheless we cannot go 
back to our constituents and say that 
we debated it for 4 months or that we 
had 672 days of hearings. They are going 
to say to us, "But where is the gas and 
where is the oil?" 
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To be true t.o the American public, the By the petroleum industry's own :fig-

only way to go on this issue t.oday is by ures in December 1972, they said: 
voting on each one of these issues inde- Projecting ahead, give us $4.03 a barrel 1n 
pendently. Let our American public, let 1974, and we can make 20 percent profit; 1f 
our people back home know how we feel you give us $3.92 a barrel, we will make 10 
on these questions. percent profit. 

There is a crisis, there is no question we are not saying that. We are saying 
about it. This is one of the biggest issues that flowing oil may stay at $5.25 a bar­
we as Congressmen are going t.o face in rel and up to $7 .09 a barrel may be 
our years here in the House of Repre- charged for the stripper wells. 
sentatives. Mr. Speaker, I have just been told to-

Mr. Speaker, I hope the previous ques- day, a few moments ago, by a man who 
tion is defeated. knows his business and is in this busi-

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 ness, that 50 percent of these stripper 
minutes t.o the able gentleman from West wells are owned by the big oil companies. 
Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS). we are saying that they can go to $7.09. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, this is Now, if the Members want to help their 
not a perfect bill. I admit that, and any- farmers, bring down the price of propane 
one would have to admit that. Nothing which is selling at three times the price. 
man has made has ever been perfect. If If not, they can go back home to the 
there are mistakes made in the bill, they glassmakers, the business people, the 
can be corrected, but if we do not pass farmers, and tell them they were not 
something, we cannot correct it. willing to bring down the price of pro-

Mr. Speaker, I think it is the most im- pane-just vote this previous question In. 
portant bill any of us are going to vote But if a Member votes down the previ­
on in our entire time in the Congress. I ous question and votes for this bill, he can 
think the American people are going to say, "I voted to bring down the price of 
do just exactly what the distinguished propane, which has gone up over 300 
majority leader says. They are going to percent." But otherwise I do not know 
ask, "What did you do and how did you how the Members can explain to the 
vote when the crisis was on." farmers and the little business people 

That is what they did in 1946, I can say and the plastics people and all the rest 
that, when there was a lot of debate and of them in America that they were down 
no action. here trying t.o help them. They could not 

This is only a temporary bill, did the say that. 
Members know that? It is to get through America is willing to sacrifice. The 
this crisis now. One would think that people are willing to pay any price and do 
this was an eternity, but it is only until anything if they think it is right. But 
May 15, 1975. Then, if we get through I cannot go back into my hills and tell one 
the crisis, everything will be gone and out of a hundred that there is a short­
we can do something else. age _in America and have them believe 

Do the Members want t.o do away with it. I have had meetings with them in 
the long lines around Washington? Did courthouses, and I know they do not be­
the Members see the headlines stating lieve that there is a shortage in Amercia. 
that there is no gas around the area? I we have to get the reports to show them. 
think this bill will help to do that. Do the Nobody knows. This will let them know. 
Members want to know what the supplies Mr. Speaker, let me just say this: 
are in America of oil and gas? Do they It just comes down to one simple ques­
want the people to know? If they do, tion. Do the Members want to let one man 
then they will vote down the previous get up and say that this bill should 
question and vote for the bill. not pass, or do the Members want to 

That is the only way we are going to let the people of America vote on it, Jet 
find out. Are the Members going to go the elected Representatives of the people 
back home to their people and tell them in America vote on it? 
that they do not want to know how much Is this not a democracy? Should we 
gas is here, where it comes from, how not allow everybody in America who has 
much is being spent for it? We will know . a voice to speak? 
if the previous question is voted down. This is all we are asking for in the 
They will make a report within 60 days. committee, that all the Members in this 

This is a crucial bill for the people of House will have a chance to exPress their 
America, for the little people, the paor vote on the three most impartant issues. 
people; not for the rich. A lot of people we are not saying that we should vote 
say, "Let the prices go, let the rich get this thing up or down. We are not saying 
richer and let the poor pay for it." that at all. We are saying, let us give 

I say, let us protect the poor people. the House a chance. 
Nine months ago, oil was selling in So the object is to vote down the pre­
America for $3.86 a barrel for all oil, old vious question, and I will ask that the 
and new oil. In 9 months, new crude three issues have a vote taken on each 
production has gone to $10, and over in one of them. 
some cases. Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

In Canada, a person can get all the gas one-half minute· to the gentleman from 
that he wishes, and they have a gas war. Texas <Mr. GoNZALEZ). 
This morning on the news, they are vying Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, I take 
for prices and trying to sell gas. Yet, this opportunity to say that I am once 
they want to sell us oil at a high price, again dismayed to see that we are re-
because our prices have gone up and they peating the experience of December 20, 
say, "We are not going to undersell you." when we flailed and floundered around 

That ts the reason we want to roll these with this energy legislation. 
prices back to where they are reasonable. This legislation is superfluous; it 1s 
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redundant. We have already passed on 
all the authority that is necessary to 
the President to do what they intend t.o 
do under this bill. The only thing we are 
going to get here is "legislative constipa­
tion." 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
ordering the previous question. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by eleotronlc de­

vice, and there were-ayes 144, noes 259, 
answered "present" 3, not voting 25, as 
follows: 

Anderson, DI. 
Archer 
Arends 
Armstrong 
Ashbrook 
Bauman 
Beard 
Blackburn 
Boggs 
Bray 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Brotzman 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Burke, Fla. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Butler 
camp 
Casey, Tex. 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Clawson, Del 
Cochran 
Collier 
Collins, Tex. 
Conable 
Conlan 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, Robert 

w.,Jr. 
de la Garza 
Dellen back 
Dennis 
Derwlnskl 
Devine 
Eckhardt 
Edwards, Ala. 
Erlenborn 
Esch 
Findley 
Fisher 
Forsythe 
Frey 
Goldwater 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Green, Oreg. 

Abdnor 
Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Callf. 
Andrews, N.C. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Annunzio 
Ashley 
Asp in 
Badlllo 
Ba!alls 
Barrett 
Bennett 
Bergland 
Bevill 
Biaggl 
Blester 
Bingham 
Blatnik 
Boland 
Bolllng 

[Roll No. 45] 

AYES-144 
Gross 
Gubser 
Guyer 
Hammer-

schmidt 
Hansen, Idaho 
Hebert 
Hinshaw 
Hogan 
Holt 
Horton 
Hosmer 
Huber 
Hutchinson 
I chord 
Jarman 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnson, Pa. 
Jones, Okla. 
Jordan 
Kaz en 
Kemp 
Ketchum 
Landgrebe 
Latta 
Long, La. 
Lott 
Lujan 
McCloskey 
McEwen 
Mcspadden 
Mahon 
Mailliard 
Martin, Nebr. 
Martin, N.C. 
Mathias, Callf. 
Milford 
Miller 
Minshall, Ohio 
Montgomery 
Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Mosher 
Myers 
Nelsen 
O'Brien 
Parris 
Passman 
Pepper 
Pettis 

NOES-259 
Bowen 
Brademas 
Breckinridge 
Brinkley 
Broomfield 
Brown, Callf. 
Brown, Mich. 
Broyhill, N.C. 
Burke, Callf. 
Burke, Mass. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Byron 
Carey, N.Y. 
Carter 
Chappell 
Chisholm 
Clancy 
Clark 
Clausen, 

DonH. 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Cohen 
Collins, m. 
Conte 

Pickle 
Poage 
Quie 
Quillen 
Rarick 
Regula 
Rhodes 
Robinson, Va. 
Rose 
Rousselot 
Runnels 
Ruth 
Satterfield 
Scherle 
Se bell us 
Shoup 
Shriver 
Skubitz 
Smith,N.Y. 
Spence 
Steed 
Steelman 
Steiger, Artz. 
Symms 
Talcott 
Taylor, Mo. 
Thornton 
Towell, Nev. 
Treen 
VanderJagt 
Veysey 
Waggonner 
Wampler 
White 
Whitehurst 
Wiggins 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, 

Charles, Tex. 
Winn 
Wright 
Wyatt 
Wylie 
Young, Alaaka 
Young,m. 
Young,8.C. 
Young, Tex. 
Zion 

Conyers 
Corman 
cotter 
Coughlin 
Cronin 
Culver 
Daniels, 

DomlnlckV. 
Danielson 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, 8.C. 
Delaney 
Dellums 
Denholm 
Dent 
Dickinson 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Donohue 
Downing 
Drlnan 
Dulslti 
Duncan 
du Pont 
Bdwards, Caut. 
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Ellberg Lent Roncallo, N.Y. 
Eshleman Litton Rooney, Pa. 
Evans, Colo. Long, Md. Rosenthal 
Evins, Tenn. Mccomster Roush 
Fas cell McCormack Roy 
Fish McDade Roybal 
Flood McFall Ruppe 
Flowers McKay Ryan 
Flynt McKinney St Germain 
Foley Macdonald Sandman 
Fountain Madden Sarasin 
Fraser Madigan Sar banes 
Frenzel Mallary Schroeder 
Froehlich Mann Seiberling 
Fulton Maraziti Shipley 
Fuqua Mathis, Ga. Shuster 
Gaydos Matsunaga Sikes 
Gettys Mayne Sisk 
Giaimo Mazzoll Slack 
Gibbons Meeds Smith, Iowa 
Gilman Melcher Snyder 
Ginn Metcal!e Staggers 
Grasso Mezvinsky Stanton, 
Gray Minish J. William 
Green, Pa. Mink Stan ton, 
Grimths Mitchell, Md. James V. 
Grover Mitchell, N.Y. Stark 
Gude Mizell Steele 
Gunter Moakley Steiger, Wis. 
Haley Mollohan Stephens 
Hamilton Moorhead, Pa. Stokes 
Hanley Morgan Stratton 
Hanna Murphy, Ill. Stubblefield 
Hanrahan Murtha Stuckey 
Hansen, Wash. Natcher Studds 
Harrington Nedzi Symington · 
Harsha Nichols Taylor, N.C. 
Hastings Nix Thompson, N.J. 
Hawkins Obey Thomson, Wis. 
Hays O'Hara Thone 
Hechler, W. Va. O'Nelll Tiernan 
Heckler, Mass. Owens Udall 
Heinz Patman mlman 
Helstosk1 Patten Van Deerlln 
Henderson Perkins Vanik 
Hicks Peyser Vigorito 
Hillis Pike Waldie 
Holifield Podell Walsh 
Holtzman Preyer Whalen 
Howard Price, Ill. Whitten 
Hudnut Pritchard Widnall 
Hungate Railsback Williams 
Hunt Randall Wilson, 
Johnson, Calif. Rangel Charles H •• 
Jones, Ala. Rees Calif. 
Jones, N.C. Reid Wolff 
Karth Reuss Wydler 
Kastenmeier Riegle Wyman 
King Rinaldo Yates 
Koch Robison, N.Y. Yatron 
Kyros Rodino Young, Pla. 
Landrum Roe Young, Ga. 
Leggett Rogers Zablocki 
Lehman Roncalio, Wyo. Zwach 

ANSWERED .. PRESENT"-3 
Bell Schnee bell Ware 

NOT VOTIN0-25 . 
Baker Jones, Tenn. 
Brasco Kluczynskl 
Burton Kuykendall 
Carney, Ohio McClory 
Crane Michel 
Davis, Wis. Mills 
Dorn Moss 
Ford Murphy,N.Y. 
Frelinghuysen Powell, Ohio 

Price, Tex. 
Roberts 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rostenkowski 
Sullivan 
Teague . 
Vander Veen' 

So the previous question was not or­
dered. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Teague for, with Mr. Rostenkowskl 

against. 
Mr. Roberts for, with Mr. Frellnghuysen 

against. 
Mr. Price of Texas for, with Mr. Kluczyn­

ski against. 
Mr. Kuykendall for, with Mr. Rooney of 

New York against. 
Mr. Crane for, with Mr. Murphy of New 

York against. 
Mr. Baker for, with Mr. Brasco against. 
Mr. Michel for, with Mr. Moss against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Burton with Mr. McClory. 
Mr. Dom with Mr. Davis of Wisconsin. 

Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. Carney 
of Ohio. 

Mr. Ford with Mr. Powell of Ohio. 
Mrs. Sulllvan with Mr. Mllls. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTI­
TUTE OFFERED BY MB. STAGGERS 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker. I offer 
an amendment in the nature of a substi­
tute. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment ln the nature of a substitute 

offered by Mr. STAGGERS: Strike out all after 
the resolving clause of House Resolution 901 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

"That immediately upon the adoption of 
this resolution it shall be in order to con­
sider the conference report on the bill (S. 
2589) to declare by congressional action a 
nationwide energy emergency; to authorize 
the President to immediately undertalte spe­
clfic actions to conserve scarce fuels and in­
crease supply; to invite the development of 
local, State, National, and international con­
tingency plans; to assure the continuation 
of vital public services; and for other pur­
poses, and all points of order against said 
conference report for !allure to comply with 
the provisions of clause 3, Rule XXVIII, are 
hereby waived. Debate on said conference 
report shall continue not to exceed one hour, 
to be equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. At the conclusion of the debate, 
it shall be in order, on the demand of any 
Member for a separate vote to be had on mo­
tions to strike out the following provisions 
of the conference report: Sections 110, 105. 
and 104, and such separate votes, if de­
manded, shall be taken in the foregoing 
order. At the conclusion of all of the sepa­
rate votes demanded under this procedure, 
and 1f none of the sections have been 
stricken by such separate votes, the previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
agreeing to the conference report ... 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
West Virginia is recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, at the 
outset I want to say I am very grateful 
for the vote that just took place a min­
ute ago because I think it is to the great 
interest of America. I think the Mem­
bers of this House recognize every Mem­
ber should have an opportunity to vote 
on the different issues. This is democracy 
in action. 

I am grateful and I know every Ameri­
can is, whether we win or lose on the 
matter before us. I am hopeful every 
section of the bill wm be voted up be­
cause at the start of this bill when it was 
brought to the House floor, in December, 
it was debated for a long time and into 
the wee hours of the night. Afterward 
we went to conference and worked on 
the bill again. It was taken up by the 
Senate and passed, after long and full 
debate, by a two-thirds majority, 67 
to 32. 

The vote of the House just now showed 
me the Members want some kind of bill 
to take back home. They do not want 
their people to say this House is not 
capable of legislating for this land in 
order to try to help our people. 

No one says this is a perfect bill. 
I say it ought to be voted up or down 

and we should give everybody a chance to 
vote on the bill, so I am willing to vote 

on it right now. I ask. Mr. Speaker. that 
we have a vote on this, unless the gentle­
man from Illinois wants me to yield 
some time. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman from West 
Virginia will yield, I shall not ask for any 
extended amount of time, because I think 
that this amendment in the nature of a 
substitute for the resolution offered by 
the Committee on Rules has been thor­
oughly explained and debated during the 
hour allowed that has just taken place. 

I cannot help but express some regret 
that I think we have established an un­
fortunate precedent and, in e:trect, I think 
we have stricken clause 3 of rule XXVIII 
from the rule book, as far as the future 
ls concerned. It seems to me that may 
be the tendency from now on, but I 
think the Members understand the issue 
that ls now before them. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker. I thank 
the gentleman from Illinois for his com­
ments. I am certain he is very sincere. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques­
tion on the amendment and on the 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. The question ls on or­
deriD.g the previous question. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question ls on the 

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

table. 
The SPEAKER. Under the provisions 

of the resolution just adopted, the con­
ference report ls now before the House. 
and that resolution provides that it shall 
be in order following the completion of 
debate on the adoption of the conference 
report for separate votes to be demanded 
on sections 110. 105, and 104 of the 
report. 

Is a seperate vote demanded on any 
of the sections? 

Mr. LATI'A. Mr. Speaker, I ask for a 
separate vote on section 104. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Ohio asks for a separate vote on section 
104. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
of the other sections? 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker. I ask 
for a separate vote on section 105. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Texas asks for a separate vote on sec­
tion 105. 

Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask for a separate vote on sec­
tion 110. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Illinois asks for a separate vote on sec­
tion 110. 

The Chair will now put the question 
on these sections in the order specified 
in the resolution. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, a par­
liamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, does 
the gentleman from Texas misunder­
stand the rule in that it provided for a 
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motion to strike each of these sections? 
The gentleman from Texas had thought 
there would be some debate with respect 
to these sections. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will advise 
that under the rule as amended 1 hour 
of debate is now permitted oIJ the con­
ference report itself. 

The gentleman from West Virginia is 
recognized for 30 minutes and the gen­
tleman from North Carolina is recog­
nized for 30 minutes. 

Prior to the debate, may the Chair an­
nounce that the sections will be voted 
on in the following order: Section 110, 
section 105, and section 104. 

The Chair now recognizes the gentle­
man from West Virginia for 30 minutes. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I was under the hnpression that 
40 minutes of debate would be in order 
on each one of the sections, in addition 
to the 1 hour. 

The SPEAKER. The rule provtaes 1 
hour of debate now under the control of 
the gentleman from West Virginia and 
the gentleman from North Carolina. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, a parlia­
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, at what 
stage of the proceedings does a mution 
to strike become in order? 

The SPEAKER. Immediately after the 
1 hour of debate on the conference 
report. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from West Virginia <Mr. STAGGERS) for 
30minutes. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I shall 
make my statement very brief. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
conference report on the Emergency 
Energy Act CS. 2589). 

Mr. Speaker, there is much 1n this leg­
islation which is needed now if we, as a 
Government, are to respond positively to 
the energy crisis. Standby authority is 
provided to permit end-use rationing of 
petroleum products should the President 
determine that he is unable otherwise to 
preserve public health, safety, and wel­
fare of this Nation. Authority has been 
given to the President to compel the allo­
cation of materials for energy produc­
tion which are in short supply such as 
pipes and drill bits to prevent the hoard­
ing of these supplies which is reportedly 
now going on. 

The administration is given authority, 
tempered by congressional veto, to 
prevent wasteful and unnecessary en­
ergy consumption. The consumer is pro­
vided with pricing protection in the 
petroleum market. Steps are authorized 
to be taken to begin to make fuller and 
more efficient use of this Nation's abund­
ant coal supplies. And the States are to 
be granted assistance in providing com­
pensation for those whose unemployment 
fs attributable to energy shortages. And 

perhaps most hnportantly, provision has 
been made to obtain complete and ac­
curate data re.fleeting this Nation's en­
ergy supply so that both the administra­
tion and this Congress can measure the 
extent of the problem and fashion addi­
tional means to deal with it. 

I know this legislation is extremely 
complex and controversial. To assist the 
Members in their consideration of its 
terms, I have instructed the staff of the 
committee to prepare a summary of the 
major provisions of this bill. This sum­
mary is available on the .floor for your 
reference. 

I wish to emphasize that this bill con­
templates temporary measures to extend 
only for the next 14 months until May 
15, 1975. As we gain further experience 
and acquire additional information, 
amendments in its provisions may be­
come necessary. But we cannot and 
should not defer action awaiting a more 
perfect solution to our problems. I re­
spectfully urge your support of this cur­
rent legislative effort. 

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

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker. I yield 
to the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, is there any 
pullback provision on rationing that 
gives Congress the power to intervene to 
stop rationing at any time, or is this 
power delegated to the President without 
limitation? 

Mr. STAGGERS. No; the bill runs out 
in 14 months. It is a temporary bill. 

Mr. GROSS. Well, the rationing could 
go on for 14 months or longer, but would 
have to be extended by Congress. Is that 
what the gentleman is saying? 

Mr. STAGGERS. No; I am saying that 
the President is prohibited from any kind 
of rationing until he has exhausted every 
means at his command, and then only 
after hearings and judicial review. 

Mr. GROSS. But there is no pullback 
provision in section 104, no pullback on 
the part of the Congress? 

Mr. STAGGERS. No. But, we do stop 
him from rationing now, which he can 
do now. We say he cannot do it until he 
has exhausted every other means at his 
command, and after hearings and after 
judicial review. 

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

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Kansas. 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, what the 
gentleman is saying is that this is an 
antirationing bill? 

Mr. STAGGERS. No; I do not say that 
at all. 

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

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker. I yield 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. KAZEN. Mr. Speaker, what does 
the gentleman mean by "judicial re­
view"? Does he mean that there will be 
judicial review by the Courts? 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I be­
lieve I am right on that. 

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

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to my friend from Massachusetts. 

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

Mr. Speaker, it is up to the President 
to make a decision on whether or not he 
will ration. If so, he will then issue aP­
propriate regulations. 

Mr. KAZEN. Then it is not mandatory 
that we have judicial review, if what the 
gentleman is saying is correct. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Speaker, the 
deep-seated trQuble is that many people, 
many lawyers both in the White House 
House and outside the White House, say 
that he already has the power. He him­
self has said that he does not have the 
power, and this bill will give hhn the 
power under certain conditions. 

Mr. KAZEN. It will give him power to 
do what, to go to the courts and get judi­
cial review? 

Mr. MACDONALD. To impose ration­
ing subject to review by the courts. 

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle­
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, must the 
President declare an emergency either 
before or after the fact of rationing? 

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield to allow me to ans­
wer the question, technically the emer­
gency is still on. It goes back to 1933 or 
some such date. There is still a declared. 
state of emergency. It has never been de­
clared that the state of emergency is 
over. 

Mr. GROSS. So the state of war emer­
gency with respect to rationing gasoline 
and other fuels has never been declared 
to have come to an end? 

Mr. MACDONALD. No. The President 
has retained his power as President. He 
has emergency powers that the Congress 
has never lifted. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I know 
that my people at home are demanding 
that something be done now and they 
are looking to the Congress of the United 
States to do it. We in Congress are the 
ones they are blaming. One can say that 
they are blaming the President, but I 
do not believe that; I believe they are 
blaming the Congress. 

So something must be done, and now 
is the time to do it, and now is the time 
for the Congress to act positively. 

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle­
man from Texas. 

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

I respect the gentleman, the Chairman 
of the Committee, although I must say 
that I disagree with him. 

Mr. Speaker. what I am about to say 
will probably be just about as popular 
as a skunk at a dinner dance. Nonethe­
less, I feel that it is imperative that it be 
said. 

A roll-back in domestic crude oil prices 
would be an absolute disaster to this 
Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that many of 
you do not like to hear Texans talking 
about the oil business. Some of you even· 
believe that the powerful oil lobbies own 
the Texas Members, and that our delega-
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tion is simply used as a tool by them. I 
can assure you that is untrue. 

If any rational person will stop and 
learn some very basic facts about the 
production of oil and then do some un­
prejudiced thinking, you will quickly see 
the fallacy of some of the arguments 
presented on this floor. 

The most important fact that you must 
learn about oil production is that the 
cost of getting a barrel of crude out of 
the ground is different for every situa­
tion, for every field, and for every well 
within a field. 

For example, if we have a new dis­
covery where the reservoir pressure is 
high, the oil may flow to the surface 
without pumping. The cost of that crude 
recovery is very low. As more wells are 
developed and more oil is taken out of 
the reservoir, the pressure is lowered, 
and the producer must begin to pump 
the crude to the surface. His production 
cost goes up. In the latter stages of the 
oil field's history, the reservoir pressure 
is depleted, and the well becomes a 
stripper. 

I think that it is very important for us 
to pause a moment and be sure that 
every Member fully understands the 
definition of a stripper oil well. This is 
extremely important because strippers 
contribute a significant amount to our 
overall energy supply. 

In the oil business, a well is classified 
as a stripper when it produces less than 
1 O barrels of oil per day. The cost of 
bringing this oil to the surface is very ex­
pensive. 

There are two other very important 
facts that every Member should know 
about stripper oil wells. First, they pro­
duce 11.9 percent of our total domestic 
oil. Second, they are not owned by the 
big on companies. They are owned by 
independent producers-small produc­
ers-small businessmen. 

The big oil companies will not fool 
with strippers. They are a headache­
they require too much maintenance­
they require too much bookkeeping, and 
therefore, they are not profitable to large 
operations. 

If you roll back the prices of domestic 
crude, you will shut down stripper on 
well operations over the Nation. The 
small independent opera.tors simply can­
not operate at a loss. If it costs them $6 
per barrel to produce from a stripper 
well, and you place a price celling of 
$5.25 on crude, they will simply shut 
down their wells. They have no choice. 
You will have done nothing to the big 
oil companies-they do not operate strip­
per wells. But, you will have reduced 
overall crude supplies. 

Now, the stripper well is not the end of 
the line m oil production. It ls simply 
one of the most expensive production 
wells. 

Once we believed the stripped well to 
be the end of the line in on production. 
Most folks thought that the well would 
soon be dead when it reached the strip­
per stage. Some oil fields were even 

. closed down with the wells capped. 
Now we know that this is not the case. 

When we have pumped a field until no 
new oil can be brought to the surface, 
we have actually recovered only approxi-

mately 30 percent of the oil that is in the 
reservoir beneath. The rest is still there, 
waiting to be brought to the surface and 
into the gas tanks of your constituents. 

New techniques have been developed 
to get the remaining oil out of the ground. 
They are called secondary recovery and 
tertiary recovery. We have techniques of 
rebuilding the underground reservoir 
pressure and forcing the crude oil from 
the sands underneath. 

But, these are expensive techniques. 
They require large capital investments, 
and the cost of getting the crude to the 
surface is high. Believe me, my colleagues, 
you will never see a drop of that oil with 
a ceiling price of $5.25 per barrel. The 
operators simply cannot get it to the 
surface at that price. 

On the other hand, if the independent 
operators are allowed to develop this Po­
tential, it will mean an effective increase 
in domestic crude oil production. While 
the cost of that production will be higher 
than we are accustomed to paying for 
domestic crude, it will still be much low­
er than the $15 to $20 per barrel that 
we are now having to pay for foreign 
crude. 

I plead with my colleagues to recog­
nize a fact of life. If you place a ceiling 
price on crude oil production, you im­
mediately stop all marginal productions 
that cost more than ceiling price. This 
can only aggravate our shortage and 
force us to purchase higher priced foreign 
oil. This simply does not make sense. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to make an­
other Point about which many of my col­
leagues grossly misunderstand. I am in 
agreement with every person in this 
House when it comes to preventing oil 
companies, or any kind of company, from 
exploiting the public during this energy 
shortage. I am not here today to defend 
the big oU companies, and I am certainly 
not here to defend exploitation of the 
public. 

The point I would like to make is that 
by rolling back crude oil .Prices, you do 
not really affect the big oil companies. 
What you will do is blow the little inde­
pendent operator out of the tub. Big oil 
companies do very little oil exploration. 

To solve our energy shortage, we must 
find more oil and recover more from the 
fields. Exploration is our real answer. 
Exploration is done by the small inde­
pendent producers. The big companies do 
exploration only in the expensive offshore 
reserves, or the Alaskan reserves, or oth­
er indicated reserves requiring large cap­
ital investments. The Christopher Co­
lumbuses of the oil industry are the inde­
pendent oil operators. These are little 
guys. 

They are investors that are simply 
looking for the best return on their cap­
ital investments. If they do not get it 
in oil, they will invest in the stock mar­
ket, or real estate, or peanuts in Peru. 

The moment you place a ceiling on 
their potential return that will lower the 
return below other investment poten­
tials, you have stopped oil exploration. 
Without new oil exploration, we cannot 
meet the increased demands of our con­
stituents. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to make one final 
point-a very important point. Every 

Member of thi& House is concerned about 
the prices his constituents are having 
to pay for fuel. Please believe me, the 
people in Texas do not like to pay high 
prices any more than the people in 
Massachusetts, New York, or Wisconsin. 

Big oil companies and big oil profits 
are no more popular in Texas than they 
are in New Jersey. I also . have to face 
my constituents, just as you do, every 2 
years. 

I am just an anxious as any other 
Member from any other State to prevent 
exploitation of consumers due to a short­
age. I am equally anxious to see that my 
constituents receive fuel to keep their 
homes warm and to provide for business 
operations. 

A price rollback is not the answer. 
That will not stop big oil company pro­
fits; it will only stop oil exploration and 
limit oil production. You will not be 
doing your constituents a favor-you 
will be hurting them. 

If you want to stop excess profits, as 
I do, the answer does not lie in price 
ceilings. The answer lies in levying an 
excess profits tax. Our own Ways and 
Means Committee is now working on 
such a plan. That makes sense. It will 
limit profits, but will not limit 
production. 

An excess profits tax will allow in­
dependent producers to place capital 
back into the exploration for new oil. It 
will allow stripper well production to con­
tinue. It will allow producers to reclaim 
old oil fields and regenerate produc­
tion through secondary recovery and 
tertiary recovery techniques. This gen­
erates increased fuel supplies and eases 
the shortage. 

Surely the Members of this House have 
not forgotten the great meat price roll­
back that we enactec just 1 year ago. 
We learned that we could, indeed, pass a 
law to freeze meat prices. We also learned 
that such action immediately created a 
shortage. 

Any way you look at it, my colleagues, 
you cannot make a man operate his busi­
ness at a loss. It will not work with cattle 
growers. It will not work with oil men. 

I urge each of you to reject this con­
ference report, and vote down the roll­
back and celling price on new crude oil. 
Otherwise you will surely bring about 
further shortages and force this Nation 
into rationing. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, w1ll 
the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield for a question 
to the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman answer this one question 
for me: 

Will the gentleman tell me what there 
fs in this bill that produces one more 
barrel of energy? 

Mr. STAGGERS. Well, we have a con­
servation section in the bill, and we let 
loose of a lot of materials that are now 
tied up, materials that will be distributed 
equally so there can be other things 
done. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, wl11 the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle­
man from Florida. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, if the 
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gentleman will permit me, I would just 
like to say to the gentleman that I think 
the most important provision in this bill, 
as far as every American I have talked 
to is concerned-and I will bet that if 
the gentleman has talked to people in 
his home district, it is true there-the 
most important feature in this bill is the 
provision to give the Federal Energy Of­
fice the right to require every producer 
of oil and gas in this country to give 
them a proper inventory, saying what 
is in the ground in their wells, what is 
stored and where it is stored, what is re­
fined and where it is going, so that we 
will know. There is no current authority 
in law to require this. 

That is going to bring us more oil than 
any of us can conceive, because we are 
going to find out exactly what we do 
have, and the Energy Office then can 
make intelligent judgments on what 
must be done. 

And I predict that we are going to find 
out there are a lot of wells tapped that 
only have about 20 percent or 30 percent 
taken out of them. 

We are going to find out that there is 
some inventory stored up that nobody 
knows about now. The gentleman is go­
ing to be surprised, and he will just find 
out a lot of things as soon as we pass this 
bill. We ought to give them this author­
ity right away. 

I know the gentleman is sincerely con­
cerned about the rollback provision, but 
that shows that it is a little strict, and 
we can handle that later if we need to. 
That can be done. 

Mr. Speaker, we had better move on 
and get something done and cut down 
these gas lines and find out what we have 
in this Nation and allocate it properly. 

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle­
man from Washington. 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to make it very clear in my 
mind as to the issue of rationing. 

The gentleman said, 
As I understand lt, lt wm really Impede 

the President from putting 1n rationing. 

Is that what the gentleman said? 
Mr. STAGGERS. I said the President 

must exhaust all his means before he 
puts in rationing. 

Mr. PRITCHARD. If you will allow me 
to go on, one of the things the gentleman 
said further was that the public was 
clamoring for action, and I think they 
are demanding rationing and they want 
it now. I am a little surprised that we 
are bringing forth a bill now that will 
make it more difficult to put in rationing. 

Mr. STAGGERS. It will not make it 
more difficult. Let me say to the gentle­
man that if we put in rationing, you are 
also putting in billions of dollars in the 
way of rackets that we cannot stop in 
America. It will be just like prohibition 
and it will be just like the situation we 
had in 1946, and this Congress had to 
change it completely in 1948 because they 
were tired of rationing in America. 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Then I think this 
bill makes it tougher to put in rationing. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, as I pointed out a few 
moments ago, when we were consider­
ing the other rule, this is a complex 
problem dealing with an energy shortage 
and we are being called upon to deal 
with it here. 

Of course, there is a great deal of 
divergent opinion as to how best to ap­
proach this problem, but I do want to 
point out that there is much more in this 
legislation than is found in this one sec­
tion 110, which is the pricing section. 

For example, the Clean Air Act in this 
bill is amended to provide for some tem­
porary relaxation of automobile emis­
sion standards in an attempt to con­
serve fuel. I wish the Members would 
study that section. 

In addition to that there is authority 
contained in this bill that would ..suspend 
certain stationary source emission stand­
ards. The purpose of this section is an 
effort to permit fuller and more efficient 
use of the Nation's very abundant coal 
supply. 

As the chairman pointed out, there is 
standby authority in this bill which pro­
vides for rationing of petroleum prod­
ucts. But, as the chairman pointed out, 
the President has to determine that such 
a program is necessary and all other 
practicable and authorized methods to 
limit energy demands will not achieve 
the objectives of the act. 

There is also increasing evidence that 
many aspects of the energy crisis cannot 
be rapidly corrected and that these prob­
lems may burden the Nation for some 
time. In light of this situation, and in 
response to it, in section 105, the admin­
istration is granted the very essential 
authority, subject to congressional veto, 
to issue regulations designed to prevent 
wasteful and unnecessary use of our en­
ergy resources, and to reduce energy 
consumption to a level which can be sup­
plied by available energy resources. There 
are also other provisions in the bill de­
signed to promote energy conservation 
such as authority to encourage the use of 
carpools and a requirement that all agen­
cies of Government, where practical, 
make use of economy model motor vehi­
cles. 

It is well recognized that when a prod­
uct is in great demand and short suppiy 
the price is going to increase correspond­
ingly. When the product is essential to 
the Nation's economy and to its welfare, 
steps must be taken to assure that the 
price will not become prohibitive during 
the period of short supply. There were 
many approaches suggested to deal with 
this problem and none of those suggested 
were completely satisfactory to all the 
conferees. The approach adopted by the 
conferees to provide the consumer with 
pricing protection in the petroleum mar­
ket is the most controversial feature of 
the conference report. The provisions of 
the bill dealing with this problem are 
contained in section 110, the so-called 
price rollback provisions. There have 
been strong attacks on this provision 
ba.sed on the theory that a. price rollback 
will reduce capital available for explora­
tion and production of new energy re­
sources. 

Others are equaliy strong in their opin-

ion that the price limitation contained 
in section 110 will provide more than 
adequate capital needed for the maxi­
mum exploration and production of new 
domestic energy resources. The problem 
is an extremely complex one and an in­
formative statement in support of the 
provision can be found in Chairman 
STAGGERS' letter of February 25, 1974, 
which was sent to all Members of the 
House. 

It is my sincere belief that on the 
whole this bill contains numerous author­
ities that are essential to deal with this 
Nation's energy crisis and for this reason 
I ask for your support in passing this 
measure. I would like to emphasize that 
this bill provides only temporary authori­
ties that extend for 14 months until May 
15, 1975. As we acquire additional in­
formation we may find that amendments 
to this measure are necessary, but with 
the magnitude of the problem facing us 
today we cannot allow further delay by 
rejecting the good in pursuit of the 
perfect. 

I want to point out-and this is very 
essential-that these energy conservation 
programs that would be promulgated 
under section 105 would be subject to 
congressional veto. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I 
will be delighted to yield to the gentle­
man. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Is it not true until 
March 15 they are not subject to veto 
but, rather, go into effect without con­
gressional action, but the Congress would 
have the authority in either House to in 
effect reverse them? 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. 
That is true. But March 15 is almost upon 
us, and I doubt that the Federal Energy 
Office would even have that authority. 
So I want to Point out that this matter, 
of course, has been debated up and down 
as to whether this authority should be 
granted. I want to point out further it 
is subject to congressional veto plus the 
fact that this is a temporary bill and is 
not permanent legislation. 

It is temparary because the authority 
granted in the bill to promulgate reg­
ulations would expire on May 15, 1975. 
There are other provisions in this bill 
designed to promote energy conservation. 
I hope that the Members will have the 
oppartunity, if they have not already 
done so, to study the conference report. 
All of the provisions are designed to try to 
promote energy conservation so as, hope­
fully, not to have to rely upon rationing. 

Section 110, of course, is the contro­
versial section. There have been many 
approaches suggested to deal with this 
problem of pricing of petroleum prod­
ucts, and of course none of those sug­
gested were completely satisfactory to 
all of the conferees. There have been 
very strong attacks made upon this pro­
vision, but I would llke to call to the at­
tention of the Members a very inf orma­
tive and thoughtful statement that was 
circulated by the chairman of the full 
committee, the gentleman from West 
Virginia (Mr. STAGGERS). dated February 
25, whic;h goes into all aspects of this 
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section 110, and all aspects of the pricing 
section. And I would hope that the Mem­
bers, if they do not already have one, 
would get a copy of this, because I believe 
it is very complete and it is accurate. 

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, the con­
ferees believe that on the whole this 
bill does contain numerous authorities 
that are essential to deal with this energy 
shortage, and that is the reason we are 
asking for the support of the Members 
in passing the measure. 

I want to say again that this is tem­
porary-I repeat thait-temPorary and 
that as we acquire additional knowledge 
and as we acquire additional inf orma­
tlon, that when we feel amendments to 
this measure are necessary that we can 
take them up, but with the magnitude of 
the problem facing us today we cannot 
allow further delay by rejecting the good 
in pursuit of perfection. 

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

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I 
yield to the gentleman from Nebraska. 

Mr. MCCOLLISTER. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to associate myself with the re­
marks of the gentleman from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I 
yield to the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Speaker, I appre­
ciate the gentleman from North Carolina 
yielding to me. I wold say to the gentle­
man from North Carolina that perhaps I 
am a little old fashioned, but I still be­
lieve in the free enterprise system, a sys­
tem based upon the law of supply and de­
mand, price competition, and profit, and 
I still have not received an answer to 
the question of the gentleman from 
Louisiana. 

There was a rather oblique answer, I 
would say, from the gentleman from 
Florida <Mr. RoGERS). But if I may re­
peat the question: What is there in this 
bill to assure the production of 1 addi­
tional barrel of oil? That is the problem 
we face, the problem of a shortage of 
supply. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen­
tleman from North Carolina has expired. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. Speaker, I will ask the gentleman 
from Missouri if the gentleman is re­
ferring to one particular section of the 
bill? 

Mr. !CHORD. To any section of the bill. 
I have not yet heard an answer to the 
question posed by the gentleman from 
Louisiana: What is there in the bill to 
cause the production of 1 additional bar­
rel of oil? 

Mr. BROYHTIL of North Carolina. If 
the gentleman will permit me to re­
spond, I am trying to point out that this 
ls an energy conservation bill, as I see it. 
We need to take some steps right now in 
order to conserve energy, and certainly 
that will provide a considerable amount 
of petroleum products. 

Mr. !CHORD. If the gentleman will 
yield further, then I take it that the 
committee anticipates further legisla-

tion to provide incentives for the pro­
duction of additional supplies of petro­
leum products? 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I 
think that any tax incentives, or any 
legislation of that sort, will have to come 
from another committee of the House. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield, in answer to the in­
quiry of the gentleman from Missouri, 
and also the gentleman from Louisiana, 
I can point out that specifically in the 
bill we have tried to help the independent 
producers by giving the President au­
thority to allocate the drilling machinery 
that is in such short supply for the 
independents. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen­
tleman from North Carolina has again 
expired. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North carolina, 
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield still further, as I 
say, the President will have the authority 
to take drilling equipment from compa­
nies who may be accused of hoarding it, 
and we will stop the exportation of such 
equipment into the Middle East, and in 
that way the independents will have the 
equipment in order to drill, which they 
now find in such very short supply, so 
that they will be able to produce more 
oil. In that specific way we will be help­
ing the independent. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield further on that point? 

Mr. MACDONALD. I yield to the gen­
tleman from Missouri. 

Mr. !CHORD. Does the gentleman 
from Massachusetts feel that the price 
set for the production from stripper wells 
will be sufficient to bring additional pro­
duction into being? I understand that a 
little greater than one-quarter of our 
total domestic oil production comes from 
stripper wel~s. and the gentleman has 
provided for a differential in price. Does 
he feel that this is high enough to in­
crease production from stripper wells? 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. 
The only thing we can do is to quote 
what the Independent Petroleum Coun­
cil reported to Congress, that in order 
to achieve the greatest feasible level of 
domestic self-sufficiency, the domestic 
price of crude oil would have to rise to 
3.65 per barrel in 1975. 

I insert at this point a joint statement 
prepared by me and Chairman STAGGERS: 

JOINT STATEMENT 

There is much in this legislation which ls 
needed now if we as a government are to 
respond positively to the energy crisis. For 
example, standby authority is provided to 
permit end-use rationing of petroleum prod­
ucts should the President determine that he 
is unable otherwise to preserve public health, 
safety, and welfare of this nation. Authority 
has been given to the President to compel the 
allocation of materials for energy production 
which are in short supply such as pipes and 
drill bitR to prevent the hoarding of these 
supplies which ls reportedly now going on. 
The Administration is given authority­
tempered by Congressional veto--to prevent 
wasteful and unnecessary energy consump­
tion. The consumer is provided with pricing 
protection in the petroleum market. Steps 
are authorized to be taken to begin to make 

fuller and more efficient use of this nation's 
abundant coal supplies. And the states are 
to be granted assistance in providing com­
pensation for those whose unemployment is 
attributable to energy shortages. And per­
haps most importantly, provision has been 
made to obtain complete and accurate data 
reflecting this nation's energy supply so that 
both the Administration and this Congress 
can measure the extent of the problem and 
fashion additional means to deal with it. 

Most certainly this is a most complex and 
controversial blll. Objection to its terms is 
principally focused on section 110-the so­
called price rollback provisions. 

Let us take a moment to describe how 
these provisions will affect the current prices 
of domestically produced crude oil. As you 
undoubtedly know, the President has im­
posed celling prices for so-called ":flowing 
oll" produced in the United States. The for­
mula that he has employed for doing this 
1s identical to that contained in section 110 
of the Conference Substitute (i.e., producers 
are permitted to charge the field price 1n 
effect on May 1, 1978, plus an additional 
$1.85). Thus the pricing provisions of the 
Conference Substitute will not force a change 
1n the current price levels for :flowing crude 
production. There are, at present, no price 
ceilings for n&W oll production nor for pro­
duction from stripper wells which produce 
10 barrels or less per day. According to re­
cent testimony given by officials of the Fed­
eral Energy Office, on a national average, the 
price of new crude and stripper well produc­
tion has risen to about $9.51 per barrel. In 
many cases, the price is well over $10-ap­
proximating the international market prices 
set by the cartel of Mideastern oll producing 
countries. The provisions of section 110 
would require a rollback of these prices to 
an average range of between $5.25 and $7.09. 
Your Conferees believe that this price range 
is sufficiently broad to permit the President 
to estl\blish prices Which are adequate to 
induce production of additional crude supply 
w:hlle providing pricing protection to indus­
trial and individual consumers at a time 
When the market mechanism of supply and 
demand is not working so obviously. 

For example, in December, 1972, the Na­
tional Petroleum Council reported to this 
Congress that, in order to achieve the great­
est feasible level of domestic self-sufficiency, 
the domestic price of crude oll would have 
to rise from $3.18 per barrel in 1970 to $8.65 
per barrel in 1975. In August, 1972, the In­
dependent Petroleum Association of America 
testified that a domestic price of $4.10 per 
barrel would be adequate to assure the 
United States 100 percent self-sufficiency by 
1980. While these projections were stated 1n 
"constant dollars", after adjustment, the Na­
tional Petroleum Council's price would be 
projected at $4.35 and the Independent Petro­
leum Association of America's price would be 
increased to $4.55. It is to be emphasized 
that these price estimates are well within 
the national average ceiling price of $5.25 
called for in section 110 of the Energy Emer­
gency Act. Moreover, it should be kept in 
mind that this section permits the Presi­
dent to increase the celling price to levels 
which would result in a national average 
price of $7.09. This is well above the most 
recent projection of the Independent Petro­
leum Association of America calling for an 
average price of approximately $6.65 per 
barrel for crude on in order to maximize 
domestic production by 1980. Let us point 
out also, that as recently as January 23 of 
this year Deputy Secretary Simon stated that 
the long term supply of crude oil-1.e., the 
level needed to bring supply and demand 
into balance and to ellmlnate the shortage-­
would be "in the neighborhood of $7 per 
barrel within the next few years". In Secre­
tary Simon's words, any price higher than 
that creates "a windfall-a price to pro-
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ducers which ls more than producers could would have made it possible to remove 
have anticipated when investments were emission control devices on automobiles 
made and more than that required to pro- in those areas of the country where air 
duce all that we can in fact expect to be quality standards are not in jeopardy. 
supplied". 

we believe that you share my concern and Unfortunately, Mr. WYMAN'S amendment 
the concern expressed by the Conference did not carry. Thus, the provision to 
Committee with the lnfiationary spiral freeze emission standards at the 1975 
which confronts this nation. Because fuel ls levels is all the more necessary. 
so basic to every industry and every home- Finally, I shall vote for the conference 
owner, the continued acquiescence of the report because of the rollback provi­
Admlnistration in permitting market prices sions. Some have said that the rollback 
of petroleum products to increase by as much from $8 to $10 per barrel to a maximum 
as 300 to 350 percent in the last year could . of $7.09 will be a disincentive for in­
well have a multiple lnfiationary impact 
which could threaten our nation's ablllty to creased production. I think in judging 
remain economically viable. It 1s patently that question we need to be reminded 
clear that the congress must act to restore that the price of crude was approxi­
ratlonallty to the market in petroleum mately $3.28 only a few months ago. Only 
products. a little more than a year ago the Na-

'l'he people of this nation have, over the tional Petroleum Council said that to 
course of this last year, voluntarily made t' ul te od ti 
<:onslderable sacrlftces. As your constituent s rm a pr uc on to achieve domestic 
mall clearly indicates, their patience has been self-sufficiency the price would have to 
exhausted, and frustration with long lines increase from $3.18 per barrel to $3.65 
at the gas pump coupled with slgnlftcantly per barrel by 1975. 
increasing prices has markedly increased. It In August 1972, the Independent Pe­
ls incumbent on us in the Congress to re- troleum Association testified that $4.10 
spond to their needs and to act forthrightly per barrel was necessary to achieve do­
to equip the Executive with full powers to t' If uffi i b 1980 Th t 
deal with this situation. This legislation ls an mes IC se -s c ency Y • e mos 
important and necessary step in that dlrec- recent projection by this same group 
tion. It is one we must take now without was an average crude price of $6.65 per 
further delay. barrel. This legislation permits a price 

we wish to emphasize that this bill con- of $7 .09 per barrel which it seems to me 
templates temporary measures to extend onlr is a most adequate incentive. I do not 
for the next 14 months until May 15, 1975. As believe that less product will be available. 
we gain further experience and acquire ad- I do not favor the provisions for ra.­
ditional information, amendments in its tioning contained in section 104 nor the 
provisions may become necessary. But we t• i t th i 
cannot and should not defer action awaiting conserva ion power g ven o e Pres -
a more perfect solution to our problems. We dent in section 105 and shall vote against 
respectfully urge your support of this cur- those sections when given that 
rent legislative e1fort. opportunity. 

Mr. MCCOLLISTER. Mr. Speaker, 1 in- Mr. Speaker, I urge support for the 
conference report. ' 

tend to vote for the conference report Mr. STAGGERS. I yield 1 minute to 
even though some provisions are objec- the gentleman from Texas (Mr. PICKLE). 
tionable to me. Mr. PICKLE. I thank the chairman 

My support comes from these provi- for yielding. 
sions: I want to address a question to the 

First, the reporting provisions con- chairman or to the gentleman from 
ta.ined in the bill will give us verified, Massachusetts. With respect to the price 
timely, uniform information on reserves, of crude at $7.09, it is an arbitrarily set 
refining capacity and utilization and in- sum, and I do not suppose anyone knows 
ventories. Hearings before the Select for sure whether it is going to be enough 
Corr..mittee on Small Business the third or too little. Since foreign oil or im­
week in January demonstrated beyond ported oil comes in now at $10, $12, or $14 
any reasonable doubt to this participant or more per barrel, there is every reason 
1n these hearings the great need for re- to believe that this bill might cut down 
liable information. Regrettably, the domestic production. We hope it will not. 
American people lack confidence in the But if the figures show that production is 
assurances that the energy crisis is real, not forthcoming and that the price of 
that it is not contrived. Better inf orma- $7 .09 is not a realistic figure, and if that 
tion will greatly help in determining the is so determined by the President or the 
facts upon which confidence must be FEO office, would the gentleman or the 
based. committee recommend legislation that 

Second, title II provides for the relaxa- would make this correction? Otherwise, 
tion of clean air standards which allows we will find ourselves in a position of giv­
certain stationary powerplants to con- ing great favor to imported oil produc­
vert from oil or gas to coal. Because the ers, and a disservice to domestic produc­
petroleum shortage, is in part, caused by ers. 
the earlier conversion from coal to oil Mr. MACDONALD. Will the gentleman 
and gas this provision will in certain yield? 
cases relieve the strain on scarce oil Mr. PICKLE. I yield to the gentleman 
inventories. from Massachusetts. 

Also, the provision to freeze auto emis- Mr. MACDONALD. In answer to the 
sion standards at the 1975 standard -for gentleman's question, and I cannot speak 
2 years will, I believe, make it possible to for the committee, nor do I intend to, I 
increase automobile gasoline economy do know that it is in the intent of the 
significantly. committee to try to treat everybody 

I would have preferred to have the fairly. If domestic oil cannot be pro­
am.endment of the gentleman from New duced--
Hampshire (Mr. WYMAN) adopted when The SPEAKER. The time of the 
the bill was considered in the House. It gentleman has expired. 

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield 1 additional 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. PICKLE). 

Mr. MACDONALD. Will the gentle­
man yield? 

Mr. PICKLE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MACDONALD. I would person­
ally guarantee the gentleman that, un­
der the statements given by Mr. Simon 
and by the independent producers that 
were just read into the RECORD by the 
gentleman from North Carolina, such 
will not be the case. I think it is per­
fectly possible to make a decent profit 
at $7 .09. I do not believe there is anyone 
in the industry who can tell exactly what 
a fair price is. I have asked various peo­
ple, and they come up with various an­
swers. I am sure the gentleman has done 
the same thing. As of now, it seems like 
~7.09 is more than a reasonable figure 
to produce the oil and t.o have an incen­
tive to get more oil for our people, and 
still keep the gas and oil people's incen­
tive enough to stay in business to pro­
duce energy for the American people. 

Mr. PICKLE. I appreciate the gentle­
man's willingness to consider this possi­
bility. The proposed rollback is an arbi­
trary sum, so we still must do what is 
right and fair for the domestic or inde­
pendent producer. 

Mr. MACDONALD. My personal re­
sponse to the gentleman is that, in my 
judgment, that would happen; yes. 

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

Mr. BROYHILL of North Ca.rollna. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. PEYSER). 

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, I only take 
the floor at this time because of some­
tUng that has just come to my attention. 
It seems to me part of this bill outlined 
as No. 9 in the staff summary certainly 
will have an impact on a piece of corre­
spondence that I have just received. This 
is a letter sent out by a major oil com­
pany in New York, and it was sent to its 
franchised dealers. The letter is dated 
February 25. I will read in pa.rt from the 
letter. This is from the Mobil Oil Corp., 
and it is to a franchised dealer in my 
district: 

If you have a contract with Mobil, this will 
serve as notice to you that your contract will 
not be renewed and will expire at the end of 
its current period. 

It goes on to say: 
At the expiration of your current contract 

or effective immediately if you have no con­
tract, sales of Mobil products will be made 
on the following terms and conditions: 

And it goes on to outline the terms 
and conditions which are such that the 
dealer would never have any notifica­
tion of whether his orders were going to 
be delivered or not or accepted or not 
until the day of delivery. It is obvious 
nobody can stay in business on the basis 
of not knowing at any time whether he 
is going to get anything regardless of 
what the allocation is. 

My question to the chairman is: Is lt 
the chairman's understanding of section 
109 of the conference agreement, that 
the issue on which I am addressing my­
self, is covered and the franchise dealer 
w1l1 be protected? 

r 
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Mr. STAGGERS. This section is writ­
ten especially to protect the franchise 
dealers. 

Mr. PEYSER. I think this is a very im­
portant part of this bill. The independent 
station owners are entitled to this pro­
tection. In tum, the public will be pro­
tected and assured of a place to get gas­
oline when it is available. After nearly 
2 months of waiting, it is about time that 
this Congress took some positive action. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Arkansas 
(Mr. ALEXANDER) • 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, dur­
ing the past year the oil refineries have 
been permitted to increase the whole­
sale price of propane gas to the retail 
dealer, and therefore, to the consumer, 
as much as 350 percent. Since most of 
the people using propane in States such 
as Arkansas are rural, elderly, or PoQr 
people, the practice has been discovered 
there to be patently unfair and causing 
extreme hardship. 

I am advised that after refining a bar­
rel of crude oil only 3 percent of the vol­
ume is refined into propane gas and the 
rest is refined Into gasoline and fuel oil, 
middle distillates and other fuel oil 
products. Only 3 percent of the oil is re­
fined into propane gas where an in­
crease of 350 percent 1n the wholesale 
price has been permitted. 

I have a question or two I would like 
to ask the chairman. Referring specifi­
cally to section 110, prohibition of in­
equitable prices, if this legislation be­
comes law will there be a rollback of the 
propane prices? 

Mr. STAGGERS. Yes, there will. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Is It intended in 

this conference report that under sec­
tion 110 only those costs which are tra­
ditionally and directly related to the 
production of propane gas shall be con­
sidered in determining the new price 
of propane gas? 

Mr. STAGGERS. That is the intention 
of the committee. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. If this provision 
becomes law then it is my understand­
ing that a propane price rollback 
amounting to approximately 50 percent 
of the current price would occur, a re­
duction of 50 percent in the current 
price. Is that the gentleman's under­
standing? 

Mr. STAGGERS. That or more. The 
gentleman is talking about propane? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes. In other 
words if the price is approximately 27 
cents at this time, we could expect a 
12 to 15 cents per gallon reduction in 
the current prices of propane? 

Mr. STAGGERS. I would say to the 
gentleman that is the intent of the com­
mittee and the conferees, but I must 
say this in fairness, that will happen 
only in certain cases, in certain market 
areas. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the chair­
man. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle­
man from Texas CMr. ECKHARDT). 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 additional minutes to · the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT). 

The SPEAKER. 'l"he gentleman from 
Texas is recognized for 4 minutes. 

(Mr. ECKHARDT asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re­
marks and include extraneous material.) 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the distinguished chairman of my com­
mittee, and my distinguished friend, the 
senior member of the subcommittee on 
which I serve. I have a very brief time 
to make, I think, a very important point. 

I suppose there has not been an ac­
tion since 1322 in England or in the 
United States in which the sovereign has 
been given authority to make law in a 
broad range of affairs and in which the 
parliamentary body has only been given 
authority to negate that law; but sec­
tion 105 does precisely that. These pro­
visions, with respect to the making of 
law taking effect before Congress has 
been given an opportunity to act upon 
it, came into being as a result of the 
conf ererice committees action. 

Nothing appeared in either the House 
or Senate version that clearly authorized 
the making of law by the President by 
which he could, for instance close night 
grocery stores; he could close bowling 
alleys at night; he could close the whole 
display lighting industry in the country 
without any opportunity for Congress to 
stop it, except to rescind the Presidential 
fiat before the terminal date, the 15th of 
March this year, or after March 15 by 
vetoing it after it is submitted to Con­
gress. 

I think it is wrong to have only 4 min­
utes before this body to argue against 
a process that has not been before either 
:Etouse of Congress; that provision which 
was of somewhat the same nature was 
rejected 1n this body by over 100 votes. 
It was rejected in committee by 19 to 
10. Yet the conference committee came 
back, not with a compromise between 
the Senate and the House, but a com­
promise between the President and the 
Senate. 

Now, that is, of course, the point at 
which section 105 would have been sub­
ject to the provisions of rule XXVIII, 
clause 3. But at the very least, we should 
strike from this bill new legislation- that 
for the first time 1n Anglo-American his­
tory since 1322 gives authority to the 
sovereign or the President to put into 
effect law and only tells the parliamen­
tary body that it may at a later time ap­
prove it or overturn it. 

Now that, I think, is most offensive to 
the democratic process and that is the 
reason that rule )tXVIII, section 3, was 
devised to protect this body from such 
an action. If we waive that rule, we run 
into the kind of situation that compels 
me today to discuss one of the most im­
portant, sweeping, and drastic changes 
in our democratic system, within the 
scope of 4 minutes of debate. 

Mr. Speaker, I have a letter here that 
I addressed to Mr. Simon asking if he 
had authority in the allocation bill to 
ration without further action before this 
body. I have the answer of his General 
Counsel, which is somewhat equivocal, 
but there is no question that he has the 
right to ration. 

The letters follow: 

FEDERAL ENERGY OFFICE, 
Washington, D.C., February 21, 1974. 

Hon. BOB ECKHARDT, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ECKHARDT: Mr. Simon 
has asked me to respond to your letter con­
cerning the President's authority under the 
Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act of 1970 
to implement a system of gasoline rationing 
at the retail level. I hope you will forgive 
our delay in responding, and apologize tor 
any inconvenience we may have caused you. 

We have examined carefully the points 
made in your letter and both the language 
and full legislative history of the Act. Having 
done so, we believe a respectable argument 
can indeed be made for the proposition that 
the allocation authority therein conveyed in­
cludes authority for end use rationing. 

On the other hand, we cannot close our 
eyes to the fa.ct that since enactment of the 
Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act, the 
President, other spokesmen for the adminis­
tration and numerous members of Congress 
have taken the position that further legis­
lative authority is needed in this area. As 
you know, the Senate has just approved and 
sent to the House the Conference Report on 
the Energy Emergency Act, S. 2589, one of 
the principal provisions of which expressly 
grants the President authority to promul­
gate a. rationing plan. 

In view of this Congressional action, and 
in light of the fact that both Congressional 
and Administration officials have apparently 
been proceeding on the assumption that such 
additional legislative action was necessary, 
the Congressional intent underlying the 
Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act and 
hence the necessary effect of the language 
itself must be viewed as open to serious 
question. We are constrained to conclude, 
therefore, that the issue you raised cannot 
be definitely resolved pending a more ex­
plicit statement from Congress. 

I regret that I could not be more definite 
in my reply, and hope that this statement 
of our understanding of the matter wm be 
of assistance to you. 

Sincerely, 
Wn.LIAM N. WALKER, 

General Counsel. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D.C., January 4, 1974. 

Mr. WILLIAM E. SIMON, 
Administrator, Federal Energy Office, New 

Executive Office Building, Washington, 
D.C. 

DEAR MR. SIMON: Senator Henry Jackson 
has been quoted recently in various news 
reports as saying that the President present­
ly has the authority to draw up a standby 
rationing plan but cannot order such a plan 
into law without further Congressional ac­
tion. I strongly disagree with such a state­
ment, for I feel that the Emergency Petro­
leum Allocation Act of 1973 does authorize 
the President to implement rationing. 

Section 4 (a) of the Emergency Petroleum 
Allocation Act mandates Presidential pro­
mulgation of a "regulation providing for the 
mandatory allocation of crude oil, residual 
fuel oil, and ea.ch refined petroleum product, 
in amounts . . . and at prices specified 
in ... such regulations." Section 4(b) (1) 
states that the regulation "to the maximum 
extent practicable, shall provide for . . . 
equitable distribution of crude oll, residua.I 
fuel oil, and refined petroleum products at 
equitable prices . . . among all users." (em­
phasis added) Gasoline rationing is no more 
than the allotment of specific amounts of 
gasoline to end-users and is clearly embraced 
within the above language. 

In December of 1973 your Federal Energy 
Office issued draft regulations instructing 
refineries to limit their gasoline output to 
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95 percent of the gasoline produced in the 
first quarter of 1972. Subsequent reports from 
FEO officials indicate tha.t the 95 percent 
figure ma.y be scrapped in favor of a :flexible 
system allowing the government to order 
refineries to change their product mix on 
a periodic basis. Whatever the means, it is 
clear that action by your office will result 
in a considerable reduction of the amount 
of gasoline available to the ultimate con­
sumer. Without an allotment system for the 
end-user, the effects of reduced gasoline pro­
duction are likely to include forcing con­
sumers to stand in long lines at gas pumps 
without being assured that gasoline will be 
ava.lla.ble once they reach the front of the 
line, pay outrageous prices or be left to the 
mercy of individual gasoline companies and 
dealers who can exact whatever demands 
they want before an individual can obtain 
gasoline. It was to prevent just such results 
from shortages that the Emergency Petro­
leum Allocation Act stipulated that the al­
location regulations are to provide for the 
••equitable distribution of ••. refined petro­
lleum products at equitable prices .•• 
8.mong all users." 

That the Emergency Petroleum Allocation 
Act does authorize the allocation of gaso­
line to end-users is further supported by 
the Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act 
Conference Report (Report No. 93-628) . 

on page 13 of that report, the conferees 
stated: 

"[B)ut it is not generally expected that 
the regulation promulgated by the President 
will be burdened with the complexities of 
assigning fuels to users unless such assign­
ment is necessary to carry out the purposes 
of the Act. When required, however, lt ls in­
tended tha.t the President would ha.ve full 
authority under this Act to idenUfy permis­
sible uses of covered fuels a.nd to restrict 
the a.mounts which may be made available 
to such uses." (emphasis added) 

This language, adopted by both Houses of 
Congress, read in conjunction with the pur­
poses expressed in section 2(b) that the .. Act 
is to grant to the President of the United 
States and direct him to exercise speclftc tem­
porary authority to deal with shortages of 
crude oil, residual fuel on, and refined petro­
leum products ... "and in section 4(b) tha.t 
the regulations are to provide for the .. equi­
table distribution of refined petroleum prod­
ucts . . . among all users" should leave no 
doubt that the Act authorizes the President 
to undertake the end-use allocation of gaso­
line. 

For these reasons I am convinced that the 
President now has the authority to imple­
ment gasoline rationing. But the various 
statements which ha.ve been made by per­
sons in both the executive a.nd legislative 
branches, have, I think, created some con­
fusion in the public mind on the point. It 1s 
necessary, of course, for me to respond to 
questions 1'rom constituents concerning the 
matter. Therefore, it is a matter of very 
pressing interest to me to have your under­
standing of the Emergency Petroleum Allo­
cation Act as to the authority of the Presi­
dent to undertake end-use allocation of gaso­
line (rationing). Would you please give me 
your response setting forth your views at 
your very earliest convenience. 

Sincerely, 
BOB EcKHA.m>T. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the dis­
tinguished minority leader <Mr. RHODES). 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to address myself to the so-called 
rollback section of the conference re­
port. It 1s my hope that when the sepa­
rate vote occurs, as provided in the rule, 
that the section wll1 be voted down. In 
my opinion this section would result in 
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the production of less energy, instead of 
more energy. 

I am at a loss to understand how any­
body can think that we a.re going to pro­
duce more oil by cutting the price on 
new production, or new crude oil. 

I am also at a loss to know how any­
body thinks that the American consumer 
will be well served by the price structure 
created in this bill. The price on oil, 
wh!ch we have anyway 1n production, 
would be raised, causing the price of gas­
oline and other petroleum products to go 
up. The price increase on refined prod­
ucts would be to no avail, however. The 
ceiling on crude oil prices would not pro­
duce one drop of oil in excess of that 
which we now have. 

Also, I think we ought to look to the 
future with regard to new production, 
not only production by conventional 
methods, but by other, newer methods. 
There are dePosits of oil shale on the 
western slope of the Rocky Mountains 
which I am told contain three times as 
much oil as there is under the Middle 
East. We say that the Middle East is 
the greatest pool of oil in the world. Ap­
parently, it is not; the American Rocky 
Mountains are. 

At a price, and I understand the price 
is estimated to be something near $10 
a barrel, it would be feasible under exist­
ing technology for the oil companies who 
have leases for that purpose to extract 
oil from oil shale and to market it in the 
markets of the world to add to the en­
ergy supply of the world. However, 1f the 
in.flexibility which is inherent in the pro­
visions of this conference report are to 
become law, then of course it would not 
be possible for oil to go to a price which 
would allow the production of oil from oil 
shale. 

As I stated before, it has been said by 
the President that if this provision which, 
as he says, only manages the scarcity in­
stead of producing more-if this provi­
sion were to become law, it will be vetoed, 
so that there will be no opportunity to 
get this particular conference report into 
the law. I hope that if this happens, if 
the veto is upheld, as I rather assume 
that it might be, that the Members of 
the House and Senate, the committees 
move to get a bill adopted which will be 
passed. There are provisions of the bill 
which are needed. 

Mr. Simon, the Federal Energy Ad­
ministrator, certainly needs a provision 
which will at least allow rationing in the 
event it becomes necessary. He does not 
think it will become necessary; I do not 
think it will become necessary, but the 
existence of the authority to ration I re­
gard as very important. I think it is good 
psychology for the people who are in the 
business of producing and selling petro­
leum products to know that they can be 
rationed in the event that it becomes 
necessary. I think that is an important 
feature. 

I think the conservancy part is an im­
portant feature. Therefore, it is certainly 
not my idea to say that this bill in toto 
is bad. It is not, but there are provisions 
of it which are so counterproductive 
that the President of the United States, 
I am sure, will find it necessary to exer­
cise a veto. 

As far as excess profits are concerned, 
of course we do not want the situation 
involving the energy crisis to redound to 
the benefit of anyone who tries to exploit 
it at the expense of the American con­
sumer. But the Comn1ittee on Ways and 
Means is doing its thing. It is going to get 
out an excess profits bill, and that is ex­
actly where the matter should rest. The 
Committee on Ways and Means has ex­
pertise in the field. I am satisfied that at 
the proper time, before too long, a bill 
will be brought out which is adequate to 
take care of the excess profits tax situa­
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, another point which I 
think the Members of the House should 
understand, is that this is a nongermane 
provision of the bill; nongermane be­
cause this was not in the Senate bill nor 
1n the House bill. We amended the rules 
of the House not many months ago to 
provide that this sort of thing would 
come up for a vote on the fioor of the 
House. I hope we will not undo what we 
did before by allowing nongermane 
material to become a part of the confer­
ence report. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the gentle­
man from Kansas <Mr. SKUBITZ). 

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
opportunity just to make a few observa­
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, this body some time ago 
accepted an amendment that would ex­
empt the small stripper well operators 
from price and allocation provisions. 
These are the high-cost producers of oil. 
These are the operators that produce 11 
barrels or less per day. In my State, the 
average production from these wells is 
3.9 barrels per day. As a result of that 
provision, wells that have been capped 
for years have been reopened, and with 
the profits that have been made the wild­
catters have gotten into the field and 
began looking for new oil. These are the 
gamblers who in yesteryears found new 
reserves. 

Now, what are we doing? Well, over 
in the other body they beat the big ma­
jors across the backs about what they 
were doing. Screamed about these profits. 
I make no case for the majors; my plea is 
that we do not kill the small operators in 
order that the profits of the majors are 
reduced. In this legislation we are aim­
ing not at the big producers, but also the 
small stripper operators. 

Mr. Speaker, when the gentleman from 
North Carolina, said this is an oil con­
servation bill, he is exactly right. That 
is exactly what we are going to do. We 
are not going to bring oil out of the 
ground for the use of people; we are go­
ing to keep it 1n the ground because these 
small operators cannot exist and neither 
can they a:ff ord to seek new production. 

You want more oil? Then do not elim­
inate the small producer. I hear many 
of colleagues weep for the small business­
men-I sometimes wonder 1f they ever 
listen to them-do they really give a 
damn. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Wash­
ington <Mr. ADAMS) a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I have been 
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quite surprised at some of the remarks 
that have been made concernlng whether 
or not there are incentives in this bill 
for the production of gasoline, and also 
whether or not we will have t.O manage 
a scarcity. 

I think it is very important for 1 min­
ute that we look at what this bill tries to 
do as one overall package. First, it says, 
"Let us inventory and find out what we 
have." Second, if we find we have a scar­
city, let us put the authority in here to 
manage that scarcity. 

The third there is a flexible provision 
on the rollback of prices so the consumer 
will be fairly treated. 

The gentleman from Texas <Mr. EcK­
BARDT) and the gentleman from Illinois 
<Mr. ANDERSON) both attacked the roll­
back provision from different directions, 
one saying too much and the other not 
enough. The reason they did so is because 
at the present time we have a situation 
where as Mr. Simon stated on "Issues and 
Answers" and before the committee, and 
as the petroleum industry has testifled, 
$5.25 a barrel is enough to give an incen­
tive for production, and we give flexibil1ty 
to go even above that t.o as much as $7 .09. 

At the present time old oil is at $5.25 
a barrel. We have the right in the so­
called rollback provision here for a 35-
percent flexibil1ty, so it could go up to 
$7.09. That flexibll1ty is in the President. 
The matter was well considered in the 
committee. There is the problem of 
whether or not enough incentive is in this 
bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I think probably there is 
too much incentive, but we have left the 
right to adjust the situation with the 
President. 

I want to speak for a moment to the 
point which the gentleman from Texas 
made, and I think it is a very important 
one. Section 105 is a dangerous part of 
the blll. These are the energy conserva­
tion plans. I have not liked granting these 
powers to the President and neither has 
the gentleman from Texas. 

But at the present time under the 
Emergency Allocation Act, Mr. Simon 
and Mr. Sawhill are changing the regu­
lations now without the Congress doing 
anything. 

They said, for example, that distribu­
tors could not use a flag system to de­
termine his regular customers or his non­
regular customers or the fact that he 
was not pumping gasoline at all. There 
were a number of dealers who used these 
flags to prevent riots in their Jinns. 

Those regulations are changing now. 
This is in the bill in order to provide 

an orderly system until March 15, and I 
want to state to the gentleman that this 
bill ls probably not going to get to the 
President's desk much before March 15. 
What we have after the date of March 
15, is to provide a veto of the regula­
tions, and after September l, then we 
have to go through the regular congres­
sional processes. 

I do not like lt, but I am going to vote 
forlt. 

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

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I 
understand that until September 1, this 

authority exists in the President unless 
vetoed? 

Mr. ADAMS. The gentleman ls cor­
rect. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. And it enlarges his 
authority beyond mere allocation regu­
lations. In other words, the existing law 
limits the authority to allocation regu­
lations? 

Mr. ADAMS. It has limited it, but they 
have gone beyond that ln their interpre­
tations of what is equitable and what is 
a proper allocation system. 

What I am saying to the gentleman is 
that we have tried to produce an order­
ly system of regulation here rather than 
issuing regulations as they do now. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas <Mr. ARCHER). 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, as I sat 
here and listened to the debate it be­
came very clear to me what this House 
ls going to do. Perhaps it ls useless to 
take this podium to discuss many of the 
things that have been said and a few 
that have not been said. 

However, it should be put in the 
RECORD that my colleague from Kansas 
<Mr. SKUBITZ) is 100 percent accurate: 
This ls an oil conservation bill; wells 
will be shut down that are now produc­
ing oil if this bill is passed. Make no 
mistake about that. When you vote for 
this bill you are voting for longer lines 
at the service stations and less crude 
oil in the United States of America. 

There are wells today producing 
throughout this land, where the cost of 
production ls in excess of $6 per barrel, 
so-called stripper wells, secondary and 
tertiary production methods, which are 
highly expensive and which would have 
been closed down before. They are pro­
ducing today because they have the right 
under the current law to make a profit. 
A common example is one field in west 
Texas which is producing 200 barrels of 
oil a day, from 60 wells, with the cost of 
production being over $6 per barrel. 

When you pass this bill you will shut 
down every one of them and much of 
that oil will be lost and will be lost for­
ever, because many of these wells once 
capped cannot produce again. Unf or­
tunately, outdated figures from 1972 were 
quoted by Mr. BROYHILL of North Caro­
lina. They no longer represent the cost 
of exploring and producing a barrel of 
oil. In the last year alone, the cost of 
drilling a well has increased 40 per­
cent or more. No mention of this was 
made by the proponents of this legisla­
tion. The price permitted in this bill 
will make the drilling of many new 
wells uneconomical. Exploration will be 
curtailed, production will suffer, and the 
consumer and our overall economy will 
be the losers. It is rather incredible to 
me that we would take a position that 
would deny the people of this country 
desperately needed oil and at the same 
time add more and more power to a 
Presidency where we have condemned 
the policy of giving power to that Presi­
dency. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle­
man from California (Mr. GOLDWATER). 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of the response by the chair-

man of the Interstate and Foreign Com­
merce Committee to the question asked 
by the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
PICKLE). At this point I ask permission 
to revise and extend my remarks. 

Mr. Speaker, the need for household 
moves is one this House addressed when 
we originally considered this bill. I am 
pleased to know that it remains the in­
tent of Congress that fuel be provided 
for household moves. 

It is apparent that Congress must make 
this intent clear to the administration. 
To date the administration has not ad­
dressed this vital need. 

The allocation regulations are set forth 
in the Federal Register, of Tuesday, Jan­
uary 15, 1974, vol. 39, No. 10, part 3, at 
page 1944. Servicemen and other people 
using do-it-yourself moving methods are 
not included under those regulations. 

This is a significant problem. To put 
the scope of the situation in proper per­
spective we should note certain facts. In 
1973, 12.5 million families moved or 18.7 
percent of the Nation's 66,890,000 house­
holds. It should also be noted that 46.8 
percent of these household moves utilized 
do-it-yourself household moving equip­
ment. 

And these figures are for 1973. They 
do not include the effects of the energy 
crisis. A week ago the Department of 
Labor released information showing that 
the number of workers claiming they 
lost jobs because of the energy shortage 
has risen steadily since early December 
and the latest count stood at 226,000. 

The Manpower Administration said 
more than 2,618,000 workers are receiving 
unemployment insurance benefits for the 
week ending January 19, an increase of 
98,100 from the previous week and more 
than double the number receiving bene­
fits last September 15. 

We must concern ourselves with the 
productive individuals who lose their jobs 
due to the energy shortage. These peo­
ple want to work. Past experience shows 
that many people will move their house­
holds to locations where employment is 
available. We must protect and assist the 
mobility of the American work force. 

I am pleased that this report makes 
clear our concern and determination to 
get fuel to those people who have to make 
a household move. Otherwise we will con­
tinue to find the Federal Government 
standing in contradictory positions. 

One example of the contradictions I 
refer to is the Federal Energy Office's 
consistent pronouncements decrying the 
energy crisis' effect on employment while, 
at the same time, the regulations they 
have formulated for the allocation of fuel 
actually eliminate the availability of fuel 
to the families who find it necessary to 
relocate for employment purposes. 

Another example of the Government's 
current contradictory position can be 
seen by looking at the activities of two 
executive agencies. 

There have been instituted ln the past 
programs for the relocation of workers 
who have lost their jobs in diftlcult times. 
During the 1971 aerospace employment 
cutbacks the Department of Labor pro­
videq up to $1,200 for the relocation of 
workers. We have now heard talk that 
such a program is again under considera­
tion. 



. 

February 27, 1974 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 4417 
What could be more contradictory than 

for the Government to consider on the 
one hand providing financial assistance 
for necessary and purposeful household 
moves and, on the other hand, eliminate 
the availability of the fuel needed for 
such moves. 

There is an energy crisis before us. Its 
effects are raising serious concerns about 
a related unemployment crisis. We must 
address these problems with reason, not 
with bifurcated programs and regula­
tions borne out of myopic reaction. 

We must assist the American people in 
their efforts to help themselves. I sub­
mit that providing the fuel so that a fam­
ily suffering unemployment in one area 
can relocate in another area where em­
ployment is available is a type of assist­
ance needed. 

We should also remember that 46.8 
percent of the household moves under­
taken in this country utilized do-it-your­
self household moving equipment. 

The Federal Energy Office must rec­
ognize that the trucks and trailers of the 
do-it-yourself household moving indus­
try are unique. They are all powered di­
rectly or indirectly by motor gasoline. 
Gasoline that the moving family itself 
purchases at retail stations along the 
route to their destination. People who 
find it necessary to utilize the service 
provided by the do-it-yourself household 
moving industry must receive fuel. 

Family moving is not undertaken 
lightly, it is a difilcult experience. People 
who undertake household moves do so out 
of necessity. It is not a recreational 
activity. 

The household mobility needs of the 
American people are of National con­
cern. I am pleased to see that this leg­
islation provides for the availability of 
gasoline for the necessary and purposeful 
moves of the American people. I com­
pliment my colleagues who served as con­
ferees for addressing and providing for 
this very important need. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, upon the 
passage of S. 2589, amended by this 
House, there was a colloqny on the floor, 
December 12, between the chairman, Mr. 
STAGGERS, and Mr . .ANNuNZio with refer­
ence to the intent of the so-called Pickle 
amendment as follows: 

Mr. ANNUNzro. Does subsection (4) (J), 
found on page 55 of the report, include under 
the t.erm "household moves" the situation 
where a soldier moves his family's personal 
possessions from one base to another in a 
traller which may be rented or borrowed ur 
belong to him? 

Mr. STAGGERS. That is included in the btll 
and ta.ken ca.re of in the provisions of move­
ment of persons. 

Mr. ANNUNZIO. They would be supplied 
with gasoline; would your answer be yes? 

Mr. STAGGERS. Yes; my answer would be 
yes. 

I would like to point out that in the 
House-Senate conference on S. 2589, the 
Pickle amendment and other amend­
ments were deleted; however, a recogni­
tion of the effect and need for my 
amendment was agreed to in the Con­
ference Report No. 93-793 and can be 
found on page 48 as follows: 

The Conferees also recognize that end­
use ra.tlonlng plans should glve consideration 
to the personal transportation needs of 
.American m111ta.ry personnel re-assigned t.o 

other duty stations and of those persons who 
a.re required to relocate for employment pur­
poses. 

I would like to point out further that 
in the Senate debate of January 29, a 
colloquy was had between Senator JACK­
SON and Senator ALLEN specifically on 
this language of the conferees as fallows: 

Sena.tor ALLEN. Mr. President, I read from 
Benate Conference Report No. 93-663, page 
45. Does this language mean that the intent 
of the conferees is to accommodate the do-it­
yourself movement of both people and their 
personal possessions from c;me job site to an­
other durtng these times of national stress, 
when jobs in the country a.re either opening 
up or closing down and people may be very 
mobile; seeking greater opportunities or 
greater economic security? 

Sena.tor JACKSON. Mr. President, the needs 
of the Armed Services necessitate the peri­
odic reassignment of personnel and the trans­
port of these personnel, their families and 
their household goods from one duty station 
to the next. In addition, we Americans a.re a. 
very mobile people. The family move from 
one city to another in search for better em­
ployment is probably more common here 
than in any other nation. It is a. routine facet 
of our society and of our economy. In in­
corporating in the Conference Report the 
passage which my esteemed colleague has 
cited, it ls the intent of the conferees t.o 
acknowledge those two facts. Furthermore, It 
is their intent that, insofar as it may be pos­
sible, and consistent with the other pro­
visions of this Act and of the Emergency 
Petroleum Act of 1973, end-use rationing 
plans should be so developed as not to un­
duly inhibit this normal movement of peo­
ple and their personal possessions be it by 
van line or by hired vehicle. 

Mr. Speaker, the proposed gasoline 
rationing contingency plan, issued by 
the Federal Energy Office and printed in 
the Federal Register on January 16, 1974, 
does not express any concern or show 
any recognition of the need pointed up by 
my amendment. I would ask the gentle­
man from West Virginia, if as chairman 
o! our committee and as a conferee, he 
ls still convinced of the need for the 
Federal Energy Office to carry out the in­
tent of Congress as expressed by the 
Senator from Washington and by the 
Senator from Alabama and by his 
answer on this floor, December 12, to the 
question made by the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

Mr. STAGGERS. I believe that the 
Senator from Washington has properly 
stated the concern of the conferees. 

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Speaker, never before 
in the history of our country has the 
mobility of families who are moving to 
seek employment, or an education, or a 
healthier environment been so threat­
ened as it ls by the current energy crisis. 
I find nothing in the proposed gasoline 
rationing contingency plan of the Federal 
Energy Office that promises any relief to 
lower income families who for reasons 
either of employment, health, education, 
change of marital status, or retirement 
must utilize do-it-yourself moving equip­
ment when tcey take to the road for a 
household move. These are essential, 
purposeful, nonrecreational moves made 
by families who have no other viable 
alternative except to Uquidate their 
household belongings. Those of my col­
leagues who remember the "Grapes of 
Wrath" migrations from the dustbowls 

of the 1930's know what I am talklng 
about. 

The expected displacement o! people 
due to the energy crisis could further 
intensify the need for mobility to where 
the jobs are, and the need for an eco­
nomic, flexible system of household 
moving. 

No group of people in our economy 
feel these economic pressures so acutely 
as the younger families with school-age 
children, young couples, young unmar­
rieds and the elderly. These are the age 
groups who have the lowest job stability, 
rising needs, and llmlted savings. They 
are the ones most likely to face the psy­
chic and monetary traumas that are 
connected with moving from one locality 
to another. They are the ones who must 
stuff what few household goods or tools 
they can into the back of a car or into 
a rented trailer when they have to make 
a move. When such families must set 
out for a destination hundreds or even 
thousands of miles away, they should 
have assurance that they will not become 
stranded en route due to lack of fuel. 

Mr. Speaker, the only recourse so far 
proposed by the administration, for serv­
icemen's families and other people using 
do-it-yourself methods of moving, ls to 
apply to the individual States for gaso­
line under the State setaside provisions. 
The State in turn must justify the hard­
ship application to the appropriate Fed­
eral office. Such recourse ls a virtual im­
possibility, only further compounding the 
problem for the approximately one out 
of five families in our country who must 
relocate each year. Few Governors can 
be expected to provide gasoline to per­
sons who are only passing through their 
States when it must be provided from the 
meager amount allocated to the States 
under the setaside provisions of the 
proposed gasoline rationing contingency 
plan. 

Mr. Speaker, the int.ent of this Con­
gress with relation to the provision of 
gasoline for those families who have to 
move their household possessions must 
be clearly and forcibly brought to the 
attention of the appropriate agency 
drafting the necessary regulations so 
they will incorporate our intent in what­
ever rationing plan may be adopted. 
Family moving is rarely undertaken 
lightly-it is a difilcult experience at best 
involving large psychic costs as well as 
considerable monetary expenditures. 

It is a matter of national concern that 
our populace be able to carry out con­
sidered decisions on where to live to best 
meet the economic and social demands 
of these hard times. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gen­
tleman from Ohio <Mr. BROWN). 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, un­
fortunately a vote for this bill and for 
this conference report with the language 
which it has in it on so-called price roll­
backs 1s a vote for a shortage of oil and 
a vote for the higher price of the oil 
that we do have moving through the 
supply systems of our country. 

This was very eifectively lllustrated 
by the colloquy between the gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. ECKHARDT) and the 
gentleman from Illinois <Mr. ANDERSON) 
during the debate on the rule. 
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$3.80 a barrel oil-and there is some 

in this country now ft.owing into the 
supply systems-will, under this confer­
ence report rollback, cost $5.25 a barrel 
or, if the President chooses to raise the 
price or allow it to be raised, will cost 
$7.09 a barrel. So low-priced oil will now 
become higher priced oil, and the $8 a 
barrel oil which has come in since the 
imported oil was cut off will not not be in 
the marketplace at all because people 
are producing from wells that cost $8 a 
barrel to drill and you are putting a cap 
on that well, so you wlll not have that 
oil. 

The result is that we will have less oil, 
and that the oil or the product that we 
do have in the marketplace will gener­
ally cost more, which will result in for­
eign oil not finding its way into the 
United States because the foreign oil will 
go abroad where it can sustain a higher 
price. The companies who are getting 
foreign oil now will have a higher price 
at their pumps than do the companies 
using domestic oil, and the result will be 
that people will go to those outlets that 
have the lowest of the two prices. Any­
body who tries to sell foreign crude oil 
through the system in this country will 
say to heck with the United States, let 
us get the oil into England where it costs 
a dollar a gallon, or where the barrel 
price equivalent is much higher. 

The conclusions I have come to, having 
served on the conference committee, is 
that a candidate for the U.S. Presidency 
should not be permitted to participate in 
conference negotiations because, in fact, 
that is where this section came from, 
from the other side of the Capitol, and 
who are making an effort to put into this 
piece of legislation really one of the more 
attractive things about our system, and 
that is a short-term result that would 
look good politically, but would be dis­
astrous economically. 

Of course we have done a very clever 
thing here. We have given the President 
the right to ration gasoline, when we 
create the shortages, and the result is 
that by the time we get into the elec­
tions this fall, the results of this piece 
of legislation will be devastating for 
those people who voted for the confer­
ence report. I think it is a gross error to 
look at a vote for this conference report 
as a matter of political advantage. I think 
it will be a definite disadvantage by the 
time the people, this fall, face the prob-
lems that will grow out of it. . 

Mr. MAYNE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen­
tleman will yield, I want to say that I 
did not vote for the price rollback but 
when the price of propane to the p~ople 
in my district has risen 300 percent, and 
has risen 300, 400, and 500 percent in 
other places in the country, it would seem 
to me that there is total bankruptcy in 
the leadership in this industry, and that 
the purpose was to stop this sort of 
thing-

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker I 
might say to the gentleman from Io~a 
that this effort in oil is brought to us by 
the same group of people who brought us 
the beef shortage. They tried to roll back 
and hold down the prices of beef, and the 
result was that beef prices went higher 
than ever, and in the marketplace beef 

became scarcer and scarcer until the 
price control was lifted. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. ROE). 

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, the chairman 
of the full committee has allotted me 2 
minutes in which to say what I would 
like to say on this most vital issue, and 
that is that it seems to me everybody in 
this House is worried about whose ox is 
being gored, and they are worried about 
their own ox being gored, but what about 
the essential needs and rights of our peo­
ple. I have not heard too many Mem­
bers get up today and talk about a sim­
ple, basic point, and that is that there is 
a certain thing we are responsible for 
in this House, I believe, and that has to 
do with the consent of the governed who 
are the American people. 

I wonder if their direct representa­
tives in this House are listening to their 
people. Our people are not concerned 
with the feelings of the oil industry. My 
people in my State are coming back and 
saying let me tell you something, Dem­
ocrats and Republicans alike, I think you 
will have to answer to us for what you 
have done or not done for us the Ameri­
can people. And certainly we will have to 
answer for our actions because we have 
granted to this administration the right 
to allocate our fuel and our oil and they 
have done their thing, and they have 
botched it up terribly. Prices are the 
highest they have ever been for gasoline 
throughout every State in this Nation, 
certainly in my State, and I see no point 
of equity to the American people in that 
situation. 

Let me say one thing about this bill. I 
do not like two sections of it but I will 
definitely vote for the price r~llback be­
cause I think it is fair to the American 
people. 

I believe we ought to share the wealth, 
and I believe we ought to share the econ­
omy of this country, and this has to be 
done through the power of our people 
through the consent of the governed by 
their elected representatives. 

I think there is ju.st one final thought 
to keep in mind if you believe in this 
wisdom, and that is if you give the ad­
ministration legislation to be able to 
allocate the fuel, and if we have the 
chaos and the disorder that we have now, 
where we have a lack of the truth, and 
where people do not understand, and 
they disagree, and they are literally 
badgering each other and battering each 
other, would it be such a terrible thing 
to say to Mr. Nixon, to say to our good 
President, "Here we have tried in concert 
to present an approach and a new Idea, 
we have tried to do this in concert with 
the Congress. So let us try one more time, 
and put some teeth into this law to give 
the people of the United States fair play 
and Justice." 

That is what my people are saying 
about it in New Jersey, not the oil indus­
try. 

The SPEAKER. The time of the gentle­
man has expired. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. RUN­
NELS). 

Mr. RUNNELS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 

opposition to the conference report on 
the National Energy Emergency Act, S. 
2589. Our Nation has been bound and 
gagged by a restricting fuel allocation 
program and a restraining set of wage­
price controls for far too long. The var­
ious haphazard cures to our fuel short­
age malady which have been adminis­
tered to this country have turned out to 
be worse than the disease. 

The best remedy available for ·our 
energy crisis and especially for the gas­
oline shortage is to transfuse a heavY 
dose of free enterprise into Uncle Sam's 
body. Supply and demand have been the 
lifeblood of our Nation and it is time we 
realized that fact. Our immediate prob­
lem is that the National Energy Emer­
gency Act contains provisions which 
would kill off one of the most important 
elements of the free enterprise system 
still in operation by rolling back the price 
of stripper oil and new oil. I am talking 
about section 110 of the bill. 

Stripper wells are operated by almost 
4,000 independent oil and gas producers 
throughout the Nation. These independ­
ents are responsible for approximately 
80 percent of the exploratory drilling 
that takes place from year to year. The 
price of crude pumped out of a stripper 
well is now in the vicinity of $10. If this 
price is rolled back to a national aver­
age of $5.25, these independents are go­
ing to lose an awful lot of incentive to 
continue in their exPloration activities. 

In New Mexico, in mid-January of 
1973, we had 382 locations holding or 
awaiting drilling rigs, 46 of them were 
exploratory locations and 336 were de­
velopment locations. In mid-January 
1974, our State had 433 locations hold­
ing or awaiting rigs. That is an increase 
of 51 locations in 1 year. The explora­
tory location increase was from 46 to 
117. 

Now what do you think the figures will 
be for mid-January 1975 if the price of 
the crude out of these new locations is 
set at $5.25 per barrel? I will tell you 
that there is not a roughneck in the oil 
patch who will bet on those figures going 
up. When you consider that two-thirds 
of all the oil we consume in this country 
is domestically produced and one-fourth 
of our domestic production is from strip­
per and new wells, you see that we are 
talking about a major portion of an oil 
supply. 

Approximately 1.9 million barrels of 
the 9.2 million barrels produced each 
day is produced by these independents. 
If you figure that this oil is currently 
priced at $9.51 per barrel, a rollback to 
$5.25 per barrel will dry up over $3 bil­
lion per year in possible domestic ex­
ploration funding for the independents. 

In addition to considering how this 
price rollback provision will seriously 
curtail domestic exPloration, let us con­
sider what this bill means to W:le con­
sumer. The Federal Energy Office has 
indicated that this price rollback will 
probably only mean a decrease of 1.4 
cents per gallon of gasoline sold. The 
Independent Producers Association sets 
that price decrease figure at 1 cent per 
gallon and the Secretary of the Treas­
ury, George Shultz, sets the same :figure 
at less than 2 cents. 

A good argument can be made for the 
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proposition that this rollback provision 
will increase prices instead of decreasing 
them. From all the facts and :figures I 
have read concerning the fuel shortage, 
it apparently is an undisputed fact that 
the high price of gasoline today is the 
direct result of the high price of imported 
foreign crude, which costs between $10 
and $20 per barrel these days, and higher 
charges for marketing and refining. If 
this rollback provision is enacted into law 
and if $3 billion in exploration funds is 
eliminated, the end result could very well 
be an increased dependence on foreign 
crude. That would mean an increase in 
costs to the refiner and thus to the 
consumer. 

While I am discussing price increases 
let me point out that the price of wheat 
has gone up from $2.46 per bushel on 
February 19, 1973, to $6.12~ per bushel 
on February 19, 1974, a percentage in­
crease quite similar to the oil price per­
centage increase during the same period 
of time. Is a similar rollback being pro­
posed for the wheat producers of this 
Nation? Obviously not, which makes a 
person wonder why the independent oil 
producers are being singled out for a 
rollback. 

There is another important considera­
tion to be made here. It concerns the 
tax revenues derived from the oil busi­
ness. In 1973 New Mexico collected $45.5 
million in State royalty, school, sever­
ance, conservation, and ad valorem taxes 
from the oil companies. If the average 
price of oil is $7 per barrel in 1974, New 
Mexico will collect $72.3 million. If the 
price is rolled back to $5.25, our state 
will receive $20 million less in these rev­
enues, a decrease which is extremely im­
portant since it concerns revenues used 
to :finance our school system. 

Finally, let us not forget the fact that 
thousands and thousands of plugged and 
abandoned stripper wells could be reac­
tivated if the price of stripper oil is al­
lowed to vary according to the laws of 
supply and demand. These wells are ex­
pensive to operate in relation to their 
production but they are an additional 
source of oil. I think it would be far 
wiser to mak& it possible to put these 
wells back into production instead of 
making it impractical to even operate 
many of those stripper wells that are 
now in production on a marginal basis. 

There is one other reason why I will 
oppose this conference report and that 
is section 104 of the bill which explicitly 
reserves to the President the sole power 
to institute nationwide mandatory cou­
pon gasoline rationing. 

I am strongly against rationing. This 
Sunday I listened to Mr. Simon of the 
Federal Energy Office discuss the ration­
ing problem on a television program. He 
indicated that he does not feel that the 
President now has clear, undisputable 
authority to initiate rationing. I do not 
want to give him that authority now 
and, even if it becomes necessary, I want 
to have something to say about when, 
how, and under what procedures it will 
be placed into effect. I urge all of my col­
leagues to think about the fact that a 
vote for the conference report on S. 2589 
1s a vote for gasoline rationing and the 
bureaucratic nightmare which will be 
concomitant with it. 

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. WHITE). 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. Speaker, I have just 
returned from west Texas recently, and 
let me tell the Members what I found 
there. After we reduced the oil depletion 
allowance and made other regulations 
that forced oil producers to reduce their 
production, towns were being depopu­
lated; rigs were dismantled; some oil 
wells were capped, and many drilling 
crews dispersed. Now that oil is severely 
needed by this country, the crews are be­
ginning to come back; the rigs, when 
they can find them, are being set up; and 
some of the oil wells previously closed 
are being uncapped and put into produc­
tion. I have been answering mail all 
morning pleading that Congress not re­
verse this development by rolling back 
the price of crude oil. 

I can assure the Members that pro­
duction will fall if we roll back crude 
prices. Do not do this if we really want 
to produce oil for this country in order 
to alleviate our shortage. The independ­
ent oil producer who :finds and produces 
70 percent of our domestic oil will be 
most hurt by this disincentive. 

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
MAcnoNALD), chairman of the subcom­
mittee. 

Mr. MACDONALD. Mr. Speaker, I just 
have 2 minutes. I am not going to argue 
with anybody, but I do think that cer­
tain things should be straightened out, 
especially concerning prices. I just state 
what I know to be facts, that on May 15, 
1973, the average price for domestically 
crude oil was $3.86 per barrel. That was 
just 9 months ago. That price included 
the stripper weli and the new crude pro­
duction as well as the so-called :flowing 
oil. Today the price of :flowing oil is 
ceilinged at $5.25. The price on new crude 
and stripper production as of now is $9.51 
per barrel. In many cases the price is 
over $10 a barrel, an increase of 150 per­
cent in just the last few months. 

The market mechanism of supply and 
demand simply is not working in this 
case. We are not dealing with a free mar­
ket structure, and our economy cannot 
any longer afford to pay the price. 

I should like also to point out that 
the provisions of section 110 require a 
rollback of prices on an average of be­
tween $5.25 and $7.09. That range obvi­
ously is broad enough to permit the 
President to establish prices which are 
adequate to induce production of addi­
tional crude supply and still keep prices 
from becoming really an unreasonable 
burden on not just our consumers for the 
home but also for our industrial produc­
tion, so that we can try to avoid, perhaps, 
the oncoming recession. 

For example, in December 1972, the 
National Petroleum Council reported to 
this Congress that, in order to achieve 
the greatest feasible level of domestic 
self-sufficiency, the domestic price of 
crude oil would have to rise from $3.18 per 
barrel in 1970 to $3.65 per barrel in 1975. 
In August 1972, tht! Independent Petro­
leum Association of America testified 
that a domestic price of $4.10 per barrel 
would be adequate to assure the United 
States 100 percent self-sufficiency by 
1980. While these projections were stated 

in "constant dollars," after adjustment, 
the National Petroleum Council's price 
would be projected at $4.35 and the In­
dependent Petroleum Association of 
America's price would be increased to 
$4.55. It is to be emphasized that these 
price estimates are well within the na­
tional average ceiling price of $5.25 called 
for in section 110 of the Energy Emer­
gency Act. 

Moreover, it should be kept in mind 
that this section permits the President to 
increase the ceiling price to levels which 
would result in a national average price 
df $7.09. This is well above the most re­
cent projection of the Independent Pe­
troleum Association of America calling 
for an average price of approximately 
$6.65 per barrel for crude oil in order to 
maximize domestic production by 1980. 
Let me point out also, that as recently 
as January 23 of this year Deputy Secre­
tary Simon stated that the long term 
supply price of crude oil-that is, the 
level needed to bring supply and de­
mand into balance and to eliminate the 
shortage--would be "in the neighborhood 
of $7 per barrel within the next few 
years." In Secretary Simon's words, any 
price higher than that creates "a wind­
fall-a price to producers which is more 
than producers could have anticipated 
when investments were made and more 
than that required to produce all that 
we can in fact expect to be supplied." 

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

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. HILLIS). 

Mr. HILLIS. Mr. Speaker, after care­
fully studying the conference report 
on the Energy Emergency Act, I am 
concerned that certain measures incor­
porated into this act will be counter­
productive to the goals stated. I ref er 
specifically to the provision for a price 
rollback. 

The price rollback is an unkind ruse 
on the American public. It promises a. 
price reduction in oil products while, in 
truth, the long-term effect will be higher 
prices and more shortages. The price 
rollback will affect the small independ­
ent producers, those companies which 
drastically need a higher price in order 
to survive. By reducing the income of 
these independent producers, we shall 
reduce production and exploration for 
additional petroleum sourcts. The net 
result will be a need to import more oil 
from foreign countries at astronomical 
prices. 

I fail to see how representatives of the 
people can propose and support this 
price rollback measure which is so dele­
terious to the welfare of our Nation. The 
damage of this provision is far reach­
ing in that it may have the effect of 
postponing the passage of needed energy 
legislation. 

The administration desperately needs 
responsible legislation which will enable 
it t.o deal more eft'ectively with this crisis. 
Thousands of Amercans are unemployed 
as a result of the lack of energy. It is 
urgent that we provide assistance to the 
people who are bearing the brunt of en­
ergy shortages. It is also urgent that we 
come forth with incentives to increase 
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production of petroleum here in America 
rather than in the Middle East. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to work 
for effective energy legislation. I also 
urge you to deplore the type of irrespon­
sible measures, such as the price roll­
back, which are counterproductive and 
which delay the pas.5age of responsible 
energy legislation. 

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield my remaining time 
to the gentleman from Dllnois <Mr. 
ANDERSON). 

Mr. ANDERSON of Dllnois. Mr. Speak­
er, I think it is clear at this point 1n 
these proceedings that we are suffering 
very much this afternoon from the syn­
drome, as someone recently described it, 
or the attitude: "Don't just sit there, do 
something, do something even 1f it is 
wrong." And in the desire on the part 
of some in this House to convince the 
American people that they are making 
genuine progress toward a workable solu­
tion of the energy crisis, they are going 
to go ahead and pass this conference 
report notwithstanding the assurance 
that it is going to receive a Presidential 
veto which will not be overridden and 
which will therefore necessitate the Con­
gress once again beginning the laborious 
process of working out the kind of bill 
that should be passed. 

I want to say something else in brief 
reply to what the distinguished majority 
leader said earlier this afternoon when 
he participated in the debate, and inci­
dentally I thank him for his more than 
generous remarks, but the sum and sub­
stance of what he had to say was, yes, 
that the arguments the gentleman from 
minois has made are very good and they 
ring very well but the question in Novem­
ber is still going to be: Where is the gas 
and where is the oil? 

I say to Members of the House they 
should not deceive themselves. When this 
conference report is passed, if and when 
it should ever become the law of the land, 
the question will still ring out: When or 
where are we going to produce the oil 
and the gas that we need to supply the 
energy needs of the American people? 

This bill is not going to produce one 
single additional pint of crude oil for the 
American people. Quite to the contrary. 
When we build into our economic system 
the kind of disincentives-yes, disincen­
tives-that are embodied in this artificial 
distortion of the pricing system, the pric­
ing mechanism of our country, we are 
simply going to do what the gentleman 
from Kansas <Mr. SKUBITZ) and what the 
gentleman from 'l'exas <Mr. WHITE) and 
what numerous other spokesmen on the 
floor this afternoon have said will hap­
pen. We are going to discourage some 
of the small marginal operators from go­
ing out and making the additional ef­
fort and investing additional capital that 
needs to be invested to increase the total 
supply of oil in this country. 

I further think we are really doing 
violence to the rules of this House and 
wiping out, as I said earlier, clause 3, 
rule XXVIII of our own rules when we 
adopt new matter entirely, as we are 
doing in this conference report. 

I do not know how many Members 
have read pages 11, 12, and 13 of the 
conference report. I suppose there are 

almost 1,000 words of very technical and 
closely written and very sophisticated 
language there dealing with what is said 
to be a prohibition on inequitable prices. 
It is material that was never confided to 
the jurisdiction of a committee of this 
House, but rather new material that was 
·written in conference, new material on 
which this House has had only the very 
brief est opportunity to even deba.te and 
discuss it this afternoon, because under 
the procedures we are following, when 
the motion to strike is offered on sec­
tion 110 and the other objectionable sec­
tions of this conference report, there is 
no further debate. The only time that 
we have had this afternoon is the 60 
minutes that was allotted under the rule 
for discussion of the conference report 
itself. 

When I think of what the consequences 
of this action may be, when I thlnk­
and I use the term advisedly-"of the 
cynical, political, partisan, manipulation 
of the energy crisis" that this alleged roll­
back represents, I think it is a travesty 
on the procedures of this body that we 
should undertake to legislate in this 
faulty manner on something funda­
mentally so imPortant to the American 
people. 

Notwithstanding the vote that took 
place a little while ago, earlier this after­
noon, I hope that when the motion to 
strike is offered on section 110, the Mem­
bers will yet take time to reconsider and 
vote in favor of the motion deleting that 
matter from this conference report. 

The SPEAKER. All time of the gentle­
man from North Carolina has expired. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I have 
listened to the debate and some of the 
.arguments made. I would remind the 
Members that only 9 months ago the 
price of crude petroleum in America was 
only $3.86 a barrel, 9 months ago. It was 
adequate then. They said so, and since 
that time it has gone way up. 

Why will wells suddenly be capped, as 
somebody said? Has anybody had any 
evidence or any hearings to show that? 
They are speaking out of fantasy, wild 
figures, grasping for something they do 
not know anything about. It w.as never 
testified before our committee. 

So many are saying wild things. I can­
not understand where they are saying 
that wells be capped because this bill 
permits amounts far above the $3.86 they 
were getting 9 months ago. Mr. Simon 
said on ABC last month $5.25 was all 
that was needed. I have that quotation 
exactly from the ABC, that he said that 
was enough. 

We allow them for the stripper wells 
and independents to go up to $7.09, 
which was testified to by the Independ­
ent Petroleum Institute before the 
Senate, that $6.65 was adequate. We are 
allowing $7.09 to do the job. 

I would read the testimony to the 
gentleman of Mr. Miller. He said that--

Given todays' prices of natural gas, the 
IPA analysis shows that an average price of 
a.bout $6.65 per barrel on domestic crude 
oil would be required over the long run to 
achieve or permit self-sum.ciency in oil and 
gas by 1980. 

This is a long time ahead. This gentle­
man said it is enough. 

I want to remind the gentleman again, 
that 50 percent of those wells are owned 
by the big petroleum companies. 

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I yield to the gentle­
man from Ohio. 

Mr. HAYS. I just want to make the 
point, the more I see Mr. Simon on tele­
vision the more I feel like if there is an 
energy crisis, it would go away if Mr. 
Simon would go away. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to say that this thing of saying 
that $7 .09 is not sufficient, just ic not so. 
Nobody has the evidence to show that. 

I want to say again, the gentleman 
mentioned awhile ago about the price 
of propane going out of sight at 350 per­
cent. This bill says it has to come down. 
We mentioned it specifically. 

If some Members go back home and 
cannot run their glass plants and plastic 
plants and so forth and they vote against 
this, how can they explain it? They can­
not explain it. That is all I say. 

This thing of the capping of the wells, 
I say again, where is the evidence? No 
one has shown us anything in any way. 

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

Mr. STAGGERS. I cannot right now. 
Mr. SKUBITZ. The gentleman asked a 

question. Let somebody answer it. 
Mr. STAGGERS. Let me ask this. Are 

the Members thinking of all the lost jobs, 
the jobless back home, caused by the 
fuel shortage? 

Yesterday in West Virginia many 
thousand miners did not go to work be­
cause they did not have the fuel to get 
to work. What is going to happen in this 
State? 

We are trying to resolve these things, 
these long lines in America, and we are 
asking for help. 

We want to say that propane will be 
given to the farmer and to those that 
have to have it. 

Gentlemen, just one further thing I 
would like to point out, that we are going 
to vote separately on sections 110, 105, 
and 104. Let us all understand this, and 
I would like to make this very clear, that 
if either one of these sections is deleted, 
the conference report goes down. 

I would like to say, let us vote up all 
three of them and send the bill to the 
President and get on with the business 
of this country. Americans have waited 
long enough for an energy bill. I think 
the time is now, not next week. Let us 
not say, "Let's vote it down and come 
back later." 

Members cannot explain to their peo­
ple why they voted "no." I cannot go back 
into my district and say that I voted 
against something to stop the long lines 
at the gasoline stations and to make the 
price of gasoline reasonable once again. 

This is the one thing I wanted to make 
plain, that if any one section of the bill 
is voted down, the whole bill fails. Mem­
bers may say, "You can go back to .your 
committee, back to conference." It would 
be months before we could come back, 
and I know the people of America would 
never understand this Congress. This 
Congress only received a 21-percent vote 
of confidence by the people, and if this 
is voted down, I would say that the peo-
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pie would have no confidence in the 
Congress of the United States; none 
whatsoever. 

Mr. Speaker, we worked hard and long 
on this. There were good men on this 
conference, and I would put them up 
against any other Member in the House. 
There were at least two other committees 
on the Senate side, and they worked for 
many days and far into the night to 
come out with the conference report. 
I say it is the best we can possibly do. 
It would not matter how many more 
months we would debate it; how many 
more months in committee or in con­
ference, so I say at the present time it is 
our only objective, our only hope to do 
something for this land. There are a lot 
of people who have come to me and said 
that they want to help the people who 
use propane. Now is the time to help 
them. There are a lot of people who say, 
"We want to know what resources there 
are 1n America, what fuel resources there 
are." 

If the Members want to know, vote for 
this bill. It says that within 60 days 
they must report back to the Congress 
and tell us what the fuel supplies are in 
the country, where energy is coming 
from, where supplies are coming from, 
and where they are going. At that time 
we will move and we can make a judg­
ment, but at the present time we are in 
the dark and we do not know what is 
going on. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge approval of these 
three sections. 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, one of the 
landmark provisions of the conference 
report CH. Rept. 93-793) on S. 2589, the 
Energy Emergency Act, is section 124 
which is entitled "Reports of National 
Energy Resources." For the first time, the 
Congress has established a mandatory 
system for full disclosure of infor­
mation on reserves, production, distri­
bution and use of petroleum products, 
natural gas and coal. This will for the 
first time give the executive branch, the 
Congress, the States, and, most impor­
tantly, the public an opportunity to know 
the true facts about these essential re­
sources and the shortages which now af­
fect our country. For too long the com­
panies dealing in these resources have 
hidden the facts from the American peo­
ple and from the government under a 
heavy and tight veil of secrecy, misin­
formation and partial information. 

Mr. Speaker, I sponsored this section 
in the House on December 14, 1973 (See 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, daily issue, pp. 
41703-41707) . The House adopted it 
unanimously. It was unanimously ac­
cepted by the conferees without 
chang~and I will note that for a brief 
time I was one of those conferees. 

The objective of the section is as 
stated; that is, to provide "reliable," 
which means truthful, data to the new 
Federal Energy Administration. The 
basic objective of the section is that the 
information be fully available to Con­
gress, the States, and the public, and it 
1s the intention of Congress that this 
section be construed by the FEA, the 
courts, and other Federal agencies in 
such a way as to provide maximum in­
formation to achieve this objective. It 
covers all "reserves, production, distri-

button, and use of petroleum products, 
natural gas, and coal." The term "pe­
troleum products" is defined in section 
102(3) of the act. 

To further this objective, the section 
directs the FEA to "promptly" publish 
implementing regulations in the Federal 
Register. The term "promptly'' was de­
liberately chosen by me to insure that 
FEA will act with utmost speed to pub­
lish these regulations. Since the Admin­
istrator, Mr. Simon, has been fully cogni­
zant of this provision for several weeks, 
I would consider it to be dilatory and not 
in compliance with this requirement 1f 
the publication of the proposed regula­
tion is delayed more than 45 days after 
the law is enacted. The Congress showed 
its intention to have these regulations 
become operative quickly, by the provi­
sion allowing only 30 days between pub­
lication and final adoption. 

The proposed regulation will apply to 
all persons-as that term is defined in 
title I, United States Code, section 1-
including but not limited to subsidiary 
and parent corporations and brokers, 
who are "doing business in the United 
States"-as that term is defined in sec­
tion 102 (3) of the act-and who, on the 
date of enactment, "are engaged" in ex­
ploring, developing, processing, refining, 
or transporting by pipeline, any petro­
leum product, natural gas, or coal, either 
in the United States or in some other 
country, or both. The clear intent of the 
language is full disclosure. This intent 
should not be allowed to be defeated by 
gimmicks or other means. 

The regulation will require "detailed" 
written reports every 60 calendar days to 
FEAon: 

First. all known reserves of crude oil, 
natural gas, and coal wherever located, 
including estimates of such reserves, that 
are owned, leased, or otherwise subject 
to control, wholly or partially, or jointly, 
by such persons. 

Second, the production and destina­
tion of any petroleum product, natural 
gas, and coal. This will enable FEA and 
the public to know more precisely how 
much of each of these fuels is being pro­
duced or mined over a 60-day period, 
who is going to use them and for what 
purpose, where they are stored, including 
fuels stored under bond, and who is 
stockpiling the produced fuels; 

Third, the refinery runs for each prod­
uct; and 

Fourth, such other data as the Admin­
istrator deems necessary to help him 
achieve the purposes of this section. This 
provision gives him broad authority to 
carry out his duties under this and other 
laws effectively and efficiently. I expect 
to use this authority for the purpose of 
obtaining and providing to the public 
"maximum" and "reliable" information 
as directed by this section. 

The regulation is not only prospective, 
but also requires similar reports cover­
ing the past 4 years-beginning Jan­
uary 1, 1970-so that we will have a base 
bank of data with which to evaluate the 
adequacy and accuracy of future data. 
This provision should be extremely im­
portant. 

All data 1n the reports furnlshed to 
the FEA must be truthful. If any per­
son willfully and knowingly falsifies, con-

ceals or covers up any material fact or 
makes any false, fictitious or fraudulent 
statement or representation or makes or 
uses any false writing or document 
knowing it contains any false, fictitious 
or fraudulent statement or entry, he will, 
of course, be subject to a fine of up to 
$10,000 or imprisonment for up to 5 
years or both, pursuant to title 18, United 
States Code, section 1001. 

Section 124 requires that four times 
each year FEA shall publish in the Fed­
eral Register ''a meaningful summary 
analysis" of the reported data. This is 
an important feature. It is deigned to 
inform the public and the States fully 
in an understandable manner. Such 
summaries should not be brief. They 
should be fully informative. They will, of 
course, contain much technical inf orma­
tion. But even technical documents can 
be written so that they are understand­
able. 

The reporting requirements of this 
section will not apply to retail opera­
tions. such as service stations. But this 
term "retail operations'' should not be 
construed so as to def eat the purpose of 
the section. For example, the Washing­
ton Gas Light Co. should not be required 
to report how much gas is used by each 
and every one of its residential cus­
tomers. But it should be required to 
show, at the very least, how much gas 
goes to all or the largest consumers 1n 
its categories of residential, commercial. 
and so forth, customers in each area. 

If a person is already reporting some 
or all of the required data to another 
Federal agency, such as the Geological 
Survey. he may obtain from the FEA 
Administrator an exemption from dupli­
cating the reporting of such data to the 
FEA. But in such case the other Federal 
agency must make the data available to 
the FEA. The burden will be on the per­
son to show to FEA that the required 
data is, in fact, being fully reported by 
such person to another Federal agency 
and FEA must verify this fact, before 
an exemption is granted. Any exemption 
granted shall continue so long as the 
data is supplied to the other agency and 
the other agency makes the data avail­
able to FEA. The existence of the exemp­
tion and the basis therefor shall be made 
known to the public. 

The rePorting requirements shall be 
enforced by FEA by such means as it 
deems appropriate. If FEA requires court 
assistance to help enforce these reporting 
requirements, FEA is authorized to in­
voke the enforcement provisions of sec­
tions 119 and 120 of the act and the 
Federal courts are specifically authorized 
to enforce the reporting requirement. 

Section 124 recognizes that there may 
be some instances in which the reports 
or some of the information in the reports 
obtained under this section should be 
kept confidential. It therefore incorpo­
rates the provisions of 18 United States 
Code section 1905 which provides protec­
tion against disclosure of trade secret.s 
and other proprietary information. 

However, section 124 does not grant 
blanket confidentiality to the reported 
data. To obtain confidentiality, the per­
son reporting the data must make a writ­
ten "showing" that confidentiality 1s 
warranted because disclosure would "di-
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vulge methods or processes entitled to 
protection as trade secrets or other pro­
prietary information of such person," 
and the Administrator must be satisfied 
that confidentiality is, in fact, warranted. 

It is intended that FEA grant confi­
dentiality judiciously and only after a 
clear showing that it is warranted. Of 
course, even this limited confidentiality 
blanket will not apply to any person or 
agency to whom the Administrator has 
delegated any of his responsibilities for 
carrying out the Energy Emergency Act. 
Nor will the confidentiality blanket apply 
to the Attorney General, the Secretary 
of the Interior, the Federal Trade Com­
mission, the Federal Power Commission, 
or the General Accounting Office when 
the data is needed by any of those agen­
cies to carry out its "duties and respon­
sibilities" under this new law or other 
laws. I emphasize that it is the respon­
sibility of each of the latter agencies to 
determine which and how much data 
the agency needs to carry out its duties 
and responsibilities. The FEA Admin­
istrator is not authorized to second-guess 
any of these agencies or to deny its re­
quests for any data it deems it needs. 

Thus, for example, the GAO would be 
granted access to the data in carrying 
out its functions of review and evalua­
tion of FEA operations, including audit 
and examination of the FEA's use of Fed­
eral funds, or as part of its investigative 
functions which are performed for Con­
gress or its committees or Members. The 
clear objective of this requirement is to 
allow access to GAO so it can verify all 
data pertinent to its responsibilities. 

The data would also be available to 
Congress or any committee thereof. The 
committee chairman on his own initia­
tive or pursuant to the direction of the 
committee can request and obtain this 
data. 

Mr. Speaker, if this section is effec­
tively utilized, much of the public skep­
ticism that hangs heavy over the present 
fuel emergency could be lifted. I hope 
Mr. Simon realizes this and will use lt 
effectively. 

At this juncture, I insert a letter which 
I have today received from Mr. Simon 
concerning this section and an accom­
panying January 18, 1974, statement by 
Mr. Sawhill which he presented to my 
subcommittee: 

FEDERAL ENERGY OJ'FICE, 
Washington, D.C., February 19, 1974. 

Congressman JoHN D. DINGELL, 
House of Representattves, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. DINGELL: In reply to your letter 
of February 11, 1974, we regret that our com­
munication of January 23, 1974 was not 
completely responsive to your letter of 
January 2, 1974. 

We sincerely regret this occurrence and 
appreciate the opportunity to furnish the 
additional information you require. 

Regarding the question you raised con­
cerning the compromise version of section 
124 of S. 2589, it must be understood that 
this version was worked out on the Senate 
floor and the FEO had no time to develop 
an official position. 

As Mr. John Sawh111, Deputy Administra­
tor, advised in his opening statement· on 
January 18, 1974 before the Small Business 
Committee, the FEO support.s both the in­
tent and genera.I thrust of the original pro­
visions. 

We realize the need for better data and 
that the FEO is the agency which should 
collect it. However, we believe there are some 
changes which would be appropriate. These 
changes a.re detailed in Mr. Sawhlll's state­
ment (copy attached) • 

We are in the final stages of developing 
proposals which will incorporate these 
changes and which we believe wlll satisfy 
the goals of section 124. AB soon as these 
proposals are finalized, members of FEO wlll 
be avallable to discuss them With you or 
your staff. 

I am attaching copies of tables containing 
the information requested in your January 
2, 1974 letter. 

We are currently studying your comments 
regarding the composition of the FEO Ad­
visory Committees and wm furnish you 
our views by separate letter in accordance 
with conversation with your staff. 

If you require additional information, 
please contact us. 

Sincerely, 
Wn..LIAM E. SIMON, 

Administrator. 

JOINT TESTIMONY BY HON. JOHN SAWHil..L, 
DEPUTY ADMINISTRATOR OF THE FEDERAL EN­
ERGY OFFICE, AND GERALD PARSKY, EXECUTIVE 
ASSISTANT TO THE ADMINISTRATOR, SMALL 
BUSINESS COMMITTEE, JANUARY 18, 1974 
Mr. Chairman, thank you for the oppor-

tunity to appear before you today to discuss 
our energy data requirements. 

The Arab embargo wlll reduce our petro­
leum supplies almost 14 percent below ex­
pected demand. Some have questioned the 
accuracy of these estimates. I welcome the 
opportunity to address the credib111ty of our 
estimates, the sources of the data. we use 
in making them and our plans to improve 
our energy information capab111ties. 

While many doubt the accuracy of the data 
being provided by industry, there is no doubt 
in my mind that we do indeed have a serious 
shortage. Consumption this year 1s expected 
to reach over 19.1 m1111on barrels per day or 
an increase of 1.5 million barrels per day 
over 1973. 

This growth represents a continuation of 
the historic trends in demand growth. Do­
mestic production on the other hand leveled 
off in 1971 and has been steady or declining 
since. We have had to make up the difference 
between demand and domestic supply With 
imports•••. 

NEW LEGISLATION ON ENERGY REPORTING 

Wblle we have sufficient authority to man­
date the petroleum data we now need, I stlll 
feel that speciflc mandatory reporting legisla­
tion is required. First, ta.llored sanctions and 
enforcement provisions may be more appro­
priate than those in our current authorities. 
Secondly, expansion of mandatory reporting 
to other energy sources, such as coal and 
uranium, is a necessity in the months ahead 
and may not be practical under our existing 
authorities. 

We are now developing the information 
needed to propose speciflc mandatory re­
porting legislation. Such legislation will go 
beyond information on petroleum inventor­
ies, imports and refinery operations. The 
more complex problems of reserves, and non­
petroleum product.s will be included. 

Let me briefiy comment on the basic pro­
vision of Section 124 of S. 2589 which was 
considered before the recess. There have been 
Widespread reports that FEO was either 
against or substantially weakened the pro­
vision. Let me say now Without reservation 
that we support both the intent and genera.I 
thrust of the original provisions. We need 
better data.; it should be collected and FEO 
should be the agency to collect it. However, 
there are some changes which we feel are 
appropriate. 

First, Section 124 would require compre­
hensive reporting from the energy ind.us-

tries once every 60 days. I feel we need more 
frequent information for certain categories 
of data-such as inventories of key fuels 
during a shortage-and probably less fre­
quent information in other areas, such as 
reserves which do not change significantly on 
a month-to-month basis. 

Secondly, retail operations are exempt from 
reporting under Section 124. I feel we may 
well need the authority for spot checks qr 
statistical sampling procedures, if we are to 
deal with problems such as hoarding. 

Finally, the Section also requires FEO 
quarterly report.s. I feel that quarterly re­
ports are insufficient. Right now we a.re re­
porting weekly to the American people and 
would intend to continue to do so during this 
crucial time. 

PUBLIC DISCLOSURE 

A central issue, and one which is very im­
portant, is the extent to which the informa­
tion which ls reported to us ought to be 
made avalla.ble to others. The public has a 
right to complete and accurate information 
on the energy situation. This pollcy should 
give way only where limitations are imposed 
by statute and where important public policy 
considerations dictate otherwise. 

For example, there wlll undoubtedly be 
national security constmint.s upon the re­
lease of certain information about mllltary 
fuel supply levels. Further, competitive con­
siderations wlll dictate confidentiallty in 
cases where disclosure of future production 
or shipment plans could be used for anti­
competitive or predatory purposes. We w111 
be conferring with the Justice Department 
and Federal Trade Commission on the anti­
trust risks involved in disclosure, on a com­
pany-by-company basis, of certain sensitive 
commercial information. But I would expect 
these limitations to be relatively narrow and 
that most of the information would be more 
widely available. 

Both the government and the public are 
entitled to much more information about 
the petroleum industry than is now avail­
able. We intend to see that it is gathered 
and made available. To this end, we w1ll be 
presenting proposals recognizing three cate­
gories of information disclosure. The first 
will be that information generally available 
to the public; second is that information 
which should be available only to other gov­
ernment bodies with a legitimate interest in 
and need for the material; and, third, that 
information which ought properly to be 
limited to FEO in the carrying out of its 
responsibll1ties. I belleve these proposals 
wlll mitigate concerns about excessive con­
fidentiality, and wlll greatly broaden public 
acceptance of the information which the 
government collects and publishes on this 
subject. 

SUMMARY 

In summary. the Federal Energy Office 
fully intends to get all the information 
needed to do our job and fairly present the 
!acts to the American people. We have 
already made substantial progress in our 
energy data systems. Under the authorities 
we now have, we wlll implement mandatory 
reporting requirements for the petroleum 
industry. And, under authorities which we 
are now evaluating, and would hope to work 
closely with Congress in finally formula.ting. 
to develop the broad-based energy informa­
tion systems needed not only to deal With 
our current problems but with the challenges 
in the decade ahead. 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Sawhill makes several 
points concerning section 124 which I 
believe deserve comment. 

First. I am pleased that FEO supports 
"without reservation both the intent and 
general thrust" of section 124, and the 
concept that FEA should collect this 
data. I think that is encouraging. 

Second. Mr. Sawhill suggests that re-
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porting of "detailed" data more fre­
quently than 60 days may be necessary 
for such purposes as obtaining data on 
"inventories" of key fuels during a short­
age. I do not think section 124 precludes 
this. But I point out that FEA has ade­
quate authority under the Emergency 
Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973 to ob­
tain such data. 

Third. Mr. Sawhill suggests that FEA 
may need authority "for spot checks" of 
retail operations "to deal with problems 
such as hoarding." Here again I believe 
FEA has adequate authority in the above 
cited statute to deal with this problem. I 
have some difficulty believing that serv­
ice station operators could hoard much 
fuel. 

Fourth. Mr. Sawhill indicates that 
quarterly reports to eh.e public "are in­
sufficient" and points out that FEA is 
reparting "weekly" to the public and in­
tends to continue this practice. 

The weekly report.5 should be contin­
ued. However, they do not sufiice for the 
more detailed quarterly reports required 
by section 124. Such weekly reports are 
generally given by FEA through press 
conferences. Section 124 requires a far 
more comprehensive report to be printed 
each quarter in the Federal Register 
where it is more widelY available for crit­
ical analysis by the public. 

Fifth. Mr. Sawhill notes, on the issue 
of confidentiality, that "there will un­
doubtediy be national security con­
straiftts upon the release of certain in­
formation about military fuel supply 
levels." 

I agree with Mr. Sawhlll's comment, 
but it 1s my expectation and I feel sure 
it is the expectation of Congress, that the 
"national security" label not be used 
loosely to prevent the publication of data 
whose publication will not actually en­
danger the national security. Subpara­
graph (1) of title 5, United States Code, 
section 552Cb>-the Freedom of Infor­
mation Act-provides adequate protec­
tion for the confidentiality of informa­
tion which the President has specifically 
required by Executive order "be- kept 
secret in the interest of the national de­
fense or foreign policy." However, I want 
to make it plainiy understood that the 
Energy Emergency Act will in most cases 
conflict with, and therefore it will clearly 
override, the exemption contained in 
subparagraph <9> of 5 U.S.C. 55(b), 
which heretofore exempted from disclo­
sure under the Freedom of Information 
Act "geological and geophysical informa­
tion and data, including maps, concern­
ing wells." This exemption has been used 
to justify the withholding of information 
about reserves and production of oil and 
gas, and it is precisely this very with­
holding practice which section 124 of the 
Energy Emergency Act was expressly and 
directly designed to change and prevent. 

Sixth. Mr. Sawhill then states: 
Further, competitive considerations will 

dictate confidentiality in cases where disclo­
sure o:t future production or shipment plans 
could be used for anti-competitive or preda­
tory purposes. We wm be conferring with the 
Justice Department and Federal Trade Com­
mission on the anti-trust risks involved in 
disclosure, on a company-by-company basis, 
of certain sensitive commercial information. 
But I would expect these limitations to be 
relatively narrow and that most of the in­
formation would be more widely available. 

The provisions of section 124, includ­
ing 18 U.S.C. 1905, adequateiy deal with 
the confidentiality of commercial infor­
mation, such as trade secrets and pro­
prietary data. The considerations sug­
gested by Mr. Sawhill appear to go back 
to the very thing that section 124 seeks 
to prevent, namely, the granting of con­
fidentiality for all manner of reasons 
under the guise of encouraging competi­
tion or preventing some unidentified 
antitrust risks. Section 124 is clearly in­
tended to preclude such sweeping use of 
confidentiality. 

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, we are-­
once again--considering the proposed 
National Energy Emergency Act. This 
legislation has bounced back and forth 
between the fioor of the Senate and the 
Joint House-Senate Committee of Con­
ference like a tennis ball during the 2 
months. That action would have been 
amusing, were it not for the gravity­
the seriousness-of the problem this 
legislation is allegedly intended to help 
resolve. 
THE NATIONAL ENERGY EMERGENCY ACT IS NOT 

THE RIGHT ANSWER 

Of the many important measures to 
come to this fioor for action since I be­
gan service here, this one has distressed 
me the most. 

This bill is a cumbersome piece of 
legislation. It tries to do everything with­
in the confines of its pages. This is an 
approach which will "lock into concrete" 
our immediate present perception of the 
problem. Yet, as these perceptions 
change-as they surely will-the old per­
ceptions will remain, nonetheless, the 
law of the land. And, Congress has sel­
dom moved with the speed and versatil­
ity of the people and a free economy. 

This bill would, also, give the Execu­
tive powers so broad as to be of ques­
tionable constitutional validity. 

It embodies a significant threat to the 
free market economy which provided 
adequately all the peoples' needs for 
fuels before Government began inter­
ferring with the market structure. 

It discourages production, rather than 
encouraging it, at a time when it should 
be obvious that the most effective way to 
alleviate the shortages is to increase pro­
duction of fuel supplies. 

It sets into motion a mammoth, new 
Federal interventionist program which 
will produce endless regulations, count­
less forms, thousands o: tax-consuming 
Government jobs, and Power brokering 
not always necessarily in the public in­
terest. 

And, it will perpetuate the "horrors" 
of the energy crisis-high prices because 
Government price setting is artiftcial­
that is not based on the realities of sup­
PlY and demand; long lines at the gaso­
line stations because Government Poli­
cies do not allow adequate production; 
threats of strikes and dangers of plant 
shutdowns as competing interests-­
forced now by Government policies to 
view each other as threats to each's 
livelihoo<.I-browbeat the decisionmak-
ers. Th1s crisis has already resulted in 
the loss of jobs and incomes, in produc­
tion line closings, in conntless short­
ages in other industries, in loss of tax 
revenues, in violence, and even in death. 

It seems to me. measured against this 

factual background, that the Congress 
should seek genuinely to remedy the 
crisis-not to continue it for whatever 
purpose-refusing to postpone longer 
that day when the market system is re­
stored for the benefit of the people. 

I have addressed the House on a num­
ber of occasions since the Yom Kippur 
War in October 1973 and the subsequent 
imposition of the Arab oil embargo. I had 
spoken a number of times, even before 
that war broke out, on what was about 
to happen in the energy field unless the 
Congress acted promptly to remove dis­
incentives to production, and I had in­
troduced bills to help meet that objec­
tive. This crisis had been brewing for a 
long time-well over a decade-as de­
mand continued to mount but produc­
tion leveled off. 
PRICES SHOULD BE REGULATED BY THE LAWS OJ' 

SUPPLY AND DEMAND 

I consider the debate over the price 
of fuels to be among the most important 
aspects of the bill before us. Unfortu­
nately, because it effects directly the 
consumers' pocketbooks, the debate over 
pricing Policies has tended toward im­
mediate, political solutions, rather than 
crucial, long-term economic solutions. 
And, this is an economic problem. In a 
quest for perceived advantages at the 
voting booth this fall to be supposedly 
had by holding prices down to levels 
wholly unrealistic to today's supplies 
and demands, we run the high risk of 
discouraging production, perPetuating 
Federal interventions continuing short­
ages, and paying more-much more-­
over the long run. 

Why do we hear so much about allo­
cation? About rationing? Especially, 
when both are but temporarily remedial 
solutions--perhaps, illusions-to the real 
solving of the problem? Because it is the 
Government's political answer to keep 
the prices from going UP-maybe even 
from going down. 

The price mechanism is the only in­
strument the Government could ever 
use that will handle a million variables 
an hour, that will enable New Yorkers 
to buy gas from California when New 
Yorkers have too little gas, or to reverse 
the process without having to go through 
a maize of Federal regulations and ap­
provals when New Yorkers have too 
much gas and want to sell it. Decontrol 
of petroleum prices is the only solution 
which will work, and I think it will be 
the ultimate one used. Unfort\lllately, 
that may be after the Government has 
produced fiasco after fiasco, failing each 
time to reckon with the reality that the 
market system works more efficiently 
and effectively than does Government 
regulation. 

Will decontrol-deregulation-result 
in soaring, outrageous prices? Accord­
ing to an editorial commentary in Bar­
ron's of February 18, the answer is ''No." 
Enough return on investment to rein­
vest in badly needed capital improve­
ments with which to explore, recover, 
refine, and distribute fuels is needed 
and should be allowed. This will result tn 
more realistic and higher prices than we 
were paying a full year ago. Beyond that. 
major suppliers compete !or lncreasmg 
their respective shares of the market-­
they try to win consumers over to buy 
their products. How? By lowering the 
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price, so that their products are more 
attractive to those consumers-in other 
words, cost less. Enforcement of anti­
trust and price-fixing laws must be ac­
tive to insure this, !or such antitrust 
as price-fixing actions are as antithetical 
to a market system as are Government's 
arbitrary and mandatory controls. Name 
an example? Barron's cites the experi­
ence of Western Europe since the Yom 
KlppurWar. 

When the Arab nations announced 
their embargoes, every nation feared the 
worse. As in the United States, the de­
mocracies of Western Europe established 
allocation and rationing systems. Long 
lines formed, tempers flared, prices 
soared. How did those governments :first 
deal with the crisis? By imposing more 
controls and more regulations, by allo­
cating and rationing, by shifting supplies 
around, and by drawing down reserves? 
Such policies did not work. Then, what 
was done? They abandoned rationing 
and other futile devices and allowed the 
market price to prevail. As a result, the 
Continent already has restored the bal­
ance between supply and demand. Life 
is, once again, somewhat normal. 

What about price? On the average, 
prices rose by about 38 percent. If this 
holds true here, the top rate would be 
about 42 cents for regular and 55 cents 
for high test. This is less than is being 
paid today at most pumps. Then prices 
should start to steadily recede. 

Only in America, thanks to controls 
and our Congress penchant for getting 
its nose into everything and calling such 
intervention "leadership,'' are we now 
"blessed" with continuation of the prob­
lem. 

What about those who say that the 
time is not now right for removal of 
these controls? 

The fact is that the time is never right 
to abolish controls, if one is trying to 
avoid totally the short term rises in price 
which will inevitably result immediately 
after their removal. This happened in 
1947 after the wartime controls were 
lifted. But that ls shortsighted. After the 
immediate rise-and this is not specula­
tion, it is fact-the laws of supply and 
demand begin to take effect, reflecting 
accurately their interrelationship. Prices 
then start to decline, as they did after 
1947; production starts upward, and so 
forth. All that we do by keeping these 
oppressive controls is postpone the day 
1n which we must lift them or risk the 
total d truction of our economic system. 

SELF-RESTRAINT IS LEADERSHIP TOO 

There is an unfortunate tendency in 
public life: A tendency to think the peo­
ple will believe you are really doing your 
job only if YoU are doing something very 
visible, very vocal, very news worthy. 
Thus, one's quality of performance is er­
roneously equated with the amount of 
one's publicity-oriented ventures. Noth­
ing could be further from the truth-the 
diligent, countless hours of homework 
performed by Members, away from the 
glare of the lights, the hum of the cam­
eras, the ink of press releases. Yet, this 
quiet leadership often holds the best an­
swers for really resolving issues before 
the Nation. 

Speaking to a member of the other 
body before a recent hearing, Secretary 

of the Treasury, George Shultz, rightly 
observed: 

In the stampede for "action, action, do 
something," you find yourself doing the 
wrong thing. 

That is true of both the leadership of 
the administration and of the Congress, 
for it is a reflection of human inadequacy 
when emotion controls reason, when po­
litical exigencies are given priority over 
conviction and the truth. 

There are those who cry out against 
what they call a "do nothing" Congress, 
when on some issues, like this one, the 
public interest might be much better 
served if the Congress did adopt a hands­
o:ff policy, not "do-nothing" in the sense 
of abandoning resPonsibility but rather 
a "do-nothµig" in the sense of con­
sciously recognizing and appreciating the 
fact that by doing nothing in the way of 
imposing controls, regulations, and stat­
utes, we might be doing a lot to remedy 
the problem. Government Policy fostered 
this chaos; by removing such Policies we 
will go a long way toward removing' the 
chaos too. 
THE FEDERAL ENERGY OFFICE IS NOT AN ANSWER 

I have a somewhat different attitude 
about the Federal Energy Office and its 
Administrator, William E. Simon, than 
others. I think Bill Simon is one of the 
most capable, dedicated, and intelligent 
men in this administration. No man 
could have gone · as solidly and as far in 
the private sector as he did in his rela­
tively few years in business without "hav­
ing something on the ball." And, I be­
lieve the vast majority of FEO regional 
and headquarter administrators, man­
agers, and employees are dedicated, sin­
cere, and willing to work endless hours 
to help resolve energy problems. They 
certainly have always tried to help me 
help my constituents. 

But, that's the bulk of the problem. 
The problem is inherent to using Gov­
ernment policy and a Federal agency a.s 
a substitute for the dynamism of the 
American people and their economy. 

No matter how hard FEO strives to 
resolve one crisis, another crops up; and, 
it will alwayf! be that way. Statutes, reg­
ulations, and rules cannot be a substitute 
for the mechanics of a diverse economy­
an economy which has produced the 
prosperity we have always heretofore en­
joyed in this land. 

As an example of such an agency's in­
ability to deal with a problem of this 
magnitude, not as a reflection on FEO or 
its leadership, let me read from a recent 
column: 

From the outset, despite the considerable 
talents of its Administration, FEO has been 
plagued by one snafu after another. Ba.rely 
a week after opening its doors, the omce 
erroneously announced cutbacks of 25 % in 
the production of gasoline, a figure which 
it later in embarrassment changed to 6%. 
Again, in choosing 1972 as the base period 
for allocations, regulator and regulated alike 
inevitably have fallen afoul of regional dif­
ferences and local quirks. Because it 
launched its own voluntary program of con­
serving energy a year ago, Oregon, for ex­
ample, used relatively less petroleum than 
the other 49 states; hence its allocations 
were lower and its shortages worse. In New 
England, where ski resorts have had a bad 
season, service stations are awash with gas. 
Fearful of a scarcity of heating oll, FEO 
ordered refineries to maximize such output 

at the expense of gasoline. Now everyone 
has more of the former than he can use and 
not enough of the latter. 

Legalities aside, the mischievous impact 
of the allocations program 1s painfully clea.r. 
Under its strictures, crude must be diverted 
to inemcient, antiquated and even obsolete 
capacity. One refinery blessed by an FEO 
quota has been closed for over a decade. In 
consequence, as Gulf argues, "the nation will 
have less gasoline, heating oil, petrochemical 
feedstocks and other petroleum products." 
Indeed, by reducing the incentive of surplus 
and deficit refiners alike to import costlier 
foreign crude-a barrel of oll commands sev­
eral more dollars abroad than in the U.8.­
the program virtually mandates perennial 
shortage. In recent weeks, according to the 
American Petroleum Institute, oil imports 
have dropped sharply; if the bureaucrats 
and lawmakers, in unholy alliance, succeed 
in rolling back domestic oil prices, as they 
threaten, things w~o from bad to worse. 
Townsend-Greenspan & Co., economic con­
sultants, recently observed, "Our current 
shortages seem to be developing largely from 
( 1) our suppressing prices below world levels 
and (2) our allocating machinery. If we 
fumble our way into gasoline rationing, the 
problems wlll be of our own making and not 
attributable to the Arab boycott." 

The consumer, through his exercise of 
individual choice, collectively creates de­
mands which are met by supplies. The 
interaction of producer and consumer 
results in a price. That is so very simple. 
The use of this system has produced the 
most productive economy in the history 
of the world-ours. And, we did it with­
out Federal regulations, red.tape, anO bu­
reaucracy. The sooner the Government 
gets its nose out of the people's liveli­
hood, the better off the people-and their 
Government-will be. 

The House should reject this confer­
ence report and make a decision on each 
of .the meritorious measures in this bill 
by voting on them separately. 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, after long 
consideration last December, I decided to 
support the conference report on the 
emergency energy bill, even though I be­
lieved that it contained major flaws. 

As I would have voted for it then, I 
shall vote for it now because there is no 
alternative. When Congress adjourned in 
disorganization in December, we chose 
the alternative of nothing. Nothing is a 
Poor alternative. A flawed energy bill was 
better than no energy bill in December, 
and it still is. 

The title II deferral of air standards is 
absolutely necessary so the FEA can 
mandate reconversions of utility plants 
back to coal, or prevent conversions from 
coal to other sources. Our overall energy 
strategy is totally dependent on this al­
teration of air standards for stationary 
sources. 

Also in that title II is authority to de­
f er auto standar& for at least 1 and 
probably 2 years. Further, the EPA, in 
making determinations for the second 
year, must take fuel economy into con­
sideration. · 

Title II alone ls enough reason to vote 
for this conference rePort. Without it, 
Congress will have done nothing to pre­
vent serious economic disruption and 
possible danger to the health and safety 
of our people. 

Title I is primarily a grant of power to 
the President to carry out conservation 
policies with certain safeguards. Its ma• 
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Jor :flaw is that it grants rationing au­
thority to the President without the 
safeguard of a congressional veto. That 
is a useful safeguard. At a time when we 
mourn the erosion of congressional pow­
ers, it is hardly appropriate to grant 
such sweeping power without some sort 
of legislative braking device. Other con­
servation programs are subject to con­
gressional veto. The bill is already under 
criticism for reversing the traditional 
executive and legislative roles. Even so, 
I think the executive policymaking and 
the legislative veto can be justified in 
the name of "crisis" or "emergency." 
Most of us agree that rationing should 
be a last resort and that the power to 
make a timely determination on ration­
ing is better vested in the executive 
branch. But to exempt the rationing 
power from legislative veto is a real cop­
out. The congress should have main­
tained its veto as a matter of legislative 
prerogative. 

As a practical matter, the President, 
through FEA Administrator William 
Simon, is probably less likely to impose 
rationing than the Congress. A further 
practical consideration is that the whole 
thrust of title I is to encourage fuel con­
servation other than rationing. The FEA 
Administrator has said he will use the 
authority of this bill to try to avoid ra­
tioning. The critical period is the first 
quarter of 1974. If we can survive this 
quarter, we may avoid rationing. That 
should have been a pretty good incentive 
to legislate these authorities in Decem­
ber. 

There are other :flaws. The worst is the 
oil price rollback. Its terms may seem 
generous today, but it freezes into law a 
rigid price inflexibility which almost cer­
tainly will inhibit oil production. How 
could Congress approve a counterproduc­
tive law at a time when everyone agrees 
we need more production? 

Surely we need price controls. Nobody 
is for unjust enrichment. But we do have 
price controls now. Fortunately they are 
flexible. If we are silly enough to make 
them rigid by statute, we will only be 
re-creating in oil the beef shortage of last 
year. Price controls, yes. Windfall prof­
its tax, yes. But never statutory, coun­
terproductive rollbacks. 

The unemployment compensation f ea­
ture is untidy, and I am not sure that all 
working people can be protected. Some 
unemployment generated by energy may 
be difficult to prove. I believe we ought 
to have a single program that is fair to 
all working people. But here, again, we 
do have time to improve this section by 
other legislation. 

We have required too many studies in 
this bill. Both Houses called for studies 
of every item they did not know what to 
do with. The conference seems to have 
approved most of them. I only hope we 
do not waste the resources of the FEA 
on all these studies. 

In general, flaws can always be found 
in legislation of this complexity. But, I 
think the people expect this Congress to 
act. This Congress failed the people 
when it went home for Christmas with­
out passing the emergency energy bill. 
I can find lots of things wrong with the 
bill, but I could not justify a negative 
vote in December, and I cannot now. 

The people wanted action in December. 
We failed them then. The people want 
action now. 

I voted "No" on the previous question 
so we could vote on the three items in dis­
pute. A yes vote on the previous question 
would have killed the bill. I could not 
vote for that. 

I will vote against two of the three 
disputed features, but in any case I 
shall vote for the bill. The Congress owes 
the people some action. 

Mr. !CHORD. Mr. Speaker, The gen­
tleman from Louisiana and I have asked 
the question but still have not gotten 
the answer detailing in what fashion the 
legislation before us today will result in 
the production of additional oil. It is my 
intention to vote against this legislation 
because I see in the measure several pro­
visions which will deter the production 
of oil. I fear that this legislation will 
guarantee the rationing of gasoline in 
the future for the American consumer. 

Oil in the United States is now in se­
rious short supply and the actions of oil 
producing Arab States have prevented 
the importation of sufficient supplies to 
bridge the gap between demand and sup­
ply. 

I have no sympathy for the large oil 
companies. They are responsible in part 
for the situation in which we now find 
ourselves, just as Government, both the 
executive and the Congress, as well as 
the American consumer must share a 
part of the fault. However, I feel very 
strongly, Mr. Speaker, that by this meas­
ure we are departing from the principles 
of the American free enterprise system. 
The action we are taking today could 
very well mean the beginning of the end. 
We have followed in this Nation from 
its very inception a system of production 
and distribution based upon the laws of 
supply and demand, price, profit and 
competition. It is not a system which 
always works with perfection. In fact, 
one of its imperfections is that it has 
had a consistent tendency, until Gov­
ernment started to tinker promiscuously 
with the system, to overproduce. Why, 
my friends, in this emergency situation, 
when we face a shortage of supply do not 
we use this system which has the best 
track record of produotion, to overcome a 
shortage of supply. If this conference re­
port is adopted and signed into law by 
the President, I predict we will have 
frozen the United States into a perma­
nent condition of domestic underproduc­
tion. We will have put politicians and 
bureaucrats directly into the business of 
the production and distribution of oil 
and the end result will be chaos. I cannot 
in good conscience cast my vote other 
than in the negative. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, every 
Member of this House would like to solve 
the energy shortage. If there were Just 
some magic wand someone could wave to 
dispell the shortage and to turn on a 
spigot of unlimited fuel, we would be 
failing over one another to get our hands 
on that wand and wave it. 

But let us not aggravate the disease 
in a clumsy effort to treat its symptoms. 

The disease is a shortage of petroleum 
1n the face of ever increasing demand. 
The price of petroleum is an uncom-

fortable symptom of that disease, but it 
is not the disease. 

There are intelligent and effective 
ways to treat the disease. But rolling 
back fuel prices is not one of them, how­
ever politically attractive it may present­
ly appear. 

Such an approach is not only super­
ficial. It could be tragically counterpro­
ductive. It easily could result in less pe­
troleum rather than more. 

Up and down the east coast, our citi­
zens already are suffering the harass­
ing indignities of long waiting lines at 
the fuel pumps. What ultimate good 
would it do them to reduce the price by 
a few cents a gallon if in the process we 
doubled their waiting time? 

What we desperately need is more oil. 
We get this only through exploration and 
discovery, and then through expanded 
refining capacity. 

Seventy-five percent of all domestic 
oil and gas has been discovered not by 
the giant companies but by independ­
ents, relatively small companies operat­
ing on borrowed capital and at high risk. 
Eight out of every nine exploratory wells 
have been dry holes. 

Most of the shallow strata have al­
ready been explored and exploited. Most 
of the remaining oil would seem to lie in 
deeper strata, which means higher drill­
ing costs. 

Do we encourage the high-risk venture 
of exploratory drilling by reducing the 
price of the product? Of course not. 

Like many of you, I have been appalled 
at the recital of statistics showing a few 
big, integrated international companies 
enjoying increased profits while the rest 
of us sweat in line to buy gasoline. 

But the rollback here proposed would 
hurt those companies less than it would 
hurt the independents, the very ones on 
whom we are relying to find more oil. 

If you want to vent your wrath upon 
unjustifled profiteering, then draft some 
reasonable language barring excess 
profits. 

Or draft a law requiring all profits in 
excess of a previous level to be reinvested 
in exploration. 

Or put a severance tax upon the ex­
ploitation of these exhaustible resources 
and channel the proceeds back into the 
finding and development of new sources, 
as some of us have proposed. 

But let us not in a flt of pique kill all 
the goslings because the goose hasn't laid 
more eggs. For that's the way to have 
even fewer eggs-or none at all-in the 
future. 

I will admit that this move to rollback 
prices has a superficial political attrac­
tion, but it could be extremely short­
sighted. 

Some of you think you are slaying a 
dragon in the dark of night, but it could 
turn out to be the family cow. And its 
ghost could return to haunt you for your 
lack of vision. 

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to explain my vote to strike section 110, 
the provision which would roll back crude 
oil prices. 

This is the second time around for this 
conference report and the conferees have 
added a new controversial section au­
thorizing the President to roll back and 
set prices on petroleum products. Any 
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price reductions for petroleum must be 
passed through for a dollar to dollar basis 
to the consumer. 

Here we go again taking the Alice in 
Wonderland path of bureaucrats and 
politicians attempting to manage an es­
sential segment of the economy. Legis­
lating lower fuel prices for the American 
people-How can anyone be opposed to 
that? Everyone knows how the pocket­
book has suffered from the energy 
crunch, and the people have a right to 
demand relief. Consequently, section 110 
of the amended conference report will 
peg the price of so-called "new" and 
"stripper well" crude oil at between $5.25 
and $7.09 per barrel. Currently, these 
two categories of production are uncon­
trolled; and the market brings about $10 
a barrel. The price of "old" domestic 
crude is already controlled at an average 
of $5.25 per barrel. Under the present 
price control, 76 percent of domestic 
crude is controlled and 24 percent is un­
controlled, Section 110 is aimed at the 
24 percent category. 

It is very tempting for those of us in 
politics to support such a proposal con­
sidering the current mood of the public. 
It is therefore essential that such a pro­
posal be given a rational analysis. The 
issue basically hinges on the broad ques­
tion of the effect of past Federal attempts 
to regulate by bureaucracy the workings 
of the market economy. In this context 
it is important to remember that in a 
Government-controlled economy prices 
and production levels are not determined 
by business-consumer decisions based on 
a supply and demand situation. Under 
economic controls prices and related de­
crees are essentially political decisions 
instead of economic decisions. 

The difficulty with control is that a 
truly efficient economy must necessarily 
be regulated by market decision based on 
products supply and consumer demand. 
When politics ventures into the market, 
gross distortions are introduced into the 
economy that would never have occurred 
under the discipline of market forces. 

A classical example is the recent in­
dependent truckers' strike which never 
would have occurred if the Government 
was not in the business of regulating 
freight rates and fuel prices. The regula­
tions here involved appeared to be a good 
idea designed to protect the public's 
interest. In actual operation, however, 
they drove a major segment of the Na­
tion's independent small businessmen to 
the brink of bankruptcy. 

Shortages of beef are again predicted 
in the near future. Why? Well, in the not 
too distant past, retail food prices espP,­
cially beef shot up rapidly. The Govern­
ment responding to political pressures 
clamped on controls to allegedly protect 
the consumer. While these prices were 
rising, farmers started increasing their 
herds to cash in on what appeared to 
them as an improving market for beef. 
As soon as price controls were imposed, a 
lot of these ranchers decided that the 
incentive to expand their herds was no 
longer there and they cut back on beef 
in order to channel their assets into more 
profitable agricultural endeavors. Grow­
ing a steak is not like manufacturing 
toasters, and the production rates cannot 
simply be turned on and o:ff at will. 

A beef shortage was caused by Gov­
ernment policies which were attempting 
to solve the very problem which the Gov­
ernment helped create. In short, it be­
comes a rather vicious cycle. 

The Congress has enacted wage-price 
control authority so that the President 
can regulate the economy. We are now 
somewhere in phase IV of said controls. 
Have they worked? A look at the accel­
erating rate of inflation since controls 
were first implemented under phase I 
provides the obvious answer. What the 
controls have c~used in this period is 
twofold. One result is an expensive bu­
reaucracy with the inevitable redtape 
recordkeeping and reporting costs im­
posed on the business community. Sec­
ond, there were a number of serious 
economic dislocations suffered by numer­
ous segments of the economy because 
wages and prices were being determined 
by ''politics" instead of market forces. 

And now, the same dreamers who be­
lieve that the State is capable and com­
petent to do all things, are pushing for 
the same economic regulatory practices 
on crude oil. Will we ever learn the dis­
mal lessons of past experience in this 
area? Is there any remote reason to be­
lieve that total price controls on crude 
oil and related products will somehow be 
effective this time, that there will be no 
serious economic dislocation, that the 
bureaucrats and their regulations will be 
more effective than the disciplines 0f the 
marketplace. In my judgment, this is a 
very dangerous provision and I will vote 
to strike it. 

The price rollback provisions are to­
tally unrealistic when viewed objectively 
and should be defeated. 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I applaud 
the work of the committee in reporting 
this energy bill from Conference with 
many of the House provisions in tact. 
· I was particularly concerned about 
section 112 of the conference report 
"Prohibitions on Unreasonable Actions,': 
and am pleased with the committee's 
clarification of that provision. 

My concern reflects the disrupting ef­
fects our energy shortages have brought 
to bear on many small industries 
throughout our Nation. 

One sector of our economy, the decora­
tive lighting industry, has been particu­
larly hard hit. As a result of the Federal 
Energy Office release of December 11 
1973, in which the Administrator called 
for a ban on "promotional, display and 
ornamental lighting of homes and apart­
ments," the decorative lighting industry 
has experienced severe imbalances in 
business operations. 

One small business engaged in the 
manufacture, sale and distribution of 
Christmas lighting in my own district 
the Leco Electric Co., Inc., of Florida' 
N.Y., has provided my office with ft.nan~ 
cial data which verifies a drastic reduc­
tion of sales since the FEO release. 

While we all recognize that energy 
shortages call upon each of us to sacrifice 
to weather the storm, major disruptions 
to some small industries emphasize the 
critical burden shortages have created 
in some sectors of our economy. 

For this reason I am pleased that the 
conference report clearly states the com­
mittee's legislative intent with regard to 

section 112. Accordingly, I include the 
following section of that report in this 
portion of the RECORD: 

The Committee has added a separate sec­
tion to this legislation creating a statutory 
standard of reasonableness to be observed in 
the allocation of refined petroleum products 
and electrical energy among users or in tak­
ing actions which result in restrictions on 
use of such products and electrical energy. 
The Committee intends the term equitable 
to be applied in its broadest and most general 
sense. As such, the term denotes the spirit 
of fairness, justness, and right dealing. No 
user or class of users should be called upon 
during this shortage period to carry a.nun­
reasonably disproportionate share of the bur­
den. This is fundamental to the traditional 
notion of f<airness, and equal protection. The 
Committee expects the President and the Ad­
ministrator of the Federal Emergency Energy 
Administration created under this Act to ad­
didiously observe these requirements in the 
conduct of their functions. 

This language is very clear in its intent 
While the decorative lighting industry u; 
more than willing to make reductions in 
their production and assume their fair 
share of the burden of our crisis, it is 
totally unfair to ask this portion of the 
economy to bear the full brunt of the 
shortages. The language cited above evi­
dences the committee's recognition of 
this inequity. 

I appreciate the fine work of the com­
mittee and am pleased to support the 
passage of this bill. 

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, I first want 
to commend my friend and neighbor the 
distinguished gentleman from west Vir­
ginia (Mr. STAGGERS) and all Of the 
members of his committee on both sides 
of the aisle for working so long and hard 
to r«;IBolve a complicated problem .con­
cerrung the energy crisis. With so many 
divergent views I know everyone in Con­
gress has agonized over how best to re­
solve the energy crisis by providing an 
a?aquate amount of gasoline, heating 
011, propane and other oil products at 
reasonable prices. 

Answers to these questions are not 
easy and I think the conference report 
now before us will help but certainly is 
not tha total answer to meeting the en­
ergy crisis. 

Mr. Speaker, we need to have better 
cooperation from the oil industry on sup­
plying the Government with true and 
ac.curate figures on just what oil is on 
hand and what their total capability is 
for supplying the needs of the American 
people in the future. The :figures given 
us so far do not square with the present 
f t;tcts. For example, we are told by the 
011 companies that all imports from the 
Middle East amounted to only 13 to 15 
percent of total consumption of gasoline 
and ?t?er products in this country. The 
admm1stration including the President 
recantly announced that the American 
people through their .car pooling, elim­
ination of pleasure driving, and other 
conservation measures have reduced 
consumption by 20 percent. If we can 
believe these :figures, then we should have 
5 percent more gasoline on hand than 
we had before the Middle East oil em­
bargo and therefore we should see no 
lines at service stations. We know this 
is not correct, therefore, where is the 
problem? Are the oil companies deliber­
ately holding back their supplies in order 
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to force higher pricas? If so, the amend­
ment in this conference report rolling 
back prices will only add insult to injury. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I intend to 
vote for the conference report to give 
the President authority to deal with this 
crisis but I plan to vote to strike the roll­
back provisions for two reasons: First, 
the President will vato the conference re­
port with this provision in the bill and 
therefore we will have no legislation at 
all; second, the Middle Eastern countries 
are now charging $15 per barrel for crude 
oil and if you force a price rollback to 
$7 a barrel in this country, how many 
oil companies do you believe will pay $15 
a barrel or even $10 after the embargo is 
lifted and then turn around and sell the 
oil to the independents and others for 
half price. 

I want cheaper gasoline and other fuels 
for my people in southern Illinois and 
across the Nation but we have seen what 
controls have done to the entire Amer­
ican economy. It has caused shortages in 
many commodities which in tum in­
evitably causes higher prices. What we 
need to do is make more oil available 
through increased exploration, conver­
sion of coal to gas and conserve fuel 
wherever possible. Price controls 2 or 
3 years ago across the board would have 
worked along with wage controls. How­
ever, at this late date, piecemeal ap­
proach to price controls is unworkable 
with oil or any other commodity. The 
price of gasoline will automatically come 
down when we produce more than we are 
using. When the oil embargo is lifted 
and we find new sources of oil in this 
country, as we can and will, the Arab 
nations will then roll back their prices in 
fear of losing their customers. Right now 
they have us over the oil barrel, as it 
were. I have many independent oil pro­
ducers in southern minois who are will­
ing to invest their high risk capital in ex­
ploring for new oil reserves, however, 
they must have a free market as a proper 
incentive. We also have a number of 
power and gas companies interested in 
joining the Federal Government in a 
partnership arrangement to build coal to 
oil conversion plants in southern Illinois. 
Mr. Speaker, we have over 150 blllion 
t.ons of millable coal reserves in my con­
gressional district. More than any other 
State in the Union. We are ready and 
willing to help solve the energy crisis. 
The best way to do it is to take the 
shackles from all segments of this indus­
try and put them 1n the arena of compe­
tition, thereby letting them exemplify 
the American tradition of seeing "who 
can get there firstest with the mostest." 
If we vote for the conference report, we 
will be giving the President some addi­
tional tools to deal with the energy crisis 
on an immediate basis and if we vote 
against the rollback, we will see more 
gasoline, no lines at service stations, and 
1n the long run much cheaper prices. 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, I very 
earnestly urge and hope that the great 
majority of this House will accept and 
approve this Energy Emergency Act con­
ference report now before us. 

In approaching our voting decision on 
this conference report, let us calmly and 
patiently remind ourselves that no hu-

man instrument can be perfect and that 
no legislative action can be entirely sat­
isfactory to everyone involved. 

On this score, let us further remember 
and emphasize, 1n our action here to­
day, that eiiective response to a national 
·emergency in the overall national in­
terest is the very highest obligation of 
the Congress and it is our additional 
high duty to insure that necessary sac­
rifices in a national emergency are 
equally imposed on every group and sec­
tor within our American society. 

Mr. Speaker, it is only ~oo clear that 
existing energy shortages with their at­
tendant confusion, aggravation and dis­
ruption of everyday American life has 
brought our average citizen practically 
to the breaking point of personal pa­
tience. It is only too clear that the energy 
crisis has accelerated the infiationary 
spiral and is visiting even more extreme 
financial hardships upon already over­
burdened millions and mill1ons of Amer­
ican workers and their families and par­
ticularly our older citizens. 

It is only too clear that the energy 
emergency is solely responsible for vastly 
increasing unemployment for millions of 
Americans. It is only too clear that in­
creasing numbers of our citizens are daily 
questioning the ability and determina­
tion of the Congress to effectively act 
on their behalf at a time of national 
emergency. 

This conference report is a reasonable 
overall compromise of most of our vary­
ing convictions and it presents us all with 
a timely opportunity to answer the ques­
tion about our ability to act and to re­
solve the growing doubt about our para­
mount concern for the national interest. 

In eiiect the approval of this report 
will constitute a first step toward the 
eventual solution of this agonizing en­
ergy supply problem. In summary, the 
adoption of this bill will provide for a 
freeze on domestic crude oil prices, a 
rollback, after 30 days, of crude oil prices 
that are not now subject to control, to 
offset windfall profits, and a pass­
through to consumers of any resultant 
reductions in fuel cost. It will expand 
imperatively needed unemployment as­
sistance and require compensation to be 
paid to all persons who become unem­
ployed as a result of the energy crisis. 

It will also grant standby authority to 
the President to initiate gasoline ration­
ing if necessary; instruct certain elec­
tric utilities to switch from oil to coal; 
provide franchise protection to gasoline 
dealers; require major oil companies to 
disclose information about reserve sup­
plies, price structures and operating 
practices; establish antitrust review ac­
tion; permit the President to raise the 
price of oil on the condition that such 
action will stimulate new oil production 
and research; temporarily suspend the 
limitations on stationary or motor ve­
hicle fuel emissions and authorize low 
illterest loans to homeowners and small 
businesses to assist in improvement proj­
ects designed to conserve energy. 

Mr. Speaker, as I previously indicated, 
this conference proposal is by no man­
ner of means inherently perfect nor fully 
satisfactory to each one of us. For in-

stance, I and many others feel that the 
fuel price ceiling established in this re­
port is still too high for the average con­
sumer's pocketbook but it is a step in the 
right inflation control direction while we 
continue to work for further and more 
realistic price reductions. Also the op­
portunity for the oil companies to ex­
tract excess profits is not completely 
eliminated and it does generate some 
justifiable concern about restrictions. 

However, Mr. Speaker, I believe that, in 
its entirety, the adoption of this report 
will initiate imperatively needed govern­
ment action to alleviate a great many of 
the hardships and discomforts that have 
been inflicted upon this Nation by the 
sudden energy shortages and it will pro­
vide vitally needed assurance to the aver­
age American that the Congress is truly 
concerned about his welfare and deter­
mined to find solutions for the short- and 
long-term problems associated with this 
energy crisis. Therefore, I hope that the 
conference report is resoundingly 
adopted by the House today while we 
plan and work for even more effective 
legislative action to enlarge our domes­
tic energy production sources and es­
tablish our everlasting independence 
from political pressure threats and ca­
prices of foreign supply sources. 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, today is 
another sad chapter in Congress pitiful 
response to an energy crisis. President 
Nixon has said recently that we no 
longer have an energy crisis, but an 
energy "problem." I do not agree with 
the President on that score, but just 
think what that says of the Congress. 
We have seen a crisis come and go and all 
we have been able to do is reduce high­
way speeds and return to daylight saving 
time. 

I will not recount my frustrations with 
getting congressional approval of bills 
creating a Federal Energy Administra­
tion and an Energy Research and De­
velopment Administration. There is no 
good reason why those crucial bills 
should not have become law many weeks 
ago. But today we must concern our­
selves with the emergency energy legis­
lation, a long-overdue product in its own 
right. 

Unfortunately, the conference report 
before us contains so many questionable 
provisions that the veto stamp is poised 
for action. Granted, as the legislative 
branch, we should not succumb to veto 
threats and merely pass bills that are 
totally acceptable to the administration. 
But surely we could have done a better 
job of keeping this bill free of provisions 
which are of dubious merit and which 
should be resolved in separate legislation. 

The price rollback provisions in sec­
tion 110 of the conference report are a 
case in point. Rolling back prices sounds 
good to the American consumer whose 
fuel costs are soaring along with every­
thing else. They have tremendous politi­
cal appeal. But they are a hoax. They do 
not solve the problem and they will prob­
ably make our fuel situation worse. 

In the first place, as much as flve­
sixths of the oil consumed in this coun­
try would not be affected by the roll­
back. About a third of our oil comes 
from imports and no act of Congress is 
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going to change the prices being charged 
on f oretgn crude oil. The oil producing 
nations are exhibiting tactics which are 
nothing short of extortion and they can 
only be dealt with through diplomatic 
channels. In addition, about two-thirds 
of the oil produced domestically in the 
United States is now under price con­
trols at levels equal to or below the roll­
back level, and the rollback would have 
no effect on this oil. That leaves the so­
called new oil, the new discoveries and 
the small, marginal stripper wells. These 
are the very sources we must encourage 
if we want to increase domestic produc­
tion and become less dependent on for­
eign oil. Our experience with price con­
trols should have taught us by now that 
people do not produce goods at a loss or 
at a low rate of return on investment. 

I would agree that the current uncon­
trolled. price for new domestic crude 
is probably excessive, and that new ex­
ploration and production could be en­
couraged by a somewhat lower price. 
However, the $5.25 rollback ceiling price 
that would be imposed by this provision 
of the bill is so low, by comparison to 
the current price, that it could seriotisly 
endanger our ability to develop new do­
mestic sources. I must oppose the setting 
of artificial prices which would discour­
age domestic oil production and only 
compound our problems. If we want to 
act in the true interest of the consumer, 
we should concentrate our efforts on pre­
venting the oil companies from profiting 
excessively. A windfall profits tax, with 
plowback provisions to encourage in­
creased investment and research, is the 
proper vehicle to prevent the oil compa­
nies from getting rich on the sacrifices 
of Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, I will also vote to strike 
the rationing provisions of the confer­
ence report. I am not against rationing 
should it become necessary as a last re­
sort and I am adamantly opposed to 
placing a tax on fuel or any other scheme 
that uses economic disincentives to re­
duce fuel use. But the rationing au­
thority provided in this legislation of­
fers no opportunity for congressional in­
put or veto. The President could imple­
ment any plan he wants to. He should 
not have that blanket authority. Ration­
ing, if it comes, will change the lives of 
every American and their representa­
tives should have a voice in it. 

Mr. Speaker, I expect the rollback and 
rationing provisions to remain in the 
conference report. I will vote to send the 
bill to the President despite my concerns 
with these provisions. Congress must get 
a bill to the President's desk. We have 
delayed far too long. The administra­
tion cannot continue to cope with the en­
ergy crisis by Executive order. This con­
ference report appears to be our only 
hope of getting congressional authority 
and guidelines to the White House. 

Mrs. BURKE of California. Mr. Speak­
er, I would like at this time to clarify 
briefly the intended scope and purpose of 
section 206(d) of the Emergency Energy 
Act. 

This section of the bill was offered as 
a floor amendment by Congressman JOHN 
ANDERSON on December 14, 1973, in be­
half of Congressman GLENN ANDERSON 

and myself. It was originally introduced 
as a separate bill in the House of Con­
gressman GLENN ANDERSON and myself 
with over 30 cosponsors and was entitled 
the "West Coast Corridor Feasibility 
Study Act of 1973." It was introduced . 
in the Senate by Senator TuNNEY, who 
succeeded in getting it adopted in the 
Senate last July 11 by a unanimous vote. 

I know that in passing the Emergency 
Energy Act, the Members of this body 
recognize the vital and real need to begin 
now to develop a plan for a high-speed 
ground transportation system linking the 
major cities of the west coast-a system 
that will insure fuel savings, promote the 
economy of the region, and provide our 
citizens with an effective and efilcient al­
ternative to the automobile and airplane 
as a mode of transportation. 

In conducting this study required. in 
section 206(d) of the bill, the Secretary 
of Transportation is directed to evaluate 
and analyze a number of factors, includ­
ing but not limited to the efficiency of 
energy utilization, the cost and the im­
pact on the economy of the region. In 
addition, it is intended that the Secretary 
will evaluate and analyze those factors 
listed in the Senate-passed version of the 
West Coast Corridor Feasibility Study 
Act of 1973, S. 1328. These factors in­
clude-

The various means of providing such trans­
portation, including both existing modes and 
those under development, such as the tracked 
levitation vehicle; the environmental im­
pact of such a system, including the future 
environmental impact from air and other 
transportation if such a system is not estab­
lished; the factors which would determine 
the future adequacy and commercial success 
of any such system, including the speed at 
which it would operate, the quality of serv­
ice which could be offered, its cost to poten­
tial users, its convenience to potential users, 
and its ab111ty to expand to meet projected 
increases in demand; and the ab111ty of such 
a system to be integrated with other local 
and intrastate transportation systems, both 
existing and planned, in order to create bal­
anced and comprehensive transit systems. 

In carrying out the investigation and 
study pursuant to this act, the Secretary 
of Transportation should be permitted 
to enter into contracts and other agree­
ments with public or private agencies, in­
stitutions, organizations, corporations, or 
individuals, without regard to sections 
3648 and 3709 of the Revised Statutes (31 
u.s.c. 529; 41 u.s.c. 5). 

These are not by any means an ex­
haustive list of the factors which the 
Secretary will evaluate, but they are in­
tended. to identify the desired nature and 
scope of the study. Now is the time, in 
the legislation before us, to recognize the 
need to undertake a national effort to 
update our national transportation sys­
tem to achieve our national goal of fuel 
conservation and greater development of 
public mass transportation systems. 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the rule as proposed which 
will allow consideration of the emergency 
energy bill conference report. We cannot 
afford to permit this vital legislation to 
fall victim once again to a parliamentary 
quagmire which could consume the bill 
once and for all. 

The rule proposed today will allow 

points of order to be raised against sec­
tions 105 and 110 of this report which 
could eliminate these sections without 
even the benefit of a vote by the rep­
resentatives of the people. Such key pro­
visions as the rollback in crude oil 
prices-and emergency energy conser­
vation plans are essential to the develop­
ment of viable solutions to our present 
energy dilemma. Let us not be afraid to 
bring these matters to a vote, let the 
American people know our positions on 
key energy issues. 

This Congress has already been the 
butt of much criticism as a result of pro­
crastination and inaction on this impor­
tant legislation. We cannot allow this 
poor record to continue. How much 
longer do our. gasoline lines have to get 
before we act responsibly? I say the time 
is now, to act. Let us begin by defeating 
this unfortunate rule. 

Mr. HANRAHAN. Mr. Speaker, be­
cause our country is facing this serious 
energy crisis today, and because it is be­
coming difficult for some of us to reach 
our place of employment, or warm our 
homes, I will vote to support the Emer­
gency Energy Act. I think the Nation 
desperately needs decisive legislation in 
this area without further delay. 

However, I would like to go on record 
as being strongly opposed to the language 
in this bill which bestows upon the Presi­
dent and the administration of the Fed­
eral Energy Office the power to ration 
gasoline. My opposition is based on the 
same reasons I first cited: Statistics have 
proven gasoline rationing would cause 
unemployment to skyrocket; and the 
multitude of individual appeal cases that 
would need immediate attention would 
create an unworkable flood of red tape. 
Our lifestyles have not been set up to run 
on 9, 10, or 15 gallons of gasoline a week, 
and any• attempt to force this rationing 
could be disastrous to millions of Ameri­
cans. 

In spite of this unbending opposition to 
gas rationing, I shall vote to pass this 
emergency energy bill considering the 
benefits we do stand to gain from the 
legislation. 

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
I want to voice my objections to the blll 
before us-S. 2589-and to the bewilder­
ing array of amendments that this 
body, and the other body have become 
enmeshed, with the result that it delays 
coming to grips with the energy crisis. 

Frankly, I must admit that I am 
frustrated. and angry and I can well un­
derstand the angry frustration of my 
constituents who daily obtain inaccurate 
information and rumors regarding the 
availability or nonavailability of crude 
oil and gasoline supplies. It does not help 
matters any either to heap onto this con­
flicting information, complicated parlia­
mentary maneuvers, and unlimited 
amendments. 

When we considered S. 2589 before for 
several days last December, it was a 
foregone conclusion that nothing work­
able could come out of the prolonged 
floor fights. Although I favor debate on 
major issues, yet the time and place to 
write legislation is not on the House 
floor with 435 Members expressing 435 

I 
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different views as to what must be done, 
and the offering of numerous amend­
ments thus resulting in the :final legisla­
tion becoming a crazy quilt of do's and 
don'ts that confuses even the diligent 
bureaucrat who is called to administer­
or I might say try to bring order out of 
bewilderment. 

It is exasperating to even try and ex­
plain so little accomplishment. I am, 
aware of the complexities of the present 
energy situation but it is our respon­
sibility as representatives of the citizens 
of the United States to honestly investi­
gate and ascertain the true facts, and 
then recommend reasonable actions to 
help alleviate the widespread shortages 
of gasoline and other petroleum 
products. 

Many of the debates in the Congress 
are only mere words, and people want 
helpful action and not rhetoric. They 
want gasoline. They want heating oil. 
They want petrochemical products. We 
all know that many jobs are dependent on 
adequate supplies of these materials. My 
job, for example, as the elected repre­
sentative of the 12th Congressional Dis­
trict of Florida, is made almost impos­
sible by the present situation. I have 
had t.o miss scheduled appointments, be­
cause I had to wait in long lines to get 
t.o a gas pump to buy enough gas to drive 
t.o the Capitol. Last weekend, I had a 
difficult time getting a reservation on an 
airplane to my district, due in part to 
the cutback in filghts made by the air­
line because of the energy shortage. 
When I got to the district, it was difficult 
to get around because of the severe gaso­
line shortages there. 

The situation is not only exasperating 
but almost intolerable to the citizens of 
our country without us belaboring it fur­
ther with continual debate on a poor 
piece of legislation. 

It seems to me that we must exercise 
more discipline in our procedures so that 
legislation that comes to the fioor of the 
House can be handled in an orderly and 
sensible manner sufficiently so that we 
will know when the voting is over, just 
exactly what we have done and that we 
passed an honest workable bill. Vital 
problems that our Nation today faces 
deserve the fine legislative brush strokes 
of an artist, not the wild, unrestrained 
strokes of a house painter. It is true that 
it is hard for a body as diverse as is the 
House of Representatives, to act in con­
cert, but it must be done. It is the re­
sponsibility of both Houses to work in 
concert with each other without involv­
ing itself in politics if we are to the 
energy problems that plague us today. 
We, who represent the people, owe this 
to them. 

Mr. NIX. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup­
port of the conference report and the 
emergency energy bill. While this blll 
will obviously not satisfy everyone on 
all counts, it does take several major steps 
1n the right direction. Perhaps the most 
important step is the rollback of 
exorbitant price increases that the ad­
ministration. has allowed for nearly a 
third of all crude oll produced in this 
country. These price increases have 
placed unnecessary and intolerable bur­
dens on American consumers. The roll-

back provision in this bill will allow ade­
quate incentive for more on production 
while preventing windfall profits at the 
expense of the American people. 

I am also pleased that this bill contains 
several other positive features, such as 
the requirement for energy companies 
to report accurate information t.o the 
Federal Government concerning their 
resources and production, the extension 
of unemployment benefits for workers 
who have lost their jobs due to the energy 
crisis, new protection for franchised 
retail dealers, and antitrust safeguards. 

Of course passage of this blll will not 
end our responsibilty to deal with the 
energy situation. I have introduced, along 
with many of my colleagues, several bills 
designed to deal with the long-term 
energy crisis. I believe we must consider 
several areas of possible legislation, in­
cluding the tax structure of the energy 
industry, monopolistic practices among 
the giant multinational oil companies, 
the lack of adequate energy information, 
and the role of the Federal Government 
in developing energy resources on Federal 
lands. 

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Speaker, at this 
time I wish to make an inquiry with re­
gard to the conference report of the En­
ergy Emergency Act CS. 2589) which is 
now pending before this body. 

I have noted that the purposes of this 
act, as set forth in section 101 Cb), are 
''to call for proposals for energy emer­
gency rationing and conservation meas­
ures... and to authorize specific tempo­
rary emergency actions necessary to meet 
the fuel needs of the United States. 
These purposes must be fulfilled "in a 
manner, which to the fullest extent prac­
ticable: maintains vital services neces­
sary to health, safety, and public wel­
fare." 

In my position as chairman of the Sub­
committee on Postal Service of the Com­
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, 
I have become increasingly aware of the 
necessity for the Postal Service and its 
contractors to receive the fuel they need 
to deliver the mail in a prompt and ef­
ficient manner. There are few services 
which touch our constituents as fre­
quently or as regularly as that provided 
by the U.S. Postal Service-the collection 
and delivery of some 90 billion pieces of 
mail each year. It is essential to the well­
being of the Nation that those who pro­
vide this service be given sufficient fuel. 

When the Emergency Petroleum Allo­
cation Act of 1973 was pending before 
this body several weeks ago, a similar 
inquiry was made with regard to that leg­
islation during the fioor debate. I believe 
you remarked that it was the intention 
of the committee that the movement of 
the U.S. mail by the Postal Service was a 
priority in the allocation of fuel, and that 
the term "mail delivery," which was con­
tained in the committee report (93-531) 
at page 18, included the movement of 
the U.S. mail by the Postal Service, its 
lessors, rural carriers, contractors, and 
air carriers. 

Mr. Speaker, as I understand section 
lOl(b). of the Energy Emergency Act 
and its relationship to section 104, en­
titled, "End-Use Rationing,'' and sec­
tion 105, entitled "Energy Conservation 

Plans," any regulations promulgated 
pursuant to the aforementioned sec­
tions, which codify the purposes of this 
act, must provide, to the fullest extent 
practicable, for the maintenance of vital 
services necessary to health, safety, and 
the public welfare. 

In view of our action on the Emer­
gency Petroleum Allocation Act of 1973, 
and the statements made during the con­
sideration of the Committee report on 
tJ:ie House fioor which specifically in­
cluded the movement of the U.S. mall 
within the act, am I correct in assuming 
that the committee intends that the term 
"vital services" in section 101 (b) of the 
Energy Emergency Act includes the col­
lection, transportation, and delivery of 
mail by the U.S. Postal Service, its les­
sors, contractors, and carriers? 

Mr. MOAK.LEY. Mr. Speaker, once 
again the House is forced to vote on a 
crucial measure; one that affects each 
and every American. 

Too often, however, bills such as this 
come up with laudable intentions, yet 
the purposes which these bills are in­
tended to serve immediately are fre­
quently outweighed by necessary but 
more long-term goals. 

This bill ls a case in point. 
I can therefore rise only in reluctant 

and reserved support for the measure. 
As I said earlier, the bill's intentions 

are noble. But it is not enough. The 
American consumer must be given some 
relief. He has suffered long enough at 
the hand of the major oil companies and 
the actions of a seemingly uncaring and 
incompetent administration. The relief 
that this blll would provide him is mini­
mal. 

I am confident that more eff ectlve 
legislation could be written. 

Such new legislation must include the 
basic ldea.s of this bill, but must go 
deeper, t.o get at the heart of the prob­
lem in the most efficient manner. 

Such new legislation must attack the 
question of a price rollback on domestic 
crude oil. The current bill, designed to 
combat an "artificially high" price of 
crude, would allow the President to set 
a ceiling of $7 .09 per barrel on some 
crude, and $5.25 per barrel on the rest. 
Is this also not artificially high? In Janu­
ary of 1973, not really so long ago, the 
price of domestic crude was $3.40. Oil 
currently sells for above $10 per barrel. 
The rollback suggested in this bill would 
provide the consumer with only a 1- or 
2-cent saving at the gas pump. This 
simply is not enough. 

Opponents of the rollback argue that 
such a price decrease eliminates the in­
centive which oil producers have for ex­
ploring and drilling new wells. If the 
current increase of nearly 300 percent 
has not elicited any new supply, how can 
we believe that a 200-percent increase 
will do the same? 

I thus am reluctant about the rollback 
provisions in this bill. It simply does not 
curb the windfall profits which oil pro­
ducers are reaping. It simply does not 
give the consumer adequate and immedi­
ate relief. 

A second major point which this blll 
does not adequately serve is of the en­
vironmental problem. By authorizing an-
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other delay in the timetable for achiev­
ing effective emission standards for 
automobiles, the effort the Congress has 
made in this area would suffer an ex­
treme setback. Further, the blll would 
extend in some cases for 5 years pol­
lution requirements on certain power­
plants and industries. The previous ef­
forts which the Congress has made on 
the environmental front must not be so 
undermined. Effective legislation can be 
written so as to help the energy problem, 
and not make our people suffer from 
unclean air. 

I am thus not satisfied with this bill. 
It sacrifices too much which the Ameri­
can people need so desperately now. 

However, this blll, while certainly not 
perfect, is at least a start. It at least be­
gins to tackle this enormous problem. 

Finally, lt shows that the Congress is 
dynamic, that it can respond to the needs 
of the American consumer when the 
administration cannot. · 

I therefore lend my reluctant support 
to the conference report as lt stands. 

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, as originally reported out of 
the House Interstate and Foreign Com­
merce Committee, this Emergency En­
ergy Act contained three amendments 
of mine, added to different sections of 
this bill, which would have extended to 
our educational sector a priority classi­
fication in any energy conservation plan 
or gas rationing system. My reasons for 
introducing these three amendments 
were, in principle, rooted in what I con­
sider to be the vital role education plays 
in our social fabric. I felt then, and al­
ways will, that education supplies one of 
the principle underpinnings to political, 
social, and economic cohesion 1n Amer­
ica. I felt that I was not only catering to 
the needs of education. My motives grew 
out of the conviction that I was only ful­
filling the rights of education, as per­
ceived by me, commensurate with its 
role in the United States. 

As passed by the House, the Emer­
gency Energy Act contained these vital 
amendments. I pointed out to my col­
leagues, during debate over these provi­
sions, that the November 27, 1973, edi­
tion of the Federal Register had pub­
lished a series of modifications to the 
mandatory allocation program for mid­
dle distillate fuels which did not give 
education a fair shake. Section 2 of these 
regulations had defined "vital commu­
nity services" in such a fashion that 
education was not included. What were 
listed as "vital community services" con­
stituted priority categories. Thus, these 
regulations implied that education would 
receive its allotment only after the needs 
of the priority users had been met. This 
was unacceptable. 

Unfortunately, the first joint House­
Senate conference elected to strike out 
priority listings. It was my understand­
ing, however, that it was the firm intent 
of the conferees that education be ex­
tended top priority in whatever conser­
vation plans or gas rationing systems 
might be put into e:ff ect. They had de­
cided to abolish priority categories for 
other reasons. 

I understand that the Federal Energy 
Office Mandatory Fuel Allocation Regu-

lations, which went into effect 1n mid­
January, gave our Nation's schools the 
place of high importance which they de­
serve and I am very pleased about that. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce knows that a general purpose 
of this act and the Mandatory Petroleum 
Allocation Act is to protect the public 
welfare and maintain all essential public 
services. In this connection, I ask the 
chairman of the committee about the 
intent of this measure with regard to ed­
ucation. It is my impression that the in­
tent of this measure is not intended to 
result 1n a forced closing of schools, and 
that the educational process and schools 
wlll continue with a minimum of disrup­
tion. 

It is my understanding also that the 
conference report language, coupled with 
the House record on passage of the 
Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act, in­
sures that education will be treated as a 
vital public service whenever priorities 
are established under section 4 of the 
Emergency Petroleum Allocation Act. 

May I also bring to the attention of 
this body an amendment to this bill, in­
troduced by me in committee, which will 
permit New York State to import elec­
tricity from Canada. It is my firm con­
viction that anyone familiar with the 
dire problems New York State ls facing 
in regard to energy will concur with me 
in the emphasis I have placed on such 
action. 

The next phase of the New York State 
Power Authority's construction program 
includes fossil and/ or nuclear baseload 
facilities to serve the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority, a second 
pumped storage plant also in part for the 
use of MTA and high voltage transmis­
sion lines to connect those projects to the 
State grid and to connect our St. Law­
rence hydro project to Quebec and to 
reinforce its connection via Utica to the 
Niagara project. Those transmission lines 
will make it possible to import from 
Canada each summer beginning 1n 1977 
a minimum of 800,000 kilowatts of power 
which during 7 months of the year is 
surplus to Canadian needs. 

The new facilities which will be used 
to import Quebec power will be subject 
to very thorough review by the New 
York State Public Service Commission 
pursuant to article VII of the public 
service Ia w. The Public Service Commis­
sion will examine every possible environ­
mental consequence. 

In order to import the power, the au­
thority plans to construct a 765 kilovolt 
transmission line from a point on the 
international boundary between the 
State of Ne\\' York and the Province of 
Quebec apprnximately 2 miles east of 
the village of Fort Covington, N.Y., to a 
substation located near the authority's 
St. Lawrence power project and thence 
to a substation near Utica where it will 
connect with the New York statewide 
transmission system. The transmission 
line will be approximately 150 miles in 
length. The arrangement with Hydro­
Quebec will result in a very substantial 
net importation of electric energy into 
the State of New York thereby resulting 
in substantial savings of fossil fuel re-

sources which would otherwise be used 
to generate the power within the State 
of New York. Also, of significant import­
ance, this project will improve the air 
quality within the State in areas where 
the power would otherwise be generated 
by fossil fuels. If the minimum 3 billion 
kilowatt-hours of electric energy to be 
imported through the border connection 
were to displace an equivalent amount 
of gas turbine generation, the savings of 
petroleum resources would amount to at 
least 7 .8 million barrels annually. Since 
the agreement with Hydro-Quebec pro­
vides that additional amounts of energy 
can be imported, the savings of pe­
troleum resources could be even greater. 
All of the electric energy imported 
through the border connection will be 
sold within the State of New York, pri­
marily within the New York City area. 
I consider this provision to be of critical 
importance to New York State: 

May I also take this time to stress, 
very briefly, the value of this Congress 
encouragement of public usage of mass 
transit facilities in combating this en­
ergy shortage. We are all aware of the 
vital necessity of seeing to it that the 
people of America wake up to the im­
portance of their utilizing mass transit. 
This will be of direct benefit to this Na­
tion as it attempts to combat this en­
ergy crisis. It will also contribute to the 
continued and habitual use of these fa­
cilities so that our long-term needs are 
met. We all have a responsibility at this 
time, despite the fact that this is an em­
ergency bill, to look ahead. In this vein, 
I introduced, and the House adopted, an 
amendment calling for Federal planning 
and studies of ways mass transit usage 
can be encouraged. 

I oppose rationing. However, since this 
bill is designed to give the President the 
flexibility necessary to imposing a ra­
tioning system, if he sees fit, I am in 
favor of the President's having this do­
main of authority. Under the provisions 
of this Emergency Energy Act, our Presi­
dent will be able to declare the necessity 
for a rationing system, draft a speclflc 
policy formula in this regard, and impose 
it. He will have the responsibility to de­
cide when such a measure is called for. 
He will have the responsibility for im­
plementing it properly. He will also have 
the responsibility for its consequences. 

As the problems involved within this 
energy crisis multiply, with the concom­
itant public outrage, certain recent dis­
coveries startle me. Why are American 
citizens waiting for 3 hours in line at 
service stations to buy gas while 214 mil­
lion gallons of gas are in storage? Is the 
public supposed to accept this fact in a 
hands-down manner? While immersed in 
acute shortages of energy fuels, why ls 
propane being flared in New Jersey be­
cause it abounds in excess? Are there not 
certain dimensions to this energy· short­
age that need clarifying if a responsible 
course of action is to be followed? 

The first step in meeting this monster 
is to intell1gently delineate the respective 
areas of responsibility for those involved. 
The Federal Energy Office should not 
have a monopoly on decisionmaking with 
regard to the distribution process. It does 
not have the expertise and wisdom to 
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merit such power. Let the Federal Energy 
Office cooperate with the oil industry. 
The oil companies know the real prob­
lems involved in distribution. They have 
a wealth of experience here. The Federal 
Energy Office, no matter how good its in­
tentions, lacks this. A rational balance 
must be found in order to adequately 
work out these difficulties. 

The Federal Energy Office might have 
the genuine capacity to rule in the area 
of pricing. The Office does have experi­
enced, knowing personnel in this sector. 
It might be able to unilaterally handle 
this. But not in the distribution field. 
Lets bury the illusions and pursue a pro­
gram. of sound public policy. 

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, prompt passage of emergency 
energy legislation 1s essential. 

Each day, millions of Americans are 
forced to wait for hours in line to get 
gasoline for their cars. Mothers have to 
watch their children trudge off to school 
1n darkness each morning and pray they 
make it safely. Hundreds of thousands of 
people are losing their jobs because of 
the energy crises. 

The people cannot wait any longer for 
their leaders to respond to this crushing 
problem. 

The Energy Emergency Act CS. 2589) 
before us is a start toward resolving our 
short-range energy problems. However, 
this bill contains a great many serious 
shortcomings. 

For example, in Massachusetts unem­
ployment was at about 7 percent before 
the full impact of the energy crisis was 
felt. In Fall River, in my 10th Congres­
sional District, the jobless rate was 9 
percent. These figures could go even 
higher before the crisis reaches its peak. 

To assist workers who lose their jobs 
because of the energy crisis, the Energy 
Emergency Act CS. 2589) offers little 
help. A paltry $500 million would be di­
vided among the 50 States, and benefits 
would be provided for 6 months to a year. 

This is outrageous. Unemployment 
benefits should be continued for as long 
as they are needed, for as long as we have 
the crisis. And we cannot even get of­
ficials of this administration to agree on 
how long that will be. 

The bill does contain provision for low 
interest loans to homeowners and small 
businessmen to stimulate installation of 
storm windows, insulation, and more ef­
ficient heating units as a step toward 
long-range conservation of energy. As 
you know, I cosponsored such a measure 
H.R. 11615, along with 13 other of my 
colleagues, on November 28, 1973. 

I am disappointed, however, that the 
basic contents of the Energy Reporting 
and Information Act on which I am cur­
rently working have not been included. 
With the passage of this energy bill the 
American people must continue to de­
pend on oil company figures as the major 
source of energy data. Approval of such 
self-reporting is totally irresponsible. The 
Federal Government desperately needs 
an objective means of obtaining verifiable 
energy data. Provisions for such infor-
mation-gathering are not found in this 
bill. 

The gasoline price rollback outlined in 
this legislation is a first step toward fair-

er treatment of the consumer. Increasing 
gas prices and never-ending lines at the 
pumps are infuriating the American pub­
lic and rightly so. Excessive oil company 
profits appear to be lifted right out of the 
consumer's pocket. Such excesses cannot 
be tolerated. 

This bill leaves a great deal to be de­
sired. I regret that it cannot be am.ended. 
However, the American people have a 
right to expect their leaders to act swift­
ly. They have waited in mile-long lines, 
sent children to school in the dark, and 
paid skYrocketing home heating fuel bills 
for weeks. Congress must act and must 
act now. 

Mr. CULVER. Mr. Speaker, I am sup­
porting final passage of the conference 
report on the Energy Emergency Act, 
even though in my judgment, the bill 
shows all the earmarks of the tremendous 
pressures brought to bear on the con­
ferees in November and fails adequately 
to address the emerging problems as we 
now perceive them near the end of the 
winter season. 

It is no disparagement to the conferees 
to say that they have been subjected to 
tremendous time and lobbying pressures, 
and have labored under the severe handi­
cap of not knowing the true dimensions 
of the problems they were asked to 
remedy. The perhaps inevitable reaction 
has been to hand over excessive power to 
the administration and the industry, in 
the hopes that emerging information 
would allow for meaningful congressional 
oversight. I believe we must pledge our­
selves to redress this imbalance through 
an ongoing and carefully deliberated 
legislative program. 

What is needed, as I see it, is first to 
collect the necessary energy information 
and then to develop fully matured legis­
lative proposals in each of the inter­
related areas that bear on both short­
term and long-term remedies. I have my­
self set forth an agenda for such action 
in a special order that appeared in the 
RECORD on February 7. The conference 
report does not preclude our acting on 
such an agenda, and the Federal Energy 
Administration Act will provide a solid 
institutional foundation for our doing so 
when we act on that bill. Thus, although 
I have serious misgivings about the con­
ference bill now before us, I am hopeful 
that it will be administered with restraint 
until such time as we can come up with 
better solutions. 

I am not at all satisfied that the 
emergency authorities conferred on the 
President by this bill are justified by any 
current necessity. We are very nearly 
through the winter, we have managed to 
avoid any serious heating-oil shortages, 
and I am not happy at all with the idea 
of Federal bureaucrats ordering schools 
to close or regulating office hours by 
decree. We should make clear our intent 
that decisions on these matters should 
be taken largely by private individuals 
and by State and local authorities. The 
15-day congressional veto by itself is un­
likely to provide an adequate check on 
excessive bureaucratic zeal. 

The price rollback provisions of this 
bill are a considerable disappointment. 
They would fix all domestic crude prices 
at a national average of $5.25 per barrel, 

yet give the President an essentially un­
reviewable discretion to raise these 
prices to more than $7 a barrel if he 
finds that it is needed to balance supply 
and demand and is not "inequitable." 
This 1s really buckpassing, and we know 
what is likely to happen because the 
administration is publicly committed to 
a long-term $7 price-which I consider 
and even the National Petroleum Coun­
cil has conceded to be far too high. Un­
der the bill, even "old" oil from non­
stripper wells could be removed from 
its present price controls, although there 
is no justification whatever for doing so. 
Higher prices are certain to be "inequi­
table" to specific classes of consumers-­
particularly the poor, the elderly, and 
those on fixed incomes-yet the Presi­
dent could determine that such higher 
prices should prevail. Clearly this is one 
area that the Congress must closely 
monitor and revisit at the earliest op­
portunity. 

The environmental and antitrust as­
pects of the bill are similarly disturb­
ing. Fidelity to principle is professed, 
but in practice significant degradation 
of environmental and competition goals 
is made possible. Here, too, we need to 
move beyond emergency reactions to 
well-considered legislation confining the 
discretion of the administration and the 
industry. 

I am voting for the bill because it does 
provide us with the only present oppor­
tunity to authorize end-use rationing. 
It seems to me that we have reached a 
point where rationing may well be 
needed to assure smooth and equitable 
distribution of available fuel supplies. 
What we have now in many areas are 
lengthening lines of motorists with 
shortening tempers, and skyrocketing 
prices for certain essential fuels like 
propane. The Federal Energy Office is 
meeting these problems with a blizzard 
of press releases but no effective action. 
It takes political courage to recognize 
realities and impose unpopular remedies, 
and I think we are right to insist on that 
kind of courage rather than allowing the 
President a continuing opportunity to 
escape it. 

Having said all that, I must confess 
that I think we have labored long enough 
on emergency legislation and that the 
thing to do now is to put it behind us 
and get on with the unfinished energy 
agenda that confronts us. It is with that 
definite objective and on that under­
standing that I have determined to vote 
"yea" on final passage of the conference 
report. 

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, if 
those of us who are opposed to the ra­
tioning section in the conference report 
are unsuccessful in having it removed. 
I intend to vote against the bill. Col­
leagues may recall that I voted for the 
measure when it first came before this 
body, though with considerable reserva­
tions. I can only say that my misgivings 
have intensified in the period since. 

My principal objection relates to the 
standby powers to impose gasoline ra-
tioning, which were rewritten in confer­
ence. This represents another abdica­
tion of congresional responsibility in two 
respects: First, it vests a great deal of 
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arbitrary power in the executive branch 
at a time when the Congress has other­
wise been exhibiting some faint stirrings 
of independence. Second-and this is a 
related point-Members should stand 
and be counted on whether rationing is 
necessary and in the public interest, 
rather than drop the problem in the ad­
ministration's lap. Instead, we off er the 
spectacle of Congress refusing to face its 
own responsibilities. 

This body has been fear less and force­
ful in acting to limit the powers of the 
Executive to do unpopular things like 
committing U.S. forces to hostilities and 
impounding funds for programs voted 
by the Congress. I have supported these 
In the name of needed reform. Similarly, 
I have supported reassertion of our own 
responsibility to determine national pri­
orities through the budgeting process 
and am now in the process of developing 
other initiatives to strengthen the Con­
gress. 

But if the Congress wants to be treated 
as a coequal branch, it should start acting 
like one. With the latest survey on the 
subject now showing that the Congress 
ranks lower than the post-Watergate 
White House in pubic esteem, our per­
formance on this bill may only generate 
more of the same. 

I wish to emphasize that my opposi­
tion to the rationing powers should not 
be interpreted as any slighting of Mr. 
Simon, who has been performing a most 
difficult task as well as can be expected 
to date, under the emergency fuel alloca­
tion program. But I cannot say the same 
for the contingency rationing program 
published by the Federal Energy Office in 
the Federal Register on January 16, 
whereby the most a driver can expect to 
get is 10 to 12 gallons a week. If instituted, 
this would work an incredible hardship 
on many residents of New Hampshire 
who must use the automobile. It would 
also be a crippling blow to the recreation 
and tourism industry which is a signifi­
cant factor in the economy of the State 
and others in New England. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, with the 
passage of the conference report on S. 
2589, the National Emergency Energy 
Act, the House has brought to a close 
the 4-month drama in which all the 
worst angles of our nature were re­
vealed. Not only have we succeeded in 
twisting the rules of the House, but to­
day we have made a valiant but doomed 
attempt to repeal the laws of economics. 

We have taken the totally mistaken 
step of trying to write into Federal law 
the price for a named commodity, do­
mestic crude oil. We voted to extend and 
expand the powers of Mr. William 
Simon whose administration of his ex­
isting powers has already been called 
into question and rightfully so. And 
lastly we have abrogated our constitu­
tional duty to pass upon the issue of ra­
tioning by turning over to the President 
the power to impose rationing plans 
without our. consent. 

All the hot air of politicians will not 
produce one drop of additional fuel, and 
the measure we have passed today will 
in all likelihood produce economic chaos 
in our country. Waiting lines that have 
been long should now double, fuel that 

has been scarce should disappear and 
those who have voted against this so­
called Emergency Energy Act will soon 
be able to say "we told you so." I am 
pleased to be in that group. 

Sadly enough, the economic havoc we 
are creating is not the most serious by­
product of this legislation. Even graver 
is the demonstration that the House is 
unable to act responsibly in a time of 
national crisis. 

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, I urge pas­
sage of the Energy Emergency Act con­
ference report without further delay. 
And let us make it clear, Mr. Speaker, 
that while the President has criticized 
the Congress for inaction on this legisla­
tion, it has been White House lobbyists 
who have been up here since December 
battling the bill every inch of the way. 
First they were against a prohibition on 
windfall profits, and now it is the price 
rollback provision. But it is clearly our 
responsibility to deal with the problem 
of runaway oil prices at the same time 
we grant the President authority to ra­
tion gasoline and take other emergency 
steps that might be necessary to deal 
with the present crisis. 

The cost of living went up 8.8 per­
cent in 1973, the highest increase since 
1947, and inflationary pressures have 
gotten stronger rather than abating so 
far in 1974. With skyrocketing food and 
fuel prices leading the way, real earn­
ings declined almost 2 percent last year, 
and the surge of energy-related unem­
ployment in the last few months prom­
ises more hardships for the average 
American. 

If the oil companies were in distress, 
the White House might have a point. 
But in a period of retrenchment and 
sacrifice for most of us, reflected in long 
lines of cars at gas stations and partially 
heated apartment buildings, the oil in­
dustry has racked up record profits. The 
oil shortage has enabled Exxon to in­
crease its 1972 earnings of $1.5 billion 
to $2.44 billion in 1973; Mobil to advance 
from $574 to $834 million; Socal from 
$547 to $843 million; Texaco from $889 
million to $1.3 billion; and Gulf from 
$447 to $760 million. 

I have no objection to earnings levels 
that will allow the oil companies to carry 
on needed exploration and development 
of new energy sources. Regrettably, we 
have learned that the oil companies have 
not been plowing their profits into ex­
pansion in the United States but have 
instead been investing development 
funds in their more profitable overseas 
ventures. The oil majors' corporate in­
vestment abroad has in fact leaped in 10 
years from $6 billion to $16 billion while 
going up only from $6 billion to $10 bil­
lion in this country. 

A year ago domestically produced 
crude oil was selling for $3.40 a barrel. 
Today the price is $5.25, and new oil and 
oil from small stripper wells is selling 
for as much as $10 a barrel. The 1973 
earnings of the industry reflect the 
profits built into that price range. The 
price rollback provision in S. 2589 would 
lower only the higher figure and would 
allow ample profits for investment in 
domestic exploration and development. 
We simply cannot justify continued ris-

ing prices that will double the $9 billion 
earnings of last year during 1974. 

Mr. Speaker, the demand for exorbi­
tant profits in the midst of national dep­
rivation cannot be acceded to. The oil 
companies have shown little inclination 
in recent years to develop new energy 
sources here in the United States with 
their earnings, and there are no guaran­
tees that they will do so under any price 
structure. · 

American multinational oil companies 
have prospered from an artificial pricing 
system for Mideast oil that has enabled 
them to avoid nearly all U.S. tax liability 
on overseas profits. The same companies 
have lobbied vigorously to keep the oil 
import quota system in place as a barrier 
to import of new supplies, with the fall­
out of discouraging development of new 
refining capacity in this country. In fact, 
the majors have successfully opposed ef­
forts by independents to build new facili­
ties; for example, Occidental's planned 
new terminal at Machiasport, Maine, in 
the 1960's. Consequently, capital spend­
ing by the oil companies in the United 
States peaked in 1970 and there has been 
no expansion since. 

The monopolistic pattern of the oil 
industry has also contributed to the 
current shortage. Profits are a function 
of supply in a free market, Mr. Speaker. 
But the oil majors are vertically inte­
grated from wellhead to retail outlets, 
and their transactions amount to a con­
tinual process of selling oil to themselves 
over and over again right through the 
production-distribution cycle. With the 
almost total dependence of independent 
refiners on the willingness of the multi­
nationals to supply them, oil coming 
onto the American market can be effec­
tively controlled so that prices can be 
maintained at artificial levels. The rev­
elation that some of the companies are 
holding out badly needed supplies of 
crude oil because of disagreement with 
the Government's mandatory allocation 
program illustrates the total unaccount­
ability of this industry and its undivided 
devotion to its own prosperity. 

Amidst the loss of jobs, personal in­
convenience, and cutbacks in services 
and amenities caused by the oil shortage, 
we cannot condone an unprecedented 
bonanza for one industry. Equity requires 
us to see that sacrifice is borne equally 
and that one sector does not prosper out 
of a11 proportion in a period of severf) 
national distress. 

Thls conference report is but a be­
ginning in our attempt to bring a run­
away situation under control. It deserves 
an overwhelming vote in the affirmative 
to demonstrate our concern to the pub­
lic and to send a message to the White 
House. Further measures will be needed, 
but let us pass this emergency bill to 
give the country the assurances it wants 
that sacrifices will be uniform. 

The additional unemployment insur­
ance in the bill is aJ.ready necessary, and 
I believe that we should have the ra­
tioning authority in place should the 
shortage worsen. Our obligation is to all 
the people, and the conference report 
before us is a fair and rational beginning 
for the long-range efforts to deal with 
the crisis we face. 
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Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker. it is 

with grave misgivings that I am voting 
for the energy conference report. The re­
port has some good provisions. It rolls 
back prices. It improves benefits for peo­
ple who lose their jobs as a result of the 
energy crisis. It will also allow us to get 
the facts about the true extent of the 
oil and gasoline shortages. 

I strongly suport a rollback of oil and 
gasoline prices. In fact, I had introduced 
a bill calling for such a rollback earlier 
this year and I hope that that effort was 
helpful in getting Congress to recognize 
the need for such a provision. I am not 
sure, however, that the rollback provi­
sion in this report is the best one we 
could have had. While it will reduce 
prices on "new crude,'' it will raise prices 
on "old crude" supplies. On the whole, 
however, we are told that the consumer 
should be able to save a few cents on a 
g8j}lon of gas as a result of this price 
rollback. 

The conference report, however, has 
some very bad features. It contains no 
windfall profits provision. I know that the 
American public will not tolerate oil 
companies' exploiting the energy situa­
tion to make windfall profits on the 
backs of the consumer. We should have 
dealt with this problem in this report. 

In addition, the report gives the Pres­
ident enormous powers over the entire 
economy without specifying how those 
powers are to be used. We have seen in 
the past the dangers that result when 
Congress gives up its responsibillties and 
prerogatives over the legislative process 
to the President. For this reason, I voted 
against the section of the report that al­
lows the President to put into effect a 
vast array of "conservation" measures. 
I hope that the enormous grants of 
power in this bill do not come back to 
haunt us. 

Under prior legislation, the President 
has already been given the power to al­
locate gas and oil supplies, to control 
prices, and to ration petroleum produc~. 
In my view, he has failed to exercise 
wisely the powers he already has. The 
Federal Energy Office has just admitted 
today that its first month of gasoline al­
location was a shambles and a failure. 
I believe that that accurately categorizes 
the e.dministration's handling of the en­
tire energy crisis. Therefore, it seems to 
me that instead of giving the same and 
even more power to the President to do 
what he had been doing before, the Con­
gress should have specified the course of 
actions which we feel appropriate to this 
situation and give the country some real 
leadership. 

Finally, the bill goes too far in relaxing 
environment.al standards. Until we know 
the true extent of our shortages, such 
a wholesale rejection of the major en­
vironmental advances we have made in 
the past seems to me unwarranted. Also, 
there is no guarantee in this bill that 
areas of high pollution, such as New York 
City, will receive first priority on clean 
fuels. 

On balance, therefore, while the bill 
has some important features, it will not 
in itself provide any ultimate solution to 
the energy crisis. For the most part, it 
merely passes the buck to the Nixon ad-

ministration which has shown no real 
capability of providing the leadership or 
the answers the country so desperately 
needs. 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, when the 
separate sections of the Emergency 
Energy Act were considered today. I 
voted for the rollback of crude oil prices 
because they are unreasonably high. I 
voted to give the President authorization 
for gas rationing because long gas lines 
make it essential that we deal with that 
problem. I voted for energy conservation 
plans because it makes sense to conserve 
energy. 

We prevailed on the price rollback, on 
rationing, and on conservation of energy. 
However, we were unable to include a 
restoration of all previous environmental 
safeguards in the final version of the act. 

I believe this energy crisis to be fueled 
by oil company avarice, companies which 
encourage gas-guzzling cars, companies 
happy to denigrate environmental health 
provisions needed to protect the atmos­
phere. 

Yet our cost of living has risen so high, 
and our gas lines have grown so long, 
that I decided on balance to vote for the 
bill. 

This Congress and the President have 
failed miserably to deal with the energy 
situation. Finally the Congress has acted, 
not as I would pref er it to, but it has at 
least addressed the problem. 

On final passage, those representing 
the oil interests opposed the bill because 
of the rollback. That rollback, if fairly 
executed, should prevent further esca­
lations in rent and food prices due to in­
creases in fuel prices. 

I have been asked by manufacturers 
making diverse equipment such as out­
door lighting to ask the President to con­
sider very carefully section 112 of the bill 
when he applies it. This section requires 
equitable treatment whereby no one sec­
tor of the economy suft'ers unduly. 

What we all must remember is that 
which is unessential to some is essential 
to others who earn their living through 
making it. 

An old saying could not be more ger­
mane today: "It depends on whose ox is 
being gored." 

Unfortunately, the oil companies are 
goring all of us. 

The President has stated that he will 
veto the bill if it includes the price roll­
back, which it now does. I would urge 
the American public to let the President 
know by lf>tter that they oppose any such 
veto. 

Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the conference report to ac­
company the emergency energy bill. 
After a long and bruising legislative bat­
tle the :final version which has emerged 
is adeqUP+..e and contains a number of 
key provisions which will aid this coun­
try a great deal in its efforts to :find both 
immediate and long-range solutions 
from our present energy crisis. 

Ironically since November when this 
legislation was first introduced, our na­
tional energy situation in the eyes of the 
admin1strat1on has come full circle. Dur­
ing this 4-month period they have gone 
from classifying it as a problem to a 
crisis, and now according to the latest 

Presidential assessment, the energy crisis 
is over and it is again merely a problem. 

Yet when the crisis is viewed in the 
eyes of my constituents, many of whom 
waited up to 2 hours to get $2 of gasoline 
at 65 cents a gallon, they are far from 
ready to celebrate the end of the energy 
crisis. I also contend that this premature 
estimate is not shared by too many of 
my colleagues in the House, who are more 
concerned with passing responsible legis­
lation to provide the beleaguered people 
of this Nation with relief from their pres­
ent energy burdens. 

Without a doubt the most serious con­
sequence of our current energy crisis 
has been the astronomical increases in 
the prices of crude oil and petroleum 
products. In New York City alone these 
prices have risen by a whopping 77 .4 
percent in the last year alone. In the last 
3 months of 1973, the cost of residual 
fuel oil to utilities has risen by 150 per­
cent. What these dismal statistics con­
clude is that the cost of heating a home, 
of filling an automobile tank, has become 
a luxury which fewer Americans, par­
ticularly our elderly citizens on fixed in­
comes, can afford. 

The other main consequence of the 
energy crisis has been a drastic shortage 
of petroleum products. Even with the 
institution of certain quasi-rationing 
plans in several States, gasoline for auto­
mobiles remains at a premium, with the 
end of each month being a particularly 
hard time. For some in this Nation the 
remedy for this problem is nationwide 
mandatory rationing, for others it is the 
limiting exports of petroleum products 
and for others increased production. An 
indication of the comprehensive nature 
of this legislation, all three of these rem­
edies are included. 

Section 13 limits the exports of coal, 
petroleum produc~. 

Section 106 authorizes certain domestic 
oilfields to operate at full efficiency so 
as to increase production. 

Section 104 deals with rationing. 
While I am opposed to nationwide ra­
tioning, as it is written in this bill this 
will only be utilized after the President 
has exhausted every alternative to avert 
any drastic emergency which could arise. 

One of the major difficulties we have 
faced is the lack of knowledge of just 
what supplies of oil and gasoline are 
available. I continue to maintain that 
sufficient supplies exist and that the 
monopolistic oil companies are withhold­
ing supplies from the market to force 
prices up, drive out competition, and 
increase profits. A key provision will 
compel the oil companies to reveal their 
total reserves on hand and their produc­
tion of gasoline and other distillates. This 
provision above could end the shortage 
and bring supplies-heretofore hidden­
to the marketplace. 

The American consumer then can look 
to this legislation for some real relief. 
One of the factors which has contributed 
to these drastic price increases has been 
this administration's archaic economic 
policies which allowed the release of cer­
tain categories of domestic crude oil from 
price controls. As a result the barrel of 
crude which sold for $3.40 last year now 
sells for $10.35. 
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This bill proposes to roll back these 

prices as well as impose a freeze on re­
maining domestic crude oil prices. How­
ever, the most important aspect of this 
section is the fact that any decreases 
in the prices of crude oil will be passed 
on to the consumer, in the form of lower 
gasoline and home heating. 

While this legislation provides rellef 
for the American consumer, it does not 
ignore the plight of the independent 
and franchised dealers. Not only do they 
stand to benefit from anticipated in­
creased production, section 109 also pro­
vides assurances to franchised dealers 
from unreasonable actions on the part 
of major oil companies with respect to 
canceling, renewing contracts. 

I am also pleased to see that the great 
strides this Nation has made with re­
spect to restoring and preserving our 
environment will not be totally negated 
by this legislation. It seeks to strike a 
fair balance between our immediate 
energy needs and the future environ­
mental concern of this Nation. 

The bill contains many additional 
provisions, some important others not. 
I consider the most positive aspect of 
the legislation to be its wide-ranging 
commitment at providing relief to a na­
tion which has been forced to endure a 
long and cold winter without the benefit 
of such essential commodities as heat 
and gasoline. The average American has 
been forced to do continuous battle with 
rising prices and dwindling supplies. Yet 
until now the Federal Government has 
been terribly remiss in providing the 
necessary leadership to help the coun­
try out of the cold. Today could be the 
major step forward. We have proposed 
a viable, working plan to deal with the 
crisis. Yet while we might make great 
strides with this legislation, we will have 
to overcome one final hurdle first, the 
President--who has indicated his op­
position to it in its present form. I im­
plore the President to listen to the pleas 
of the American people, the pleas of the 
infirm and elderly who fear their very 
survival in the raw cold heatless months 
ahead; pleas of doctors who are forced 
to sit in gasoline lines while their patients 
are in desperate need of their assistance; 
and the pleas of the average American 
consumer who finds his wages can no 
longer provide his family with a warm 
home. Their cries are real and deserve 
not to be ignored. We have waited long 
enough to act, it is time to pass this 
legislation and get it onto the President's 
desk for his prompt signature. 

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of S. 2589, the conference report 
on the Energy Emergency Act. This 
measure and its House equivalent have 
been considered by Congress since last 
November. I am pleased that although it 
has been 6 weeks since the second session 
of the 93d Congress convened, we have 
today acted decisively and I think wisely. 
In any event we have not avoided our 
responsibility to take some action that 
will hopefully contribute to a lessening 
of the energy shortages. 

I voted against the previous question 
to permit an amended rule which in tum 
allowed three separate rollcall votes on 
three different sections of the confer-

ence report, being section 110, section 
105, and section 104. 

Section 110 covers the so-called roll­
back provision. With oil at about $10 a 
barrel, a control price of $5.25 is certainly 
needed. However, latitude ls given the 
President to raise the ceiling by as much 
as 35 percent or to $9.09 a barrel. This 
kind of latitude should avoid a major re­
duction in production from stripper wells 
that produce 10 barrels or less a day. 

In this context I have been shown let­
ters and transcripts by the members of 
the Interstate and Foreign Commerce 
Committee taken from testimony given 
by the major oil companies that they can 
live, meaning can continue to produce, 
with a ceiling of $7 a barrel. This ceiling 
should lower prices of refined petroleum 
products including propane. 

Some slight progress has been made 
administratively in the adjustment of 
propane prices but section 110 should 
accomplish much more to restore lower 
propane prices. 

There are two other record votes taken 
under the amended rule after the pre­
vious question was rejected. On the vote 
on section 105, being that section devoted 
to energy conservation plans, I voted to 
strike that section because the provision 
for congressional veto, in my judgment, 
would not be workable or effective. 

Regulations could be put into e:ff ect 
before March 15 without any possible 
veto and then as to those regulations sub­
mitted to Congress after March 15 would 
take effect with only a 15-day delay 
within which Congress would have the 
opportunity to veto the regulation. In 
my judgment, this was not enough time. 
This provision gave the President abso­
lute, complete, and unfettered authority 
to regulate the opening and closing hours 
of every small businessman in America. 
Under section 105 of the conference re­
port the power was so broad and absolute 
it included not only all business and in­
dustry but all transportation of every 
sort, kind, or nature in this country. 
Surely the Congress should retain some 
right of review better than a short 15-
day delay before the implementation of 
such absolute authority. 

The third and last separate rollcall 
vote on the conference report was the 
vote on section 104 which covers what is 
described in the report as end-use ra­
tioning. At least the conference report 
is less misleading and more straight­
forward in the use of terms than the de­
scription of rationing in our House bill 
which called it end-use allocation. I voted 
to strike this section from the conference 
report, notwithstanding the requirement 
that the President make a finding that 
all other actions he has taken are not 
sufficient to preserve public health, safe­
ty, and welfare. 

I voted against section 104 because I 
believe rationing would have an adverse 
effect on those who have to commute. 
Adjustments could be made but that 
would take time. Now I am on record 
as against rationing by a rollcall vote. 
I shall express my further opposition to 
rationing by the immediate introduc­
tion of legislation that will give Congress 
•a counterveto over any rationing plan 
imposed by the President. 

But after the House worked its will 
and failed to strike from the conference 
report the rationing section, what is left 
at this juncture for those of us against 
rationing to do? Should we vote against 
the entire conference report which con­
tains such meritorious provisions as lower 
ceilings on crude, coal conversion plans, 
unemployment assistance authorization 
for those whose unemployment results 
from the energy crisis, as well as the 
very worthwhile fuel energy inf orma­
tion section which will require full inf or­
mation or some exploration, development 
processing of any petroleum products? 
The obvious answer is "No." 

So frequently we are served a package 
of legislation that contains some items 
that are objectionable or less accaptable, 
in the same measure with provisions that 
are in general beneficial and meritorious, 
such a situation we have with us today 
in S. 2589. This brings us back again to 
the hard decision whether the good out­
weighs the bad. In this instance, Mr. 
Speaker, I am convinced that even 
though the rationing authority is ac­
corded the President, I also find that in 
section 118 of the report that any rule 
or order having any substantial impact 
on the Nation's economy issued by the 
authority of this conference report is 
subject to such hearings no later than 45 
days after the implementation of the rule 
or order. Thus it would seem that if ra-

1.tioning should be imposed, hearings 
would have to be held in 45 days and 
after that a judicial review could be had 
in the circuit court of appeals. 

If for no other reason I must support 
S. 2589 on final passage because its sec­
tion 106 may well be the salvation of this 
country in the future. Section 106 re­
quires, where practicable, for all major 
fuel burning installations to convert to 
coal. That not only means our electric 
powerplants but also our industries. Coal 
is the one fossil fuel of which we have 
unlimited supplies perhaps enough for 
hundreds of years. The time may come 
when the Arabs will be begging our coun­
try for some of its coal, long after their 
oil supply has been exhausted. 

Then I have to ask myself, who can 
vote against section 116, which provides 
for grants that States provide unem­
ployment assistance for those who lose 
or have lost their jobs because of the 
energy crisis? 

Also let me ask who can vote against 
section 115, which for the first time gives 
the power to the Administrator to re­
strict exports of coal, petroleum prod­
ucts, and petrochemical stocks? 

Finally, someone has said that there 
may be an Arab oil embargo, but there 
is also an information embargo. We do 
not know the capacity of our refineries, 
the amount of crude they have available, 
how much we have in our pipelines, or 
how much we have in our storage tanks, 
or any of the necessary data from which 
the Administrator must make his deci­
sions. 

Section 124 for the first time gives the 
Administrator the tools to require reports 
on all of our energy resources. Who can 
vote against a conference report which 
contains such a valuable and essential 
provision? 
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Yes, I am against rationing. I do not 

believe that we will ever have coupon 
rationing. I voted against the rationing 
section, but those who voted for this bill 
on final passage, also voted for the first 
eifective tool to get energy information 
which is so desperately needed. To vote 
for the conference report on fin.al pas­
sage, is a vote for ceilings on crude until 
such times as another committee of 
Congress can look into the matter of 
windfall profits. Everything considered, 
the only wise course is to vote for the 
conference report of s. 2589. 

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, I support 
the Energy Emergency Act before us 
today because of this country's great 
need for legislation to help ease the great 
energy shortages which have confronted 
us. 

There are many d1fficult and contro­
versial aspects of tllls bill, but, on the 
whole, I think the legislation is needed 
and it is important that the House pass 
it. 

I had been hopeful that the provision 
for the rollback of prices would be more 
comprehensive and of greater help to the 
consumer. I think that the environmental 
provisions in this bill which relax the 
hard-won environmental standards 
which the Congress has enacted are re­
grettable. The provision granting standby 
authority to the President to ration 
gasoline will be a helpful one if indeed 
rationing is needed at some point. 

Title I of this bill provides, in sum­
mary, as follows: 

Creates a Federal Energy Emergency 
Administration. 

Gives stand-by rationing authority to 
the President, to be exercised on a find­
ing that all other actions are not sum­
cient to preserve public health, safety 
and welfare. 

Authorizes the Federal Energy Admin­
istrator to issue regulations restricting 
public and private consumption of 
energy, with such regulations being sub­
ject to congressional veto. 

Requires the Administrator, where 
practicable, to order major fuel burning 
installations to convert to coal, if they 
have the capability and necessary plant 
equipment to do so. 

Requires the Administrator to develop 
a contingency plan for allocation of 
supplies. of materials and equipment 
necessary for energy production. 

Authorizes the Administrator to re­
quire designated domestic on fields to be 
produced at their maximum efficient rate 
of production without detriment to the 
ultimate recovery of oil and gas under 
sound engineering and economic prin­
ciples. 

Amends the Emergency Petroleum Al­
location Act of 1973 t.o require adjust­
ments in the allocation program t.o re­
flect regional disparities in use, PoPula­
tion growth, or unusual fact.ors influen­
cing use-including unusual changes in 
climatic conditions. 

Provides a rollback provision which 
places a celling price on domestic on pro-
duction under a formula which would 
result In an average price of $5.25 per 
barrel, with resulting cost reductions 1n 
the price of crude mandated by this sec­
tion to be passed through to lower the · 

prices of residual fuel oil and refined 
petroleum products-including propane. 

Prevents major oil companies from 
unreasonably canceling, failing to renew, 
or otherwise terminating their franchise 
agreement .with retailers of petroleum 
products. 

Exempts from the antitrust laws those 
engaged in voluntary action undertaken 
to achieve the purposes of this act. 

Authorizes the Federal Energy Ad­
ministrator to restrict exports of coal, 
petroleum products, and petrochemical 
f eedstocks, and requires those restric­
tions if either the Secretary of Com­
merce or the Secretary of Labor certi­
fies that such ex_ports would contribute 
to unemployment in the United States. 

Requires the President to minimize 
adverse impacts of actions taken pur­
suant to this Act upon unemployment. 

Directs the Secretary of Transporta­
tion to establish an office to assist in 
carpool prom-otion throughout the 
United States. 

Imposes criminal and civil penalties 
for violations of this act. 

Authorizes the President, notwith­
standing provisions of the Natural Gas 
Act, to authorize, on a shipment-by­
shipment basis, the importation of liqui­
fied natural gas from a foreign country. 

Authorizes the Small Business Ad­
ministration and the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development to make 
loans to homeowners and small busi­
nesses to permit the installation of in­
sulation and other energy-saving equip­
ment. 

Directs the Secretary of Transpor­
tation to establish an office to assist in 
carpool prom-otion throughout the Na­
tion. 

Requires the Administrator to ob­
tain full energy information every 60 
days from those engaged in the explora­
tion, development, processing, refining, 
or transporting of any petroleum prod­
uct, natural gas, or coal. 

While I support the gas rationing pro­
visions of this bill, it is not without con­
siderable reluctance that I support the 
concept of gas rationing. The question 
of rationing is a complex one. mtimately, 
any system of rationing must be fair. If 
it is unfair, individuals and businesses 
will be hurt, and it will not enjoy the 
support of the people. Perhaps the most 
effective system might be one where each 
individual could make known his specific 
gasoline needs and then share equally 
with all others in the shortage, with 
limited exceptions. For instance, if there 
were 10 percent less gasoline available 
than was needed t.o meet the Nation's 
requirements, then each person should 
get 10 percent less than he needs. I think 
that this system would be fairer and less 
discriminatory than a rationing system 
which arbitrarily assigns 30 or 40 gallons 
t.o all individuals for a specific period of 
time. Individual needs must be consid­
ered. Some may require 60 gallons over 
the same period of time; others. 10 gal-
lons. · 

Title n of this bill attemp~ to co-ordi­
nate emergency energy plans with envi­
ronmental. protection requirements now 
in the laws. Section 201 amends the Clean 
Air Act to authorize the Environm,ental 

Protection Agency to suspend, until No­
vember l, 1974, stationary source fuel or 
emission limitations, based on the un­
availability of clean fuel necessary for 
compliance. 

Section 202 requires the Environmen­
tal Protection Agency to review and make 
"reasonable and practicable" revisions 
in air quality implementation plans for 
those regions in which coal conversion 
may result in a failure to achieve am­
bient air quality standards on schedule. 

Section 203 amends the Clean Air Act 
to continue the emission siandards es­
tablished for 1915 model year automo­
biles during the 1976 model year, th.us 
delaying untll 1977 the 90-percent reduc­
tion in hydrocarbon and carbon mon­
oxide emissions required by law. 

I am unpersuaded that relaxation of 
environmental standards as proposed in 
these and other sections of this bill will 
have any impact on increasing fuel sup­
plies. We simply do not have data t.o sup­
port that proposition. What is known 
is that relaxing environmental standards 
will slgn.iflcantly increase dangers to 
public health and will negate the prog­
ress we have made to this date in clean­
ing up our air. The freeze on auto emis­
sion standards may have a negative 
effect on the energy shortage since in­
stallation of pollution control devices 
may actually save fuel by increasing gas­
oline mileage. 

I oppose the exemption of actions tak­
en under this legislation from the re­
quirements of the National Environmen­
tal Policy Act. It is very d1fficult for me 
to believe that this landmark legislation 
protecting the environment exists for the 
sole purpose of being disregarded at 
times when it is needed most. 

I vigorously support those principles 
on which the legislation is based. I be­
lieve that the Congress must curb out­
rageous oil company profits and compel 
disclosure of fuel reserves. This will also 
call for immediate recommendations on 
means for developing short- and long­
term increases in energy supply or reduc­
tions in energy consumption. This bill 
also requires progress reports from the 
President to the Congress every 60 days. 

It is dim.cult in the extreme to explain 
the President's announced intention to 
veto this legislation except for his will­
ingness to protect the giant on com­
panies. The havoc which the increases 1n 
energy prices--and profits-has played 
with every citizen's pocketbook is woe­
ful. I cast my vote in favor of this 
bill today to end that favoritism, that 
havoc, and those price increases. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. Speaker, price 
rollbacks on on would assure continued 
foreign investments of U.S. capital to de­
velop oil and gas abroad rather than in 
our own country. 

We are paying high prices for oil be­
cause the Arab countries control enough 
of the world supply to force prices higher 
and all other countries have followed 
their lead. An artlftcial rollback In the 
United States at this time would only 
hold up a direct solution to the Arab oil 
power play. 

The right answer is to develop our 
own domestic on and gas supplies, but if 
the new oil discoveries are more proflta-
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ble in Canada, Venezuela, the North Sea, 
Africa, the Near East, Sumatra, et cet­
era, et cetera, et cetera, that is where 
the money will go. As night follows day, 
just as certainly American oil investment 
dollars will seek the higher prices and 
go to the more profitable foreign oil fields 
if we roll back prices here. 

And we will buy that oil at the world 
price, whatever it is, because we have to 
have sufficient quantity to keep our in­
dustries going and keep our economy 
from a further recession with massive 
shutdowns 5.Jld job losses. 

At our current rate of petroleum con­
sumption, America depends for 30 per­
cent of its needs on foreign sources. Only 
a few years ago we did not need to im­
port oil but because Arab and other for­
eign oil discoveries were so plentiful and 
so cheap, big oil companies invested bil­
lions of dollars abroad and less and less 
in domestic production. 

Even conservation methods to fully 
pump out developed fields were side­
tracked or almost abandoned completely 
because secondary recovery did not pay 
out as good as drilling new wells in the 
lucrative foreign oil fields. 

Recently Congress acted to correct this 
by lifting all price controls on low pro­
duction wells-the so-called stripper 
wells that produce less than 10 barrels 
of oil per day. This turned unprofitable 
wells which had been shut down into 
profitable producers. Old oilfields scat­
tered around the country are now getting 
secondary treatment to recover oil here­
to! ore left there because the economics 
of recovering it was unprofitable. 

A rollback would be a pullback from 
the obvious need to put American oil 
dollars to work in Ai.aerica-not abroad. 

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, I am unable 
to support the conference report on the 
Energy Emergency Act. I will vote for 
retention of sections 104, 105, and 110 of 
the act only because I feel that some leg­
islation is essential in all these areas­
rationing, consumption control, and 
price rollbacks-and not because I feel 
that these provisions are adequate, but 
because I feel that this is a poor piece 
of legislation, I feel constrained to vote 
against adoption of the conference re­
port on the Energy Emergency Act. 

Through errors of commission and 
omission, this legislation presents seri­
ous consequences for our Nation and its 
people. It grants broad, ill-defined pow­
ers to the executive branch; it removes or 
suspends environmental protection con­
trols; it fails to provide for mandatory 
rationing; it lacks any adequate restric­
tion on windfall profits; and it fails to 
provide adequately for the immediate re­
lief of those individuals already adverse­
ly affected by energy shortages. In at­
tempting to deal with both long and 
short-range needs, it does neither effec­
tively. Like many of my colleagues, I 
feel we must act at once to solve some 
basic, immediate problems. 

First of all, we must provide for a more 
equitable distribution of our fuel sup­
plies. Second, we must impose some 
meaningful controls on prices and prof­
its. Equally important, we must start to 
obtain the information necessary to en­
able us-as a legislative body-and the 

administration to deal with some of the 
more vital, long range problems posed 
by the energy shortage. The executive 
branch already has the power to deal 
with some of these issues. We have al­
ready granted the executive broad au­
thority under the Emergency Petroleum 
Allocation Act and I see no justifica­
tion for a further abdication of our leg­
islative function. When will we stop pass­
ing the buck and start to exercise some 
of our legislative responsibilities? 

Whether the President calls the pres­
ent situation a crisis or a problem, cer­
tain facts are clear. Our present system 
of fuel allocation is not working. Rather 
than providing an equitable distribution 
of fuel supplies throughout the country 
and protecting the small independent 
refiners and retailers against the big 
companies, it is having just the opposite 
effect. And it is doing nothing whatever 
to improve the lot of the ordinary con­
sumer. If we feel that rationing is neces­
sary-and I for one am convinced that 
it is-let us say so. Instead of telling the 
President again that he may impase ra­
tioning-this time only as a last resort 
measure-which is just what section 104 
of the conference bill provides-let . us 
mandate rationing. 

As for price controls, we know that 
these are needed and that prices of fuel 
and petroleum products have skyrock­
eted. We must put an end to this infla­
tionary spiral and rollback prices to give 
some relief to long-suffering consumers. 
We also know that the large oil com­
panies have enjoyed ever-increasing 
profits as a result of this energy short­
age. The best way to regulate prices and 
to relieve the plight of the consumer is 
to impose a limitation on these exorbi­
tant profits-at least at 1972 levels. Sec­
tion 110 of the conference bill imposes a 
price rollback and ceiling prices on new 
domestic crude oil and, through a pass­
through arrangement, on residual fuel 
oil and refined petroleum products, in­
cluding propane. This represents only a 
small portion of our total fuel resources. 

Moreover, section 110 makes no at­
tempt to impose direct limitations on the 
huge profits now being reaped by the 
large oil companies. I, for one, cannot 
condone profiteering by any group while 
hundreds of thousands of workers are 
losing their jobs as a direct result of the 
energy crisis, and other segments of our 
population-those that must rely on 
driving to make a living, the elderly, the 
handicapped, and even the ordinary 
middle-class consumer-are suffering 
severe hardships. 

There are two provisions in the con­
ference b111 which warrant some favor­
able comment. The b111 authorizes $500 
million for grants to the States to pro­
vide additional unemployment compen­
sation benefits for energy-related unem­
ployment. On its face, this is commend­
able. But all one need do is look at the 
broad definition of energy-related unem­
ployment set forth in section 116 to 
realize that the funds authorized would 
not even begin to pay the bill for these 
benefits. · 

Unlike President Nixon, I foresee con­
tinuing and worsening inflation accom­
panied by more and more unempl_oy-

ment. I am frankly more than a little 
worried about how working people, the 
poor, the elderly, and even the middle­
class are going to survive under these 
conditions. I see a real need for economic 
relief for those segments of our society 
who always take the brunt of any crisis. 
Hundreds of thousands of auto workers 
and others have already lost their jobs 
as a direct result of the energy crisis. 

There is clearly a need for extending 
the period of eligibility for unemploy­
ment benefits and for providing other 
economic relief. If this bill did not have 
so many objectionable features, I would 
support this provision even though I feel 
it is inadequate to meet the real problem. 
I believe there is immediate need for 
separate legislation in this area and I 
plan to sponsor such legislation. 

I see only one provision in this confer­
ence bill which I can wholeheartedly sup­
port and that is section 124, requiring de­
tailed reporting by persons engaged in 
various aspects of the petroleum, natural 
gas, and coal industries. This provision, 
if enacted and adequately enforced, 
should provide us with information that 
is long overdue. I would hope that if the 
conference bill does not become law, we 
will immediately enact a similar require­
ment. In this connection, I hope that we 
will be able to define our terms and def­
initions precisely so that we wlll know 
exactly what information we are getting; 
and that we will also provide adequate 
penalties for willful or negligent false re­
porting. I cannot stress too strongly the 
necessity for this or a similar reporting 
requirement. 

I, in fact, would go further and grant 
subpena powers to the Administrator to 
obtain necessary data. Until we have 
some reliable facts and :figures-and not 
just those supplied voluntarily by the oil, 
gas, and coal industries-we cannot be­
gin to know the dimensions of or the 
reasons for or the ways of dealing with 
this energy crisis. 

There are grave questions as to 
whether we have a genuine energy short­
age or a shortage at the consumer level 
manipulated by the oil monopolies so 
that they can boost prices and profits 
and reduce competition at the producer 
and retail levels. Yet this bill would allow 
the President, in the name of a shortage, 
to suspend urgently needed environmen­
tal protection programs, thus endanger­
ing the health and safety of the Amer­
ican people. 

I do not agree with many of my col­
leagues who will be supporting this con­
ference agreement that some action is 
better than none. My concern is that 
-once having passed legislation which 
most may agree is inadequate, we will 
lose the incentive to take significant ac­
tion in many of these areas. Moreover, I 
have very grave concerns about this Con­
gress continuing to abdicate its legislative 
functions to the executive branct. while, 
at the same time, criticizing the Execu­
tive for usurping its legislative functions. 

The proposed Energy Emergency Act 
vests much too much power in the hands 
of the Nixon administration. Such an un­
justifiable delegation of legislative power 
becomes particularly shocking when one 
considers that this administration bears 
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a major responsibility for our current 
energy problems. Despite repeated warn­
ings during the past several years, the 
Nixon administration has taken no ac­
tion to forestall an energy crisis-­
through support for mass transportation, 
development of alternative energy re­
sources, or otherwise, but has, instead, 
been guided in its policy by what is best 
for big business. 

For all these reasons, I must vote 
against adoption of the conference agree­
ment on the Energy Emergency Act. 

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, it is 
extremely difiicult to vote against any 
bill with "energy" in its title, especially 
in these days of short gas supplies, short 
tempers, and long gas lines. The Ameri­
can people are rightfully demanding 
action from Congress and from the 
administration and from their State and 
local governments. We must act deci­
sively in this crisis and we must make 
sure that our actions are responsible and 
responsive to the situation. 

The conference report before us today 
is not, in my opinion, responsible legisla­
tion; it is rather an abrogation of respon­
sibility. It was poorly and hastily written 
and amended and reamended on the floor 
of both Chambers. Rather than solve the 
problem, it is an attempt to get the prob­
lem off the back of Congress; it is in 
essence a buckpassing bill with an 
appealing title. 

Let us look at some of the provisions 
of this legislation. One section provides 
for a rollback of crude oil prices. This will 
certainly have popular appeal, but will 
it mean lower prices at the pump for 
consumers? We are all concerned about 
the rising priee of petroleum and profit 
gouging during this period of crises, but 
will this provision prevent such activi­
ties? The answers to both questions are 
"No." The authors of this provision have 
guaranteed that it will be ineffective. 
Only 13 percent of current crude oil 
consumption will be affected; the re­
maining 87 percent is being sold at a 
price equal to or less than the rollback 
:figure. And if this is not enough, the vast 
majority of the portion of oil which 
would be rolled back in price is produced 
by small, independent producers-not 
the giant international oil companies. 
And finally, the rollback provision 
allows the President to increase prices 
by up to 35 percent provided that he 
informs Congress of his action. 

There are also many provisions in this 
bill which substantially increase the 
power of the Federal Energy Offi.ce and 
the President in energy-related matters. 
We are asked to give the administration 
the authority to institute rationing and 
to order priorities for the consumption 
of energy resources. We are asked to 
give the Federal Energy Administrator 
sweeping powers to propose energy con­
servation plans to reduce consumption. 
Have we already forgotten that the re­
sults of the allocation program in Mary­
land and many other States has been 
highly unsatisfactory? We were short­
changed. Now we are going \o solve -the 
problem by giving the bureaucracy even 
more power? It must also be remem­
bered that the granting of these addi­
tional powers is taking place at the same 
time that the majority of Congress 1s 

objecting to the :fiow of power from the 
legislative to the executive branch of 
Government. 

Mr. Speaker, it is no secret that Gov­
ernment is lacking in credibility. The 
American people are crying out for lead­
ership. The bill before us today does not 
provide leadership; it is another exam­
ple of abrogation of congressional 
re.sponsibilities. 

I urge the def eat of the Emergency 
Energy Act and immediate attention to 
drafting me.aningf ul legislation to deal 
with the energy crisis. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair will now 
put the question on these sections in 
the order specified in the resolution. The 
sections will be voted on in the follow­
ing order: 

Section 110; section 105 and section 
104. 

The question is, Shall Section 110 be 
stricken from the conference report? 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. ANDERSON of lliinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 173, noes 238, 
answered ''present" 1, not voting 19, as 
follows: 

Anderson, m. 
Archer 
Arends 
Armstrong 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Aspin 
Bauman 
Beard 
Blackburn 
Boggs 
Bray 
Breaux 
Brooks 
Brotzman 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Burleson, Tu. 
Butler 
Camp 
Casey, Tex. 
Cederberg 
Chamberlain 
Clawson, Del 
Cochran 
Collier 
comns, Tex. 
Conable 
Conlan 
Culver 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, Robert 

w.,Jr. 
de la Garza 
Dellen back 
Denholm 
Dennis 
Derwtnsltl 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Downing 
Duncan 
Eckhardt 
Edwards, Ala.. 
Erlenborn 
Esch 
Findley 
Fisher 
Frenzel 
Gibbons 
Goldwater 
Gonzalez 
Goodling 
Gray 
Gr11fttba 
Gross 

[Roll No. 46) 
AYES-173 

Gubser Pickle 
Hamilton Poage 
Hammer- Pritchard 

schmidt Qute 
Hanna Qulllen 
Hansen, Idaho Railsback 
H6bert Rarick 
Hlllls Reuss 
Hinshaw Rhodes 
Hogan Robinson, Va. 
Holt Robison, N.Y. 
Horton Rose 
Hosmer Rousselot 
Huber Runnels 
Hudnut Ruppe 
Hutchinson Ruth 
I chord Ryan 
Jarman Satterfield 
Johnson, COlo. Schneebell 
Johnson, Pa. Sebelius 
Jones, Okla. Shipley 
Jordan Shoup 
Kazen Shriyer 
Kemp Sltubitz 
Ketchum Slack 
Kuykendall Smith, N.Y. 
Landgrebe Spence 
Litton Steed 
Long, La. Steelln8D 
Long, Md. Steiger, .Ardz. 
Lott Steiger, Wis. 
McClory Symms 
Mccloskey Talcott 
McDade Taylor, Mo. 
McEwen Teague 
McKay Thornton 
Mcspadden Towell, Nev. 
Mahon Treen 
Mallltard Ullman 
Mann Vander Jagt 
Martin, Nebr. VeYsey 
Martin, N.C. waggonner 
Mathias, Calif. Ware 
Melcher White 
Mll!ord Whitehurst 
MUler Wiggins 
Minshall, Ohio Wilson, Bob 
Mizell Wilson, 
Montgomery Charles, Tex. 
Moorhead, Winn 

Calif. Wright 
Murphy, m. Wyatt 
Myers Wylie 
Nelsen Wyman 
Obey Young, Alaska 
Passman Young, s.o. 
Patman Young, Tex. 
Pettis Young, m. 
Parr18 Zion 

N0~238 

Abdnor Fraser O'Brien 
Abzug Frey O'Hara 
Adams Froehlich O'Nelll 
Addabbo Fulton Owens 
Alexander Fuqua Patten 
Anderson, Gaydos Pepper 

Calif. Gettys Perk.ins 
Andrews, N.O. Giaimo Peyser 
Andrews, Gilman Pike 

N. Dak. Ginn Podell 
Annunzlo Grasso Preyer 
Badlllo Green, Oreg. Price, ID. 
Bafalls Green, Pa. Randall 
Barrett Grover Rangel 
Bennett Gude Rees 
Bergland Gunter Regula 
Bevlll Guyer Reid 
Blaggl Haley Riegle 
Biester Hanley Rinaldo 
Bingham Hanrahan Rodino 
Blatnik Hansen, Wash. Roe 
Boland Harrington Rogers 
Bolling Harsha Roncallo, Wyo. 
Bowen Hastings Roncallo, N.Y. 
Brademas Hawkins Rooney, Pa. 
Breckinridge Hays Rosenthal 
Brinkley Hechler, W. Va. Roush 
Broomfield Heckler, Mass. Roy 
Brown, Calif. Heinz Roybal 
Broyhlll, N.C. Helstoski St Germain 
Burke, Calif. Henderson Sandman 
Burke, Fla. IDcks Sarasin 
Burke, Mass. Hollfteld Sarbanes 
Burlison, Mo. Holtzman Scherle 
Byron Howard Schroeder 
Carey, N.Y. Hungate Seiberling 
carter Hunt Shuster 
Chappell Johnson, Calif. Slkes 
Chisholm. Jones, Ala. Sisk 
Clancy Jones. N.C. Bmlth, Iowa 
Clark Karth Snyder 
Clausen, Kasten.meter Staggers 

Don H. King Stanton, 
Clay Koch J. WWlam 
Cleveland Kyros Stanton, 
Cohen Landrum James v. 
Colltns, ID. Latta Stark 
Conte Leggett Steele 
Conyers Lehman Stephens 
Corman Lent Stokes 
Cotter Lujan Stratton 
Coughlin McColllster Stubblefield 
Cronin McCormack: Stuckey 
Daniels, McFall Studds 

Dominick v. McKinney Symington 
Danielson Macdonald Taylor, N.O. 
Davis, Ga. Madden Thompson, N.J. 
Davis, S.O. Madigan Thomson, Wis. 
Delaney Mallary Thone 
Delluma Marazttl Tieman 
Dent Mathis, Ga. Udall 
Diggs Matsunaga Van Deerlln 
Dingell Mayne Vanilt 
Donohue Mazzoli Vigorito 
Dorn Meeds Waldie 
Drinan Metcalfe Walsh 
Dulski Mezvtnsk:y Wampler 
du Pont Minish Whalen 
Edwards, Calif. Mink Whitten 
Ellberg Mitchell, Md. Widnall 
Eshleman Mitchell, N.Y. Williams 
Evans, Colo. Moakley Wilson, 
Evins, Tenn. Mollohan Charles H .• 
Fascell Moorhead, Pa. Call!. 
Fish Morgan Wol1f 
Flood Mosher Wydler 
Flowers Murphy, N.Y. Yates 
Flynt Murtha Yatron 
Foley Natcher Young, Fla. 
Ford Nedzi Young, Ga. 
Forsythe Nichols Zablocki 
Fountain Nix Zwach 

ANSWERED ''PRESENT''-1 

Bell 

NOT VOTING---19 
Baker Jones, Tenn. 
Brasco Kluczynskl 
Burton Michel 
Carney, Ohio Mills 
Crane Moss 
Davis, Wis. Powell, Ohio 
Frelinghuysen Price, Tex. 

Roberts 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rostenkowskl 
Sullivan 
Vanderveen 

So the motion was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Roberts !or, With Mr. Carney o! Ohle> 

against. 
Mr. Price of Texas for, with Mr. Burton. 

against. 
Mr. Crane for, with Mr. Moss against. 
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Until further notice: 
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Powell of 

Ohio. 
Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Frelinghuysen. 
Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Brasco. 
Mr. Kluczynski with Mr. Davis of Wis-

consin. 
Mr. Jones of Tennessee with Mr. :Mllla. 
Mr. Baker with Mr. Michel. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is, Shall 
section 105 be stricken from the confer­
ence report? 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Speaker, I de­
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were---ayes 66, noes 343, 
not voting 22, as follows: 

Anderson, Dl. 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Archer 
Ashbrook 
Bauman 
Boggs 
Bray 
Brooks 
Burleson, Tex. 
camp 
Casey, Tex. 
Cederberg 
Clancy 
Culver 
de la Garza 
Denholm 
Dennis 
Dent 
Eclthardt 
Fisher 
Gaydos 
Gonzalez 

Abdnor 
Abzug 
Adams 
Addabbo 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Andrews, N.O. 
Annunzio 
Arends 
Armstron1 
Ashley 
Asp in 
BadlllO 
Bafalis 
Barrett 
Beard 
Bell 
Bennett 
Bergland 
Bevlll 
Blaggl 
Bl ester 
Bingham 
Blackburn 
Blatnik 
Boland 
Bolllng 
Bowen 
Brademas 
Breaux 
Brecldnrldge 
Brinkley 
Broomfield 
Brotzman 
Brown, Calif. 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill, N .0. 
Broyhlll, Va. 
Buchanan 
Burgener 
Burke, Calif. 
Burke, Pia. 
Burke, Mas& 

[Roll No. 47) 
AYE8-66 

Goodling 
Gross 
Hammer-

schmidt 
Hays 
Holtzman 
Hungate 
Hutchinson 
Jarman 
Jones, Okla. 
Jordan 
Kazen 
Mccomster 
Mcspadden 
Mahon 
Martin, Nebr. 
Mayne 
Melcher 
Milford 
Mizell 
Murtha 
Myers 
Parris 

NOE~43 
Burlison, Mo. 
Butler 
Byron 
Carey,N.Y. 
carter 
Chamberlain 
Chappell 
Chisholm 
Clark 
Clausen, 

DonH. 
Clawson, Del 
Clay 
Cleveland 
Cochran 
Cohen 
comer 
Collins, Dl. 
Collins, Tex. 
Conable 
Conlan 
Conte 
Conyers 
Corman 
cotter 
Coughlin 
Cronin 
Daniel, Dan 
Daniel, Robert 

w.,Jr. 
Daniels, 

Domlnlck.V. 
Danielson 
Davis. Ga. 
Davis, S.O. 
Delaney 
Dellen back 
Dellums 
Derwinskl 
Devine 
Dickinson 
Diggs 
Dingell 
Donohue 
Dorn 

Poage 
Randall 
Rarick 
Roy 
Runnels 
Scherle 
Se bell us 
Smith, Iowa 
Steed 
Steelman 
Studds 
Symms 
Teague 
Thornton 
VanderJagt 
Waggonner 
White 
Wilson, 

Charles, Tex. 
Winn 
Young, Alaska 
Young,S.C. 
Young, Tex. 

Downing 
Drinan 
Dul ski 
Duncan 
du Pont 
Edwards, Ala. 
Edwards, Calif. 
Eilberg 
Erlenbom 
Esch 
Eshleman 
Evans, Colo. 
Evins, Tenn. 
Fascell 
Findley 
Fish 
Flood 
Flowers 
Plynt 
Foley 
Ford 
Forsythe 
Fountain 
Fraser 
Frenzel 
Frey 
Froehlich 
Fulton 
Fuqua 
Gettys 
Giaimo 
Gibbons 
Gilman 
Ginn . 
Goldwater 
Grasso 
Gray 
Green, Oreg. 
Green, Pa. 
Grimths 
Grover 
Gubser 
Gude 
Gunter 
Guyer 

Haley Metcalfe Seiberling 
Hamilton Mezvinsky Shipley 
Hanley Miller Shoup 
Hanna Minish Shriver 
Hanrahan Mink Shuster 
Hansen, Idaho Minshall, Ohio Sikes 
Hansen, Wash. Mitchell, Md. Sisk 
Harrington Mitchell, N.Y. Skubitz 
Harsha Moakley Slack 
Hastings Mollohan Smith, N.Y. 
Hawkins Montgomery Snyder 
H6bert Moorhead, Spence 
Hechler, w. Va. Calif. Staggers 
Heckler, Mass. Moorhead, Pa. Stanton, 
Heinz Morgan J. William 
Helstoski Mosher Stanton, 
Henderson Murphy, Dl. James v. 
Hicks Murphy, N.Y. Stark 
Hlllis Natcher Steele 
Hinshaw Nedzi Steiger, Ariz. 
Hogan Nelsen Steiger, Wis. 
Hollfteld Nichols Stephens 
Holt Nix Stokes 
Horton Obey Stratton 
Hosmer O'Brien Stubblefteld 
Howard O'Hara Stuckey 
Huber O'Nelll Symington 
Hudnut Owens Talcott 
Hunt Passman Taylor, Mo. 
!chord Patman Taylor, N.C. 
Johnson, Call!. Patten Thompson, N.J. 
Johnson, Colo. Pepper Thomson, Wis. 
Johnson, Pa. Perkins Thone 
Jones, Ala. Pettis Tiernan 
Jones, N.C. Peyser Towell, Nev. 
Karth Pickle Treen 
Kastenmeler Pike Udall 
Kemp Podell Ullman 
Ketchum Preyer Van Deerlln 
King Price, DI. Vander Veen 
Koch Pritchard Vanlk 
Kuykendall Quie Veysey 
Landrum Quillen Vigorito 
Latta Railsback Waldie 
Leggett Rangel Walsh 
Lehman Rees Wampler 
Lent Regula Ware 
Litton Reid Whalen 
Long, La. Reuss Whitehurst 
Long, Md. Rhodes Whitten 
Lott Riegle Widnall 
Lujan Rinaldo Wiggins 
McClory Robinson, Va. W11llams 
Mccloskey Robison, N.Y. Wilson, Bob 
Mccormaclc Rodino Wilson, 
McDade Roe Charles H., 
McEwen Rogers Call!. 
McFall Roncalio, Wyo. Woltr 
McKay Roncallo, N.Y. Wright 
McKinney Rooney, Pa. Wyatt 
Macdonald Rosenthal Wydler 
Madden Roush Wylie 
Madigan Rousselot Wyman 
Mai111ard Roybal Yates 
Mallary Ruth Yatron 
Mann Ryan Young, Pia. 
Marazltl St Germain Young, Ga. 
Martin, N.C. Sandman Young, Dl. 
Mathias, Calif. Sarasln Zablocki 
Mathis, Ga. Sarbanes Zion 
Matsunaga Satterfield Zwach 
Mazzoll Schnee bell 
M:eeds Schroeder 

NOT VOTING-22 

Baker 
Brasco 
Burton 
Carney, Ohio 
Crane 
Davis, Wis. 
Frelinghuysen 
Jones, Tenn. 

Kluczynskl 
Kyros 
Landgrebe 
Michel 
Mills 
M:oss 
Powell, Ohio 
Price, Tex. 

Roberts 
Rooney, N.Y. 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Ruppe 
Sullivan 

So the motion was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
Mr. Rooney of New York with Mr. Mll18. 
Mr. Burton with Mr. Jones of Tennesaee. 
Mr. Rostenkowskl with Mr. Ruppe. 
Mr. Brasco with Mr. Landgrebe. 
Mrs. Sulllvan with Mr. Baker. 
Mr. Roberts with Mr. Michel. 
Mr. Kluczynskl with Mr. Crane. 
Mr. Kyros with Mr. Davis of Wisconsin. 
Mr. Carney of Ohio with Mr. Price of Texu. 
Mr. Rose with Mr. Frelinghuysen. 
Mr. Moss with Mr. Powell of Ohio. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQuntY 

Mr. LATIA. Mr. Speaker, a parliamen­
tary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. LA Tl'A. Mr. Speaker, on this mo­
tion to strike, the Members who are 
against rationing and wish to strike sec­
tion 104, which authorizes rationing, will 
vote aye, is that correct? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair wlll state 
that that is not a parliamentary inquiry. 

The question is, Shall section 104 be 
stricken from the conference report? 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker announced that the noes ap­
pear to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there wer~ayes 199, noes 211, 
not voting 21, as follows: 

[Roll No. 48] 
AYES-199 

Abdnor Gross Pettis 
Anderson, Ill. Grover Poage 
Andrews, Gubser Quie 

N. Dak. Guyer Quillen 
Archer Hammer- Rallsbaclc 
Arends schmidt Randall 
Armstrong Hanrahan Rarick 
Ashbrook Hansen, Idaho Regula 
Ba.falls Harsha Rhodes 
Barrett Hastings Robinson, Va. 
Bauman Hays Roncallo, N.Y. 
Beard · Hebert Roush 
Blackburn Hechler, w. Va. Rousselot 
Boggs Hlllis Runnels 
Bray Hinshaw Ryan 
Breaux Hogan St Germaln-
Brlnkley Holt Sandman 
Brooks Horton Scherle 
Broomfield Hosmer Schnee bell 
Brotzman Huber Schroeder 
Brown, Ohio Hudnut Sebelius 
Broyhill, N.C. Hungate Shipley 
Buchanan Hunt Shoup 
Burgener Hutchinson Shriver 
Burke, Fla. Ichord Shuster 
Burleson, Tex. Jarman Slack 
Camp Johnson, COlo. Snyder 
Carter Johnson, Pa. Spence 
Casey, Tex. Jones, Okla. Stanton, 
Cederberg Kastenmeler J. William 
Chamberlain Kazen Steed 
Clancy Kemp Steelman 
Clausen, Ketchum Steiger, Ariz. 

Don H. King Steiger, Wls. 
Clawson, Del Kuykendall Stubblefield 
Cleveland Landgrebe studds 
Cochran Latta Symms 
comer Lehman Talcott 
comns, Tex. Long, La. Taylor, Mo. 
Conable Lott Teague 
Conlan Lujan Thomson, Wls. 
Conyers M:cClory Thone 
Daniel, Robert . McCollister Thornton 

w., Jr. McEwen Tiernan 
de la Garza McKay Towell, Nev. 
Dellen back McSpadde~ Treen 
Denholm Madigan Veysey 
Dennls Mahon Waggonner 
Dent M:allJLry Wampler 
Derwlnskl Martin, Nebr. Ware 
Devine M:athlas, Calif. White 
Dickinson M:athis, Ga. Whitehurst 
Dom Mayne Whitten 
Duncan Melcher Wiggins 
Edwards, Ala. :Milford Williams 
Evins, Tenn. Mlller Wilson, Bob 
Findley Minshall, Ohio Winn 
Fisher Mizell Wyatt 
Forsythe Montgomery Wydler 
Frenzel Moorhead, Wylle 
Frey Calif. Wyman 
Froehlich Murtha Young, Alaska 
Fulton Myers Young, Pla. 
Gaydos Natcher Young, S.C. 
Gettys Nelsen Young, Tex. 
Gibbou O'Brien Zion 
Goldwater Parris Zwach 
Gonzales Passman 
Goodling Perklna 
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Abzug Ford O'Neill 
Adams Fountain Owens 
Addabbo Fraser Patman 
Alexander Fuqua Patten 
Anderson, Giaimo Pepper 

Cali!. Gilman Peyser 
Andrews, N.C. Ginn Pickle 
Annunzio Grasso Pike 
Ashley Gray Podell 
Aspin Green, Oreg. Preyer 
Badillo Green, Pa. Price, Ill. 
Bell Grtifiths Pritchard 
Bennett Gude Rees 
Bergland Gunter Reuss 
Bevill Haley Riegle 
Biaggi Hamilton Rinaldo 
Biester Hanley Robison, N.Y. 
Bingham Hanna Rodino 
Blatnik Hansen, Wash. Roe 
Boland Harrington Rogers 
Bolling Hawkins Roncalio, Wyo. 
Bowen Heckler, Mass. Rooney, Pa. 
Brademas Heinz Rosenthal 
Breckinridge Helstosld Roy 
Brown, Call!. Henderson Roybal 
Brown, Mich. Hicks Ruppe 
Broyhill, Va. Holifield Ruth 
Burke, Calif. Holtzman Sarasin 
Burke, Mass. Howard Sarbanes 
Burlison, Mo. Johnson, Cali!. Satterfield 
Butler Jones, Ala. Seiberling 
Byron Jones, N.C. Sikes 
Carey, N.Y. Jordan Sisk 
Chappell Karth Skubitz 
Chisholm Koch Smith, Iowa 
Clark Kyros Smith, N.Y. 
Clay Landrum Staggers 
Cohen Leggett Stanton, 
Collins, Ill. Lent James V. 
Conte Litton Stark 
Corman Long, Md. Steele 
Cotter McCloskey Stephens 
Coughlin McCormack Stokes 
Cronin McDade Stratton 
Culver McFall Stuckey 
Daniel, Dan McKinney Symington 
Daniels, Macdonald Taylor, N.C. 

Dominick v. Madden Thompson, N.J. 
Danielson Mailliard Udall 
Davis, Ga. Mann Ullman 
Davis, S.C. Mara.zit! Van Deerlin 
Delaney Martin, N.C. Vander Jagt 
Dellums Matsunaga Vander Veen 
Diggs Mazzoll Vanik 
Dingell Meeds Vigorito 
Donohue Metcalfe Waldie 
Downing Mezvinsky Walsh 
Drinan Minish Whalen 
Dul ski Mink Wldnall 
du Pont Mitchell, Md. Wilson, 
Eckhardt Mitchell, N.Y. Charles B., 
Edwards, Calif. Moakley Call!. 
Eilberg Mollohan Wilson. 
Erlenbom Moorhead, Pa. Charles, Tex. 
Esch Morgan Wolff 
Eshleman Mosher Wright 
Evans, Colo. Murphy, Ill. Yates 
Fascell Murphy, N.Y. Yatron 
Fish Nedzi Young, Ga. 
Flood Nichols Young, Ill. 
Flowers Nix Zablocki 
Flynt Obey 
Foley O'Hara 

NOT VOTING-21 
Baker Jones, Tenn. Rangel 
Brasco Kluczynski Reid 
Burton Michel Roberts 
Carney, Ohio Mills Rooney, N.Y. 
Crane Moss Rose 
Davis, Wis. Powell, Ohio Rostenkowskl 
Frelinghuysen Price, Tex. Sullivan 

So the motion was rejected. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Roberts for, with Mr. Rostenkowskl 

against. 
Mr. Crane for, with Mr. Rooney of New 

York against. 
Mr. Price of Texas for, with Mr. Kluczyn­

sk.1 against. 
Mr. Frelinghuysen for, with Mr. Brasco 

against. 
Mr. Michel for, with Mr. Carney of Ohio 

against. 
Mr. Baker for, with Mr. Reid against. 

Until further notice: 
CXX--280-Part 4 

Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Jones of Tennessee. 
Mr. Moss with Mr. Rose. 
Mr. Burton with Mr. Powell of Ohio. 
Mr. Davis of Wisconsin with Mr. Rangel. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

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. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de­

vice, and there were-ayes 258, noes 151, 
answered "present" 1, not voting 21, as 
follows: 

[Roll No. 49] 
AYE~258 

Abdnor Fish Mann 
Adams Flood Maraziti 
Addabbo Flowers Mathias, Cali!. 
Alexander Flynt Matsunaga 
Anderson, Foley Mayne 

Calif. Ford Mazzoli 
Andrews, N.C. Forsythe Meeds 
Andrews, Fountain Metcalfe 

N. Dalt. Fraser Mezvinsky 
Annunzio Frenzel Minish 
Ashley Frey Mink 
Aspin Froehlich Mitchell, Md. 
Badillo Fulton Mitchell, N.Y. 
Bafalis Fuqua Moakley 
Barrett Gaydos Mollohan 
Bell Giaimo Moorhead, Pa. 
Bennett Gilman Morgan 
Bergland Ginn Mosher 
Bevill Grasso Murphy, lll. 
Blagg! Gray Murphy, N.Y. 
Biester Green, Oreg. Murtha 
Bingham Green, Pa. Natcher 
Blatnik Grimths Nedzi 
Boggs Grover Nichols 
Boland Gude Nix 
Bolling Gunter Obey 
Bowen Haley O'Brien 
Brademas Hamilton O'Hara 
Breckinridge Hanley O'Neill 
Broomfield Hanrahan. Owens 
Brown, Calif. Hansen. Wash. Patman 
Brown, Mich. Harrington Patten 
Broyhill, N.C. Harsha Pepper 
Burke, Cali!. Hastings Perkins 
Burke, Mass. Hawkins Peyser 
Burlison, Mo. Hays Pickle 
Byron Heckler, Mass. Pike 
Carey, N.Y. Heinz Podell 
Carter Helstoski Preyer 
Chappell Henderson Price, lll. 
Chisholm Hicks Pritchard 
Clark Hillis Quillen 
Clausen, Hinshaw Railsback 

Don H. Holifield Randall 
Clay Holtzman Rangel 
Cohen Horton Regula 
Collins, Ill. Howard Reuss 
Conte Hudnut Riegle 
Corman Hungate Rinaldo 
Cotter Hunt Robison, N.Y. 
Coughlin Johnson, Calif. Rodino 
Cronin Jones, Ala. Roe 
Culver Jones, N.C. Rogers 
Daniels, Karth Roncallo, Wyo. 

Dominick v. Kastenmeier Roncallo, N.Y. 
Danielson King Rooney, Pa. 
Davis, Ga. Koch Rosenthal 
Davis, S.C. Kyros Roush 
Delaney Landrum Roy 
Dellums Leggett Roybal 
Dent Lehman St Germain 
Diggs Lent Sandman 
Dingell Litton Sarasin 
Donohue Long, Md. Sarbanes 
Dorn McClory Seiberling 
Drinan Mccloskey Shuster 
Duncan McColllster Sikes 
du Pont McCormack Sisk 
Edwards, Ala. McDade Smith, Iowa 
Edwards, Calif. McFall Smith, N.Y. 
Ell berg McKay Snyder 
Esch McKinney Staggers 
Eshleman Macdonald Stanton, 
Evans, Colo. Madden J. Wllllam 
Evins, Tenn. Madigan Stanton, 
Fascell Mallary James V. 

Stark Tiernan 
Steele Udall 
Steiger, Wis. Ullman 
Stephens Van Deerlin 
Stokes Vander Jagt 
Stratton Vander Veen 
Stubblefield Vanik 
Stuckey Vigorito 
Symington Walsh 
Taylor, N.C. Wampler 
Thompson, N.J. Whalen 
Thomson, Wis. Whitten 
Thone Widnall 

NOE~161 

Williams 
Wilson, 

CharlesB., 
Cali!. 

Wolff 
Wydler 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Ga. 
Young, DI. 
Zablocki 
Zwach 

Abzug Goldwater Qule 
Anderson, Ill. Gonzalez Rarick 
Archer Goodling Rees 
Arends Gross Rhodes 
Armstrong Gubser Robinson, Va. 
Ashbrook Guyer Rousselot 
Bauman Hammer- Runnels 
Beard schmidt Ruppe 
Blackburn Hanna Ruth 
Bray Hansen, Idaho Ryan 
Breaux H6bert Satterfield 
Brinkley Hechler, W. Va. Scherle 
Brooks Hogan Schnee bell 
Brotzman Holt Schroeder 
Brown, Ohio Hosmer Sebellus 
Broyhill, Va. Huber Shipley 
Buchanan Hutchinson Shoup 
Burgener Ichord Shriver 
Burke, Fla. Jarman Skubitz 
Burleson, Tex. Johnson, Colo. Slack 
Butler Johnson, Pa. Spence 
camp Jones, Okla. Steed 
Casey, Tex. Jordan Steelman 
Cederberg Kazen Steiger, Ariz. 
Chamberlain Kemp Studds 
Clancy Ketchum Symms 
Clawson, Del Kuykendall Talcott 
Cleveland Landgrebe Taylor, Mo. 
Cochran Latta Teague 
comer Long, La. ·Thornton 
Collins, Tex. Lott Towell, Nn. 
Conable Lujan Treen 
Conlan McEwen Veysey 
Conyers Mcspadden Waggonner 
Daniel, Dan Mahon Waldie 
Daniel, Robert Martin, Nebr. White 

w., Jr. Martin, N.C. Whitehurst 
de la Garza Mathis, Ga. Wiggins 
Dellenback Melcher Wilson, Bob 
Denholm Milford Wilson, 
Dennis Miller Charles, Tu. 
Derwinskl Minshall, Ohio Winn 
Devine Mizell Wright 
Dickinson Montgomery Wyatt 
Downing Moorhead, Wylie 
Dulski Cali!. Wyman 
Eckhardt Myers Young, Alaska 
Erlenborn Nelsen Young, Pia. 
Findley Parris Young, S.C. 
Fisher Passman Young, Tex. 
Gettys Pettis Zion 
Gibbons Poage 

ANSWERED "PRF.BENT'-1 
ware 

NOT VOTING-21 
Baker Jones, Tenn. Price, Tu. 
Brasco Kl uczynskl Reid 
Burton Mailliard Roberts 
Carney, Ohio Michel Rooney, N.Y. 
Crane Mills Rose 
Davis, Wis. Moss Rostenkowskl 
Frelinghuysen Powell, Ohio Sullivan 

So the conference report was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Rooney of New York for, with Mr. 

Crane against. 
Mr. Camey of Ohio for, with Mr. Roberts 

against. 
Mr. Frelinghuysen for, with Mr. Price of 

Texas against. 
Mr. Burton for, with Mr. Michel against. 
Mr. Kluczynskl for, with Mr. Powell of Ohio 

against. 
Mr. Rostenkowsk1 for, with Mr. Baker 

against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Brasco With Mr. Jones of Tennessee. 
Mr. Reid with Mr. Kllls. 
Mr. Moss with Mr. Davts of Wisconsin. 
Mrs. Sullivan with Mr. Mallllard. 
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The result of t.he vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. McDADE: Mr. Speaker, just a 

short time ago the House voted on the 
question of whether or not a rollback 
should occur on the price of petroleum 
products. The parliamentary situation 
was such that in order to achieve that 
end it was necessary to cast a nay vote. 
I inadvertently cast my vote "yea" be­
lieving that would effect the rollback 
when in fact the parliamentary situation 
to effect a rollback required a "nay" vote. 
I wish the record to reflect the fact that 
I am in favor of the price rollback. 

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 
conference report just passed. 

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

There was no objection. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. KYROS. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 

No. 47 I was present and voted "nay," but 
I was not recorded on the electronic 
voting machine. 

EMPLOYEE BENEFIT SECURITY ACT 
OF 1973 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House resolve itself into the Commit­
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union for the further consideration 
of the bill <H.R. 2) to revise the Welfare 
and Pension Plans Disclosure Act. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 

. consideration of the bill H.R. 2, with Mr. 
BOLAND in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAmMAN. When the Committee 

rose on yesterday, there was pending in 
lieu of the committee amendment now 
printed in the bill H.R. 2, as one amend­
ment in the nature of a substitute for the 
bill H.R. 2 the text of the bill H.R. 12906 
as title I of said substitute and the text 
of the bill H.R. 12855 as title II of said 
substitute. Part 1 of title I of the said 
substitute, ending on page 73, line 17, had 
been considered as read. 

Are there any amendments to part 1? 
AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY :MR. ARCHER 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment to part 1. It is the first 
of a series of amendments which will go 
to title I, all of which seek the same 
thing. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con­
sent to offer all these amendments en 
bloc inasmuch as they relate to the same 
subject matter, and to save the Commit­
tee and the Members a great deal of time. 

Mr. Chairman, in essence the amend­
ments would bring about a consolida­
tion of the administration as to vesting, 
participation and funding in the Treas­
ury Department. 

The CHAffiMAN. Isthere objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, reserving 
the right to object, if the ranking minor­
ity Member will give me his attention, I 
have no objection to taking the amend­
ments en bloc if the gentleman has no 
objection. 

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

Mr. DENT. I will be happy to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. ERLENBORN. Mr. Chairman, I 
have no objection to the gentleman's 
request. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I withdraw 
my reservation of objection. 

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

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendments offered by Mr. ARCHER: Page 

19, in line 1, after "apply" insert "or sections 
410, 411, and 412 of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 apply". 

Page 21, line 18, before the semicolon in­
sert the following: or section 410(d) of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954". 

Page 35, line 9, after "apply" insert", or to 
which sections 410, 411, and 412 of the In­
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 apply,". 

Page 36, in line 3, after "302" insert "(or 
412 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954) ". 

Page 37, in line 3, after "302" insert " (or 
412 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954) ". 

Page 37, in line 5, after "302" insert "(or 
section 412 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954)". 

Page 37, in line 8, after "302" insert "(or 
section 412 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954) ". 

Page 75, after line 11, insert the following: 
( d) This part ( othe·r than section 204) 

shall .not apply to any employee pension 
benefit plan if sections 410, 411, and 412 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 apply to 
such plan. 

Page 100, in line 2, strike out "or". 
Page 100, in line 6, strike out the period 

and insert in lieu thereof "; or". 
Page 100, after line 6, insert the following: 
(9) sections 410, 411, and 412 of the In­

ternal Revenue Code of 1954 apply to such 
plan, 

Page 126, in line 1, strike out "is" and 
insert in lieu thereof "to which section 412 
of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 applies 
or which is". 

Page 126, in line 22, strike out "qualified 
under section 401 (a) " and insert in lieu 
thereof "to which section 412". 

Page 126, in line 23, insert the word "ap­
plies" after "1954". 

Page 127, in line 22, after "203" insert "(or 
section 411 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954) ". 

Page 137, in line 7, after "301 .. insert "(or 
section 412 of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954) ". 

Page 144, in line 10, insert the following 
before the period: " (or section 412 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 becomes effec­
tive by operation of section 1017(b) (2))". 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to explain and urge support for the 
amendments which I have offered, which 
represent a fair resolution of the prob­
lem of dual administration of pension 

plans inherent in the package presented 
in this legislation. 

At the outset let me say that the 
offering of these amendments is in no 
way to be considered as a criticism of 
the efforts of either of the committees or 
their staffs to reach a reasonable com­
promise on this incredibly complex leg­
islation. Both have labored diligently 
and in good faith to bring to this body 
the compromise before us. Unfortunately, 
it was not possible for them to agree on 
every point, and so in a sense they have 
left it to us to do the job of trying to 
deal with that which in the minds of 
many is one of the most critical aspects 
of this legislation. 

That is, of course, the administration 
and enforcement of the new require­
ments and its cost to the pension plans 
in America. 

We have heard about the vastness of 
the private pension system, that it pres­
ently covers over 30 million American 
workers. What has not been stressed to 
a sufficient degree and what is absolutely 
critical to any understanding of the 
pension system is that it is voluntary, 
and rightly so. 

This legislation does not change that. 
It is not required by government at any 
level. It is only encouraged by them­
primarily by the Federal Government 
through the special tax incentives that 
we grant to employers who establish and 
contribute to private pension plans. This 
voluntary nature of the system means 
that employers can either establish a 
plan or not. They can either end an 
existing plan or continue it at reduced 
or increased benefits. While most of the 
large pension plans are union-negotiated 
and their establishment, maintenance, 
and continuance are subject to collective 
bargaining agreements, most of the 
smaller plans covering lower paid work­
ers in less skilled jobs are not negotiated 
and are subject to the volition of the em­
ployer. And, as you know, the primary 
concern to any employer when he con­
siders benefits for employees is cost. 

As a result, it is important that as we 
legislate to improve this voluntary pri­
vate pension system and give added ben­
efits and protection to workers, that 
we not so increase the costs of these 
plans-particularly the non-productive 
administrative costs-so that employers 
will find it financially impossible to con­
tinue providing pension plans for their 
workers or will decide--because of the 
high costs-against establishing them in 
the first place. The administrative costs 
associated with pension plans to the 
small employer under present law can 
and do run as high as 30 and 40 percent. 
As we increase costs-as we do in this 
bill, the increases will fall heaviest on 
the small plans whose participants gen­
erally need the most protection. 

I am told by experts in this field that 
dual administration can double existing 
costs of administration. That would me.an 
some of the small plans in America 
would be facing an administrative bur­
den of 60 to 80 percent of the cost of the 
plan. Obviously this is not workable and 
the plans will cease to continue in effect. 

The problem with the pension ref arm 
package ,agreed to by the two committees 
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is that it will unnecessarily and, in my 
view, foolishly increase the costs and ad­
ministrative burdens falling on all pen­
sion plans because of the dualism of ad­
ministration, standards, and enforce­
ment it imposes. This dualism can and, I 
believe, will force mass terminations of 
existing plans and greatly discourage 
the establishment of new plans for the 
half of the work force not presently 
covered by any plan. If this results, we 
in Congress will have achieved exactly 
the opposite of what pension reform was 
supposed to have accomplished. We will 
have, in effect, thrown the baby out with 
the bathwater. 

The reason for this dualism was to 
satisfy the legitimate jurisdictional con­
cerns of both committees involved. How­
ever, although the result does that, it 
also creates bad law and must be 
changed. I would like to point out here 
that two Senate committees faced the 
same confrontation during consideration 
of pension reform legislation in that 
body, and resolved it early in their efforts 
in a way very similar to that which will 
result if my amendment is adopted. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ARCHER 
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. ARCHER. My amendment is sim­
ple. It would provide that the Secretary 
of the Treasury would be solely responsi­
ble for the administration and enforce­
ment of vesting, funding and participa­
tion provisions of plans which qualify 
for special tax treatment under the In­
ternal Revenue Code. 

My amendment would not in any way 
change the respo~ibilities under the 
Education and Labor Committee's por­
tion of the bill relating to reporting, dis­
closure and :fiduciary standards. They 
have been functions carried on by the 
Department of Labor in the past and 
should continue under its province. 

My amendment is simply designed to 
eliminate the dual enforcement and dual 
administration over participation, vest­
ing and funding under the pension pack­
age in the present bill. 

It is fair to ask why this kind of a sen­
sible legislative dichotomy is not in the . 
compromise package. I believe the an­
swer is that both sides felt they should 
have the authority over the whole pack­
age, neither being wllling to cede on the 
jurisdictional point. 

The result is that both got everything, 
and such a situation is not only absurd, 
it wlll be disastrous to the private pen­
sion system. 

There is no worthy purpose in prolif­
erating the administration of the al­
ready complicated pension law by dual 
standards, dual reporting, dual bureauc­
racies, and dual enforcement. This 
dualism will harbor uncertainty about 
the future, will force duplicative report­
ing requirements on employers, and of 
course greatly increase the admtntstra­
tive costs attendant to pension plans. 

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

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

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to thank the distinguished gentle­
man from Texas <Mr. ARCHER) for the 
initiative the gentleman has taken in 
bringing this amendment forward. It is 
an important amendment, and it is a 
needed amendment. The gentleman from 
Texas is doing a service to the House 
in presenting such an amendment. I hope 
the amendment will be agreed to by a 
wide margin. 

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

Mr. ARCHER. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

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

Mr. Chairman, I wish to concur in the 
remarks of the gentleman from New 
York <Mr. CONABLE). The amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ARCHER) is indeed a worthwhile 
amendment, and should have been writ­
ten in, in the first instance, and I hope 
the House will support the amendment. 

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

Mr. ARCHER. I yield to the gentle­
man from Kansas. 

Mr. WINN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Texas CMr. ARCHER). I 
would like to ask the gentleman one 
question. Is it true that there is a dif­
ference between the enforcement be­
tween the ms and the legislative process 
in this bill? 

Mr. ARCHER. The enforcement by the 
IRS under the regulations will always be 
accomplished within the broad frame of 
the authority that we grant them, but 
the enforcement by the Department of 
Labor, if we continue with these com­
bined administrative standards, could 
be very much different. The interpreta­
tion by the Department of Labor could 
possibly be different than the same regu­
lation as interpreted by the IRS. This 
too would be an intolerable situation, 
even if the regulations were the same, 
the interpretation could be and very well 
might be different. 

Mr. WINN. There is, of course, the 
difference, though, is it not true, that the 
legislative protection that we are about 
to vote on today or tomorrow is taken 
away by the differences given to the 
ms? 

Mr. ARCHER. No. If you have a dual 
situation you can have a quagmire of 
controversy as to which interpretation is 
correct, with no solution benefiting any­
body. 

I think it is interesting to note that 
here we are trying to permit small em­
ployers to compete with big business, and 
that this dual situation will have just the 
reverse effect; the large corporations and 
the unions have been basically excepted 
by this bill. But the small employer, faced 
with this added protection cost of ad­
ministration on their pension plans, will 
no longer, in my opinion, be able to com­
pete, in many instances, with the big cor­
porations, and the result could very well 
be they will be swallowed up by the big 
corporations, which is exactly what we 
do not want in this House. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman has expired. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in op-

position to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) . 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DENT. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to say that the gentleman in the well has 
been most cooperative in working out an 
arrangement with me in a very difficult 
matter, and one that is very complicated. 
And while I fully respect the views of my 
friend, the gentleman from Texas <Mr. 
ARCHER) and recognize, in his sincerity, 
the things that the gentleman believes 
in, I think it would be a great mistake 
for the House to accept this kind of an 
amendment that would upset what I con­
sider to be a very fine and workable ar­
rangement that the gentleman's com­
mittee and the Committee on Ways and 
Means have worked out. This really is an 
integral part of that understanding, and 
I would hope that this House would stay 
with us and not accept the amendment. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman from Oregon for his remarks. 
I think in essence they are the main rea­
son for this whole situation. We were put 
into this position by the action of the 
other body. 

There is no way in the world we can 
dodge our responsibility here to pass leg­
islation in this area. If we cannot dodge 
that responsibility then we must accept 
the proposal as it was sent over from 
the other body, that it be a joint effort 
between the Committee on Ways and 
Means and the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

But there is a very good and sound 
reason for not accepting the amendment. 
One very important reason is that the 
insuring feature, the reinsuring feature 
is contained only in that part of the bill 
that is under the jurisdiction of the Com­
mittee on Education and Labor, and the 
Department of Labor. 

In order to approve plans for insur­
ance, there have to be some minimum 
criteria. In this particular area that the 
gentleman is trying to take out of the 
legislation are the criteria for approval 
of the question of whether the fund is 
sound in its vesting, whether it meets 
the requirements of that law that is in 
the hands of the Department of Labor on 
funding. Therefore, we would take away 
the criteria that establishes the base for 
determining whether a plan can be rein~ 
sured or an optional base for a lowered 
rate of payment on the insurance be­
cause of the character of that particular 
plan itself. 

Each and every plan will be judged 
on the question of whether they pay 
more for their insurance now or less. 

The gentleman mentioned the added 
cost. I have not objected here to added 
cost which will be given entirely to a cer­
tain per capita charge against every par­
ticipant in the fund to the Internal Reve­
nue for its administration. We already 
have the machinery in the Department 
of Labor. There will not be, according to 
my information, any abnormal increase 
or prohibitive increase in cost for the 
administration in the Department of 
Labor. 

Second, and more important-even if I 
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come down to the basics-is this: The 
negotiated part of a plan negotiated be­
tween labor and management, whether 
that be a plan that is qualified or not 
qualified, is a matter of contract. We 
are prescribing a minimum requirement 
for that contract, not a maximum. Nei .. 
ther is the ms restricted to these partic­
ular minimum requirements. It may, 
when it sees fit to do so, add some other 
criteria before it gives a tax deferment 
to some wild-eyed proposal that might 
come across in a non-negotiated plan, 
for instance, which is still qualified. 

I believe that we have struck upon a 
formula that will endure and will give 
justice to every person covered by a pen­
sion plan, whether he be in a qualified 
or nonqualified plan. We need the crite­
ria in our section of the bill, and that 
was agreed upon a long time ago. In 
fact, for the benefit of the sponsor of the 
act-and I respect his position on the 
thing-every member of our committee 
fought hard to take out of his particular 
section of the bill the very features that 
he is taking out of our section of the 
bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DENT 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.> 

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

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

Mr. ARCHER. I have no doubt as to 
the gentleman's sincerity in his effort to 
develop a good pension bill, but I do take 
issue with the question of the cost to 
the employer which in effect becomes the 
cost of the worker for administration. 
If we have in effect provided all of these 
fine safeguards but the cost of providing 
reports in complying with all of the regu­
lations of two Federal agencies, which 
might and probably will be conflicting, 
then we have undone all the good safe­
guards. I should like to point out that 
he mentioned insurance. My amendment 
does not touch the question of insurance. 
This would stay exclusively in the De­
partment of Labor, and that is fine. 

I have no real quarrel so much as to 
whether the Department of Labor or the 
Department of the Treasury adminis­
ters it, as to the fact that it be done by 
one. If we can separate the functions 
out so that one has exclusive control 
over one function and another over an­
other, we will simplify this cost. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DENT was 
allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.> 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, in answer 
I might say at the present moment both 
the IRS and Laibor Department have 
supervisory powers, administrative pow­
ers, and administrative duties over all 
the sections on all matters dealing with 
pension plans. There 1s less duplication 
'because we have unified the criteria un­
der this particular act on the minimum 
standards. 

In fact, the motion I thought the gen­
tleman was going to make, and I would 
have had to reject it, was to move to take 

these features out of the IRS and give 
them to that particular part of the Gov­
ernment that has jurisdiction over con­
tracts, because all of these plans come 
from contracts basically and if we do not 
have criteria to govern contracts certain­
ly we would be in a very weak position 
to have criteria determining the tax de­
ferment. I would have had · to go along 
with the gentleman from the Ways and 
Means Committee because we sincerely 
believe that it is a dual effort and uni­
fied and ought to be operated in that 
manner. . 

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

Mr. Chairman, as I said yesterday 
when we were debating the rule, the act­
ing chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee and the chairman of the Edu­
cation and Labor Committee, were asked 
by the Rules Committee to get together 
and resolve their differences as to juris­
diction. With the wisdom of a Solomon, 
they cut the baby in half and each one 
unhappily has half this dead child. This 
is no compromise. 

What we have here is a ridiculous pos­
ture for this House to take: to pass in 
the same bill two separate laws quite 
similar, not identical, but quite similar 
in the same area and investing two dif­
ferent departments of the Government 
with the authority to see that these laws 
are complied with. This means the plan 
administrators are going to have to go to 
the Department of Labor to get an OK 
relative to the provisions on vesting and 
funding and then go to the Department 
of the Treasury and IRS where another 
set of bureaucrats will look at a similar 
law and maybe even regulations and in­
terPret them differently. Then the Ad­
ministrator will find · he has not satisfied 
ms and he will change the plan to 
satisfy ms, and then Labor is going to 
be unsatisfied. 

This is a prescription for utter chaos. 
If there is one thing we can do to dis­
courage the future growth of private 
pension plans in industry, this is one of 
those things, to have so much paper 
work and conflicting jurisdiction as to 
discourage any employer from ever be­
ginning a new plan; and those that are 
operating plans now will be sorry that 
they are. 

I would have preferred to see primary 
jurisdiction in the Department of Labor. 
We really have no choice under this 
rule, working under a closed rule on 
title II. We could not even move to strike 
participation and vesting in title II. We 
do not have that option. We are oper­
ating under a closed rule. That being 
the case, the only way we can avoid dual 
jurisdiction is to adopt the amendments 
offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

I do not think that is the perfect an­
swer, and the gentleman from Texas 
himself said he does not think it is the 
perfect answer, but it will avoid . this 
conflict which is inherent in the bill as 
it is being considered now. 

The gentleman says he would divide 
the jurisdiction this way: On tax-quali­
fied plans the jurisdiction would be 1n 
IRS; those tha,t are not tax qualified 
would be in the Department of Labor. 

When we stop and think about it for 

a moment, however, if we are adopting 
the same set of regulations for the right 
to even operate a plan as to have a plan 
tax qualified, who is going to have an un­
qualified plan in the future? Nobody. 
One might as well be tax qualified and 
get the tax deductions as to just operate 
a plan which is not tax qualified. One 
might as well have the tax qualifications. 

I think if the gentleman's amendments 
are adopted, all the jurisdiction ulti­
mately will be in the ms. There will not 
be anything for the Department of La­
bor to do because we will not have any 
plans; but I would rather have that 
than have this House appear so foolish 
as to adopt two sets of laws in the same 
area in the same bill and invest two 
separate departments with the same 
power to regulate. 

That just makes no sense at all, so I 
think I must support the amendments 
offered by the gentleman from Texas. 

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

Mr. ERLENBORN. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. DENT. If the gentleman is in 
support of this amendment, his assump­
tion is that there will be no qualified 
plans. That is only, of course, a guess on 
his part. I would say there would be still 
many thousands of qualified plans, that 
over 2,000 of them exist, and if we wipe 
out jurisdiction from us by taking away 
these features, will the gentleman tell 
me what qualified features he would set 
up for a qualified plan? 

Mr. ERLENBORN. I cannot imagine 
any wise business administrator oper­
ating a plan that is not tax qualified, if 
it has to meet all the same rules and reg­
ulations as a tax-qualified plan. Why 
would he be so foolish as not to take 
advantage of the tax determinations 
allowed under the rules of tax deduc­
tion? 

I do not think there would be any un­
qualified plans if they were under the 
same set of rules. 

I would urge that the amendments be 
adopted. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, the leg­
islation now before us is clearly one of 
the most important bills which will reach 

. this floor for consideration this year. It 
will have far-reaching and lasting effects 
upon the lives of many Americans. 

This bill 1s designed to protect the 
rights earned by millions of our citizens 
to the fruits of their labor and the rea­
sonable expectation of a decent income 
on which to Ii ve after their retirement. 

It has been estimated that upwards of 
30 million employees were participating 
in private pension plans in this country 
in 1972 and that approximately 42 mil­
lion will be involved by 1980. Pension 
plan assets had a book value of $150 bil­
lion in 1972. They are expected to reach 
$225 billion by 1980. So what we do here 
today will have far-reaching ramifica­
tions. 

Undoubtedly one of the saddest spec­
tacles of our society, in fact little short 
of criminal neglect, is to see a conscien­
tious American wage earner spend 20 
years or more of his life in the expecta­
tion that he is laying aside something of 
security for his old age, only to be rudely 
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shocked to discover that, for any one of 
a number of reasons, he really has noth­
ing at all. 

A traumatic example of this neglect 
comes to my mind from an episode in the 
history of my own family. In 1931, with 
the onset of the Great Depression, my 
grandfather at the age of 61 lost his em­
ployment with a large nationwide firm 
which he had served faithfully for 23 
years. In only 2 more years he would have 
been eligible for retirement benefits from 
a pension plan operated by that com­
pany. Thrown out of work in the midst 
of the Depression at the age of 61, after 
23 years in one job, he was unable to find 
other employment and had nothing-ab­
solutely nothing-by way of vested re­
tirement rights for his years of labor. 
And this, of course, was before the days 
of social security. 

Nor was my grandfather's case in any 
way unique. All those with 20 years or 
more of service to this company were 
summarily discharged in that massive 
reduction in force. The company appar­
ently had deliberately chosen to dismiss 
those with the longest service as a means 
of avoiding the payment of retirement 
benefits. 

Fortunately, most of American indus­
try today is more humane and less 
cruelly oblivious to the rights and feel­
ings of its employees than many of its 
forerunners were in that earlier period. 

But examples of this type of criminal 
neglect still occur. The Studebaker case 
is one of the most prominent examples. 
When Studebaker closed its South Bend, 
Ind., plant in 1964, the employees were 
separated and the pension plan was ter­
minated. Many-including some who 
presumably had vested rights-were laid 
off with little or no benefits at all. 

While one of the most celebrated 
cases, the Studebaker case is far from 
an isolated incident. According to the 
Department of Labor, there were 1,227 
terminations of pension plans in 1972 
alo:Q.e. A joint study by the Treasury 
Department and the Labor Department 
indicates that these terminations prob­
ably resulted in the loss of some $49 mil­
lion of benefits by 19,400 pension partici­
pants. 

What I am saying should not be mis­
interpreted as a blanket criticism of 
private pension plans. Most of them, 
happily, are sound. A great many of 
them do a truly excellent job of provid­
ing the retired worker with the income 
for which he has jointly paid with his 
employer and to which he has looked 
forward. Private pension plans should 
by all means be encouraged, not dis­
couraged. 

Nevertheless, a study of the wide 
gamut of such plans as they exist today 
has revealed a number of deficiencies. 
I seriously doubt that there is any Mem­
ber of this House who has not received 
at least a few letters from dismayed, 
shocked-and, yes, heartbroken--con­
stituents who relate a series of circum­
stances through which they have been 
deprived of what they thought was 
rightfully theirs. 

Any number of inadequacies, and 
sometimes hidden technicalities in the 
plan under which they thought they-had 

coverage, have led to a financial disaster 
for too many retired workers. 

In the aerospace industry, for exam­
ple, it is not uncommon to find a highly 
skilled workman spending 10 or 12 years 
of his life in the employment of one 
company, only to be required by a re­
duction in force-a circumstance over 
which he has absolutely no possibility 
of control-to seek employment at an­
other plant. He may work there for 8 to 
10 years and then suffer a recurrence of 
the same fate. The result would be that 
a man with anywhere from 15 to 20 or 
in some cases 25 years of service to var­
ious companies in a given industry would 
end up with no guaranteed pension pro­
tection at all. 

These facts of economic life argue im­
pellingly for the adoption of certain 
minimum Federal guarantees to assure 
to our working force the benefits of 
vested rights and some portability of 
pension plan coverage. 

We have been at some pains in the 
Congress to write laws which protect the 
consumer from being deceived and 
cheated by fraudulent practices in the 
market place. How much more uncon­
scionable-how much more irremediable 
to allow any American to be deprived of 
his retirement from the fruits of his own 
labor over an extended portion of his 
working career. 

When a person is deprived of money 
by fraudulent packaging or advertising, 
he has suffered some immediate injury 
but one from which he can recover. 
When a person is deprived of the fruits 
of 15 or 20 years of his life, however, he 
has lost something which he can never 
recapture. 

For each of these reasons, I support 
the move to strengthen and improve the 
pension rights of America's working 
force. We need to correct the injustices 
that exist. It seems to me that we owe 
our fell ow citizens nothing less. 

Mr. BIESTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of the substitute to 
H.R. 2, the Pension Reform Act, com­
prised of H.R. 12906 and H.R. 12855. 

Private pension plans are a rapidly 
growing and expanding economic real­
ity. From coverage of 4 million em­
ployees with assets of $2.4 billion in 1940, 
private pension programs riow cover 35 
million workers with assets of $150 bil­
lion. 

Although private retirement plans es­
tablished by employers for their em­
ployees are of a voluntary nature, it has 
become increasingly apparent that there 
are fundamental problems with the pres­
ent system which must be corrected if 
we are to protect an individual's right to 
the pension for which he has worked and 
planned. 

Over the years, thousands of individ­
uals have seen their retirement bene­
fits disappear as a result of inadequate 
safeguards in their pension plans. A 
mechanical engineer worked 20 years for 
a leading electronics corporation and 
several other companies but never quite 
accumulated enough time at any one job 
to earn rights to each company's pension 
benefits. A worker for a nationwide food 
chain put in over 32 years with the firm, 
but when the company closed down the 

warehouse where he worked he was fired 
4 years short of the company's minimum 
pension age and received nothing. When 
the Studebaker plant in South Bend 
closed its doors a decade ago, pension 
plan participants were shocked to dis­
cover that the company had never funded 
their plans. Similar stories have been re­
peated too many times. 

The private pension system represents 
a tremendous financial resource. Existing 
law in this area, minimal as it is, has not 
done the intended job, and it has become 
clear that steps must be taken to better 
guarantee the objectives of the private 
pension system. This must be accom­
plished without jeopardizing the ability 
of private programs to expand and serve 
more individuals. 

In enacting requirements to bring de­
ficient or potentially unsound programs 
to a minimally acceptable level, we 
should not unnecessarily impede those 
which are and have been performing 
well. The purpose of pension reform leg­
islation, therefore, is not to inhibit or 
unduly restrict private plans but to in­
sure their continued vitality and viability 
on a sound basis. 

mstory and experience with private 
plans has indicated problems in four 
general areas: vesting, or granting em­
ployees a nonforfeitable right to at least 
a portion of their benefits; funding, or 
insuring the adequacy of assets for pay­
ments under the plan; fiduciary, or as­
suring the ethical reliability of fund 
managers and plan operations, and port­
ability, or allowing pension rights to fol­
low an employee from one job to another. 

The Pension Reform Act addresses it­
self to these concerns. Guidelines are set 
forth in determining eligibility of par­
ticipants, including such factors as age, 
years of service and interrupted service. 
The vesting section provides the em­
ployer three differing options from which 
to choose: 25 percent after 5 years plus 
10 percent for each of the next 5 years­
full vesting after the 15th year; full vest­
ing after 10 years; or 50 percent vesting 
when the sum of age and years in covered 
service equals 45-with 100 percent vest­
ing 5 years later. Covered service prior 
to the legislation's enactment would be 
taken into account in determining bene­
fit entitlements. 

Minimum funding requirements call 
for annual employer contributions suf­
ficient to cover normal costs and amor­
tization of all plan benefits. A termina­
tion insurance program is included which 
would protect workers against plans that 
partially or completely fall. Participants 
would be covered to a maximum of $20 
monthly times the years enrolled in a 
plan or plans. Pension plan managers 
would have to meet certain minimum 
fiduciary standards to assure their com­
petence and trustworthiness, and the 
funds themselves would have to be placed 
in diversified investments. Plan partici­
pants would be required to be provided 
with comprehensible explanations of a 
plan's features and its financial condi­
tion. 

Provision is made for plan participants 
moving from one job to another who wish 
to transfer pension benefit credits ac­
crued in previous employee service. Also 
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included is an arrangement whereby self- careful compromise. We require in-depth 
employed individuals are encouraged to reporting and disclosure standards so 
set up their own retirement plans that unions and employees will know just 
through a system of tax incentives but where they stand. We require itemized 
with specified limits on the benefits and accounts of assets, receipts, disburse­
contributions under such a program. ments, loans, leases, and other important 

In reconciling the interests and con- information. The fiduciary is required to 
cerns of both employer and employee in diversify holdings to minimize potential 
this legislation, Congress is seeking a losses. 
balance which can fairly satisfy most of The legislation's provision on vesting 
those involved. We should be establish- is noteworthy. Followers of White House 
ing an encompassing program, compre- and congressional pension legislation 
hensive in scope, to cover adequately all know that a hangup has been the dif­
those problems which experience tells us f erence of opinion as to how soon and 
should be dealt with. While I support the when an employee should be vested. So 
bill now before us as a considerable im- what we have done is to give participants 
provement over the present approach, I three options. In the first option, an em­
feel it could be stronger in the protec- ployee can become fully vested after 10 
tion it affords the American worker cov- years of service. In the second option, he 
ered by its provisions. Although this can become vested by 25 percent after 5 
measure is not a final answer to the years, and then full vesting after 15 

· problems of the private pension plan sys- years. The third option is the ''rule of 
tern, once it is enacted and we have the 45". That is, 50 percent vesting when age 
opportunity to observe its impact over a plus years of service equals 45, and then 
period of time we will be in a position to increasing to 100 percent by 10 percent 
evaluate its effects and then .recommend each year. 
whatever changes may be warranted. We As for eligibility, our compromise re­
should, however, give this legislation the quires that a person become eligible not 
full opportunity to achieve its intended later than age 25 or after 1 year of serv­
and necessary purposes. ice. The funding section is simple. For 

The pension reform measure we pass new plans all unfunded liabilities must 
should assure that private pension sys- be funded in 30 years and 40 years is the 
terns do what they are intended to do, time schedule for existing plans. 
and do so in a sound and businesslike The heart of the bill, 1n my view, is 
manner. I believe the legislation, as re- plan termination insurance. Pensions 
ported by the two committees which are def erred wages, and they are also 
considered it, can help accomplish this. based on the probability that a certain 

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Chairman, for Amer- number of people in the pension plan will 
lea's working people legislation to pro- retire el:!.ch year. As I said previously, 
tect private pension plans is long over- the Everett situation saw all the liabili­
due. It is perhaps our most important ties come due at once. In our bill we es­
piece of unfinished business. For too long tablish a Pension Benefit Guaranty Cor­
we have permitted tragedies in which poration. All plans are required to insure 
the hope of a pension becomes a broken unfunded vested liabilities. 
promise. We have reached a reasonable accord 

We, on the Education and Labor Com- with the Ways and Means Committee on 
mittee, have worked many months and tax treatment of group plans and on 
years to shape this legislation. Frankly, Keogh self-employed plans. 
pension protection is one of the most Mr. Chairman, the people of America 
complicated subjects ever to come before have been asking for this overdue legis­
us. But there is nothing complicated to lation. They deserve it. Let us make sure 
the letters which I am sure all Members that def erred wages will never be de­
of this House have received from poople ferred permanently. 
who, for one reason or another, were Mrs. SCHROEDER. Mr. Chairman, I 
shortchanged on the pension they had would like to express my enthusiastic 
been promised. ~upport for the two bills being offered 

It was my honor to chair a subcom- today as substitutes to H.R. 2, H.R. 12906, 
mittee hearing in Seattle last April dur- and H.R. 12855. Together these bills pro­
ing which we took testimony from local vide a series of reforms in private pen­
parties concerned about pension reform. sion plans to transform what has been 
Among those who appeared were Chuck up to now an amalgam of giant lotteries 
Mahlum and Farris Bryson of the Asso- into a sensible, standardized, supervised 
ciation of Western Pulp and Paper plan of retirement income for older per­
Workers. The three of us live in Everett, sons in America. 
Wash., where a local paper mill closed in Private pension plans have assumed 
1972. Because all the liabilities came due increasing importance in this country 
at once, there were insufficient assets in over the past 10 years. Today some 30 
the pension fund to cover the several million Americans are covered by pension 
hundred employees. Workers who had plans, including nearly half of all full­
served the company for 20 yea.rs got sev- . time nongovernment employees. Another 
erance checks and directions on how to 14 million persons are covered by Gov­
get to the local employment office. ernment plans; this represents a 50-per-

With the legislation that has already cent increase in one decade of persons 
been passed by the Senate and which is covered by these two types of plans. The 
pending here today, we can prevent the median pension payment for those re­
kind of rending experiences that occurred tiring has doubled over this same period 
in Everett. We can assure people that of time; and today these plans have in 
after years of faithful service they will excess of $150 billion in assets. Up to 
not become throwaways. now, pension plans have been character-

! think our substitute bill is a wise and ized by gross deficiencies in organization 

and gross inequities in distribution of 
benefits. Far too many people never draw 
the pensions toward which they have 
contributed their hard-earned dollars, 
money they had counted on, and to 
which they are entitled-not as a reward 
but as a matter of right. 

The legislation before us would protect 
working men and women from being 
arbitrarily deprived of these retirement 
benefits by establishing minimum stand­
ards for companies offering such plans 
and by preserving tax advantages to en­
courage their participation. H.R. 12906 
would establish tighter reporting and 
disclosure requirements to provide each 
participant or beneficiary with a written 
description of the plan and a summary 
of the annual financial report to be sub­
mitted to the Secretary of Labor. 

Members would thus be informed of 
their schedule of benefits, eligibility and 
vesting provisions, claim procedures and 
remedies, bases of financing, and any 
other plan provisions which affect their 
rights as employees. Fiduciaries of the 
plans are required to discharge their du­
ties "solely in the interest of the partici­
pants"; they are prohibited from en­
gaging in transactions purely for their 
own gain, directed to diversify invest­
ments so as to minimize the risk of loss 
to plan members, and to make available 
copies of the plan description and annual 
report to keep the public well inf armed. 

Under this bill, a company offering a 
pension plan would be required to extend 
coverage to every employee who has 
reached the age of 25 and completed 
1 year of service; employers may choose 
one of three plans by which to convey 
increments; most employees would re­
ceive 100 percent vesting after 15 years 
of service. Adequate funding would be 
required for current and prior liabilities; 
and a Pension Benefit Guaranty Cor­
poration would be created to provide 
insurance against termination in case a 
company folded before its employees be­
gan to receive their benefits. Both the 
Labor Department and the Internal Rev­
enue Service are authorized to enforce 
various aspects of the legislation; and 
the bill has the sanction of both crim­
inal and civil penalties to be imposed in 
the event of violations. 

H.R. 12855, title 11 of the substitute 
bill, offers identical provisions for par­
ticipation and coverage, vesting, and 
funding. In addition, this bill would also 
increase the tax deduction for retirement 
plans of self-employed persons; limit 
the amount companies can set aside 
as part of profit sharing and money 
purchase pension plans; and allows indi­
viduals not covered by any qualified pri­
vate or government pension plans to 
deduct up to 20 percent of their earned 
income up to $1,500 to be set aside in 
a special custodial account, in a credit 
union, a bank, a savings and loan ac­
count, or a life insurance company, 
whichever they choose. 

It mandates automatic joint and sur­
vivor annuities unless an individual, with 
full knowledge of the terms of the an­
nuity, voluntarily in writing "opts out." 
Finally, title 11 would require the So­
cial Security Administration to maintain 
records of retirement plans in which 
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former employees who have not yet re­
tired have vested benefits, and to provide 
this information to plan participants and 
their beneficiaries on request. This in­
formation reserve is a major step in the 
direction of instituting portability of 
pension rights, so that a person will one 
day be able to transfer benefits from 
job to job. 

The repercussions of this extensive re­
form will be widespread indeed; retired 
persons in this country will have more 
money to spend, enabling them to live 
more comfortable lives in a more self­
sufficient way, and providing them with 
the purchasing power necessary to con­
tribute to the overall stability of the 
economy. Accumulated security plans 
appear to be gradually leading toward 
earlier retirements, enabling people to 
enjoy the middle and later years of their 
lives, exploring new ways in which to 
experience their leisure time. In addi­
tion. pension funds are themselves be­
coming a source of financial power, as 
a source of corporate capital and real 
estate investment. Finally, retirement 
programs will become an increasingly 
important component of the overall ben­
efits package used by companies to at­
tract and retain employees. They will 
provide an incentive for both union and 
nonunion indust ries to formulate pen­
sion plans where none presently exist 
and to improve existing benefits for the 
worker. 

While H.R. 12481 and H.R. 12855 ad­
dress themselves to a number of long 
overdue. much needed reforms, they 
represent only a beginning in solving 
some of the problems in our private pen­
sion system, especially as that system 
affects women. Private pension plans 
have not looked kindly on women who 
work and then leave their jobs tern-

. porarily oo give birth or to raise a family. 
or women who work part time. Moreover 
women generally receive less benefits 
than men simply because they are still 
discriminated against in employment 
and salary opportunities. We should not 
hesitate to do away with these inequities 
now. 

The present pension bill provides for 
vesting at age 25. I would support a pro­
vision to set eligibility at age 25 or after 
3 years of service, whichever occurs first. 
Many persons in this country begin to 
work upon graduation from high school. 
at age 18. A number of women who start 
to work at 18 leave the work.force for a 
couple of years to have children and then 
return-BO percent of all first births in 
this country occur before a woman 
reaches 25. If vesting is to be truly a 
nonf orfeitable right, it should not be de­
f erred for any arbitrary reason. particu­
larly when this results in hardship to 
both blue collar workers and to working 
women. 

While the legislation under considera­
tion does mandate survivorship benefits 
to be automatic unless they are explicitly 
waived, I would support a plan whereby 
both the worker and the spouse are re­
quired to waive their rights to these 
benefits. Since it is the spouse who is 
directly affected, he or she should par­
ticipate directly in the process of waiver. 

Part-time employment is often a neces-

sity for many women in this country, 
particularly those with family responsi­
bilities or who are over the age of 65. 
One-third of all working women work 
only part time or part of a year; yet, 
many private pension plans exclude em­
ployees whose customary employment is 
less than 24 hours per week. I would sup­
port a provision which would include 
pension credit for part-time work, reduc­
ing the baseline figure to 20 hours per 
week and allowing proportional credit 
for such employment on a prorata basis. 

The Labor Department has declared 
pensions to be a form of salary; yet we 
know all too well, despite legislation to 
the contrary, that there exist gross dis­
crepancies and inequities between male 
and female earning power in this coun­
try. Women are more apt to be white 
collar workers than men. but the jobs 
they hold usually pay far less than those 
of men. The existence of separate ac­
tuarial tables for men and women in the 
same jobs are discriminatory against 
women, for they include statistics for 
nonworking women and compute their 
figures to arrive at an average, not a 
median, age. The result has been that 
women in the same occupation as men 
are given a life span up to 10 years 
longer, a figure which is very misleading. 
It is imperative that we continue to fight 
to reverse the trend towards sex dis­
crimination in employment by making 
explicit in this legislation the prohibition 
of such discrimination in granting bene­
fits, implementing programs, and in any 
way administering the act. It is also im­
portant that we continue to give mean­
ing to title VII of the 1964 Civil Right.s 
Act by encouraging stronger enforce· 
ment of its provisionns by the EEOC. 

From board room to boiler room, work­
ing women have been deprived of :finan­
cial security in this country. The patterns 
of employment for women are rapidly 
changing; let us pass legislation which 
both reflects these facts and protects 
these fundamental rights. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
pension safeguards are becoming in­
creasingly important as the private plans 
grow and increasing numbers of Amer­
icans come to depend upon them as ma­
jor sources of retirement income. An 
estimated 25 to 30 million Americans are 
covered today, and their number is ex­
pected to reach 42 million by 1980. Pen­
sion plan assets now exceed $150 billion 
and are expected to be $225 billion by 
1980. Such funds have become a major 
source of investment capital. 

Yet there is still no law governing the 
management of such funds or assuring 
that workers will receive the pensions 
they have been promised, even though 
workers may have been contributing to­
ward them for many years. A recent Gov­
ernment study shows that in 1972, there 
were 1,227 plans terminated involving 
42,000 claimants. The total present value 
of the lost benefits amounted to $48.7 
million for all claimants and $34.4 mil­
lion for those retired, eligible for retire­
ment, or whose rights were fully vested. 

There are two outstanding examples 
of the situation this legislation is intend­
ed to remedy in the 23d minois District. 
The closing of the General Steel and 

American Zinc plants adversely affected 
the pensions of many workers who had 
not put in 30 years of service before they 
were terminated. All contributions to the 
pension fund were lost to these workers, 
and most were too old to find other em­
ployment but not old enough to collect 
Government benefits such as social 
security. 

The impact current inadequacies in 
pension regulation have had in my con­
gressional district persuaded me to be­
come one of the original cosponsors of 
H.R. 2 and work for its enactment. 

Under this bill, a company offering a 
pension plan would be required to extend 
coverage to every employee who has 
reached the age of 25 with 1 year of serv­
ice. An employee's right in his pension 
plan would vest-that is, become legally 
enforceable--under one of three mini­
mum standards: first. graduated vesting 
beginning with at least 25 percent after 
3 years. increasing to 100 percent after 
15 years; second. 100 percent after 10 
years, with nothing before that period of 
time; third. 50 percent when years of 
service and age of employee total 45, 
10 percent per year over the next 5 years. 
Most employees would have 100-percent 
vesting after 15 years of service. 

Adequate funding would be required 
for current and prior liabilities of the 
fund, and strict fiduciary standards 
would be established for persons who 
manage pension funds. This is to protect 
the fund's existence. An insurance pro­
gram would be created to protect against 
plan termination, as well as a reporting 
and disclosure requirement so that in­
formation about a plan and its transac­
tions may be monitored. Enforcement of 
the bill's provisions will be carried out 
by the Labor Department and the Inter­
nal Revenue Service. 

With regard to self-employed indi­
viduals and persons working for com­
panies without pension plans, there are 
provisions in the bill to improve their 
situation. There are provisions to in­
crease the amount self-employed indi­
viduals can set aside and deduct for 
retirement purposes from 10 percent of 
their income up to $2,500 per year to 
15 percent up to $7,500. There are also 
provisions to permit ~mployees not 
covered by pension plans to set aside and 
deduct for retirement purposes 20 per­
cent of their yearly income up to $1,500. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the case for 
this legislation is clear. and I hope that 
my colleagues will vote to protect the 
pension rights of millions of Americans. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, H.R. 2, 
the Employee Benefit Security Act, brings 
before us a genuine milestone amongst 
all the legislation that has been or will 
be considered by this Congress. It will 
go a long way toward providing full pro­
tection for millions of American workers 
participating in pension plans. 

I would like to commend the e:ff orts of 
the distinguished chairman of the Gen­
eral Subcommittee on Labor of the Com­
mittee on Education and Labor <Mr. 
DENT) as well as those of the acting 
chairman of the Committee on Ways and 
Means <Mr. ULLMAN) in developing a bill 
which combines substantive provisions on 
vesting, fundiq, portability, termination 



4446 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE February 27, 197 4 
insurance, fiduciary responsibility, and 
reporting requirements with tax provi­
sions covering deductible contributions. 

Mr. Chairman, some 36,000,000 Ameri­
can workers are presently participating 
in some sort of pension or retirement 
scheme. It is essential that comprehen­
sive, effective protection be extended to 
these workers so that their pension ex­
pectations will not be eliminated by busi­
ness or pension plan failures. In my dis­
trict alone, two major plant closings in 
the last decade-those of the Westing­
house vending machine plant in Spring­
field and the Perkins Machine and Gear 
Co. facility in West Springfield, have laid 
bare the inadequacies of present pension 
regulation. 

Hundreds of workers who had been 
employed for many years suddenly dis­
covered that they had no vested rights to 
pension benefits, and that the funds upon 
which they had depended to supply their 
retirement needs were underfunded. 
Some have since died without a single 
penny of reimbursement for the many 
years' contributions· they made. Many 
others cannot even draw reduced annuity 
payments because they are too young. 

Similarly tragic cases such as these 
abound throughout the country. It is 
apparent that improved Federal stand­
ards are necessary to halt the inequities 
they produce. 

Title I of the bill provides these op­
tions for the vesting of pension rights: 
full vesting after 10 years of service; 25 
percent vesting after 5 years with full 
vesting after 15 years; and a "rule of 45" 
whereby a worker with 5 years of service 
will be 50 percent vested when his age 
and years of service equal 45, and 10 per­
cent additionally vested each successive 
year thereafter. 

In all cases, when a worker acquires 
a percentage vesting, he has an undis­
putedly clear right to benefits no matter 
what happens subsequently. The bill en­
visages the possibility of his leaving his 
employer or the business failing without 
harm to his right to some pension 
benefits. 

Title I also assures adequate contri­
butions to fund every plan so that it will 
always be able to meet its obligations. A 
further guarantee of this is provided by 
mandatory plan termination insurance, 
which will set up a pension insurance 
fund that can back up pension plans that 
might fail for reasons from embezzle­
ment to business failures. 

Title II of the bill concerns itself with 
the amounts that constitute deductible 
contributions to individual plans for self­
employed individuals as well as to other 
qualified plans like profit sharing or 
money purchase plans. It insures that 
both individuals and employees covered 
by qualified plans will be able to receive 
adequate pensions upon retirement from 
their savings. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to give 
H.R. 2 my support. At present, only one­
half of the nonagricultural work force 
are covered by some sort of pension plan. 
That section can too easily fall prey to 
any number of circumstances that might 
totally deprive them of any equity in 
their established fund. And for nearly all 

of these workers, vesting occurs only 
upon retirement. 

This situation is entirely too chance­
ridden. It must give way to enforceable 
standards and effective regulation. The 
Employee Benefit Security Act will help 
to encourage expansion and growth of 
pension plans because it sets up enforce­
able criteria for the management o.f all 
kinds of funds, whether existing or new. 
The act demands fiduciary standards 
from those entrusted with the operation 
of pension plans. Both the Labor Depart­
ment and the Internal Revenue Service 
would administer those provisions most 
appropriate to their area of expertise 
and collaborate in those areas which 
require joint action. Th.is, I believe, will 
satisfy both workers and employers who 
feel that their interests deserve repre­
sentation in this crucial secfor. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation is both 
complex and far reaching in effect. It will 
have a profound impact on the latter 
years of millions of workers. It can en­
able them to enjoy their retirement with 
dignity. I am pleased that I can so whole­
heartedly endorse this bill. I urge my 
colleagues to join me in supporting it. 

Mr. CAREY of New York. Mr. Chair­
man the House will vote soon on final 
passage of historic pension reform leg­
islation-a joint bill produced by the 
House Ways and Means Committee and 
the House Education and Labor Commit­
tee. For the first time, the 30 million 
workers covered by company and union 
pension programs will enjoy Federal 
guarantees that their pension plans will 
provide the retirement benefits to which 
they look forward and have earned. 

Present tax law already encourages the 
establishment and continuing operation 
of pension programs in private industry 
and commerce. For over 30 years, the 
Federal Government, through favorable 
tax treatment of retirement fund invest­
ments and earnings, has enabled millions 
of Americans to invest in their futures. 
Deductions are permitted to employers 
and employees for contributions to pen­
sion plans, plus, increases in the value 
of these funds are not taxable until the 
retired worker actually starts receiving 
payments from the fund-when his tax 
bracket is substantially lower. 

By 1980, 42 million Americans will be 
covered by pension programs, and pen­
sion plan assets will,rise from a 1972 book 
value of $150 billion to $225 billion by 
1980. These vast sums will now be pro­
tected and will be used to maintain work­
ers and their families in economic se­
curity after completion of their active 
working years. 

Mr. Chairman, the House Ways and 
Means Committee, on which I have the 
honor to serve, has worked long and hard 
in producing title II of the composite 
legislation we are considering today. We 
have had extensive hearings on this mat­
ter and considered the bill during 33 ex­
ecutive sessions of the committee. I wish 
to salute Chairman MILLS for his leader­
ship and commitment to pension reform 
legislation; our distinguished acting 
chairman, Congressman ULLMAN, for his 
leadership during the exhaustive, day­
by-day work of the committee; and Con­
gressman JOHN DENT, for his continuing 

efforts in behalf of pension protection 
and reform. I also wish to salute the 
membership of both the committees for 
achieving this statesman-like jurisdic­
tional allocation of the bill's provisions­
title I to Education and Labor, and title 
II to Ways and Means. This itself is clear 
evidence of the firm commitment shared 
by both committees to making pension 
reform and pension protection a reality. 

The committee has worked diligently 
to see that, in adding protective guaran­
tees for pension rights, plans currently 
operating were not harmed. Many 
amendments were added to the bill to 
take the special needs of certain exist­
ing plans into account, while still main­
taining revenue losses to the Treasury 
at a minimum. 

Provisions in both bills for tax treat­
ment, coverage, portability, insurance 
and funding represent truly landmark 
legislation in this vital area of insuring 
tens of millions of Americans with secure 
retirement years. I mentioned earlier the 
hundreds of billions of dollars that these 
combined funds will contain. 

It is my hope that that these increas­
ing billions will be used to provide addi­
tional badly needed mortgage money for 
housing. Mortgage interest rates in 
excess of 8 percent on a national scale 
have practically brought the home con­
struction industry to a halt. This in turn 
has a very serious dampening effect on 
all the industries that service the con­
struction, finishing, equipping and fur­
nishing of these homes. Slack in employ­
ment is then further aggravated by de­
creased production, plus energy crisis 
unemployment. 

The average worker, looking at the 
housing market right now, can see no 
way to buy a decent home for himself and 
his family. Housing averages approxi­
mately $30,000 for each new start, and 
inflationary pressures have driven the 
prices of other housing up at about 10 
percent rate per year. What is needed 
badly right now is an increase of mort­
gage money in the private housing 
market. 

Investment of increasing amounts of 
these institutional investments and 
portfolios in housing would permit some 
easing of the cost of credit in this vital 
area. It would provide a steady growth 
investment and, most appropriately, it 
would permit the American worker to 
borrow pen.$ion funds now, in order to 
provide decent, reasonably priced hous­
ing for his family. 

Mr. Chairman, I cannot emphasize how 
significant this legislation is. We are 
taking the first step in Congress to 
guarantee the American worker with a 
certain and secure economic future. We 
will be looking at pension reform laws 
in the next several years. We will see 
whether deductions should be raised or 
lowered. We will evaluate inclusion of 
other types of plans in the coverage and 
tax deduction provisions which will be 
enjoyed by those coming under the 
protections of this pending bill. 

The bill certainly does not represent 
nor promise utopia. Making this plan 
work will require a healthy, productive 
economy, increased investment oppor-
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tunities for these funds in housing and 
other growth investment markets, and a 
commitment on the parts of both labor 
and management to see this legislation 
work. I am confident that all these condi­
tions will be met. 

Mr. Chairman, as a member of the 
House Ways and Means Conunittee, I 
support and urge the passage of this 
bill-legislation easing the mind of the 
worker who fears loss of pension at re­
tirement, encouraging labor and man­
agement to invest in the senior consum­
ing years of retired workers, and pro­
tecting and enhancing the security rep­
resented by pension plans already in op­
eration. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I want to say 
I am pleased I was able to be of direct 
assistance to a number of concerned 
groups of workers in securing inclusion 
of provisions protecting and improving 
their present pension plans. We can all be 
proud of this Pension Reform Act of 
1974-legislation that will prove a sound 
investment in America's and our own 
futures. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendments offered by the gentle­
man from Texas <Mr. ARCHER). 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was refused. 
Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I make the 

point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will 
count. 

Sixty-two Members are present, not a 
quorum. The call will be taken by elec­
tronic device. 

The call was taken by electronic de­
vice, and the following Members failed 
to respond: 

[Roll No. 50] 
Addabbo Hansen, Wash. Price, Tex. 
Baker Holifield Reid 
Brasco Jarman Roberts 
Burton Jones, Tenn. Rooney, N.Y. 
Camp Kluczynski Rose 
Carey, N.Y. Kuykendall Rosenthal 
Carney, Ohio Long, Md. Rostenkowski 
Chisholm. V...ailliard Sikes 
Clark Martin, Nebr. Sullivan 
Conyers Michel Thompson, N.J. 
Crane M1lls Tiernan 
Culver Minshall, Ohio Wiggins 
Davis, Wis. Mitchell, Md. Wilson, 
Dulski Mosher Charles H., 
Frelinghuysen Moss Calif. 
Gray Nicb,ols Yatron 
Gubser Powell, Ohio 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker pro tempore <Mr. McFALL) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. BOLAND, 
Chairman of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union, re­
ported that that committee having had 
under consideration the bill H.R. 2 and 
finding itself without a quorum, he had 
directed the Members to record their 
presence by electronic device, when 383 
Members recorded their presence, a 
quorum, and he submitted herewith the 
names of the absentees to be spread upon 
the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
CXX--281-Part 4 

The CHAIRMAN. For what purpose 
does the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
rise? 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
tellers. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUmIES 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, a par­
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to make a point of order against 
the request of the gentleman from 
PennsYJ}vania for a teller vote. The gen­
tleman had sought to get a vote on the 
amendment, and he failed to do so, and 
then he asked for a quorum call. Fur­
ther, the vote was announced that the 
ayes had it. Then the gentleman failed 
to be able to get a recorded vote, and 
when the gentleman could not get a 
recorded vote he then made the point of 
order that a quorum was not present. I 
would like to have us proceed in the reg­
ular order. 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BOLAND). The 
Chair will inform the gentJeman from 
Texas that the Committee has not 
passed on to other business, and the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania is en­
titled to ask for a teller vote on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) but he may 
not ask for a recorded vote. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, a fur­
ther parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Chairman, did the 
gentleman not have to do that before 
he asked for a quorum call, and before 
the vote on the amendment was 
announced? 

This appears to me highly irregular. I 
have been here for only 3 years, but I 
have never seen anything like this hap­
pen in those 3 years. 

The CHAmMAN (Mr. BOLAND). The 
Chair will state to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. ARCHER) that it is not highly 
irregular. It is not necessary to take a 
teller vote before a recorded vote, and the 
order of preference is within the discre­
tion of the Member asking for the vote. 
A teller vote is now in order if the gen­
tleman from Pennsylvania requests one, 
and a sufficient number of the Members 
of the Committee agree to his request. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, a parlia­
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman wlll 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, is it not al­
ways in order that any Member of the 
House, when he suspects or believes there 
is not a quorum present at any point of 
order in the business of the House, can 
call for a quorum? 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. BOLAND). The 
Chair will state to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. DENT) that the gen­
tleman has stated the general principle. 
The Chair again will inform the Mem­
bers of the Committee that the gentle­
man from Pennsylvania is within his 
rights in demanding a teller vote, but not 
a recorded vote. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. nu PONT. Mr. Chairman, a parlia­
mentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. DU PONT. Mr. Chairman, my par­
liamentary inquiry is this: Is it the rul­
ing of the Chair that at any time fallow­
ing a request for a recorded vote, or a 
teller vote, in which a sufficient num­
ber of Members do not arise, that at any 
time later on in the proceedings of the 
House a Member is entitled to get a vote 
on an amendment that has been adopted 
on a voice vote? 

The CHAffiMAN (Mr. BOLAND). The 
answer to the inquiry of the gentleman 
from Delaware is no; only if the Com­
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union has not proceeded with 
further business. 

TELLER VOTE 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair­
man appointed as tellers Mr. ARCHER 
and Mr. DENT. 

The Committee again divided, and the 
tellers reported that there were--ayes 
111, noes 158. 

So the amendments were rejected. 
Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I move that 

the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker pro tempore <Mr. McFALL) 
having assumed the chair, Mr. BOLAND, 
Chairman of the Committee of the · 
Whole House on the State of the Union, 
reported that that Committee having 
had under consideration the bill <H.R. 2) 
to revise the Welfare and Pension Plans 
and Disclosure Act, had come to no 
resolution thereon. 

PROTEST ON TITLE I FORMULA 
DEVELOPED IN ELEMENTARY AND 
SECONDARY EDUCATION ACT 
<Mr. PEYSER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, within the 
next week or two we are probably going 
to have action on the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, and at this 
time I want to register a strong protest 
on the formula developed in this legis­
lation specifically dealing with the ques­
tion of title I moneys. 

Mr. Speaker, I am a member of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, and 
deeply disturbed over what has hap­
pened in the development of this pro­
gram-it is going to strike a blow at 
nearly every urban area in the country, 
and it is going to change the real thrust 
of title I, which was supposed to be di­
recting money to the areas where there 
are poverty children who are in need of 
extra aid in education. 

It seems to me any dilution of this 
effect which is going to happen if this 
legislation is passed the way it is now 
proposed is going to be very detrimental 
to the entire program. 

I am entering into the RECORD a com-
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plete statement as to what the impact of 
this bill on title I will be. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of both the 
Education and Labor Committee and its 
General Education Subcommittee, I have 
actively participated in the 13 months of 
hearings and markup session held on 
H.R. 69. During this time, the committees 
attempted to carry out a thorough in­
vestigation of all aspects of the Elemen­
tary and Secondary Education Act, and 
especially the title I program, aid to dis­
advantaged children, and its formula for 
distributing funds. It is unfortunate that 
after all of its careful deliberations the 
committee was forced to vote on a for­
mula for title I which it had not seen 
prior to its being offered as an amend­
ment, and for which there was no data 
indicating its effect on different areas of 
this country. 

Throughout the hearings and subse­
quent to full committee passage of H.R. 
69, a great number of myths about as­
pects of the new title I formula and about 
New York State have been created to 
cloud the real issues and to insure ac­
ceptance of this new formula .. I would 
like to take this opportunity to clarify a 
number of confusing points and inaccu­
racies that surround the title I formula. 

It has been stated that the new com­
mittee formula is better than the old 
formula because it uses the "more fiexi­
ble and realistic" Orshansky poverty in­
dex to determine low-income eligibility 
for title I. However, no one has taken the 
time to truly describe to the Members of 
this body either what the Orshansky 
formula is or what its limitations are. 

The Orshansky poverty index was de­
veloped to be a means of evaluating the 
relative economic well-being of diverse 
groups in our society, especially farm and 
nonf arm dwellers. Its basic concept is 
that the well-being of a family is indi­
cated by the percentage of income used 
to purchase necessities, and that families 
needing to use the same proportion of 
income for a given level of food expendi­
tures are considered to have the same 
level of living. 

The index was developed in 1963 from 
an analysis of the percent of income de­
voted to food expenditures by families 
and the lowest dollar outlay at which a 
housewife can hope to provide a recom­
mended nutritional goal for her family. 
The consumption information for the 
comparison was supplied by a 1955 De­
partment of Agriculture food consump­
tion survey and a 1961 study of family 
expenditures conducted by the Depart­
ments of Labor and Agriculture. Al­
though food expenditures represented 
only 30 percent of the use of a person's 
income, it was felt that by comparing 
food expenditures, the relative poverty 
of different groups could be found. Ini­
tially, 1963 price and income levels were 
used with the cost of food figures being 
derived from the Department of Agri­
culture's "Economy Food Budget Plan," 
and it was estimated that a farmer got 
approximately 30 percent of his food 
from his farm so farm poverty levels 
were set at 70 percent of nonfarm levels. 
In 1968, two modifications were made: 
one called for the use of the Consumer 
Price Index to update prices rather than 

just changes in the food plan cost as 
had previously been used; and the other 
revised the farm poverty levels upward to 
85 percent of the nonfarm. 

The criteria for the Index are: sex of 
the head of the household; whether the 
head of household is over 65; number 
of children under 18 in the ·household; 
total size of household; whether the fam­
ily is a farm or nonf arm family-this is 
not a rural-urban differentiation, so that 
nonfarm persons in Los Angeles or Snow­
fiake, Ariz., are considered equivalents. 

The limitations of this inqex start 
when it is noticed that the base levels 
of the index were set over 10 years ago, 
and the data used to derive the base 
levels was over 9 years old at that time. 
Furthermore, the index uses only food 
expenditure data as its basis, ignoring 
such necessities as cost of housing and 
transportation, medical expenses, a per­
son's assets, and the difference between 
the cash income of a farmer, who has a 
greater ability to use income tax provi­
sions, and a nonfarmer. Mollie Orshan­
sky, the index's developer, has said of 
the index: 

It {the index) concentrates on the income­
food relationship, although in urban fam­
mes, particularly those handicapped not only 
by a lack of money but by minority status 
and large fam111es, the cost of housing may 
be critical. 

It should also be noted that there was 
no attempt to account for the "cost-of­
living" differences in the initial deter­
mination of the cost of food and the sub­
sequent updating of price levels for the 
index, and, thus, the index tends to over­
state poverty in ''low-cost-of-living" 
areas-rural-and to understate poverty 
levels in "high cost-of-living" areas­
metropolitan areas. Ms. Orshansky rec­
ommended in her testimony before the 
Special Education Subcommittee that 
"further analysis" of the formula be con­
ducted before it was used as a poverty 
index. 

Throughout the Education and Labor 
Committee's consideration of - the re­
newal of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, the Orshansky poverty 
index was continually offered as a new 
and better way of determining eligibility 
of children for title I moneys. The gen­
eral shortcomings of the Orshansky 
formula have already been mentioned, 
but there are specific failures of it that 
are especially relevant to its use in title 
I. It is argued that the index is more fiex­
ible than a static poverty level, and that 
it is better than the "outdated" figure of 
$2,000 that was set in 1965. Ms. Mollie 
Orshansky answers these by saying, "The 
index is a still photograph, not a moving 
picture," and this still photograph was 
taken in 1963, 2 years before the "out­
dated" 1965 determination of $2,000, and 
its subject was 1955 data. Further, it 
should be realized that the count of peo­
ple below the Orshansky poverty level for 
States, counties, and cities is from the 
decennial census, and thus Orshansky is 
as dependent on 10-year-old census data 
as the old formula. 

In considering title I, it must be re­
membered that the funds ~ppropriated 
for this program have never been suf­
ficient to meet the needs of all of the 

eligible children. Under the 1960 census 
and $2,000 poverty level, the number of 
children below the title I poverty level 
was approximately 4,800,000-which is 
comparable to the number of children 
under the 1970 census at $3,500 poverty 
cut off-while the use of Orshansky will 
increase the number of children to about 
7,700,000. This 50-percent increase in 
the number of children will cause a dis­
persion of monies to the extent that the 
true effectiveness of title I in helping 
disadvantaged children is questionable. 

A final effect of the Orshansky formula 
is to shift the funds out of urban areas 
and distribute them in farm areas. This 
shifting of funds is in direct contradic­
tion to the movement of people, includ­
ing poor people, from rural areas into 
metropolitan areas, and coupled with 
the greater dispersion of money, the re­
sult is a decrease in funds for almost all 
urban centers while they are increasing 
in the number of eligible children. 

The use of the Orshansky poverty in­
dex in title I will alter the purpose of 
the program, which was to aid localed­
ucation agencies with concentrations of 
disadvantaged children, and this change 
will severely harm the attempt to pro­
vide an equal educational opportunity 
to all disadvantaged children. 

Another point concerns the eligibility 
for title I assistance of children from 
families who have income in excess of 
the poverty cut off from AFDC. It is 
argued that AFDC is not a reliable pov­
erty .indicator since the payment levels 
differ from State to State and since cer­
tain groups do not register for AFDC. It 
is also argued that AFDC is biased 
against rural areas, and many ineligible 
people are receiving payments. 

The clearest response to the complaint 
about the differing level of payments was 
made by the Social Services Adminis­
tration in their response to the question: 
"Does the variance between AFDC eli­
gibility and payment levels refiect the re­
gional variations in cost of living and as 
such, constitute an important part in 
an equitable distribution of funds?" The 
reply was: 

Although there are variations in AFDC e11-
gib111ty and payment levels which do favor 
States With less restrictive eligib111ty rules 
and higher payment levels, if AFDC data are 
used to allocate funds, we are unaware of 
any other more adequate data which is pro­
vided county-by-county [Title I ts a county 
distribution formula] on a relatively current 
basis (yearly) which could be used for an 
equitable distribution of funds. These data 
can be augmented by data on the ethnic­
racial composition of jurisdictions in such 
a way as to increase funds to communities 
with higher proportions of ethnic-racial 
concentrations [thus compensating for the 
failure of groups to register] . , 

AFDC payment levels do vary from 
State to State, but in reality-although 
the Orshansky index ignores this fact-­
so does the true level of poverty. 

In, regard to the argument that AFDC 
is biased against rural areas, this bias is 
as much a result of the failure of the 
States, especially in the Southeast, to 
provide the necessary assistance as it is 
caused by any shortcomings with the 
AFDC program. The lower payment lev­
els and the failure to provide out-reach 



. " 
February 27, 197 4 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 4449 
services are not due to the poorness of 
the States, but rather are part of a gen­
eral disinterest of Southern States in 
providing services to their citizens. This 
is clearly shown when one compares the 
average relative tax effort-which is 
compiled by the Advisory Committee on 
the Intergovernmental Relations by cll­
viding the personal income adjusted for 
"tax capacity" by the total State and 
local tax collectio~f the Northeast 
to the Southeast, which are 12.87 and 
10.05 respectively. It should also be noted 
that over the last 2 years, since 1972, the 
Southeast's increase of 55.4 percent in 
the number of children from families 
over $2,000 from AFDC is far greater 
than any other regional increase in the 
country. As these States increase their 
efforts, the so-called bias of AFDC will 
disappear. 

The last complaint about AFDC was 
that there were many ineligible people 
on its roles. This argument does not dis­
credit AFDC, but rather says that there 
is a need for reforming it to insure that 
only eligible people receive payments. 
This reform has been initiated, and the 
recent social security regulations require 
that the AFDC rolls be reviewed every 6 
months to weed out any ineligible people. 

As was stated by the Social Services 
Administration, AFDC is probably the 
best way of getting updated accurate data 
on the number of poverty families in a 
community. Further, I think it is ridicu­
lous for anyone to try to argue that peo­
ple on AFDC are not impoverished. 

A further point of argument is that 
permitting a State to use the higher of 
either its State average per pupil expend­
iture or the national average per pupil 
expenditure is a great inequity, and that 
the committee formula corrects this 
inequity by limiting States to 120 percent 
over and 80 percent below the national 
average per pupil expenditure. The basis 
of his argument is that New York is get­
ting more than its fair share since-

The extra cost-the difference between 
New York's average per pupil expenditure be­
ing 150 percent of the national and its aver­
age teacher salary being only 120 percent of 
the national average-are apparently due to 
a large degree to the very rich pension sys­
tem which that State maintains. 

This myth of the New York State 
Pension System causing the higher per 
pupil expenditure in my State was first 
created during the committee proceed­
ings on the title I formula and is once 
again being used to justify a section of 
the new formula that is inequitable. Al­
though New York State does maintain a 
pension system more liberal than many 
States, this is not the basic reason that 
our per pupil costs are 150 percent of the 
national average, while our average 
teacher salaries are only 120 percent of 
the national average. The "richness" of 
New York's pension system only accounts 
for approximately 5 percent of the addi­
tional costs of educating our students. 

The major reason for the difference in 
costs and teachers' salaries is that New 
York State has a much higher profes­
sional-instructional-staff ratio than 
exists nationwide. The staffing ratio in 
New York State exceeds the nationwide 
ratios by approximately 25 percent in 

total instructional staff and by 18 percent 
in classroom teacher staffing. This dif­
ference is a result of New York State's 
commitment to providing quality educa­
tion for all of the children of our State. 
It is strange to me that a State which is 
trying harder than anyone else to pro­
vide quality education should be singled 
out, criticized, and legislated against for 
its efforts. 

Another point that should be made 
about this argument is that the four 
States and the District of Columbia that 
exceed the national average per pupil 
expenditure by more than 120 percent, 
are receiving pupil grants under title I, 
which represent only 19.83 percent of 
their State per pupil expenditure, while 
a State such as Minnesota is receiving 
grants that are equal to over 25 percent 
of its per pupil expenditure. Although 
New York may be receiving more dollars 
than other States under the present title 
I formula, it is getting comparatively less 
than other States are for their children. 

It is very clear that the committee 
formula does not correct any of the 
shortcomings of the existing formula, 
and that it actually creates some new in­
equities. It is unfortunate that this for­
mula was secretly contrived and that 
the committee was forced to vote on it 
without the availability of requested 
pertinent data and in an atmosphere of 
hostility created by myths about New 
York. I, and all New Yorkers, believe 
that there is a need for a positive up­
dating of the allotment formula for title 
I, but, that in developing a new poverty 
index, the Congress should be concerned 
with helping all disadvantaged children 
and not merely cutting funds for New 
York State and the densely populated 
areas throughout this country. 

The committee's formula is not a good 
formula and it should be changed. 

INTRODUCTION OF "COMPREHEN­
SIVE SCHOOL HEALTH ACT" 

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

Mr. MEEDS. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to join with 37 fell ow House Members in 
introducing today the Comprehensive 
School Health Act. Senator DICK CLARK 
is introducing a similar bill today in the 
Senate. 

The bill would set up a 3-year program 
of teacher training, demonstration proj­
ects to develop, disseminate and evaluate 
health education curriculums, and, in the 
final year of the bill, provide direct 
grants to State and local schools to start 
programs. The full range of health pro­
grams is included-dental health, disease 
control, environmental health, family 
life and human development, nutrition, 
safety and accident prevention, smoking 
and health, substance abuse, consumer 
health, and venereal disease. 

I have worked closely with national 
PTA representatives, health education 
specialists, and others in drafting this 
bill. In fact, the PTA has pledged itself to 
active support in passing meaningful 
health education legislation this session. 

The President's Committee on Health 

Education, in their 1971 report, found 
glaring lacks in spending on prevention 
and health education. Of the $75 billion 
Americans spend on health care, 93 per­
cent goes for treatment of illness, 5 per­
cent for research, 2 percent for preven­
tion, and one-half of one percent for 
health education-in short a crisis-ori­
ented health program. 

The committee concluded that coher­
ent health education in schools largely 
does not exist in this country. Each State 
has a mishmash of requirements varying 
widely in time, topic, and relevance to 
current problems. In many cases, health 
education seems to consist largely of a 
little first aid training, a few antismok­
ing lectures, dire warnings about loose 
living, and some nutritional advice from 
food company propaganda. I am sure 
there are some splendid programs avail­
able in isolated instances, but, overall, 
school health education is tragically ir­
relevant to the problems of what I call 
"cultural" disease-disease caused or ag­
gravated by our way of life and control­
lable by informed living habits and atti­
tudes. 

What I call "cultural" disease includes 
things like nutritional excess, drug abuse, 
sedentary living in polluted urban envi­
ronments--problems that cannot be 
cured by vaccination, by refrigerating 
food, or by purifyin~ the town water 
supply. But they are preventable and 
they are controllable by informed living 
habits and attitudes. 

For example, the President's commit­
tee found that 37 percent of middle-in­
come f amllies were poorly nourished, too 
fat or too thin. They heard testimony in 
Los Ahgeles that 1 of 5 high school 
students will contract VD before receiv­
ing a high school diploma. But in some 
schools teachers are not even allowed to 
mention venereal disease in class. Sta­
tistics on drug and alcohol abuse among 
the young and not so young are stagger­
ing. 

Education for personal health and 
health citizenship among today's young 
people should have a high priority. In­
stead, we find that the quality of health 
education in our schools is largely inade­
quate, virtually nonexistent in the cru­
cial first 10 years of life. It is not an iso­
lated problem. It is found in school 
districts all across the Nation. It is a 
problem of national impact and national 
concern. My bill seeks to focus that con­
cern and find solutions to the problem. 

CONGRESS SHOULD ENACT LEGIS­
LATION TO DETER SKYJACKING 
AND ACTS OF TERRORISM 
<Mr. HUDNUT asked and was given 

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

Mr. HUDNUT. Mr. Speaker, last Fri­
day morning, February 22, I was in 
Friendship Airport at Baltimore prepar­
ing to return to my district when the 
abortive skyjacking attempt occurred. I 
was horrified at the instant barbarism 
that surfaced, and like everyone else, 
was frightened by the awful sequence of 
events that quickly unfolded, which 
ended in the deaths of a security guard, 
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the copilot, and the deranged skyjacker 
himself, and the critical wounding of the 
pilot. But, also, I was very impressed by 
the dispatch with which the law en­
forcement authorities and the emer­
gency medical service personnel handled 
the matter-within an hour or so, they 
had returned the airport operations to 
"business as usual." The unfortunate in­
cident reminded me of the fact that 
many of us, including myself, had in­
troduced antiskyjacking legislation a 
year or so ago, and that this legislation 
had not yet been reported to the floor 
of the 93d Congress. So I resolved, upon 
my return to Washington from Indian­
apolis, to take up this matter with the 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com­
mittee, of which I am a member, and to 
make a strong appeal to Congress to act 
on this important subject. 

In broad outline, the different bills that 
have been introduced would implement 
the Hague Convention so far as expand­
ing jurisdiction over skyjacking is con­
cerned. Furthermore, they provide for 
penalties ranging from 20 years up to 
death as a penalty for skyjacking; give 
the President power to suspend air serv­
ice to and from any country that pro­
vides sanctuary for skyjackers or assists 
any terrorist organizations engaged in 
skyjacking; and authorize the Secretary 
of Transportation to suspend the oper­
ating authority of foreign air carriers 
that ·fail to meet minimum security 
standards. We cannot say what the Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce Committee 
will come up with specifically, but we can 
say that some such legislation seems very 
much in order. 

Not that passage of this or any other 
law will guarantee the American public 
complete safety and immunity against 
the aberrant human behavior of de­
mented persons who resort to kidnap, 
piracy, murder, assassination, and so 
forth, to achieve their goals; but we are 
a government of laws and not of men, 
and we must protect American citizens 
against those in our society who illegally 
take the law into their hands and 
threaten the well-being of their fellow 
men. The legislation before the. commit­
tee will do as much as is humanly possi­
ble in Federal law to enact stringent 
antiskyjack measures that will effec­
tively deter people from undertaking 
irrational acts of violence that lead to 
tragedies such as the one that occurred 
last Friday. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not the place to 
argue philosophically about the advan­
tages and disadvantages of the death 
penalty, but it is the place to say that the 
Congress has a responsibility to protect 
society against crimes of violence such as 
skyjacking, and that tough laws, effec­
tively enforced, cannot fail to help. We 
are living in a time of rising terrorism. A 
young heiress is kidnapped in California 
to extort free food for the hungry, a 
newspaper editor is abducted in Georgia 
because some revolutionaries object to 
the liberal bias of the press, a would­
be skyjacker in Baltimore runs amuck in 
an effort to commandeer a plane he re­
portedly wants to crash into the White 
House, the IRA in the heart of Great 
Britain carries out a program of sys-

tematic ruthless destruction, Arab com­
mandoes kidnap and murder Israeli ath­
letes at the 1972 Munich Oympics, a lead­
ing periodical-Newsweek, February 25, 
1974-carries an article on "The 'Mor­
tality' of Terrorism" which tells us that 
over the last 6 years, American intelli­
gence experts have chronicled a total of 
432 major acts of international terrorism, 
including 235 bombings, 94 skyjackings, 
and at least 57 kidnappings, in which at 
least 196 people died, some 300 others 
were injured, and property damage and 
ransom payments ran to uncounted mil­
lions. 

The ultimate answer in society's war­
fare against terrorism lies in changing 
the hearts of men so that respect for the 
law and love of one's fellowman can 
supersede resorts to violence. This is a 
job of the homes, schools, churches, and 
synagogues of America, together with 
other institutions that are concerned 
about the formation of people's charac­
ter, beliefs and attitudes. Nonetheless, a 
partial answer lies in the enactment of 
legislation that will set the parameters 
beyond which certain types of behavior 
are unacceptable. It does not take very 
much provocation sometimes to scrape 
away the veneer of civilized behavior 
that covers the baser instincts in un­
redeemed human nature. One function of 
Government is to preserve that veneer 
and prevent it being ripped off, because 
there is no grievance that can be con­
sidered a fit object for redress by erratic 
and barbaric behavior in which men take 
the law into their own hands. Civilization 
will be preserved, and our society will be 
held together, at least in part because 
the rule of law is sustained, and because 
the laws of the land are swiftly and 
strictly enforced. No one has a right to 
do violence to another person, his life or 
property, anywhere, any time, and it is 
Government's obligation · to protect the 
citizen from such violence. 

I believe that the antiskyjacking legis­
lation currently pending before the Con­
gress, such as is embodied in the bill I 
am cosponsoring, H.R. 3470, and in 
other similar measures, will help Gov­
ernment fulfill this essential function­
and I urge its speedy passage. 

TIME TO INVESTIGATE THE 
HOARDERS 

(Mr. VANIK asked and was given per­
mission to address the House for 1 min­
ute, to revise and extend his remarks and 
include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, I am today 
preparing legislation to impose a tax of 
50 cents per barrel on all gasoline held 
in storage by one owner in excess of 30 
days. My legislation would also impose a 
10 cents per barrel per month tax on all 
oil and other petroleum products in ex­
cess of 300 barrels held by one owner in 
excess of 30 days. The gasoline and oil 
held in reserve under Government order 
and in quantities of less than 300 barrels 
would be exempt. Gasoline and oil for 
agricultural use or held in retail service 
and available for immediate sale will be 
exempt. 

This tax is directed at the sequestering 
and hoarding of gas at storage centers, 

rented ships and vessels, railroad tank 
cars, and closed retail establishments. It 

. is also designed to provide an accurate 
registration of supplies on hand with 
penalties for nondisclosure. 

While there may be substance to en­
ergy czar Simon's statement that indi­
vidual motorists are maintaining higher 
quantities in their gas tanks, this is 
miniscule when compared to tremendous 
quantities of gasoline and oil held by 
others. Today there are practically no 
large storage facilities available for the 
storage of gasoline and other petroleum 
products. They are substantially com­
mitted to hoarders, speculators and 
others hedging against higher prices. 
The costs of storage are negligible when 
compared to skyrocketing prices of gas­
oline and oil as a commodity in future 
markets. Thousands of tank cars are 
filled with fuel in railroad yards and on 
sidings. Monthly rental fees for tank cars 
are small when compared to the soaring 
cost of gasoline and petroleum products. 

Abandoned gas stations are being uti­
lized for speculators for the storage of 
fuel. Even tanker ships are being rented 
and moved around the high seas by 
American speculators. The gasoline sta­
tion lines, the skyrocketing prices of gas­
oline, and the squeeze on the American 
consumer is a problem substantially 
made in America by Americans. 

The only way that we can fight hoard­
ing and speculation and their damaging 
effect on our entire economy is to pro­
vide a tax system which will compel the 
reporting of speculated and hoarded sup­
plies. It is time that this vital informa­
tion on supplies becomes mandated by 
law. The American people are fed up with 
circumstances which hold them hostage 
to the statistics of the American Petro­
leum Institute and the other big brothers 
who manipulate our supplies of oil and 
gasoline. 

STUDENT LOAN AMENDMENTS OF 
1974 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Oregon (Mr. DELLENBACK) is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. DELLENBACK. Mr. Speaker, I 
have introduced today H.R. 13059 which 
sets forth a series of amendments to the 
guaranteed student loan program 
which are being proposed by the ad­
ministration. A short title of the bill is 
the "Student Loan Amendments of 
1974." 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the Depart­
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
for developing their legislative recom­
mendations for the guaranteed student 
loan program on rather short notice. In 
January the House passed H.R. 12253 
to extend the so-called "Tydings amend­
ment" which would allow the expendi­
ture of fiscal year 1973 and fiscal year 
1974 education appropriations during 
1975. This extension had virtually unani­
mous support and we should get it to the 
President at the earliest possible date. 

In the other body, H.R. 12253 was 
amend to drop the needs test for 
certain students to qualify for in-school 
interest subsidies under the guaranteed 
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student loan program. This action by 
the other body prompted our Special 
Subconunittee on Education to hold a 
series of hearings on this issue. 

Just yesterday, the Special Subcom­
mittee on Education reported out to the 
full committee a bill which likewise 
would remove the requirement of a 
formal needs test for most students so 
that students from middle income fami­
lies will find it easier to secure loans for 
this fall. 

Mr. O'HARA, the chairman of the Spe­
cial Subconunittee on Education, has in­
dicated on several occasions that the 
legislation which we hope to pass in the 
next several days is considered by the 
subcommittee very much an interim 
solution to the many problems that be­
set this student loan program. I strongly 
support the chairman's commitment to 
begin in-depth studies and hearings 
quickly to come up with a longer range, 
comprehensive set of amendments that 
will enable us to reach the highly de­
sirable goals of increasing the accessi­
bility of student loans, reducing the de­
fault rate, and eliminating the require­
ments that tend to discriminate against 
certain students · because of their par­
ents' income. 

Mr. Speaker, the amendments sug­
gested by the administration seek to ac­
complish these same objectives. They 
are suggested by the administration as 
short-range solutions. Other suggestions 
will be made by the administration in 
time to be considered by our conunittee. 

A number of my colleagues on the 
committee join with me in an affirmation 
of our open-mindedness about and wil­
lingness to examine carefully all of the 
proposals that we hope and expect to re­
ceive in the days ahead from lenders, 
institutions of postsecondary education, 
State guarantee agencies, students and 
others. 

Mr. Speaker, I feel that the amend­
ments which I am introducing today have 
substantial merit and are certainly in­
tended to achieve the objectives which 
many of us have voiced for this program. 
I hope that my colleagues on the com­
mittee and all those involved in this pro­
gram will study them seriously and give 
us their views. 

Because of the urgency for getting 
these amendments considered as broadly 
as possible and as soon as possible, I am 
inserting as part of my remarks the let­
ter of transmittal from the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare to you, 
Mr. Speaker, along with a section-by­
section analysis of the proposed bill 
itself: 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 

February 26, 1974. 
Hon. CARL ALBERT, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
Washtngton, D.O. 

DE&R MR. SPEAKER: Enclosed for the con­
sideration of the Congress 1s a clra.ft bW "To 
a.mend the Higher Education Act of 1965 to 
provide for increased accesslbillty to guar­
anteed student loans, to extend the Emer­
gency Insured Student Loan Act of 1969, and 
for other purposes." 

This draft blll, which has the short title 
of the "Student Loan Amendments of 1974," 
would modify the Guaranteed Student Loan 
program in order to increase the avallablllty 
of such loans for all students, slmpllfy the 

administrative operations of the program, 
and reduce loan defaults. The bill will also 
amend the Basic Educational Opportunity 
Grant program to permit interest expenses 
on guaranteed student loans to be counted 
in determlnlng the amount of the award. 

First, the bill would extend the Emergency 
Insured Student Loan Act of 1969 for two 
years and would increase the maximum 
a.mount of the special allowance provided 
thereunder from three to four percent. This 
change would increase the :flexibility of the 
Secretary, in conjunction with the Secretary 
of the Treasury, to increase the a.mount of 
the special allowance during periods of high 
interest rates. 

Second, the bill would remove the distinc­
tion in the student loan program between 
those loons which are only guaranteed and 
those for which an interest subsidy ls pay­
able as well, by phasing out the interest 
subsidy program. During the recent period 
when the total loan volume has been re­
stricted. because of a shortage of ava.ilaible 
funds, many lenders have been using the 
needs test (which applies only to elig1Jb111ty 
for interest subsidies) as a. means of ration­
ing the amount of funds they were willing 
to commit to the program. The result has 
been that many middle income students 
have been unable to obtain even a guaran­
tee. The draft blll would remedy this prob­
lem by providing that the interest subsidy, 
now awarded under the loan program, be 
made through the Ba.sic Educational Op­
portunity Grant Program in the years of in­
struction for which a basic grant ls a.va.11-
a.ble. When the basic grant program ls fund­
ed for all undergraduate students, the in­
terest subsidy would cease to exist under this 
proposal, and thus there would no longer be 
a needs test in the Guaranteed Student Loan 
Program. 

The bill also contains a provision increas­
ing the aggregate loan 11.mitation for grad­
uate students to $25,000. Many graduates 
students a.re unable to take full advantage 
of the Guaranteed Student Loan Program 
because they have borrowed up to the cur­
rent 11.mit of $10,000 during their under­
graduate and early graduate yea.rs. Examples 
are found in health professions education 
(medical and dental training), but this 
could also be true of law schools and other 
graduate education. Such students should 
be able to continue to use the Guaranteed 
Student Loan Program for their professional 
education. 

Other proposals contained in this bill are 
compounding of interest when the student 
and the lender agree to defer interest pay­
ments on student loans until the beginning 
of the repayment period; (2) a provision re­
lating to the determination of need for an 
interest subsidy for students attending in­
stitutions outside the United States; and 
(3) the ellmina~ion of the defense of in­
fancy with resppect to student loans insured 
by the Commissioner. 

The Department wm be developing for 
Congressional consideration a. more compre­
hensive set of proposals designed to improve 
the operation of Federal student aid pro­
grams. The enclosed bill contains only those 
proposals which are necessary to correct 
problems which are having an immediate lm­
pact and for which corrective action needs 
to be ta.ken without delay. Those more com­
prehensive proposals wlll be submitted to 
the Congress in sufficient tlme to be con­
sidered in connection with the extension 
of the Higher Education Act. 

I am also enclosing for your convenience 
a section · by section analysis of the bill. 

I urge prompt and favorable consideration 
of this proposal. 

The omce of Management and Budget ad­
vises that enactment of this proposed legis­
lation would be 1n accord with the program 
of the President. · 

Sincerely, 
FRANK c. CABL"O'CCY, 

Acting Secretarv. 

8TuDENT LoAN AMENDMENTS OF 1974, SECTION 
BY SECTION ANALYSIS 

Section 2. Increase in special allowance 
and extension of the Emergency Insured Stu­
dent Loan Act of 1969. Extends for two years 
the authorization for a special interest al­
lowa~e under the Emergency Insured Stu­
dent Loan Act of 1960 and increases the 
maxim.um amount of Euch allowance from 
3 to 4 percent. 

Section 3. Federal pai1ments toward inter­
est costs on insured student loans. (a) 
Amends the 7 % subsidy provision to cover 
only students who are undergraduates and 
who were in college prior to Aprtl 1, 1973. 
Thus, the avalla.blllty of subsidized loans 
would correspond to those yea.rs of instruc­
tion for which basic grants are not available 
(juniors and seniors in school year 1974-75): 

(b-) Amends the guaranty provision for 
State and private nonprofit student insur­
ance programs to cover any insured student 
loan rather than just those for which an 
interest subsidy ls payable or would be pay­
able except for lack of need. (Conforming 
amendment.) Also expands the Federal guar­
anty for such programs to cover not only 
principal, but also interest accruing up to 
the beginning of the repayment per.lad. (The 
Federal program already covers both prin­
cipal and interest.) 

( c) Provides for an increase in the amount 
of payments under the basic grant program 
to cover 100 percent of the cost of interest 
charges payable by the student on loans in­
sured under title IV-B of the Higher Educa­
tion Act. Such interest charges would be in­
cluded in determining whether the amount 
of the basic grant determined for any stu­
dent meets the minim.um $200 requirement 
in the Act (or the $50 minim.um grant which 
applies when the schedule of reductions ls 
in effect). 

Section 4. Permitting the compounding of 
interest on student loans. Would permit 
lenders in both the State agency and Federal 
programs to compound the interest in those 
cases where the note provided for the defer­
ral of interest payments. 

Section 5. Increase in loan limitation. In­
creases the maximum. a.mount of loans a 
graduate student may receive in any year 
from $2,500 to $5,000 in both the Federal and 
State agency loan programs. Also increases 
the aggregate amount of insured loans by a 
graduate student from $10,000 to $25,000 in 
both programs. The repayment period for all 
borrowers would be extended to a ma.xlmum 
of 15 years and the total maximum period 
of the insured loan would be increased from 
15 to 20 yea.rs from the initial date of bor­
rowing. 

Section 6. Determination of need outside 
the United States. Provides that where a. stu­
dent ellglble to receive an interest subsidy 
attends an institution located. outside the 
United. States, any determination of need 
may be made by the Oommissioner, the State, 
or the private nonprofit agency (whichever 
ls appropriate) rather than by the institu­
tion. 

Section 7. EHminatwn of the defense of 
infancy with respect to Federally insured 
student loans. Provides that a student shall 
not be under a disablllty to enter into a stu­
dent loan contract because of his minority, 
and that such a contra.ct may not be dis­
avowed because of such minority. 

Section 8. Effective Date. Provides that, ex­
cept !or those amendments which are ef­
fective immediately, the amendments .made 
by this Act shall be e1Iective 90 days after 
enactment. 

GUARANTEED STUDENT LOANS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order <>f the House, the gentle­
man from Min:o.esota (Mr. Qum) is rec­
ognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, I am happy to 
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join the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. 
DELLENBACK) the ranking member of the 
Special Subcommittee on Education, in 
cosponsoring a bill recommended by the 
administrwtion to amend the guaranteed 
student loan program. 

Our committee has been investigating 
the problems associated with this pro­
gram for some time. Most of us feel that 
educational institutions and lenders have 
applied far too rigidly the needs test 
which was required by the Education 
Amendments of 1972. Although we have 
tried to encourage institutions and lend­
ers to consider the :figures of such formal 
needs tests as good guidance rather than 
:final judgment, the result has been a 
denial of even a guaranteed nonsub­
sidized loan for many students from mid­
dle-income families. 

The bill which I am joining in spon­
soring today is not the comprehensive 
proposal which I am sure our committee 
will be making within the next year or so. 
It, like other interim measures being con­
sidered in the Education and Labor Com­
mittee, should be viewed as changes for 
1 year. I intend to work with Representa­
tives DELLENBACK, O'HARA, BRADEMAS, and 
others during the coming months to in­
vestigate many major proposals that are 
being suggested. And I expect that the 
administration will have further recom­
mendations in the coming months as well. 

Mr. Speaker, I like the major proposal 
of the administration's recommenda­
tions-to phase out the so-called subsi­
dized loan and move toward one type of 
easily accessible loan. Such a loan would 
not discriminate against some students 
who happen to have parents that make 
over $15,000 adjusted family incomes. It 
would recognize the fact that 18-year­
old are adults, that it is they who will 
repay the loan, and that at least 43 
States now give 18-year-olds the right 
to sign legal contracts on their own be­
half. 

·Further, one type of guaranteed loan, 
at 7-percent interest to students, would 
not tempt families and students to take 
out the largest possible loan-which I 
believe no-interest loans do many 
times-but only that amount the stu­
dent legitimately needs to meet reason­
able educational costs. I believe this 
move, along with other necessary amend­
ments, would reduce the alarming in­
crease in loan defaults. 

I fail to see how we. are doing any 
person a favor by tempting him-or 
even allowing him-to take out one of 
the present subsidized loans in an 
amount greater than necessary. That is 
why I am opposed to the amended ver­
sion of H.R. 12523 which our Special 
Subcommittee on Education reported out 
yesterday. 

I favor dropping the formal needs test 
for students from families below an ad­
justed $15,000 income. But I feel the 
lender should be provided information 
about what the student and his f amlly 
will actually contribute. I believe lenders 
want and deserve this information be­
fore they make a subsidized loan. I also 
see there are good reasons for limiting 
the amount of subsidized loans that can 
be received without a needs test to $1,500. 

GOVERNMENT OVER-REGULATION 
OF OUR ECONOMY IS ABOUT TO 
DO IT AGAIN-CREATE MORE 
SHORTAGES: BREAD AND SUGAR 
SHORTAGES ARE BEING PRE­
DICTED 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from New York <Mr. KEMP) is rec­
ognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. KEMP. Mr. Speaker, there was a 
time-not too many years ago--when we 
prided ourselves, as a Nation, on not 
being subject to the shortages and scar­
cities which plagued other countries. 

We could look with pride at our Amer­
ican production capabilities-our f ac­
tories and our farms. Our granaries and 
warehouses were full. Goods got to mar­
ket, and services were performed. This 
is no idealized image of what our econ­
omy and our abundant life which rested 
upon it were like. It was a reality. 

Sure, we had economic problems from 
time to time; the economy was not al­
ways stable. But while we had some un­
employment and families suffering the 
hardships of low income, we tried and 
did do something about those problems. 
Why? Because we always were borne for­
ward by a conviction that the spirit and 
vitality of a free people could rise to meet 
any economic challenge-and that spirit 
was well grounded, for it was rooted in 
the history of our national experience. 

Along this prosperous road something 
happened, slowly at first, then a virtual, 
headlong rush. Some thought govern­
ment could do a better job. "All we need," 
it was argued by proponents of big gov­
ernment," is a little tampering here, a 
little adjustment there." "It may take a 
little agency with several hundred em­
ployees to do it, and we may even have to 
pass a law or two, but"-they argued­
"the government legislators can aright 
the imbalances in our economy; they can 
smooth things over." 

Thus, over the past 40 years, Govern­
ment ceded unto itself more and more 
power and authority. A few laws became 
many. A few regulations became thou­
sands. The size of the Federal payroll 
grew into the millions of employees. The 
budget mushroomed until it stands as 
nearly a third of the entire gross national 
product. And, with this growth there 
came a repression of the spirit of the peo­
ple-that spirit to try to do the job for 
themselves. As Government took more 
power, people began to acquiesce 1n it, 
saying, "Leave it to Uncle Sam." 

At some point-no matter who was 
President, no matter what Political party 
was in power, no matter what party con­
trolled the Congress-it was all bound to 
start falling apart. Excessive regulation 
so wore down the capacity of the econ­
omy to produce goods and services that 
scarcities and shortages were not only 
predictable but also inevitable. 

What have we lost-all of us-as a Na­
tion and an economy-because of this? 

We have lost our productive edge on 
other countries. Nations, like the Soviet 
Union and Japan, are close on our heels. 
There would be little wrong with that 
in a freely competitive arena, but 
this loss of our margin is a result of our 

own making. That is what is wrong with 
it. 

We have also begun to lose the spirit 
which buttresses a productive capability 
of people. 

And, we have since 1953 lost a national 
production level of $1.8 trillion short of 
reasonably full production; as well as, 
$451 billion in additional tax revenues 
with which we could have paid our bills 
instead of indebting further the taxpay­
ers; and, 48 million man-years of em­
ployment. These facts have been recently 
documented by Dr. Leon H. Keyserllng, 
the former chairman of the Council of 
Economic Advisers. · 

We have gone through a beef shortage; 
we are going through a gasoline shortage. 
As a matter of fact, according to a recent 
study released by the National Associa­
tion of Manufacturers, we are now living 
through shortages in over 600 commodi­
ties-zinc, aluminum, asphalt, steel, 
nylon, cotton, paper, plastics, coke, iron, 
silver, and, as I said, about 600 more. 
Some shortages are more obvious than 
others; we all eat beef and drive cars, 
so meat and fuel shortages are more 
noticeable. Others are when one is per­
sonally involved-like ·in one's business 
or work. 

Against this background, I think one 
can see why I was so disturbed by this 
morning's newspaper accounts that we 
may soon be struck with two additional 
major shortages: Bread and sugar. 

As to bread, the current prediction­
and let us hope it does not happen 
and the Department of Agriculture "as­
sures" us it will not-is that we may be 
without it on our shelves for a full month 
late this spring until the new wheat har­
vests start coming in. The reasons are 
varied, and their validity and real im­
pact are also varied. Some ascribe the 
shortages to exPort-import Policies; oth­
ers to inadequate production: still others 
to various forms of Government manipu­
lations of the commodity markets. What­
ever the reasons, they all have one base: 
They are all a product of Government 
regulatory Policy-of regulation and 
control. 

The same can be said for the Potential 
sugar shortage. 

If we do have a shortage in either or 
both of these areas, What will happen? 
First, since the supply will go down, 
the price will go up. You and I will have 
to pay more. Unfortunately, Congress 
may react by trying to control prices, 
which will decrease production even fur­
ther; laws will be proPosed, some may 
be passed. New regulations will be pro­
mulgated. And, of course, televised hear­
ings will be the feature of mid-morning 
home viewing. 

Are we to have a bread czar too? 
Are we to have a sugar czar too? 

.. Where will this end? If we do not stop 
this excessive regulation and return to 
the laws of supply and demand-which 
result in both increased supplies and 
decreased prices-we are inviting eco­
nomic chaos. And, the people will-as 
they should-hold the Members of this 
body resPonsible for not having acted in­
telligently on the matter. 

We need a repeal of the control stat-
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utes which have accentuated this eco­
nomic turmoil. Laws intended to alleviate 
the shortages have merely made them 
worse. We need a change in attitude in 
this country, a move toward the realiza­
tion of economic freedom-the base for 
all freedom. And, we need these things 
now. 

AVAILABILITY OF THE ARTS TO 
THE HANDICAPPED 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Maine (Mr. COHEN) is rec­
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
joining with Senator PERCY in introduc­
ing a concurrent resolution in the House 
and Senate to encourage greater avail­
ability of the arts to the handicapped. 
Congress over the past 9 years has 
helped contribute to a better quality of 
life through our support of legislation 
for the arts. As President John F. Ken­
nedy once said in words now inscribed 
on the Kennedy Center for the Perform­
ing Arts: 

I look forward to an America which will 
steadily raise the standards of artistic ac­
complishment and which will steadily en­
large cultural opportunities for all of our 
citizens. And I look forward to an America 
which commands respect throughout the 
world not only for its strength, but for its 
civilization a.swell. 

As history points out, we do not meas­
ure the success of a society in terms of 
its gross national product, but in the 
quality and the character of the men 
and women it produces. 

In my opinion, the challenge expressed 
in these words is still facing us today. 
And, its most significant aspect is the 
need to enlarge these opportunities for 
the many Americans who are now denied 
access to the humanizing infl.uence of 
the arts because of the large number of 
architectural barriers that are thought­
lessly placed in their way. One out of 
ten persons has some disability which 
prevents him from using buildings and 
facilit ies designed only for the physically 
fit. These people include 2 million ·chil­
dren with orthopedic handicaps and mil­
lions of adults enfeebled by age or suf­
fering from heart disease, arthritis, deaf­
ness, blindness, or other chronic disa­
bilities. Over and above the permanently 
handicapped of our Nation are the mil­
lions who are temporarily disabled by 
accidents. 

The barriers these individuals encoun­
ter include such basic but formidable im­
pediments as: Doors too narrow for 
wheelchairs or too heavy to be opened 
by an individual using Grutches; long 
stairways too steep for the sufferers of 
respiratory disease; obstructions in the 
paths of the blind; inadequate turnstiles, 
and restrooms with toilet stalls not wide 
enough for the wheelchair-bound. 

I believe it is important at this time 
to emphasize that the goal of a barrier­
free environment in the arts is possible. 
What it takes is a little "Yankee ingenu­
ity" and fiexibility. We should commend 
the Kennedy Center for the Perform­
ing Arts for taking an initiative in this 
area. Here, the handicapped patron is 

perfectly at ease. He is able to park his 
car in a space especially reserved for the 
disabled. He can enter the building by 
any door, since all entrances are ramped. 
Inside, elevators with wheelchair-height 
buttons ascend to balconies and boxes. 
The orchestra floor has ramped en­
trances and spaces for wheelchairs. 
Water fountains and telephones are at 
wheelchair height. Rest rooms have wide 
doors and grab-bars. Special features to 
aid the blind include knurled door knobs 
to indicate danger areas. 

Still, the National Endowment for the 
Arts needs our assistance in bringing 
this most serious and least understood 
problem of architectural barriers to the 
attention of the public and private artis­
tic endeavors they encourage and sup­
port. Despite the large number of citizens 
affected by these barriers, many people 
remain unaware that any problem exists. 
In one nationwide survey, two-thirds of 
all persons interviewed said they had 
given the matter little or no thought. 
However, the same survey indicated that 
once having been made aware of the 
handicapped person's situation, two­
thirds felt more should be done to over­
come these barriers, and 75 percent ap­
proved the use of tax money to assist in 
this task. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very pleased that 
the resolution I am introducing with 
Senator PERCY today has been endorsed 
by Nancy Hanks, Chairwoman of the 
National Endowment for the Arts. With 
this resolution, I believe we have the op­
portunity not only to encourage the use 
of the arts, but to respond to the needs 
of the Nation's handicapped. If we ad­
here to the goal embodied in it, we can 
free these citizens to enter fully in a 
fellowship which knows no cultural or 
language barrier, the enjoyment of the 
arts. 

The text of the resolution follows: 
H. CON. RES. 440 

Concurrent resolution expressing the sense 
of Congress that the arts should be avail­
able to all Americans, including those who 
su1fer physical handicaps 
Whereas access to the arts is a right and 

not a privilege of a.11 Americans; 
Whereas the arts are central to what our 

society is and what It can be; 
Whereas no citizen should be deprived of 

the beauty and the lnsighto into the human 
experience that only the arts can impart; 

Whereas cultural institutions and indi­
vidual artists can make a significant con­
tribution to the lives of citizens who are 
physically handicapped; and 

Whereas the Act of August 12, 1968 (Pub­
lic Law 90-480) already requires that public 
buildings constructed, leased, or financed in 
whole or in part by the Federal Government 
be accessible to the handicapped: Now, there­
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representattves concurring), That it 1s the 
sense of the Congress tha.t--

( 1) the National Endowment for the Arts 
should take a leadership role In advocating 
special provisions for the handicapped. in 
cultural facillties and programs; 

(2) private interests and governments at 
the State and local levels should take into 
account the intent of Congress in passing 
Public Law 90-480 when building or reno­
vating cultural facillties; 

(3) the National Endowment for the Arts 
and all of the program areas within the En­
dowment should be mindful of the intent 

and purposes of Public Law 90-480 and of 
this resolution a.s they formulate their own 
guidelines and as they review proposals from 
the field; and 

(4) a.11 individuals and groups associated 
with production and presentation of cultural 
activities should give consideration to all the 
ways in whJch they can further promote and 
implement the goal of ma.king cultural fa.cil1-
ties and activities accessible to Amercans who 
a.re physically handicapped. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution to the 
Chairman of the National Endowment for 
the Arts and to the Governor of each State. 

THE ENERGY CRISIS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Maryland (Mr. HOGAN) is rec­
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. HOGAN. Mr. Speaker, the chaos 
in my district, as a result of the energy 
crisis, has reached alarming proportions 
and has caused extreme hardship on all 
of us. 

On February 22, 1974, I, along with 
other members of the Maryland congres­
sional delegation, met with Energy Ad­
ministrator William E. Simon and his 
deputies, seeking an additional gasoline 
allocation for Maryland. Mr. Simon real­
ized that an emergency situation existed 
in Maryland and that something had to 
be done immediately. He responded by 
allocating the same day an additional 
8.8 million gallons of gasoline to Mary­
land to carry us through February. We 
are also attempting to convince the FEO 
that a much larger allocation is needed 
for March. 

There are several problems which have 
aggravated the gasoline problem in 
Maryland. The allocation is based on use 
figures for 1972. Maryland's population 
has grown significantly since 1972. In 
addition, the :floods from Hurricane 
Agnes that year caused a lower than nor­
mal fuel use for 2 months of 1972. To 
make things even worse, Maryland is a 
State located in the heavily traveled 
Northeast Corridor. Consequently, much 
of our allocation is used by residents of 
other States while traveling through 
Maryland. 

We have forcefully brought these fac­
tors to the attention of the Federal 
Energy Office as we argued for an in­
creased allocation for March. 

I am told that our problem nationwide 
is that in 1972 the United States con­
sumed 16.3 million barrels of oil daily; 
4.7 million of which was imported. In 
1973 it is estimated that the United 
States consumed 17 .3 million barrels 
daily of which 6.2 million was imported. 
The Arab nations provide over half of 
the world's oil exports. When Arab na­
tions embargo oil, the supplies decrease 
and the price goes up for imported oil. 

As a nation we must launch an all-out, 
crash program comparable to the space 
program to support our energy resources 
and to find alternative sources of energy. 
We must reduce our consumption until 
oil supplies again equal demand. This 
might be done voluntarily or through ra­
tioning. However, usage by industry fs 
hard to reduce so, as a consequence, we 
in the commuting public are !aced with 
the greatest curtailment. We wait hours 
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in line at gas stations. We use public 
transportation if available. We carpool. 
Those living in my district have ex­
hibited remarkable voluntary restraint. 
Yet, they must see that their efforts are 
working if they are to continue the sac­
rifices they have been making. 

If voluntary reductions are not ac­
complished, the alternative is rationing. 
Rationing also is not a perfect solution. 
Any time Government tries to control 
supply and demand, problems-such as 
we are experiencing under the current 
allocation Plan-inevitably result. In ad­
dition, the consumer will pay the admin­
istrative costs of running a program of 
rationing. It has been estimated that it 
will take 17 ,000 employees to administer 
the program. Rationing would favor 
those residents who have access to pub­
lic transportation. It would handicap 
those suburban workers who have no 
public transportation. It would probably 
not inconvenience the bulk gasoline 
user. 

I have been trying to insure that 
Maryland gets its fair share of gasoline. 
The 8.8 million gallons for the end of 
February came as a result of our con­
gressional delegation meeting with the 
Federal Energy Office. It was not enough, 
but it was a help. Although I joined in 
the lawsuit of the State of Maryland for 
a greater allocation, I realized that legal 
action was too slow and ineffective. In 
fact, Governor Mandel's suit was prob­
ably counterproductive because FEO felt 
after the suit was filed, it should deal 
with Maryland at "arm's length." The 
Maryland oongressional delegation con­
vinced FEO officials to give us additional 
gasoline. 

I have been working with the oil com­
panies and the service station trade as­
sociations trying to provide a better dis­
tribution of the inadequate supplies we 
have. I have sent forms to all gas sta­
tions in my district which they can use 
to request increased allocations. In addi­
tion. I am trying to help those individ­
uals who have specific problems related 
to fuel shortages. 

As far as legislation is concerned, I 
have long supported the Alaska pipeline 
which was delayed for years. Congress 
approved its construction last year. 

Mr. Speaker, it is clear that a short­
term energy crisis is upon us. But it is 
clear that a long-term energy crisis 
which is even a greater problem. We 
must make those decisions now to solve 
that long-term problem. 

United States and would provide assist­
ance to any executive agency concerned 
with energy and power. It would con­
stantly review the energy situation, both 
short and long range, taking into ac­
count both international and domestic 
developments. It would assume the re­
sponsibility for making policy recom­
mendations to the President, and would 
oversee the implementation of the poli­
cies which are adopted. The council 
would answer to Congress and its various 
committees in developing its specific re­
sponsibilities and on budgetary matters. 

I have also sponsored legislation which 
would increase our development of solar 
and geothermal energy sources. The cut­
off of Arab oil due to the present Middle 
East crisis has awakened us to the im­
mediate urgency of d·aveloping alterna­
tive sources of energy. Even though solar 
and geothermal energy are some of the 
more promising possibilities, we have put 
forth only token developmental efforts, 
and they have been scattered among half 
a dozen Government agancies. If we are 
to avert a calamitous energy crisis in 
this country without subjecting ourselves 
to economic blackmail from oil-produc­
ing nations, we must undertake a crash 
program for the research and develop­
ment of alternative sources of energy. 
The Judiciary Committee's Subcommit­
tee on Immigration, Citizenship, and 
International Law is probing the prob­
lems related to offshore oil exploration. 

A greai many Americans are skeptical 
about the oil companies' profits and sta­
tistics. Several committees are address­
ing themselves to these problems. We 
must have better data on which to base 
our decisions. 

Presently, there is insufficiant informa­
tion to measure the extent of the petro­
leum shortage and to plan public policy 
to ameliorate and resolve the shortage. 
Consequently, I saw the need to sponsor 
legislation to direct the producers of 
petroleum, natural gas, and refined pe­
troleum products to provide the Federal 
Energy Administration with the in­
formation request.ad regarding the loca­
tion of natural gas reserves and .the po­
tential rates of production of refineries 
and oil ancf gas wells. 

Energy consumption cannot continue 
to increase indefinitely. Research pro­
grams directed toward development of 
new and existing energy sources, ra­
tional and efficient utilization of energy, 
the health and safety of our people, and 
the protection of of the national en­
vironment should have the highest pri- • 
orities. 

The Congress has the responsibility 
for establishing short- and long-term 
energy priorities. It must act expedi­
tiously and decisively. Congress must 
shoulder this responsibility and demon­
strate to the American people that it 
can take concrete initiatives in the 
energy arena. This must have the highest 
priority. I urge our colleagues to do 
whatever we can as quickly as we can 
to help alleviate our ·anergy crisis and 
bring relief to the American consumers. 

STOPPING BEHAVIOR MODIFCA­
TION 

I am sponsoring legislation which I 
hope would provide long-range answers 
to our present shortages. I have intro­
duced a bill which would create in the 
Executive Office of the President, a 
Council on Energy Policy. This council 
would consist of three members who 
would develop a long-range, comprehen­
sive plan for energy utlization in the 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Idaho (Mr. SYMMS) is recog­
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Speaker, on Febru­
ary 14, the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration announced it will cease 
funding projects that involve Skinner-

ian-type behavior n1odification, psycho­
surgery, and chemotherapy. 

We applaud that decision. 
These federally funded Skinnerian 

behavior modification programs are dan­
gerous and wrong-headed, for they are 
based on the assumption that man is 
nothing more than a biological machine, 
devoid of free will and moral respon­
sibility. In this light, man is viewed as 
an object to be manipulated by so-called 
experts. 

The same men who have just been 
stopped from using prisoners as experi­
mental subjects for brain mutilation and 
castration have larger plans for the en­
tire American society. Federally funded 
physician Jose Delgado, who promotes 
the control of violence through brain 
mutilation, advocates billion dollar Fed­
eral involvement in projects for the 
"physical control of the mind," includ­
ing educational programs aimed at chil­
dren and adults to prepare them for the 
acceptance of these methods. In his 1969 
book, "Physical Control of the Mind­
Toward a Psychocivilized Society," Del­
gado offers us a glimpse of the society 
he is promoting: 

Is it feasible to induce robot-like per­
formance in animals and man by pushing 
buttons of a cerebral radio stimulator? Could 
drives, desires and thoughts be placed under 
the artificial command of electronics? 

The individual may think that the most 
important fact of reality 1s his own exist­
ence, but this is only a personal point of 
view which . . . lacks historical perspective, 
for the brief existence of one person should 
be considered in terms of the world popula­
tion, mankind, and the whole universe. 

Delgado has already formulated his 
model for a psychobiologically controlled 
society. It may stun my fellow Members 
to learn that the Center for the Study of 
Violence at UCLA had actually requested 
funding of a project to examine methods 
of electrophysically controlling an indi­
vidual's behavior by remote control com­
puters. 

Mr. Speaker, these psychiatric vision­
aries must be stopped. Let me quote 
Dr. Peter R. Breggin, director of the Cen­
ter for the Study of Psychiatry here in 
Washington, D.C. Dr. Breggin has been a 
leader in the fight against psychiatric 
totalitarianism: 

The future of the United States and the 
world may ultimately be determined by who 
is victorious in the confiict between those 
who would control man through physical 
means and mechanistic psychologies, and 
those who would liberate him through efforts 
aimed at maximizing each individual's free­
dom and opportunity within the environ­
ment. Big Brother will be a psychlatrist­
or a psychosu.rgeon. 

The Federal Government should not 
fund experiments aimed at the psychi­
atrical, psychosurgical, and chemical 
control of American citizens. We are 
happy to know LEAA shares our con­
cerns about the rights of prisoners who 
were being used as experimental animals 
in these projects, as well as the rights 
all of our citizens who may later be tar­
gets of control as these technologies are 
developed. 

We believe that mind control and be­
havior manipulation are contrary to the 
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ideas laid down in the Bill of Rights and 
the American Constitution. These docu­
ments view man as an autonomous being 
with the power of moral choice, and are 
bedrock to our system of political liberty. 

ENERGY CRISIS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Alabama <Mr. EDWARDS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, few of us saw the energy crisis 
coming 5 years ago or 10 years ago. But 
since late 1972, there has been little 
doubt that a very serious problem was 
bearing down on us. Yet the last 12 to 18 
months have been marked by inaction 
and false starts on the part of the Con­
gress rather than decisive legislative 
steps to find a remedy. 

One of the worst problems to arise out 
of the energy crisis is the confusion and 
uncertainty which has developed for 
Americans. The small businessman, the 
service station operator, and many oth­
ers find themselves at the mercy of 
forces they cannot control, unable to 
plan ahead more than a day at a time. 
Rather than taking firm steps to clear 
the air the Congress has further mud­
died the water by starting and stopping, 
weaving and bobbing, displaying a fair 
amount of fancy footwork, but never 
moving to strike decisively. 

I am aware that t.here are no one­
dimensional, one-shot solutions to the 
energy crisis. But we need to start mov­
ing toward remedies. We need to allay 
the understandable concerns of the pub­
lic. We need to provide some answers, 
some clear leadership so that Americans 
can figure out where they stand with this 
problem. We need to prim~ the pumps of 
the legislative process and move energy 
measures on to enactment. 

The Senate finally passed the National 
Energy Emergency Act conference re­
port last week. But this measure has 
been bogged down since before Christ­
mas and I am not sure it was worth the 
wait. I voted for the conference report 
today, but it leaves much to be desired. 
It may create more problems than it 
solves, and I am concerned that it may 
retard production and exploration. If 
this concern proves correct, then we 
must be prepared to move promptly with 
remedial legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, American taxpayers de­
serve a better deal on the energy crisis. 
If we buckle down, I believe we can be­
gin to locate solutions rather than con­
tributing to the problem. 

WOUNDED KNEE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from South Dakota (Mr • .ABDNOR) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. Speaker, 1 year ago 
today a band of dissident Indians, prin­
cipally outsiders, invaded and occupied 
the small community of Wounded Knee 
on the Pine Ridge Indian Reservation 
which is located within my district in 
South Dakota. That occupation captured 

the imagination of the national news 
media, and because Federal law enforce­
ment officials prohibited tribal officials 
from enforcing the law and protecting 
the rights and property of the residents 
of the Wounded Knee area, that tragedy 
continued for 71 days. 

On December 20 of last year I spoke 
here in support of an amendment to the 
flood insurance legislation which was 
then being considered. That amendment 
would have provided Federal compensa­
tion to those innocent victims who lost 
so much during the episode at Wounded 
Knee. When that amendment was de­
feated, I promised to return with sep­
arate legislation that would provide to 
the innocent Wounded Knee victims the 
reimbursement they deserve. 

Therefore, today I have introduced a 
bill which will create a commission with 
the Power to award compensation, to de­
termine who the innocent victims of the 
Wounded Knee incident truly are, and 
what the extent of their damages are. 
My bill further authorizes an appropria­
tion to administer and pay this compen­
sation and subrogates to the Federal 
Government the right to recover from 
those most directly responsible for the 
damages, to the extent of the compensa­
tion paid. 

On a number of other occasions I have 
pointed out what I felt were the failings 
and shortcomings of the Federal Govern­
ment's action at Wounded Knee. Those 
who lived in the Wounded Knee incident 
looked to tribal and Federal law enforce­
ment officials for protection, but were 
denied that protection. Consequently 
their homes, businesses, and ranches 
were vandalized and in some cases des­
troyed. Had it not been for the restraint 
imposed upon the tribal government's 
law enforcement arm by Federal author­
ities, those in the Wounded Knee area, 
who could so ill afford to lose so much, 
may have received the protection every 
citizen has been taught to expect. 

Because of the bizarre manner in 
which this lethal farce was handled, 
those who were wronged find that the 
lawbreakers that were most responsible 
for their losses are in almost all cases 
now judgment-proof or impossible to 
identify. Had the role of the Federal 
Government been di1Ierent, this might 
not now be so. Had Federal officials re­
sponded to the calls for help it would 
not be necessary to introduce this legis­
lation. If this legislation is not passed 
into law, those innocent people who did 
nothing more wrong than select Wound­
ed Knee, S. Dak. as their residence, will 
continue to suffer and be deprived of 
the possessions they had accumulated up 
until their town was occupied by law­
breakers and declared to be a soverign 
state. 

Most of these people who have lost so 
much are the same people that the Fed­
eral Government has tried to induce to 
become economically self-sufficient by 
spending millions of dollars on. These 
people had achieved this, and then 
watched as Federal officials looked on as 
their possessions were burned and looted. 
Although these people have looked to the 
Federal Government for help, they find 

that no existing programs provide the 
relief tbey deserve. 

In Wounded Knee, on the rest of the 
Pine Ridge Reservation in South Dako­
ta, and for that matter, wherever tele­
vision and the rest of the media carried 
blow-by-blow accounts of the confronta­
tion at Wounded Knee, that incident re­
presents injustice and lawlessness. If 
ever respect for law and order is to be re­
stored in this connection, those who suf­
fered most at Wounded Knee must be 
made whole. 

A year has now gone by and this has 
not occurred. Now is the time for relief to 
be forthcoming from the Federal Gov­
ernment, whose action or inaction con­
tributed to the losses. This bill today in­
troduced can do this and I urge the 
Members of Congress to give it the com­
passionate consideration it, indeed, de­
serves. 

OPIUM POPPY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Washington <Mr. PRITCHARD) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. PRITCHARD. Mr. Speaker, my 
first reaction to the news that the Gov­
ernment of Turkey will again permit the 
legal cultivation of the opium poppy is 
one of dismay. If this action was taken 
without first consulting with our State 
Department, then I think it shows a lack 
of good faith. In 1971 the United States 
negotiated an agreement with Turkey in 
which the cultivation of opium poppy 
would be banned in exchange for $35. 7 
million from the United States to assist 
the Turkish farmers in shifting from 
poppy to other crops. The 1971 restriction 
was beginning, I believe, to have posi­
tive affects on the importation of illicit 
opium into the United States. Testimony 
before the Special Studies Subcommit­
tee of the Committee on Government Op­
erations, chaired by my distinguished. 
colleague from the State of Washington, 
FLOYD HICKS, indicated that while this 
might be termed a negative approach to 
controlling illegal drugs, it was legitimate 
recognition of the external variables in­
volved with our internal drug abuse prob­
lem. I trust our State Department will 
apprise the Congress of exactly what 
happened and what its effect will be in 
our efforts to halt the :flow of illicit 
drugs. 

SUGAR LOBBYISTS RECEIVE FAT, 
SWEET FEES 

The SPEAKER pro tem.pore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Illinois <Mr. F'INDLEY) is rec­
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, sugar 
lobbyists for foreign countries are prob­
ably the Nation's most overpaid lawYers. 
If not, they rate high for the sweet deals 
which bring them a lot of money every 
year for what appears to be very little 
e1f ort. They are now parading before 
the Committee on Agriculture, where ex-
tension of the Sugar Act is under 
consideration. 

Best paid is A. S. Nemir Associates, a 
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Washington firm which receives $198,000 
a year for representing Brazil. 

Unfortunately these lobbyists-almost 
all of them are lawyers-have cultivated 
in foreign capitals the erroneous notion 
that their representation on capitol Hill 
is vital to getting Congress to approve 
sugar quotas for their client countries. 
This may have been true in the past. 
Years ago it probably was. But not in 
recent years and not today, at least not 
in the Committee on Agriculture of the 
House of Representatives. 

To his credit, Chairman W. R. POAGE 
refuses to grant personal interviews with 
these lobbyists himself and tries to keep 
their behavior around committee rooms 
in proper bounds. Most of the other com­
mittee members also refuse to meet pri­
vately with these lobbyists. 

This means thdt about all these lobby­
ists do to win fat fees is draft a largely 
useless statement every 3 or 4 years and 
present it during committee hearings 
when extension of the act is under con­
sideration. 

The countries wanting quotas would 
be better otf sending the information to 
the committee through the traditional 
diplomatic channels and saving the cost 
of this over-priced talent. In fact, Con­
gress and the sugar industry would be 
better off too. The existence of this lobby 
tends to put the Congress and the Sugar 
Act in a bad light. The lobby perpetuates 
the illusion that quotas are still passed 
out as the result of high-powered, be­
hind-the-scenes wheeling and dealing. 

Here is current information on the 
lawyers who represent sugar-quota CQIUil­
tries and the size of their fees. It is taken 
from files of the Registration Unit, In­
ternal Security Section, Criminal Divi­
sion of the Justice Department: 

Brazil, Brazllian Sugar and Alcohol In­
stitute. Registered lobbyist: A. S. Nemir As­
sociates. 1230 Pennsylvania Building, Wash­
ington, D.C. 20004. Fee: $198,000 per year. 
Received $148,500 during twelve-month pe­
riod ending October 9, 1973. 

Barbados, West Indies Sugar Association, 
Inc.; Ecuador, Compania Azucarera Valdez, 
Sociedad Agricola Industrial, Azucarera 
Tropical Americana, S.A. and Tababuela In­
dustrial Azicarera, C.A.; British Honduras, 
Belize Sugar Industries; Panama, Companie. 
Azucarera La Estrella, S.A., Azucarera Na­
c1onal, S.A., Government of Panama; Great 
Britain, Tate and Lyle, London, England. 
Registered lobbyist: Arthur L. Quinn and 
Arthur Lee Quinn, 723 Washington Building, 
Washintgon, D.C. 20005. ·Fees: $18,250 from 
Panama; $15,000 from British Honduras; 
$25,000 from Great Britain; $35,000 from Bar­
bados; and $25,000 from Ecuador. Received 
$118,044.03 during twelve-month period end­
ing August, 1973. 

South Africa, South African Sugar Associa­
tion. Registered lobbyist: Casey, Lane and 
Mittendorf, 26 Broadway, New York, New 
York 10004. Fee based on time spent on case. 
Received $63,009.95 during twelve-month pe­
riod ending January 2, 1974. 

Nicaragua, Nicaragua Sugar Estates, Ltd.; 
Guatemala, Association de Azucareros de 
Guatemala; Honduras, Azcarera Hondurena, 
S.A.: El 8alvado\'. Associacion de Azucareros 
de El Salvador. Registered lobbyist: Central 
American Sugar Council, 1200 17th Street 
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036. Registration 
contains statement: "The sole actlvlty of the 
Registrant is to engage the firm Patton, Boggs 
and Blow to represent its interests 1n the 
U.S." Member countries share costs on basis 

determined by by-laws. Received. $61,079.48 
during calendar year 1973. 

India, Indian Sugar Industry Export Cor­
poration, Ltd. Registered lobbyist Daniels 
and Houlihan, 1819 H Street N.W., Washing­
ton, D.C. 20006. Fee: $50,000 plus $10,000 
expense budget. No income listed for twelve­
month period ending June 30, 1973. File 
shows that activities with foreign principal 
were terminated March 28, 1973. 

Central American Sugar Council, Regis­
tered lobbyist: Patton, Boggs and Blow, 1200 
17th Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036. 
Fee: $36,000 to $50,000 plus $3,000 expense 
account. Received $61,079.48 during calendar 
year 1973. 

Ph111ppines, Phllippine Sugar Institute. 
Registered lobbyist: John A. O'Donnell, 1001 
Connecticut Avenue N.W., Washington, D.C. 
20036. Fee: $3,750 per month. Received $52,-
500 for twelve-month period ending January 
29, 1974. 

Venezuela, Distribuidora Venzolana de 
Azucares, S.R.L. Registered lobbyist: Edward 
L. Merrigan, c/o Smathers, Merrigan and 
Herlong, 888 17th Street N.W., Washington, 
D.C. 20006. Fee: $50,000 per year. Received 
$50,000 for twelve-month period ending No­
vember 24, 1973. 

Mauritus, Mauritus Chamber of Agricul­
ture and Mauritus Sugar Syndicate. Regis­
tered lobbyist: Sharon, Pierson, Seemes, 
Croliun and Finley, 1054 13th Street N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20007. Fee: $25,000 per 
year. Received $43,896 for twelve-month pe­
riod ending August 21, 1973. 

Swaziland, Swaziland Sugar Association. 
Registered lobbyist: .Justice N. Chambers, 
2300 Calvert Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 
20008. Fee: $30,000 per year plus expenses to 
$5,000. Received $36,190.32 during twelve­
month period ending August 28, 1973. 

Fiji, CSR, Ltd. Registered lobbyist: Gra­
ham Purcell, 1819 H Street N.W., Washing­
ton, D.C. 20006. Fee: $2,500 per month. New 
registration, no previous income shown. 

Peru, Central de Cooperativas Agrarias de 
Produccion Azucarera del Peru. Registered 
lobbyist: Prather, Levenberg, Seeger, Doolit­
tle, Farmer and Ewing, 1101 16th Street N.W., 
Washington, D.C. 20036. Fee based on time 
spent on case. Received $27,500 for twelve­
month period ending November 13, 1973. 

Bolivia, Embassy of Brazil, Registered 
lobbyist: Tadeo Enterprises, Inc., 1625 Eye 
Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006. Fee: 
$25,000 per year. New registration, no previ-
ous income shown. · 

Ethiopia, Ministry of Commerce, Industry 
and Tourism of the Imperial Ethiopian Gov­
ernment. Registered lobbyist: Don.a.Id 8. 
Dawson and James W. Riddell, 723 Washing­
ton Building, Washington, D.C. 20005. Fee: 
$25,000 plus expenses in excess of $2,000. 
Contract also contains statement: "Expenses 
not exceeding $2,000 annually in connection 
with such representation shall likewise be 
paid in connection with serVl1ces rendered 
each year in which a quota is allocated, not 
to exceed a total of $4,000." New registration, 
no income shown. 

Fiji, South Pacific Sugar Mills, Ltd. (a 
subsidiary manufacturing company of CSR, 
Ltd.) Registered lobbyist: Charles H. Brown, 
Suite 400, 1250 Connecticut Avenue, Wash­
ington, D.C. 20036. Fee: $2,000 per month 
plus expenses. Received $26,690.18 during 
twelve-month period ending August 3, 1973. 

Australia, CSR, Ltd. Registered lobbyist: 
Cleary, Gottlieb, Steen and Hamilton, 1250 
Connecticut Avenue N.W., Washington, D.C. 
20036. Fee based on services rendered. Re­
ceived $23,922.44 during calendar year 1973. 

Mexico, Union Na.clonal de Productores de 
Azucar, S.A. de C.V. (known as "UNPASA"). 
Registered lobbyist: Rouss and O'Rourke, 
1629 K Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006. 
Fee: $1,000 per month plus $80 per month 
for omce and telephone plus "$75 per hour 
for services beyond the reporting contem-

plated by retainer." Received $23,514.03 for 
twelve-month period ending December 26, 
1973 (includes $9,885.13 "refund of Mexican 
income taxes erroneously withheld from fees 
of predecessor firm Sutton and O'Rourke."). 

Gaudeloupe and Martinique, Associated 
Sugar Producers of Guadeloupe and Mar­
tinique; Madagascar, Syndicate des Distll­
lateurs et Producteurs de Sucre de Mada­
gascar et des Comores. Registered lobbyist: 
Albert M. Prosterman and Associates, Inc., 
818 18th Street N.W., Suite 230, Washing­
ton, D.C. 20006. Fees: $12,400 per year from 
Madagascar and $5,000 per year from Gauda­
loupe and Martinique. Received $12,400 dur­
ing twelve-month period ending August 7, 
1973. 

Thailand, Government of Thailand, Min­
istry of Commerce. Registered lobbyist: 
Scott Whitney, 1801 K Street, Suite 220, 
Washington, D.C. 20006. Fee: $15,000 per 
year plus expenses. New registration, no pre­
vious income listed. 

· Costa Rica, Camara de Azucareros. Costa 
Rican Board of Trade, 108 East 66th Street, 
New York, New York 10021. Fee: $100 per 
month shared with Taxtlle Association of 
Costa Rica. Received $12,000 during twelve­
month period ending August 22, 1973. 

Malawi, Government of Malawi. Reg­
istered lobbyist: Kerry Collier Trippe, 1801 
K Street N.W., Suite 220, Washington, D.C. 
20006. Fee: $10,000 per year. Received $13,-
857 .63 during twelve-month period ending 
August 18, 1973. 

Taiwan, Chinese Government Procurement 
and Services Mission Division for Taiwan 
Sugar Corporation. Registered lobbyist: 
George C. Pendleton, One Farragut Square 
South, Suite 800, Washington, D.C. 20006. 
Fee: $650 per month plus expenses. New 
registration, no previous income listed. 

Paraguay, Centri Azucarero Paraguayo. 
Registered lobbyist= Sheldon Kaplan, 1700 
Pennsylvania Avenue, Washington, D.C. 
20006. Fee: $500 per month plus not more 
than $50 expenses per month. Received $6,-
300.42 during twelve-month period en~g 
September 10, 1973. 

Dominican Republic, Consejo Estatal del 
Azucar and the Government of the Domini­
can Republic. Registered lobbyist: James 
N. Juliana Associates, Inc., Suite 301, 1812 
K Street N.W., Washington, D.C. 20006. Fee: 
no fee from the Dominican Republic gov­
ernment, $3,000 per month from Consejo 
Estatal del Azucar. Received $32,430.46 dur­
ing twelve-month period ending September 
25, 1973. 

Central America, Federacion Centroamer­
cana ~ Productores de Azucar. Registered 
lobbyist: Dr. Arnoldo Ramirez-Eva, 66~ 
M1llwood Road, Bethesda, Maryland 20034. 
Fee: no fee, no income listed. 

Haiti, National Bank of Haiti. Registered 
lobbyist: Ph111p F. King, 2312 South Nash 
Street, Arlington, Virginia 22202. Fee: "No 
fee involved. Out-of-pocket expenses, if any, 
will be reimbursed." 

HEARINGS ON OUTER CONTINEN­
TAL SHELF 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. EILBERG) 
is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. EILBERG. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
announce that my Subeommittee or. Im­
migration, Citizenship, and International 
Law will continue its hearings to review 
the operation of the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act of 1953. 

These additional hearings are sched­
uled for March 6 and 7 to be held in room 
2237 Rayburn House Office Building and 
will commence at 10 a.m. 
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Representatives from the Environmen­
tal Protection Agency have been invited 
to appear before the subcommittee on 
March 6 as well as representatives from 
several environmental groups. 

In fulfilling our oversight responsibili­
ties, it will also be necessary to review 
the position of the United States on the 
Law of the Sea negotiations. We have, 
therefore, requested Prof. John Norton 
Moore, chairman of the NSC Interagency 
Task Force on the Law of the Sea as well 
as other approp1iate representatives of 
t~~ask force to testify on March 7. 

LABOR-FAIR WEATHER 
FRIEND-II 

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, occa­
sionally there is an exceptionally bitter 
dispute between management and labor. 
In a generally antiunion State like Texas 
these disputes can be extremely bitter 
and protracted, and this was true in the 
Farah strike and boycott. In this case 
management was determined to keep its 
plant outside the ranks of organized la­
bor, and evidently used every tactic 
available, legal and illegal alike, to dis­
courage the efforts of the Amalgamated 
Clothing Workers to organize their 
plants. In the tense situation that de­
veloped from the struggle, both sides re­
sorted to desperate tactics. As always, in 
such a struggle innocent parties were 
victimized. 

The management of Farah decided to 
contest any election that was held and 
according to the National Labor Rela­
tions Board undertook to make any elec­
tion meaningless, through various unfair 
practices. Faced with this, the union 
adopted the strategy of farcing Farah 
to recognize them by a campaign of eco­
nomic coercion. 

Without going into all the details of 
this extraordinary struggle, I will simply 
say that the union boycott succeeded, 
together with Farah's own management 
mistakes, in placing the company in a 
precarious financial condition. Farah 
began last fall and winter to close down 
plants. 

The day after Farah closed its plant 
in San Antonio, laying off 900 workers-­
just before Christmas-I happened to 
be in the city speaking at a ceremony. 
Across the street a number of Farah 
employees were demonstrating, express­
ing their bitterness at the boycott that 
had cost them their jobs. I do not know 
whether they would have voted for the 
union or not if there h8.d been an elec­
tion. In any case these people recognized 
me as I left the event I was attending 
and yelled at me to hear their griev­
ances. I am charged to represent all my 
constituents, so I did the thing I am re­
quired to do; namely, listen to the griev­
ances of the people who were calling me. 
I told the people how sorry I was that 
they had lost their jobs, that I hoped 
that the plant could reopen, and that 
Farah would reconsider its position. 

Now I have certain dedicated enemies 
1n labor, who chose to interpret this incl-

dent as meaning I was against organiz­
ing the Farah plant. In fact, all I wanted 
was for these people to have decent jobs, 
and if they wanted it, a union. 

A few days after this incident, some­
thing called the Labor Council for Latin 
American Advancement supposedly sent 
me a telegram berating me for a "union­
busting" attitude. To this day I have 
never received such a telegram. The only 
way I learned about it, or a press release 
issued through the AFL-CIO's good of­
fices that same day, was from a puzzled 
letter I received from a person in the 
AFL-CIO. 

I replied to this letter, and asked to be 
given a copy of the telegram and press 
release, which this particular writer pro­
vided me. Otherwise, I would not to this 
day have ever had any copy of the mes­
sage that I was supposed to have been 
sent. 

Well, I was puzzled. After all, here I 
was, a friend of labor for lo these many 
years, being treated like a mortal enemy 
of the workingman. I was not asked 
what had happened, given the benefit of 
any doubt, or even accorded the courtesy 
of being sent the message that the AFL­
CIO says was sent. I think that this falls 
somewhere in the region of dirty pool­
but be that as it may, I felt that some 
kind of mistake might have been made. 

I knew that one of the authors of this 
attack was Don Slaiman, the director of 
the AFL-CIO Civil Rights Division. I 
wrote him a letter on December 20, ask­
ing for an explanation and requesting 
that the record be corrected. I never re­
ceived a reply. I wrote again on Janu­
ary 10, and again, never received a reply, 
not even an acknowledgment. I've never 
received such cavalier treatment since 
the days when I used to ask John Mitchell 
what he was doing about crooks in the 
Justice Department. He would not an­
swer, but now I know why-he was one 
of the crooks. 

Now I have been told by people who 
should know that Mr. Slaiman is one 
of the more arrogant people on the 
planet, this side of the Teutonic terrors 
of Haldeman and Erhlichman. If this is 
so, then I can understand why Slaiman 
would not reply to me. 

But 'then he did reply to others who 
wrote about this cowardly and false at­
tack-by telephone, assuring that all 
would be well. 

Of course, all is not well. 
This attack on me was made by the 

Labor Council for Latin American Ad­
vancement, which is probably Slaiman's 
dream child. I am sure that he is em­
barrassed that its first action was to at­
tack a friend. And he is probably more 
embarrassed that the action was taken 
before the council had ever been for­
mally organized, that it was master­
minded by two or three members of its 
board acting independently and without 
the knowledge of the rest of the board, 
for reasons best known only to them­
selves. 

Over the years, I have been helpful to 
a great many of these fellows; I have 
fought hard and lonely fights, cast hard 
and lonely votes, and been there when it 
counted. So when it came time for me to 
ask that labor observe a little common 

decency and courtesy toward me, or at 
least be honest with me, I really thought 
that people like Slaiman would remember 
and maybe lift a finger. All I have gotten 
from him so far is cold and empty silence, 
as mean as old John Mitchell, and arro­
gant as Haldeman and Erhlichman. I 
know where they are. But where, oh 
where art thou, Don Slaiman? 

THE ROYAL CRUSADERS "AMBAS­
SADORS FOR FRIENDSHIP" 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Pennsylvania <Mr. MORGAN) 
is recognized for 5 min14tes. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, many of 
my colleagues, as well as Am~ricans 
across the land, enjoy Drum and Bugle 
Corps performances. Thus, it is my pleas­
ure to salute the Royal Crusaders Ju­
nior Drum and Bugle Corps, which has 
received an invitation to perform in Ro­
mania and along the Black Sea for three 
weeks this summer. The corps is head­
quartered in Finleyville, Pa., in my con­
gressional district. 

Although the Royal Crusaders are in 
only their fourth year of existence as a 
competitive unit, these talented young 
people have an extensive record of 
achievement. 

They are the 1973 "Pennsylvania State 
Champions" and are representing the 
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania as 
"Musical Ambassadors" during 1974. 

The group traveled over 5,000 miles 
through 13 States in 1973. 

They have received acclamation as one 
of the most professional marching units 
in the country. 

Mr. Speaker, the selection of the Royal 
Crusaders as "Ambassadors for Friend­
ship" is a distinct honor, and these young 
people-averaging only 16 years of 
age-can make a lasting contribution to 
international friendship and cooperation 
by sharing their talent and enthusiasm 
with people everywhere. 

The following letter from the Honor­
able Corneliu Bogdan, Ambassador from 
Romania, indicates the eagerness of the 
Romanian people to host the group: 

EMBASSY OF THE 
SOCIALIST REPUBLIC OF ROMANIA, 
Washington, D.C., January 21, 1974. 

Mr. GARY INKS, 
Royal Crusaders Drum & Bugle Corp., 
Finleyville, Pa. • 

DEAR MR. INKs: It is with sincere plea.s­
ure that I inform you that Mr. Ha.rry Mor­
gan has recommended your group as "Friend­
ship Ambassadors" to our country. 

May I ta.ke this occasion to congratulate 
each one of you, and to tell you how very 
pleased we are that the Romanian public 
wfil have opportunities to hear and see you 
in concert performances in our country. 

You wfil ftnd Romania to be a hospitable 
country of warm friendly people who are 
eager to know you, and through you to un­
derstand America better. We a.re confident 
you Will discover an eagerness on our part 
to make this unique visit a memorable one. 

Sincerely, 
CORNEL:tU BOGDAN, Ambassador. 

Mr. Speaker, under the energetic 
sponsorship of the Parent Booster Club, 
the Finleyville Volunteer Fire Depart­
ment, and American Legion Post No. 
6f3 of Finleyv1lle, the Crusaders have 
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organized, practiced long hours, and 
developed into a truly outstanding or­
ganization. 

There are no Federal grants available 
to finance their trip to Romania, so the 
members of the corps are soliciting funds 
from foundaitions, businesses, and private 
citizens. As chairman of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, I am especially inter­
ested in this type of cultural contact with 
other nations, and I hope that the corps' 
efforts are successful. 

The following article from the Septem­
ber 2, 1973 Pittsburgh Press roto maga­
zine gives further details of the Royal 
Crusaders' activities. I commend it to 
your attention: 

FINLEYVILLE'S FINEST ON PARADE 

(By Wllliam Allan) 
Most people still love a parade-where the 

flag still 1s The Grand Old Flag. 
Teen-agers qualify, too. Last month at 

Marlon, Ohio, 110 drum and bugle corps, 
from every section of the United States and 
Canada, took part in the International 
Championships. 

It was more like 5,000 bugles and 10,000 
drums. Representing this area were the 
Royal Crusaders, of Finleyville, 115 teen­
agers who worked literally day and night to 
be there. They placed ninth, in the open class. 

They practice three days a week-some­
times from 9 a.m. until 9 p.m., with an hour 
off for lunch and another off for supper. 

When they're not practicing, they sell 
hoagies, hold spaghetti dinners, wash cars, 
sell Easter candy and otherwise raise money 
for the Crusaders. Taking the hoagies as an 
example, the kids buy the ingredients, make 
the hoagies, sell and deliver them-some 
2,000 once a month. 

"Our budget runs about $40,000 a year, 
and they raise all the money themselves," 
reports director Gary Inks. "Of course, we win 
about $10,000 a year in prize money." 

There's honor among drum and bugle 
corps. 

When the Royal Crusaders won first prize 
at its own contest in June, the $800 was 
turned over to the second-place corps on the 
grounds "it wouldn't be right for us to win 
our own competition." 

And $800 is a lot of hoagies. 
No adult directly connected with the Royal 

Crusaders is paid, according to Inks, includ­
ing himself. 

However, musical expertise is. Mike Hum.er, 
percussionist with the Pittsburgh Symphony 
Orchestra and a professor of music at Du­
quesne University, is the percussionist in 
residence with the Crusaders. Dave Hill, 
equally well known here, is the brass expert. 

Amazingly, additional talent is brought 1n 
for special teaching. One weekend saw ex­
perts from New York and New Jersey for 
counseling-and that's one of the times the 
practices went from 9 a.m. to 9 p.m., Satur­
day and Sunday. 

"Some of the children have some training 
when they join, but most often we start 
from scratch," Inks explains. 

There are 75 musicians, boy drummers and 
boy and girl buglers (viva women's lib). plus 
about 40 girls (boo men's lib) in the color 
guard. Ages run from 13 to 20 years. 

What about the antim111tary feeling among 
young people? 

"They do not look upon the Royal Cru­
saders as the m111tary," Inks replies. (Some 
of the music is religiously oriented.) "They 
look upon this as an opportunity to work to­
gether toward a common goal. They're disci­
plined-in the music and in the marching­
and although they don't say so, I think they 
like the discipline. 

"And they have pride in the Crusaders.'' 
the director emphasizes. "I think that •prtde' 
1s the key word-personally and as a group." 

While bugles and drums connote the m111-
ta.ry, the Crusaders' performances have a 
religious theme, with good battling evil. 

Members act out the parts, to the accom­
paniment of the music, and it is through 
these pageants that much of the Finleyville 
group's success ha.s come. 

Pageants, however, ca.11 for more concen­
tration and practice, along with more musi­
cal expertise. 

Normally, the Crusaders work out one main 
ro.utine and stick to it through various com­
petitions. There have been caiSes where they 
perform more than once in a. given day. 1n 
different towns. 

There are, of course, some nice trips. 
The Royal Crusaders have traveled as far 

as Wisconsin and Minnesota, and this year 
drummed and bugled for nine days in Ohio, 
Illinois and Wisconsin, winning several com­
petitions. 

They travel by leased school bus, sleeping 
in churches along the way. Each member 
brings a sleeping bag and one suitcase. Boys 
and girls sleep in different sections of the 
church and "we've never had any trouble," 
reports director Inks. 

"They're too busy to get into trouble," says 
one parent, Don Hilenbrant, whose daughter, 
Laurel, 15, is a Crusader. "It's an excellent 
way to keep young people occupied construc­
tively." 

So young people also answer to a different 
drummer, and in Finleyville, the stars and 
stripes fly high over the Royal Crusaders. 

THE CASE AGAINST PUBLIC FI­
NANCING OF POLITICAL CAM­
PAIGNS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

a previous order of the House, the 
gentleman from Ohio <Mr. JAMES V. 
STANTON) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. JAMES V. STANTON. Mr. Speak­
er, the Watergate crisis is generating a 
great deal of energy for reform of the 
electioneering process. Obviously, this is 
a good thing, but we would be making a 
serious mistake, Mr. Speaker, if we were 
to assume that any reform-just so long 
as it produces change-is better than 
no reform at all. If our responsibility as 
politicians, as holders of public o:ffice 
and as lawmakers were limited only to 
offering proof to the pubJic that we care-­
from which it would follow that we 
deserve to be reelected next November­
then we would be committing no crime 
if we were to succumb to the "do some­
thing, do anything" impulse. In fact, we 
could saddle some "idea whose time has 
come" and ride this wave of the future 
to still another term in public o:ffice. But, 
of course, our responsibility goes beyond 
that. 

It is our duty to think, as well as 
to act. It is our duty to be sensible; to 
write into the law only those reforms 
that we know are going to be meaning­
ful and that will not lead to further dis­
illusionment; to take care that we do 
not casually transform and thereby 
undermine that larger framework of 
democratic government that served us 
well for nearly 200 years, and which, 
having been the target of the Watergate 
criminals, should not, knowingly or un­
knowingly, become our target as well. 
It's our duty, Mr. Speaker, to remember 
that we are politicians as well as re­
formers, experienced in the ways of gov­
ernment and elections, and possessed of 
that inside knowledge that comes only 

from being a part of these processes. It's 
our duty to use that knowledge to har­
ness and correctly channel the energy 
for political reform. 

Resent developments in the Senate 
suggest that we might soon be con­
fronted in this body with one of those 
"ideas whose time has come." This is 
the proposal for public financing of cam­
paigns for Federal office-that is, Presi­
dential and congressional electioneering. 
Besides b~ing a proposal, it has taken on 
the dimensions of a moral crusade. Mr. 
Speaker, while I do not question the sin­
cerity of those who advocate public fi­
nancing, I do challenge their wisdom. I 
submit rsepectfully that their proposal­
! am addressing myself, of course, to 
the basic concept rather than to any 
particular legislative formulation of it-­
is at best a placebo and at worst-I am 
'USing this word with forethought-a 
'Poison. It's a placebo because it will not 
•succeed in assuring us of "unbought" 
'Politicians. It is a poison because it 
'might very well destroy the innards of 
'the American system of government. 
'One organ it would attack is the first 
.amendment, which assures to every citi­
zen and group of citizens not only a 
voice to influence their political leaders 
but also the absolute right to chart their 
own lawful strategy for maximizing that 
voice. Another organ that would be 
threatened is our traditional infrastruc­
ture of major and minor political parties. 
The parties might be brought to a state 
of atrophy by public financing, or-this 
is another possibility-they might be­
come afflicted with elephantiasis. Even 
worse, perhaps, is the possibility that 
they might achieve immortality. A host 
of new parties might be born, never to 
die. In what follows, I will elaborate a 
great deal and become more specific 
about these substantive objections to 
public financing. 

l. INEFFECTIVENESS OF PUBLIC FINANCING 

A. FAILURE OF THE CORRUPT PRACTICES ACT 

At this time, however, Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to pursue for a moment the 
argument that public financing would 
prove ineffectual. This intended reform is 
based on the premise that good money 
in politics would drive out the bad. Good 
money would be that money contributed 
generously and indiscriminately by all 
the taxpayers to parties and candidates 
who hold all sorts of views. Bad money 
would be that contributed selectively to 
certain parties or candidates by self­
seeking special interests. Never mind for 
the moment that not all the bad money. 
so defined, is really bad-that much of 
it in fact is undoubtedly good, if we 
broadly constru~ the term "special in­
terest," and if we believe, as we say we 
do, in a pluralistic body politic where 
every political entity has a right not onlY 
to exist but to compete-where the pub­
lic is served by the clash of these so­
called special interests and the synthesiz­
ing, as often occurs, of their separate 
points of view. Never mind, either, for 
the moment the consideration that evil 
cannot inhere in money itself. It grows 
only out of the spirit in which it might 
be given, or from the understanding 
with which it is received, if the spirit 
and the understanding are corrupt. 
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The point for us to consider, if we 

accept the premise that the presumptive­
ly bad money is bad per se, is whether it 
will indeed be purged from the political 
process by the good money that is poured 
in. Our historical experience, not to men­
tion our political savvy, gives us the 
answer. In 1925 we gave the country 
the Corrupt Practices Act, and in sub­
sequent years we enacted a number of 
amendments. This law said, in effect, that 
campaign contributions from business 
corporations-or, it was added later, la­
bor unions-are bad, period. Therefore, 
such contributions were outlawed. But to 
what effect? Corporations and labor un­
ions are still in the very center of the 
political arena. In the end, despite the 
1925 enactment and its amendments, we 
got Watergate. And during the interven­
ing years through the present time, we 
got this-as Marc Yacker, of the Library 
of Congress, wrote in a paper prepared 
for me: 

Many corporations find ways t.o circumvent 
the law. Two of the most common methods 
are the placement of salaried workers, still 
on the company payroll, on the campaign 
staff of a candidate, and the "lumping tech­
nique," that is, a corporation arranging to 
pay a regularly used attorney, public rela­
tions firm, etc. for debts incurred by the can­
didate. Other firms contribute, also in Viola­
tion of the law, by awarding bonuses to their 
executives with the understanding that the 
money will be contributed to a candidate or 
party. Still others allow their corporate offi­
cials to be reimbursed for obviously inflated 
business expenses, supposedly paid for out of 
pocket. In reality this provides the excutive 
with excess money, again to be contributed 
to a political campaign .... 

As we know, Mr. Speaker, public 
cynicism is highly injurious in a democ­
racy; it causes people to lose interest in 
governing themselves, and to lose con­
fidence in their ability to do it. Two of the 
prime causes of such cynicism are laws 
that promise more than they can achieve 
and laws that are supposedly tough but 
really are not enforced evenly, if at all. 
The Corrupt Practices Act was such a 
law; a statute providing public funds for 
electioneering, but introducing no further 
reforms, would be another such law. 

Some of the public financing proposals 
would give us a hybrid system in which 
candidates could legally receive contribu­
tions both from the U.S. Treasury and 
from private sources. Since this kind of 
law would permit presumptively bad 
money to maintain access to the political 
system and to keep circulating within 
it, it's difficult to discern what the statute 
would accomplish, assuming again, as 
such a law would, in effect, say, that the 
bad money is truly bad. 

Perhaps its principal achievement 
would be to induce some people into 
thinking, until they awoke later in dis­
illusionment, that another blow had been 
struck for reform. Another version of the 
public financing plan, more forthright 
and obviously more consistent with its 
own premises, would outlaw private con­
tributions altogether. This was the 
strategy of the Corrupt Practices Act, 
whose weak and hypocritical prohibi­
tions against campaign contributions by 
corporations and labor unions survive to­
day in our latest piece of reform legis-

lation, the Federal Election Campaign 
Act of 1971, Public Law 92-225. In other 
words, preemptive public financing un­
accompanied by additional ref arms 
would come to public attention as a 
dramatic change trumpeting reform but 
leaving us, in terms of enforcement, 
exactly where we are today. When the 
people discover that, they will be that 
much poorer because their tax moneys 
will have been used to no effect. 

B. ENFORCEMENT: THE MOST NEEDED REFORM 

This brings us then, Mr. Speaker, to a 
third and, in my opinion, the crucial rea­
son for opposing public financing today. 
In addition to being a placebo and a 
poison-I shall presently, as I have said, 
say a great deal more about the poison­
public financing would be a diversion. 
The crusade for it diverts us from giving 
attention to the reform we really need. 
What we in Congress, and earnest citi­
zens outside of Congress, should be con­
centrating on is not the financing prob­
lem but the enforcement problem. We 
should be directing our energies toward 
establishing in the Government an effec­
tive institutional mechanism for en­
forcement of all the laws we now have, 
and for whatever additional laws we 
might yet enact, to regulate the financ­
ing of political campaigns. For even if we 
adopt legislation based on the premise 
that I challenge; namely, that campaign 
contributions from anyone except Uncle 
Sam are inherently bad, what good would 
such a law do if it were not enforced-if 
it could not keep the so-called bad 
money from entering campaigns in some 
secretive way? 

Since the Corrupt Practices Act would 
be the spiritual progenitor of a public 
financing law, we ought to examine the 
reasons why the 1925 legislation failed. 
Of course, its rationale may have been 
faulty to begin with, in the sense that 
perhaps it is unrealistic to suppose that 
we can really prevent corporations, la­
bor unions, and other special interest 
groups from somehow finding a way to 
use their :financial muscle when their 
vital interests are at stake. If this is true, 
we are not likely to have much more 
success with a preemptive public financ­
ing law. However, if indeed it is an at­
tainable goal to drive the presumptively 
bad money out of the political arena, 
then obviously a strong, continuing en­
forcement effort would be required. The 
Corrupt Practices Act did not lay the 
foundation for such an eff oMr-and, in 
fact, the law appears to have been con­
trived to render such an effort unlikely, 
if not impossible. Enforcement was 
strengthened somewhat, but not very 
much, in the 1971 law. This is where we 
are today, and it is on this weak reed 
that the advocates of public financing 
ask us to superimpose an elaborate new 
system of restraints against special in­
terest groups. 

The first p · cing inadequacy of the 
Corrupt Practices Act was that it dis­
persed responsibility for enforcement 
rather than concentrating it. It en­
throned the Clerk of the House and the 
Secretary of the Senate as satraps who 
were to receive from the candidates pub­
lic reports disclosing their campaign 
contributions and expenditures. The 

Clerk and the Secretary in turn were 
supposed to advise the Attorney General 
of failures to file, and it was to be his 
job to take it from there. 

The second inadequacy of the act 
should already be apparent; the desig­
nated enforcement officers had author­
ity which they could not safely exer­
cise. The Clerk and the Secretary owed 
their tenure to the incumbents they were 
policing. And the Attorney General, of 
course, was an appointee of the Presi­
dent, whose day-to-day work enmeshed 
him in all sorts of entangling alliances 
with Members of the House and Senate. 
Predictably, in the decades that followed, 
there were no prosecutions under the 
Corrupt Practices Act. In the 1971 up­
dating of the law, it was broadened in 
scope and new enforcement obligations 
were spelled out. In addition, a third sa­
trapy was created. The Comptroller Gen­
eral, more independent than the Clerk 
and the Secretary but still an agent of 
Congress, was given supervisory author­
ity over the reports filed by Presidential 
candidates. But the two basic defects of 
the 1925 legislation were not corrected. 
We are still stuck today with a police­
man on every corner, as it were, operat­
ing under no centralized command struc­
ture and each of them answerable in 
subtle ways to the persons they are polic­
ing. 

What we obviously need, Mr. Speaker, 
is more self-starting, self-propelled, free­
wheeling enforcement machinery oper­
ating under a grant of authority that 
bridges the executive and legislative 
branches. The machinery ought to be 
centralized in a new agency of Govern­
ment that would need no one's permis­
sion to exercise its police powers with 
respect to electioneering by candidates 
for all the Federal elective offices. The 
agency would have built-in authority to 
compel reporting by the candidates, to 
require timely reporting, to verify the 
completeness and accuracy of the reports 
to subpena persons and documents, to 
hold hearings, to publicize its findings 
and, when necessary, to initiate and pros­
ecute its own cases in court. Such an 
agency is proposed in a number of bills 
pending before us, among them S. 372, 
which passed the Senate last year, and· 
my own H.R. 10218. But the crusade for 
public financing appears to be monopo­
lizing public attention, diverting us from 
the more meaningful and effective legis­
lation that would result from a careful 
examination of the plans for assuring 
enforcement. 

Mr. Speaker, I think most of us would 
agree that, of all the officials charged 
with enforcement of the present law, the 
Comptroller General is the most impar­
tial. As I have indicated, he is oneof 
three so-called supervisory officers, the 
two others being the Clerk of the House 
and the Secretary of the Senate. For 
some time now, he and his agents have 
been appearing before committees of this 
Congress to suggest improvements in the 
law. The thrust of his thinking 1s high­
lighted by these excerpts from his testi­
mony last April 12 before the Senate 
Subcommittee on Privileges and Elec­
tions: 
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One year's experience with the Federal 

Election Campaign Act of 1971 has con­
vinced us of the need for more effective en­
forcement procedures . . . The Supervisory 
Officer or his equivalent should be given the 
power: (1) to require written reports and 
answers to questions; (2) to administer 
oaths; (3) to compel testimony and docu­
ments by subpoena; and (4) to initiate court 
actions in his own name through his own 
attorneys ... In addition, the Supervisory 
Officer or his equivalent should be author­
ized to impose civil fines on candidates and 
political committees or others who violate 
the Act in ways not appropriate for criminal 
prosecution, such as late filing of reports, 
failure to include relevant information, er­
rors in reports, etc. In his discretion, the 
administrator should be able to impose a 
fine within statutory limits on the violator 
a.nd to enforce it through dlstraint or 
through a court proceeding. 

This is the real business before us, Mr. 
Speaker. We should get on with it. We 
would be misleading the people if we 
were to allow ourselves to become dis­
tracted by sideshows produced by outside 
groups that lack our firsthand knowl­
edge of all that is involved in campaign 
:financing. Because in this instance we 
are making laws to govern ourselves, no 
one knows better than we do which re­
straints on us would really prove 
effective. 

C. DISCLOSURE AS AN ALTERNATIVE REFORM 

If we conclude, Mr. Speaker, that even 
the strictest enforcement would fail to 
completely insulate campaigns from 
presumptively bad money, then we ought 
to consider also proposals to improve the 
disclosure mechanism in the current law 
our rationale being that the power of 
bad money diminishes as it attains visi­
bility. Disclosure, as well as certain out­
right prohibitions, was a strategy 
adopted in the 1925 Corrupt Practices 
Act. Although there was more obfusca­
tion than disclosure in the years that 
followed, some important strides forward 
were made in this area in the 1971 legis­
lation. With some of my colleagues, I 
beileve we ought to proceed still further 
on this road. For instance, H.R. 10218 
contains a proposal for a Federal Elec­
tions Campaign Bank. The justice De­
partment endorsed this concept in testi-

. mony last September 21 before the Sen­
ate Subcommittee on Privileges and Elec­
tions. I explained my bill in detail in a 
presentation to the House last Septem­
ber 25. It was published in the CONGRES­
SIONAL RECORD that day, starting on 
page 31382. 

I for one am convinced that a com­
bination of full disclosure and energetic, 
impartial enforcement is the prescrip­
tion we need for effective reform of cam­
paign financing. The Watergate investi­
gations have served as, among other 
things, an engine for disclosure. No one 
will deny that these disclosures have had 
impact and that they are bringing re­
sults. I submit that we ought to live for 
a time in this atmosphere of disclosure 
and enforcement, and that we see what 
it can produce, before we veer off on the 
tangent of public financing-a possibly 
irrelevant reform that threatens, as I 
have said, to destroy certain vital func­
tions of our democratic system. 

II. POSITIVE ASPECTS OF PRIVATE FINANCING 

Mr~ Speaker, I would like to pause once 
more before turning to my substantive 
objections against public financing. The 
reason I leave these objections to the 
last is that I prefer to address you and 
our colleagues in positive terms, em­
phasizing what we ought to be doing 
rather than what we ought to be avoid­
ing. This is not a polemic in favor of the 
status quo. But neither is this analysis 
one that sees no redeeming value at all in 
certain aspects of the status quo. A con­
spicuous factor in things as they are is, of 
course, the system of campaign contribu­
tions from nonpublic sources. As I have 
said, I do not accept the argument that 
this money is inherently bad. As a matter 
of fact, I assert the opposite-that such 
contributions play a constructive and es­
sential role in the unfolding of the demo­
cratic process. I think we can see this 
more clearly if we describe these con­
tributions not as private, not as non­
public, but rather as quasi-public in 
nature. They are quasi-public in the sense 
that they are publicly disclosed and are 
contributed for the purpose of achieving 
results that affect the public-for better 
or for worse-by bringing influence to 
bear on officials who are elected by the 
public. This may be said even of the 
small sums that many citizens contribute 
directly on their" own initiative, without 
consulting anyone else, to candidates and 
parties and politically active groups. It is 
true even more of the much larger sums 
that the pressure groups themselves con­
tribute to campaigns. I doubt that any­
one would dispute the proposition that 
these groups are quasi-public in nature, 
a fact that is implicit, for instance, in 
laws that in effect grant licenses to their 
lobbyists. Therefore, it is not valid to 
assume, as many advocates of public fi­
nancing do, that some unholy dichotomy 
exists between public money . and what 
they call private money. 

In his study "Campaign Financing and 
Political Freedom," Ralph K. Winter Jr. 
writes: 

Contributing to a candidate permits indi­
viduals to pool their resources and voice their 
message far more effectively than if each 
spoke singly. This is critically important be­
cause it permits citizens to join a potent 
organization and propagate their views be­
yond their voting districts. Persons who feel 
strongly about appointments to the Supreme 
Court, for example, can demonstrate their 
convictions by con tributing to the campaigns 
of sympathetic congressmen. Those who give 
money to Mr. John Gardner's Common Cause 
and conceive of that act as a form of free 
association and expression should not auto­
matically deny the same st atus to those 
who give to political campaigns .... That a 
senator receives large union contributions 
might be perceived as the reason he often 
supports union causes. Is not the reverse far 
more commonly the case: the candidate re­
ceives contributions becau~ he holds these 
convictions? ... Common Cluse, we are told, 
is presently engaged in an empirical study 
designed to show "a real correlation" between 
contributions and legislative decisions. . . . 
Some such correlation can probably be easily 
established, since contributions a.re rarely 
given either at random or to one's political 
enemies. 

Winter cites more reasons why the pre­
sumptively bad money really is good: 

The need for campaign money weeds out 
candidates who lack substantial public sup­
port. An attractive candidate with an attrac­
tive issue Will draw money as well as votes. 

And: 
The right to give or not to give to a candi­

date is an aspect of political freedom. Cam­
paign money ... serves as a barometer o! in­
tensity of feeling over potent political 
issues ... 

By following this train of thought we 
can see that the private contribution 
fosters political action. It promotes a 
clash of ideas. When one pressure group 
builds a war chest and starts using it, 
this action makes it virtually certain that 
opposing interests, too, will solicit their 
constituencies for :financial support. All 
this, then, helps to finance public discus­
sion and to draw public attention to the 
controversies that are the sine qua non 
of democratic government. 

OBJECTIONS TO PUBLIC FINANCING 
I realize, Mr. Speaker, that nothing I 

have said so far necessarily rules out 
public financing on its own merits as at_ 
least an addition to the arsenal of re­
form. It could be argued, in fact, that a 
program for reform ought to start with 
the priorities I have outlined here, cul­
minating finally in a system of public 
financing. This would complete the proc­
ess, it might be said, of delivering to the 
public a package that would preclude any 
future Watergates. But I hope we stop 
short of putting together that package. 
Public financing, in my opinion, is not an 
antidote to Watergate. Instead, being 
carried forward mindlessly on the emo­
tions engendered by Watergate, it could 
cause permanent damage to our elective 
processes. I submit that public financing 
ought to be assessed, first, in terms of its 
impact on our traditional political party 
structure; second, its impact on candi­
dates and incumbent elective officials; 
and, third, its impact on public participa­
tion in elections. Then I will conclude 
with certain other considerations that 
we ought to keeo in mind. 

A. IMPACT ON POLrrICAL PARTY STRU CTURE 

The specific ways in which public 
financing could alter or ensconce the tra­
ditional political party structure would 
depend, of course, on the particular plan 
that is adopted. Some plans would 
strengthen the parties in undesirable 
ways; others would have the opposite­
but ·an equally undesirable-effect. Since 
we do not know which plan might emerge 
in a viable legislative form, to be debated 
on the floors of the House and Senate, 
our safest course at this point is to con­
sider all the contingencies, even though 
some of them will be seen as mutually 
exclusive. In other words, if we do not 
come to one bad result, it will be another. 

1. THE MAJOR PARTIES 

We ought to start with the two major 
parties, examining the consequences in 
terms of their institutional roles. As we 
know, Mr. Speaker, the Democratic and 
Republican parties do not represent a be­
quest made to us by the Constitution. 
There is no mention of parties in that 
document, or in any of its amendments. 
Although they lack constitutional status, 
it is true that the parties have evolved 
as part of our political system, and at 
the present time they appear to be per-
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manent :fixtures within it. Even if we 
assume that continuing evolution will not 
some day dictate a phasing out of the 
parties-that is, that the partie~ are here 
to stay, and should stay-where is it 
written that we must have the Demo­
cratic and Republican parties that we 
know today? Other maJor parties have 
come and gone for sound historical rea­
sons. But if we agree to underwrite the 
existence of today's parties with public 
funds, we will never be rid of them. They 
will survive as institutions long after they 
outlive their vitality, long after their con­
stituents abandon them. But is it right 
for them to live on? Is it constitutional 
to grant them immortality? As Justice 
Black has written: 

There ls, of course, no reason why two 
parties should retain a permanent monopoly 
on the right to have people vote for or 
against them. Competition In Ideas and gov­
ernmental policies 1s at the core of our 
electoral process and of the first amendment 
freedoms. 

Obviously, when we give public money 
to the parties, we are subsidizing the 
ideologies that they espouse. If we sub­
scribe to the wisdom of Jefferson, who 
~ailed for separation between church and 
State, we ought to carry this policy to its 
logical conclusion and prohibit also any 
conjoining of ideology and the State. I 
submit that we should be especially sen­
sitive to this danger in today's world, 
when ideologies are proclaimed and pro­
moted with religious fervor. To the ex­
tent that we subsidize majoritarian 
ideology, I question whether this is wise 
or constitutional. Does not this perforce 
discriminate against individuals and 
groups that hold minority viewpoints? 
Does not this make it more difficult tor 
new ideologies, better attuned to a rap­
idly changing world, to gain a foothold? 
We ought to beware, Mr. Speaker, of so 
entrenching the party that we belong to, 
as well as the opposite party to which 
our colleagues across the aisle adhere. 
We should keep in mind that it is under 
fascism and communism that the state 
and ideology are entwined. 

Further, when we grant to a party a 
continuing subsidy, we strengthen not 
only the party but also the leaders in con­
trol of the party at the time the subsidies 
start. We can imagine circumstances 
under which the leadership, having con­
trol of the money, could arrange things 
so that it would be difficult to oust them 
from power even after they had lost an 
important election, or in the face of a 
movement by younger leaders or reform 
elements to take over. In 1972, in line 
with this analysis, the Democratic Party 
could have remained under the thumb of 
GEORGE MCGoVERN and Jean Westwood, 
who had less than universal appeal 
among Democrats, and the Republican 
Party in 1964 could have become the pos­
session of BARRY GOLDWATER and Dean 
Burch and the small party faction that 
they represented. 

In the big cities, to cite another ex­
ample, the machines could live on long 
after they had lost true popular support. 
So not only would public financing bring 
us permanently entrenched major par­
ties but also leadership superbly equipped 
to assure the succession to loyalists of 

their own choosing-in short; a sort of 
monarchial system of party governance. 

There is still a third way in which 
public funding could lock the parties 
into positions of power. Giving money to 
them would strengthen . them vis-a-vis 
candidates carrying the party's banner. 
If there were a public financing scheme 
that forced candidates to look to the par­
ties exclusively for financial sustenance, 
this would diminish the independence of 
those running for omce, and possibly 
cause them to cut or ignore their ties 
with other interest groups. Bossism 
would ride again. 

If, on the other hand, we were to give 
the public subsidy to the candidates, 
rather than to the parties, then we 
would weaken the party's traditional 
role as a principal fundraiser, thereby 
depriving it of an instrument of disci­
pline. Following inevitably, as well, would 
be a proliferation, if not an explosion, 
in the number of candidates. With aspi­
rants for omce being guaranteed funding 
by the Government, they would enter the 
primaries in herds. In large fields such as 
these, no candidate could hope to achieve 
more than a modest plurality. The win­
ner then would enter the general elec­
tion not really as the candidate of a 
party but merely of a small faction. The 
overwhelming maj ::>rity of voters in the 
primary will have lost. This is true today, 
of course, in many elections, but public 
financing of campaigns channeled to the 
candidates themselves would increase 
the incidence of such freakish elections, 
and perhaps make them commonplace. 

If we were to give the public money 
both to the parties and the candidates, 
as a means of achieving some balance 
tbetween the alternatives I have just 
cited, then we could end up being saddled 
with undesirable aspects of both sys­
tems, with neither being able to cure 
the other. 

2. THE MINOR PARTIES 

Publi financing of elections would 
also affect profoundly the traditional 
role of the minor parties in our system of 
government. Like the major parties, they 
are not rooted in the Constitution and 
thus there is no obligation on the part 
of the citizenry or the Government to 
perpetuate them. Nonetheless, all of us 
are familiar with the positive contribu­
tion that some of these parties have 
made throughout our history. Some of 
the best of them have died, but only after 
important parts of their platform had 
been absorbed by the major parties. 
Others have produced nothing and 
passed from the scene with good rid­
dance, because their programs were of­
fensive to citizens in a democratic coun­
try or because their propasals were fool­
ish or inappropriate to the times. The 
comings and goings of the minor parties 
have had the net effect of providing a 
two-party system, which in turn ac­
counts for the politics of consensus that 
has kept our country stable and united. 
Against this background, any tamper­
ing with the two-party system and with 
the means of absorption of the minor 
parties, or conversely an upset in the 
political dynamics of our Nation so as to 
discourage the birth of third parties, is 
bound to have deleterious results. Jack 

H. Haskell of the Library of Congress 
staff, in a paper last August, summed up 
all that would be at stake for minor par­
ties under varying schemes of public 
financing. He wrote: 

It ts contended by some that since third 
parties must garner a certain percentage of 
the vote before being eligible for public 
funding, the requirement may unfairly dis­
courage the operation and formulation of 
third or new parties and so may dry up an 
important source of new ideas and original 
solutions which are often eventually adopted 
by the major parties. 

On the other hand It has been suggested 
that the expectation of public funding 1f a. 
certain number of votes can be polled may 
encourage the proliferation of minor and 
new parties. This 1s seen by some to be a 
serious threat to the stablllty of our two­
party system of government since varying 
factions, Instead of being encouraged to work 
for change within the structure of one of the 
two major parties, would now be encouraged 
by the expectation of free funding to form a. 
new "splinter" party. Further objections are 
raised that public funding may perpetuate 
minor political parties which would other­
wise have only short-run or temporary pop­
ularity since funding of third parties may 
partly be based upon performance of the 
party In the previou.s electio'll four years be­
fore. Others question the wisdom of the gov­
ernment or the desire of the general public 
to support or perpetuate radical "fringe" 
parties or racist-oriented third parties which 
may have established a modicum of public 
support. 

As to the litters of minor parties that 
might result from a system of public 
financing, perhaps the ultimate danger 
would be the formation of a religious 
party. Would the constitutional prohibi­
tion separating church from state then 
become operative, depriving such a party 
of the public funds that other parties are 
getting? If not, would not most Ameri­
cans find it obnoxious-if not danger­
ous--to in effect be subsidizing a religious 
doctrine? On the other hand, if religious 
parties are to be barred from receiving 
the public funds that other parties re­
ceive, how is a religious party to be de­
fined? It appears to me, Mr. Speaker, 
that nothing could save the state under 
these circumstances from becoming en­
tangled with one or more of the religions. 

B. IMPACT ON OFFICEHOLDERS 

Apart from its impact on the parties, 
public financing would have a separate 
effect on candidates and persons already 
holding public office. It would come as 
another boon to the incumbents. Frank­
ly, Mr. Speaker, I should think that we 
ought to be embarrassed about asking 
the taxpayers for any more favors, in 
view of the perquisites of omce that we 
already bold and the fact that they have 
proved so useful in keeping us here. For 
example, the franking privilege used in 
certain ways gives us a leg up on our 
challengers. and we can see the evidence 
of this in the election results. So we al­
ready have our subsidies, the one in this 
example being an enormous-and un­
limited-allowance to pay for the mail­
ing of letters, illustrated newsletters and 
all sorts of other materials to our con­
stituents. On top of all this, we would get 
another handout from the Government 
through public financing of our cam­
paigns. In a public funding plan that 
gives an equal amount to each candidate, 
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we still would maintain the perquisite 
gap. In a plan that doles out money based 
on performance in previous elections, we 
would automatically get more money 
than the challengers. In a plan of public 
financing that is less than preemptive, 
some incumbents might twist the situa­
tion to their advantage by using the tax­
payers' funds, in effect, as seed money to 
attract still more private contributions. 
Allow me to explain, Mr. Speaker. Sup­
pose we have an incumbent who is fair­
ly well entrenched. He is able to build 
only a small war chest, election after 
election, because his opposition is light 
and financial angels among his support­
ers see no serious threat to him. But then 
some public money is thrown into the 
campaign. As a result, attracted by the 
certain prospect of financial assistance, a 
strong challenger enters the race--or a 
number of challengers do. The survival 
of the incumbent, under these conditions, 
is not to be taken for granted. So he goes 
to his supporters and persuades them to 
open their wallets. This, of course, stimu­
lates parallel activity by the opposition. 
But in any such fundraising contest, as 
studies have shown, the incumbent has 
important advantages that virtually as­
sure him of outsoliciting his challengers. 
Surplus funds he might raise could then 
be put in the bank to give him a head­
start 2 years later, or 4 years later, in a 
race for higher office. In the meantime, 
the challenger has found the public fi­
nancing kitty to be of only passing ad­
vantage. He himself might be no worse 
off financially than when he started, but 
the taxpayer is behind and the incum­
bent might be ahead, because he has 
picked up some cash that otherwise 
would have been withheld from him. 

Yet it is not only money that taxpayers 
might lose. They might also be deprived, 
under a scheme of public financing, of 
the opportunity to hear a spirited, truly 
informative discussion of the issues. 
Winter has written: 

We are told that subsidies will "reduce the 
pressure on Congressional candidates for de­
pendence on large campaign contributions 
from private sources ... " If, however, one 
reduces the pressure on candidates to look 
to the views of contributors, to whom wlll 
the candidates look instead? The need to 
raise money compels candidates to address 
those matters about which large groups feel 
strongly. Candidates might well, upon receiv­
ing campaign money from the government, 
mute their views and become even more pre­
packaged. Eliminate the need for money and 
you eliminate much of the motive to face up 
to the issues. Candidates might then look 
more to attention-getting gimmicks than to 
attention-getting policy statements. A sub­
sidy combined with spending limits might 
insulate incumbents both from challengers 
and the strongly held desires of constituents. 

We should not overlook either, Mr. 
Speaker, the fact that appropriations 
for a campaign financing program would 
be controlled by persons already holding 
those offices that would be at stake in 
the next election. The implications of 
this are worth reflecting on, in view of 
what we in Congress describe as the 
power of the purse. At the very least, it 
seems to me, we would be plunging the 
Federal Government, which heretofore 
has largely been held at arm's length, 

into the eiection process. At worst, this 
would result in incumbent officeholders, 
or perhaps their agents, meddling in dis­
putes over what did, or did not, consti­
tute a justified use of public supplied 
campaign funds. I wonder: Would we 
end up, for instance, with censorship of 
political advertising messages? 

C. IMPACT ON PARTICIPATORY POLITICS 

Mr. Speaker, public financing also 
would have an adverse impact on public 
participation in the election process. I 
question how we would enhance liberties 
if we clamp restraints on the citizens of 
any class denying them the right to con­
tribute to a candidate who has already 
shown by his record that he's a champion 
of that ~roup, or who has persuaded the 
group t ... 1at he definitely will take up their 
cause. As Haskell has put it: 

It is questioned whether it is wise to di­
minish the influence of groups which repre­
sent the opinion of a large segment of the 
electorate, such as the political arms of labor 
organizations or commercial groups. The ob­
jective of collective action, such as collective 
bargaining for instance, is to centralize, and 
so to increase the bargaining power of in­
dividuals to meet the legitimate demands of 
these persons who may not have the influ­
ence to receive consideration as individuals. 
It is feared that through public financing 
the needs of certain individuals, for exam­
ple laborers, may not be met since the means 
through which they may exert their collec­
tive influence, through organizations such 
as COPE, will be substantially limited. Those 
who disagree with this premise contend that 
private interest groups may represent their 
members by exerting their influence through 
channels other than direct financial support 
of candidates. This contention, however, at 
the same time may weaken the original ar­
gument that public financing would free a 
candidate from the influence of special in­
terest groups. 

I would venture to say, Mr. Speaker, 
that the ordjnary workingman has a 
rather keen sense of the power he is able 
to command through his union, and an 
equally accurate estimate of his melpless­
ness if he is forced to stand alone. If 
he were barred by a new law, for reasons 
obscure to him, from giving his few dol­
lars to the only candidate who seems 
interested in him, his sense of there 
being something foul afoot would 
sharpen his cynicism, and he probably 
would turn off politically, retreating to 
apathy. At the same time, affluent per­
sons with more free time than the work­
ingman would remain on the political 
stage, and might end up hogging a good 
part of it for themselves. Also remain­
ing front and center would be the acti­
vist, highly educated persons who are 
able to bring to bear in a campaign more 
than just money-such as a knowledge 
of the details of many i~ues; an ability 
to articulate their points of view; and &.II 
the self-confidence that comes from 
these attributes. It is these same persons 
who frequently influence, and in some 
places also control, the news media. 
While their role in elections is just as 
constructive as that of the workingman, 
we ought not to take action that in effect 
gives them a greater voice than is justi­
fied by their numbers in the population. 
Of course, this is what we do when we 
brush aside the workingman. 

D. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

There are a number of other consid­
erations, Mr. Speaker, that militate 
against public financing. I would like to 
cite just a few: 

If a voter disagrees strongly with a 
candidate, should he be forced to help 
pay for his message? Winter has stated 
the problem this way: 

What would happen if a racist ran for of­
fioe and delivered radical and quasi-violent 
speeches? One result might be cries for even 
more regulation-in particular, for regula­
tion of the content of political speech. 

To the extent that the largest sums of 
money are contributed by those who can 
best afford it, and whose personal finan­
cial stake in our system is greater, is this 
not after all, as it should be? Does this 
not unofficially parallel, in a sense, the 
principle of progressive taxation? Some­
body has to pay for political campaigns. 
If we take the money out of the public 
till, the cost of it will fall disproportion­
ately on the low-middle and lower in­
come groups. This is so because our Fed­
eral income tax system is not as progres­
sive as it is supposed to be, or as we like 
to pretend that it is. 

The cost of public financing might be­
come burdensome, and this could take 
money away from vital public programs. 
We can assume a steady escalation ·af 
costs because, to cite one reason, for the 
incumbents to increase the amounts of 
the grants to themselves enhances their 
sense of power and their actual power. 
To political animals like us, having more 
money to dispense would be akin to hav­
ing more patronage at our command. I 
doubt that we would spurn larger and 
larger grants even if the price for this 
would be to have to share the extra 
money with our challengers. Is there a 
politician among us who would deny 
that some of us are adept at making 
deals with the opposition? And who 
would be the beneficiaries of all this 
largess? Again, I would like to cite but 
one example, Mr. Speaker. Arlen Large 
wrote in the Wall Street Journal last 
year: 

In recent years a whole industry of cam­
paign advertising specialists has mush­
roomed to advise candidates on how to spend 
their privately collected money. With a.n as­
sured supply of financing from public tax 
funds, the campaign consultant would be­
come just one more parasitic operator who, 
like a commercial income tax preparer, 
thrives merely because the government exists. 

IV, CONCLUSION' 

I would like to conclude, Mr. Speaker, 
with an observation by Alexander Heard, 
an authority on campaign costs, who 
noted in his work "Costs of Democracy:" 

It has been repeatedly demonstrated tha.t 
he who pays the piper does not always can 
the tune, at least not in politics. Poltticia.ns 
prize votes more than dollars. 

Let us not get carried away, then, Mr. 
Speaker, by getting hung up on the fi­
nancial aspects of politics. Let us ex­
amine carefully the case against public 
funding of elections, as it has been out­
lined here and elsewhere. Or better yet, 
why not lay the question aside for the 
time being and get on with the ref arms 
we truly need at this time? Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 
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A BILL TO AMEND SECTION 174 OF 
INTERNAL REVENUE CODE OF 
1954 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, I 
have today, together with my distin­
guj.shed colleague the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. COLLIER), introduced a bill 
which would amend section 17 4 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to insure 
its uniform application to business prod­
ucts and would make clear that tax­
payers engaged in the publishing busi­
ness have the same option as other 
taxpayers to deduct research or develop­
ment expenses incurred in developing or 
improving their products. 

Section 174, as enacted by the Con­
gress in 1954, grants all business tax­
payers alike the option to deduct re­
search or experimental expenditures. 
However, in September 1973 the Internal 
Revenue Service published a ruling­
Revenue ruling 73-395-which purports 
to interpret section 174 in a fashion that 
would deny publishers-apparently even 
for all years beginning prior to publica­
tion of the ruling-the option to deduct 
expendittrres incurred for the writing 
and editing of textbooks and the design 
and art work of visual teaching aids 
that occurred prior to the publication of 
the textbook and the visual aid. This rul­
ing held, for the :first time, that such 
costs do not constitute research or ex­
perimental expenditures under section 
174 of the Code. 

The new IRS ruling marks a departure 
from the Service's prior administrative 
practice of permitting current deduction 
of such expenditures by book publishers 
who chose to employ that method of tax 
accounting. The IRS ought not be al­
lowed, through this attempted reversal of 
its prior administrative practice, to 
penalize those publishers whose reliance 
on continuation of that practice led them 
to commit themselves to make heavy 
financial outlay for research and experi­
mentation for the development or im­
provement of their products. 

The bill would make it clear that the 
recent Service ruling does not reflect the 
intent of Congress when it enacted sec­
tion 174 in 1954. The reports of the House 
Ways and Means Committee and of the 
Senate Finance Committee which ac­
companied section 17 4 upon its enact­
ment in 1954 explain that the purpose of 
section 174 was to "eliminate uncertain­
ty and to encourage taxpayers to carry 
on research and experimentation." There 
is no suggestion in these reparts that 
section 174 would not apply to the costs 
of research and experimentation neces­
sary to develop products of book publish­
ers, such as textbooks, reference books, 
visual aids, and other teaching aids, 
merely because the taxpayer's business is 
publishing or because the teaching ald 
or other product of a publisher is in the 
form of a printed book rather than in 
the form of a mechanical device. Section 
174 should not be interpreted to dis­
criminate against book publishers in the 

business of developing or in improving 
reference books, teaching aids or other 
products. 

The Treasury regulations-section 
1.174-2(a) (1)-provide that the term 
"research or experimental expendi­
tures" includes "generally all such costs 
incident to the development of a product 
and the improvement of already existing 
property of the type mentioned." There 
is no sound reason for discriminating 
against book products of publishers. Al­
though the Treasury regulations-sec­
tion 1.174-2(a) (1)-also provide that 
the term "research or experimental ex­
penditures" does not include expendi­
tures "for research in connection with 
literary, historical or similar projects," 
this regulatory exclusion should be con­
fined to its proper scope, for example, 
to preclude the amateur novelist from 
deducting his essentially personal ex­
penses in the guise of business research 
expenses. The regulatory exclusion is no 
longer necessary because the judicial de­
cisions since 1954 make it clear that sec­
tion 174 applies only to the development 
or improvement of products related to a 
trade or business of the taxpayer. 

The bill also makes a technical amend­
ment which makes it clear that the meth­
od of accounting permitted by section 
174(a) for research or experimental ex­
penditures permits a taxpayer to deduct 
such expenditures from gross receipts 
by treating them as an element of cost 
of goods sold. Consequently, a taxpayer 
who utilizes this method of deducting 
such expenditures, and who also reparts 
income from sales on the installment 
method, will apply the deduction against 
subsequent receipts from sales. 

DEBTS OWED TO UNITED STATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from New York <Mr. WOLFF) is rec­
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, today, on 
behalf of myself, Mr. DERWINSKI, and 
40 House cosponsors, I am introducing 
a joint resolution that will serve to insure 
congressional involvement in all settle­
ments, cancellations, recommendations, 
and reschedulings of debts owed to the 
United States by foreign nations. This 
measure requires the Secretary of State 
to keep Congress fully informed of the 
ongoing status of any negotiations re­
garding the cancellation, renegotiation, 
rescheduling, or settlement of foreign 
debts to the United States, and further 
requires that no such agreement will take 
effect unless Congress has received a 
detailed explanation of the interests of 
the United States in converting such 
agreement. 

Mr. Speaker, at a recent hearing be­
fore the Foreign Affairs Foreign Eco­
nomic Policy Subcommittee, we learned 
that the United States has negotiated 
an agreement with the Indian Govern­
ment that will cost the American tax­
payer close to $3 billion. The United 
States has agreed to cancel outright $2.2 
billion of the total $3.3 billion outstand­
ing debt owed to us by India. This is aJ. 
unprecedented executive agreement with 

a foreign nation which will result in a 
virtual giveaway of billions of dollars 
and yet the Congress, which originally 
appropriated the funds for India as soft 
currency loans, not outright grants, was 
never given the opportunity to approve 
this writeoff. 

One further example of this type of 
executive agreement was the U.S. ar­
rangement with the Soviet Union regard­
ing the Russian lend-lease debt. This 
lend-lease debt of some $4 billion was 
settled for approximately $700 million, 
in addition to which, the Soviets were 
granted further credit extensions total­
ling approximately $700,000 in the form 
of agricultural credits. 

We feel that the so-called Indian rupee 
agreement and the arrangement with the 
Soviet Union establishes a very un­
healthy precedent, and we have thus in­
troduced our resolution in order to pre­
vent future giveaways or this type of ar­
rangement without prior consultation 
with the Congress. With the current do­
mestic problems we face and the burdens 
already placed upon the American tax­
payer, giveaways like the Indian rupee 
agreement cannot continue without con­
gressional surveillance. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to report 
that progress is already being made to 
move this resolution through Congress. 
Yesterday, I and Congressmen DERWIN­
SKI and BROOMFIELD were successful in 
having the House Foreign Affairs Com­
mittee adopt our amendment to the Foc­
eign Assistance Act of 1961, to insure 
congressional surveillance over currency 
settlements that come under this act. The 
resolution we are introducing today will 
apply the rules of this amendment to all 
similar settlements, involving r:.11 Ameri­
can aid, including Public Law 480 funds. 

Mr. Speaker, when the Congress of the 
United States agrees to loan taxpayers' 
money to foreign countries, it is the Con­
gress which must retain the rights to 
any change in the repayment or write­
off of those moneys. There still remain 
vast amounts of excess currencies, bil­
lions by conservative estimates, owed to 
us by foreign nations. At a time when 
our domestic economy is under such tre­
mendous stress, the executive must not 
be allowed to engage in giant giveaways 
involving these debts without answering 
first to the Congress. 

For the RECORD, Mr. Speaker, I am in­
cluding a list of those Members who have 
joined as cosponsors of our resolution, 
as well as a text of the measure: 

LIST OF COSPONSORS 

Messrs. Wolff, Derwlnski, Addabbo, Ander­
son of Illinois, Archer, Bevlll, Broomfield, 
Brown of California, Cohen, Collins of Texas, 
Conte, Daniel, Robert of Virginia., Devine, 
Dickinson of Alabama, Drinan, Ellberg, Fu­
qua, Gettys, Gross, Harrington, Helst.oskl, 
Hinshaw, Hosmer, Hungate, Kemp, Ketchum., 
Long of Maryland, Lott, Mann of · South 
Carolina, McCormack, Montgomery, Sand­
man, Sarbanes, Taylor of North Carolina, 
Tiernan, Whitehurst, Winn, Yates, Young 
of Florida, Heinz, Podell, Pritchard. 

H.J. RES. 920 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep­

resentatives of tlie United States of America 
in Congress assembled, That the Secretary 
of State shall keep the appropriate commit-
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tees of Congress fully and currently informed 
of the ongoing status of any negotiations 
with any foreign government, regarding the 
cancellation, renegotiat~on, rescheduling, or 
settlement of any debt owed to the United 
States Government by such foreign govern­
ments under any program. The Secretary of 
State shall transmit to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the chairman 
of the appropriate Senate committee the text 
of any international agreement proposing a 
modification in the terms of such debt no 
less than thirty days prior to it.s entry into 
force, together with a detailed explanation 
of the interest of the United States Govern­
ment in converting such agreement. 

No debt owed to the United States Gov­
ernment under any program by any foreign 
government may be cancelled, renegotiated, 
rescheduled, or settled in any manner in­
consistent with the legislative authorization 
applicable' to the original debt as modified by 
any subsequent amendment, except as pro­
vided in this section. 

SUBMISSION OF A RESOLUTION 
RELATING TO THE ALLOCATION 
OF FUEL FOR THE TOURISM 
INDUSTRY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Utah (Mr. OWENS) is recog­
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, fuel alloca­
tions should not be denied for certain 
uses which have the false appearance of 
being nonessential, such as recreational 
activities and tourism. It is for this rea­
son that I am submitting this resolution 
to provide adequate fuel supplies for the 
tourist industry. 

My State of Utah shares a common 
concern with several other States which 
are largely dependent upon tourism for 
economic survival. In Utah, the tourist 
industry accounts for approximately $200 
million of the State's income, and it em­
ploys approximately 55,000 of the 474,000 
work force. 

I submit that the adoption of this reso­
lution would help avoid the significant 
unemployment that would result from a 
lack of adequate and fair fuel allocation 
for States dependent on the tourist in­
dustry. 

The tourist industry depends upon 
transportation for its economic success. 
For the continued existence and stabil­
ization of Utah's economy and those of 
other States it is necessary that the allo­
cation of fuels does not discriminate 
against any industry. Without reason­
able, proper, and wise allocation of fuel 
resources, the economic failure of tour­
ist-related business areas may follow. The 
impact on individual States and their 
economies would be disastrous. 

Although it is imperative during this 
time of emergency to effect conservation 
measures, such measures when adopted 
should not create acute economic hard­
ship to any particular industry or to any 
one State. This means that appropriate 
steps must be taken to implement the 
allocation program in such a way that the 
economy of different areas of the coun­
try, including Utah, will be treated equi­
tably, ·regardless of what industries are 
prevalent in each particular area. 

Mr. Speaker, it must also be realized 
that tourism and other recreational ac­
tivities are essential to the maintenance 

of a strong, healthy, and alert society, 
especially during this age of growing 
mechanization. We cannot afford to re­
gard tourism as expendable. The contri­
bution it now makes to our society and 
the potential it has to improve our qual­
ity of life must not be underestimated. 

The following resolution recognizes the 
aforementioned facts and reestablishes a 
more suitable and equitable order of fuel 
allocation priorities during the present 
energy crisis: 

H. RES. 933 
To express the sense of the House with 

respect to the allocation of necessary energy 
sources to the tourism industry. 
, Whereas tourism spending in the United 

States in 1972 totaled approximately $61,-
000,000,000; 

Whereas tourism expenditures are the sec­
ond rankil'.tg retail expenditure in the United 
States; 

Whereas the Report of the National Tour­
ism Resources Review Commission (June 25, 
1973) estitnated that spendlng for tourism 
ln the United States is expected to total 
$850,000,000,000 over the decade 1970 to 1980. 

Whereas tourism expenditures in the 
United States directly and indirectly provide 
employment for approximately four million 
Americans; 

Whereas the leisure activity provided for 
Americans by the tourism industry is essen­
tial for a sound and healthy society; 

Whereas the tourism industry is a major 
economic and social force in the United 
States; 

Whereas the continued viability of the 
tourism industry depends upon the ability 
of our public and private transport system, 
including sightseeing companies, motor 
coach operators, cruise lines, hotels, motels, 
and travel agencies to provide in a safe, eco­
nomic, and efficient manner those goods, fa­
ciilties, and services which support the tour­
ism industry; and 

Whereas the current energy shortage poses 
a serious threat to the tourism industry and 
consequently to the national economy and 
that of many States, areas, and cities: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the House 
that in any allocation of energy supplies or 
other actions by Federal departments and 
agencies to alleviate the energy shortage, 
proper cons~deration should be given, in light 
of the facts expressed in the preamble of this 
resolution, to the provision of adequate sup­
plies of energy to all segments of the tourism 
industry. 

MATSUNAGA INTRODUCES BILL TO 
FULFILL FEDERAL RESPONSIBIL­
ITY FOR PUBLIC ASSISTANCE TO 
ALL ABORIGINAL AMERICANS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Hawaii (Mr. MATSUNAGA) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, I am 
pleased to announce the introduction 
yesterday of legislation designed to pro­
vide full Federal reimbursement for the 
costs of all public assistance programs to 
aboriginal Americans. 

The historical position of the Govern­
ment of the United States is that it has 
a unique and undeniable responsibility 
to one segment of our society-aboriginal 
Americans. Indeed, there is a precedent 
for this type of reimbursement. In the 
past Congress has provided for an 80-
percent reimbursement to Arizona and 
New Mexico for funds expended in be-

half of the Navajo and Hopi Indians who 
were receiving old age assistance and aid 
to the blind. Moreover, the Senate has 
twice approved-in 1970 and again in 
1972-a 100-percent reimbursement for 
all aboriginal Americans on the main­
land. 

The measure which I am introducing 
is consistent with what has become one 
of the basic principles of welfare re­
form-that welfare is a national problem 
which transcends legal State boundaries. 
To a large extent, it is as a result of 
Federal policies that native Americans 
have been forced to live in economically 
deprived areas which cannot meet wel­
fare and other costs from local taxes. In 
my own State of Hawaii, there are over 
10,000 native Hawaiians receiving public 
assistance. Last year, over $16.6 million 
was spent on basic welfare services to 
the Hawaiian population, fully half, or 
$8.3 million, from the State. Under my 
bill, Hawaii would be reimbursed for that 
sum. Financial responsibility for assist­
ance to aboriginal Americans would then 
be placed where it belongs-on the Fed­
eral Government. 

The case for additional Federal finan­
cial assistance for welfare payments for 
the Hawaiians is well documented 
throughout the Federal statutes, as it 
is also true of the claims of the native 
Alaskans and American Indians. The 
Federal Government holds in trust an­
cestrial lands of the Hawaiian people in 
a manner similar to the method in which 
the land of various Indian tribes is held 
in trust. The enabling statute setting 
aside trust land is the Hawaiian Home 
Commission Act of 1920. The fact that 
Congress has seen fit to amend this act 
no fewer than 18 times attests to its in­
adequacy. 

Many American aborigines live in 
poverty as a result of past injustices. 
The States in which these first Ameri­
cans live have had their tax bases diluted 
by reservations not subject to State and 
local taxes and by loss of income tax 
revenues due to a high incidence of low 
economic status among aboriginal Amer­
icans. Federal assumption of these lim­
ited welfare costs would serve as a useful 
means of correcting this fiscal dilemma. 

The legislation I have introduced 
would foclude native Hawaiians along 
with American Indians and Native Alas­
kans as aboriginal Americans who have 
justifiable claims to national considera­
tion. It is my hope that both Houses of 
Congress and the President will take 
early and positive action on this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the text of my 
bill to be printed in the RECORD at this 
point: 

H.R. 13051 
A bill to provide for additional Federal finan­

cial participation in expenses incurred in 
providing benefits to Indians, Aleuts, 
native Hawaiians, and other aboriginal 
persons, under certain State public assist­
ance programs established pursuant to the 
Social Security Act 
Be it enacted. by the Senate and. House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled., That (a) 
part A of title XI of the Social Security Act 
is amended by adding, immediately after 
section 1123 thereof, the following new 
section: 
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"ADDrrIONAL FEDERAL PAYMENTS TO STATES ON 

ACCOUNT OF CERTAIN EXPENDITURES WITH 
RESPECT TO INDIANS 

"SEc. 1124. (a) ~e Secretary shall pay to 
ea.ch State which has a plan approved under 
part A of title IV, or under title XIX, for 
ea.ch calendar quarter which commences after 
the date of enactment of this section, an 
amount equal to the excess of-

" ( 1) the total expenditures made during 
such quarter under such State plan as aid 
or assist ance with respect to individuals who 
are Indians (within the meaning of subsec­
tion (c)), Aleuts, Eskimos, native Hawalla.ns 
(as defined in subsection (d)), and other 
aboriginal persons (including amounts ex­
pended by reason of section 1119, to the ex­
tent applicable), but not counting so much 
of any expenditures as exceeds the limita­
tions prescribed for purposes of determining 
the Federal share of such aid or assistance 
under the applicable provisions of such pa.rt 
of title, over 

"(2) the amounts otherwise payable to 
such State under section 403 or 1903 (includ­
ing amounts determined under sections· 1118 
and 1119, to the extent applicable) as the 
Federal share of aid or assistance under such 
plan with respect to such individuals. 

"(b) (1) The Secretary shall pay to each 
State which has entered into an ag·reement 
with the Secretary under section 212(a) of 
Public Law 93-66, or has in effect a program 
of supplementary cash payments described 
in section 1616(a), with respect to each cal­
endar quarter which commences after the 
date of enact ment of this section , an amount 
equal to t h e total expenditures made during 
such quarter in providing, pursuant to such 
agreemen t or such program (as the case 
may be ) , supplementary benefits · with re­
spect to individuals who are Indians (within 
the meaning of subsection (c)), Aleuts, Es­
kimos, native Hawaiians (within the mean­
ing of subsection (d)), or other aboriginal 
persons, but not counting so much of any 
expenditures as exceeds the applicable level 
of benefits which may be provided pursuant 
to such agreement or such program (as the 
case may be) to individuals who are not 
Indians (within such meaning), Aleuts, Es­
kimos, native Hawaiians (as so defined), or 
other aboriginal persons. Except as provided 
by paragraph (2), amounts payable to a 
State under this paragraph shall be made, 
with respect to any calendar quarter, at such 
time or times during or immediately after 
such quarter, as the Secretary may estab­
lish. 

"(2) In the case of any State which has in 
effect an agreement entered into under sec­
tion 1616 or under section 212(b) of Public 
Law 93-66, amounts payable to such State 
under paragraph ( 1) shall be payable to such 
State at the times established, pursuant to 
section 1616(d) (in the case of an agree­
ment entered into under section 1616) or 
pursuant to section 212(b) (3) (in the case 
of an agreement entered into pursuant to 
section 212(b) of Public Law 93-66), for the 
payment by such State of amounts payable 
by it to the Secretary under such agreement. 
In making such payments at any such time, 
an appropriate setoff shall be made, and only 
the balance due shall be paid by the Secre­
tary or by the State (as the case may be) , and 
any amount so set off shall be deemed to have 
been paid. 

"(c) The term 'Indian' refers to any in­
dividual ( 1) any ·of whose ancestors were 
natives of the area which consists of the 
States of the United States (other than Ha­
ws.ti) and the District of Columbia prior to 
the discovery of America by Europeans, (2) 
who regards himself as an Indian and who 
holds himself out, in the community in 
which he resides, as being an Indian, and 
( 3) who 1s regarded, in the community in 
which he resides, a.s being an Indian. 

"(d) The term 'native Hawaiian' means 

any individual (1) any of whose ancestors 
were natives of the area. which consists of 
the Hawallan Islands prior to 1778, (2) who 
regards himself as a Hawaiian and who holds 
himself out, 1n the community in which he 
resides, as being a. Hawallan, and (3) who is 
regarded, in the community in which he re­
sides, as being a Hawaiian. 

"(e) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated, for each fiscal year, such sums 
as may be necessary to enable the Secretary 
to make the payments authorized by the pre­
ceding pr~visions of this section." 

PANAMA CANAL: BRIDGE-ROAD 
PROJECT AT ATLANTIC END OF 
CANAL ZONE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Pennsylvania (Mr. FLOOD) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, as all who 
have followed my addresses on Isthmian 
Canal policy questions over a period of 
years know, the story of the Panama 
Canal forms one of the most brilliant 
chapters in U.S. history. It has entitled 
the statesmen responsible for acquiring 
the Canal Zone and the great engineers 
who designed and supervised the con­
struction of the great interoceanic link 
to enduring fame. 

As recognized by such leaders as Presi­
dent Taft, the territory of the U.S. 
Canal Zone, "runs through the heart" of 
the Republic of Panama, separating that 
country into two parts. 

At the time of the 1903 treaty under 
which the Zone territory was acquired 
there was relatively little traffic between 
the two sections of Panama other than 
that which could be handled by existing 
roads or small vessels. After completion 
of the canal the n.eed for crossing facili­
ties became increasingly apparent. 

One of the most distinguished former 
members of this body and of the Com­
mittee on Appropriations, because of his 
service on the Isthmus as Governor of 
the Canal Zone during peak construc­
tion, was keenly aware of the cross-canal 
transportation difficulties and the neces­
sity for a remedy. In 1929 he introduced 
and in 1930 secured the enactment of 
legislation establishing a free ferry sys­
tem across the Pacific entrance of the 
Panama Canal at Balboa and the con­
struction of a highway in the Canal 
Zone connecting the western ferry term­
inus with the road system of Panama, 
both officially named by the Congress 
in his honor. These ferries were operated 
until 1962 when they were replaced by 
the impressive Thatcher Ferry Bridge, 
also named in his honor, by the Congress. 

During World War II there was a 
ferry system operated by the United 
States across the Atlantic end of the 
canal from Cristobal to Fort Sherman 
for the heavy traffic of those years in 
connection with defense activities. But 
today there are no adequate canal cross­
ing facilities at the Atlantic end of the 
canal except a small automobile bridge 
across the locks at Gatun, which is not 
satisfactory for general use. The time is 
now approaching for the construction of 
suitable bridges across the Atlantic end 
of the canal and the Lower Chagres 
River with appropriate roads in the 

Canal Zone to connect with the road sys­
tem of Panama for the convenience of 
residents of both the zone and the Re­
public of Panama. As for the evidence 
of this need is the recent action of the 
Panamanian Assembly of Community 
Representatives recommending such fa­
cilities. 

To provide them, I have introduced 
the following measure: 

H.R. 12802 
A blll to provide for construction of certain 

bridges, approaches, and roads in the Pan­
ama. Canal Zone, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That (a) in 
order to serve the needs of the Canal Zone 
and the Republic of Panama, the Governor 
of the Canal Zone, under the supervision of 
the Secretary of the Army, is authorized and 
directed-

(!) to construct, or cause to be con­
structed, across the Atlantic sea. level por­
tion of the Panama Canal, and maintain, a 
bridge clear of all locks and dams of the 
canal and with a clearance not less than the 
clearance of the Thatcher Ferry Bridge 1n 
the Canal Zone; 

(2) to construct, or cause to be con­
structed, and maintain, a bridge at a suit­
able point across the Chagres River in the 
Canal Zone; and 

(3) to construct, or cause to be con­
structed, and maintain, such approaches to 
each such bridge, .and such additional roads 
in the Canal Zone, as may be ne~ssary to 
provide appropriate highway connection of 
ea.ch such bridge with the road system of 
the Canal Zone and the road system of the 
Republic of Panama. 

(b) Such bridges, approaches, and roads 
shall be constructed and maintained for the 
accommodation of the public and shall be 
made available for use by the public free of 
tons. 

(c) In carrying out the purposes of this 
Act, the Governor of the Canal Zone may 
act and exercise his authority as President 
of the Panama Canal Company and may uti­
lize the services and facillties of that com­
pany. 

(d) There are authorized to be appropri­
ated such sums as may be necessary to fi­
nance the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of such bridges, approaches, 
and roads in accordance with this Act. 

WHEAT EXPORTS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Rhode Island <Mr. TIERNAN) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TIERNAN. Mr. Speaker, the wheat 
situation has reached a critical stage. 
An impending shortage has caused the 
price to rise to historic levels, topping $6 
per bushel. Now, in order to avoid com­
pletely bare storage bins, we may be 
forced to import expensive foreign grain. 
Last year the consumer was forced to 
swallow a 22-percent increase m food 
prices. It is about time we acted to pre­
vent the ludicrous situation where we 
will be exporting so much grain that we 
will end up buying it back from foreign 
markets at higher prices. Let us relieve 
the heavy burden placed on the Ameri­
can consumers' budget by rising food 
prices. The legislation I plan to introduce 
this week seeks to lower the price of do­
mestically consumed wheat. Let us give 
the consumer a break. Let us do some­
thing constructive and effective instead 
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of talking about how terrible the situa­
tion is. 

I began to monitor our wheat exports 
last July, at the start of the crop year. 
The level sustained was alarming, point­
ing to a shortage before the next harvest 
in June of 1974. In August, I wrote to 
both President Nixon and the Secretary 
of Agriculture, Earl Butz, urging the im­
mediate imposition of export controls. n 
export controls were gradually imposed 
last August, there would have been little 
disruption with our international trade. 
However, nothing was done by the ad­
ministration at that time. Now, even 
with a production 2 % times the amount 
of domestic consumption, we are faced 
with a shortage. 

The reason for the administration's 
inaction has been the contention that 
export restrictions would throw us into 
a serious balance-of-payments deficit. 
Wheat has-become one of our most im­
portant exports; but this does not mean, 
as the administration appears to believe, 
that no solution exists. In the last 3 
years, wheat exports have increased from 
$1 billion annually to an estimated $4.02 
billion this year. Strict restrictions on 
wheat could cause a $2 billion dollar 
balance-of-payment deficit. The legisla­
tion I have proposed will lower the price 
of domestically consumed wheat without 
having an adverse effect on our balance 
of payments. 

This bill contains two major pro­
visions: A wheat exporting marketing 
stamp system, and the formation of the 
National Wheat Council. 

The wheat export marketing stamp 
system is designed to lower the price of 
domestically consumed wheat. Every ex­
porter will be required to purchase ex­
port stamps for the wheat he intends to 
ship abroad. The price of the stamps are 
pegged on a graduated scale. The ex­
porter's cost for the stamps will be 50 
percent of the price he paid for the 
wheat above $3.50 per bushel. 

With this system in e:ff ect, the foreign 
price of our wheat will remain at the 
present levels but domestic prices will 
drop by approximately 20 percent. At the 
present price of $6 per bushel this mar­
keting system will cause a reduction in 
the domestic price to around $4. 75 per 
bushel. Our total dollar export amount 
will be unchanged and the farmer will 
still earn a healthy return for his labor. 

The second major provision of this 
legislation is the formation of a National 
Wheat Council. With the growing size 
and importance of our wheat crop, 1t is 
time to establish a national organization 
that will promote research and produc­
tion of wheat and keep abreast of the 
supply and demand situation from both 
the farmer and the consumer's point of 
view. 

This Council will be composed of 12 
members; 3 representing wheat pro­
ducers, 1 from the Agricultural Re­
search Service, 1 from the Economic 
Reseach Service of the Department of 
Agriculture, 1 from the Foreign Agri­
cultural Service, 3 from the proces­
sors and end product manufacturers of 
wheat, and 3 representing consumer 
interests. The Council will use a portion 
of the funds collected from the sale of 

export stamps to encourage research to 
increase the yield per acre, increase the 
nutritional quality and encourage pro­
duction of wheat by finding dependable 
and permanent markets. This Council 
will also be responsible to keep abreast of 
accurate statistics of our wheat supply 
and demand, thus avoiding tight supply 
situations that cause skyrocketing prices. 

This legislation is urgently needed. 
With our balance of payments so heav­
ily dependent on agricultural goods, 
fluctuations in growing conditions 
around the world have caused rapid food 
inflation for the American consumer. It 
is time to insulate the American con­
sumer from this foreign-caused inflation 
and this is precisely what my bill will 
achieve. I ask my colleagues for their 
suppart of this bill as an active step by 
Congress to control in:.fiation. 

EXPLANATION OF VOTE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Michigan (Mr. DIGGS) is rec­
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, on January 
30, 1974, · rollcall No. 11 on the 2d 
session of the 93d Congress was taken on 
the adoption of the rule providing for 
consideration of H.R. 5463, Federal Rules 
of Evidence. In my haste to record my 
vote on the floor, I inadvertently pushed 
"present" rather than "yea" as I had in­
tended. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
that the permanent RECORD show, im­
mediately following roll No. 11 on Jan­
uary 30, 1974, that I supported the rule 
to consider this bill and in tended to vote 
"yea" on the question. 

OUT OF THE ENERGY CRUNCH 
BY 1976-PHILIP H. ABELSON, 
SCIENCE MAGAZINE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle­
man from Indiana (Mr. BRADEMAS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, one of 
the most respected observers of com­
mentators on scientific developments in 
the United States is Dr. Philip H. Abel­
son, editor of Science, the weekly jour­
nal of the American Association for the 
Advancement of Science. 

I believe that all Members of the 
House will read with great interest the 
text of an editorial by Dr. Abelson in 
the February 22, 1974, issue of Science 
entitled, "Out of the Energy Crunch by 
1976." 

The editorial follows: 
OUT OF THE ENERGY CRUNCH BY 1976 

At the moment, the chief hope for an 
amelioration of the energy crisis lies in an 
easing of the oil embargo, but valves that 
can be opened can be closed. Solemn agree­
ments with the oil producing and exporting 
countries, ostensibly valid for decades, have 
been scrapped in weeks. The public and the 
economy cannot long tolerate the uncertain­
ties of being a Yo-Yo in the hands of others. 

Prior to the embargo, we were importing 
35 percent of our consumption. If we were 
to lower that to 20 percent, consumers would 
pay less for hydrocarbons, foreign exchange 
problems would ease, and. we would no longer 

need to obtain oil from the Arabs. Such a 
major step to energy independence could 
and should be taken by 1976. 

The quickest path toward balancing sup­
ply and demand is conservation combined 
with the replacement of use of hyrocarbons 
by coal. Thus far, the main burden of con­
servation has been carried by the public, 
which consumes directly only a minor frac­
tion of the energy. The major potential for 
quick savings of hydrocarbons Iles with in­
dustry. It is the largest consumer of energy; 
it has substantial technical resources; and, 
with costs soaring, it has incentives to seek 
economies. Like the public, industry gen­
erally has governed its behavior on the as­
sumption of cheap energy. Thus it has much 
room for improvement. 

All of industry has not been asleep. Two 
good examples of organizations with fore­
sight and ingenuity are DuPont and Dow. 
Both companies have emphasized conserva­
tion of energy in their plant designs and 
operation. During the past decade, DuPont 
increased its volume of products 100 percent, 
while energy used rose only 50 percent. Du­
Pont has advised other large consumers 
about conservation through a consultant 
service. Broad experience has shown that 
significant conservation at an industrial 
plant will, on the average, result in a 15 per­
cent reduction in the plant's total energy 
consumption, and about half the savting can 
be achieved without new investment.1 

At Dow Chemical during 1972, the com­
pany achieved a 10 percent reduction in en­
ergy used while increasing yield. The com­
pany had as its goal a like reduction 1n 1973.1 

Another way of conserving hydrocarbons 
is to avoid burning them merely to produce 
heat. "One of the quickest and most effective 
ways to reduce short-falls in gas and oil is to 
substitute coal for them under electric util­
ity and industrial boilers. Approximately 65 
percent of the natural gas used goes to the 
electric and industrial sectors. Some 30 per­
cent of the oil used goes to the same sectors. 
•• • '' 8 

Thus far, the Administration has not been 
even-handed in its efforts to meet the en­
ergy crisis. The consumer has been the target 
of exhortations, shortages, and higher costs, 
Industry, and especially the utilities, which 
usually can pass on higher prices, have been 
larg~ly protected from shortages. 

By concentrating more attention on indus­
try and the utllities, by invoking some of the 
ca·n-do attitudes of World War II, by setting 
up a priority system to expedite procurement 
of scarce items, by unleashing coal as a pri­
mary energy source, and by making its use 
mandatory in some applications, an effective 
government could get us out of the energy 
crisis within 2 years. It could free us from 
any need to use oil from undependable 
sources, and our example and reduced im­
ports would contribute to loosening the 
worldwide grip of the oil cartel. 

-PHILIP H. ABELSON. 

PROFITEERING OIL COMPANIES 
(Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS asked 

and was given permission to extend his 

1 D. H. Dawson, Context 2, 17 ( 1973) . 
2 J. C. Robertson, Chem. Eng. 81, 104 (21 

January 1974). 
s Report of the Cornell Workshops on ·the 

Mator Issues of a National Energy Research 
and Development Program (College of Engin­
eering, Cornell University, Ithaca, N.Y., rev. 
ed., 1973), p. 24. The report of the Cornell 
workshops provides an excellent summary of 
many aspects of the energy problem. It was 
prepared for the Atomic Energy Commission. 
Coples can be obtained from the U.S. Atomic 
Energy Commission, Technical Information 
Center, P.O. Box 62, Oak Ridge, Tenn. 37830. 
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remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS. Mr. 
Speaker, rarely in the history of this 
country have the American people suf­
fered so greatly from big business prof­
iteers run amuck than during the cur­
rent energy shortage. While it would 
have been difficult to prevent the Arab 
countries from instituting their embargo 
and raising prices, it would not have been 
difficult for American corporations, run 
by American citizens' who enjoy all of the 
benefits of this Nation, to foresee, warn, 
and provide for preventive measures 
against the possibilities of such action by 
the Arab countries. Instead they did 
nothing. Indeed, they have profited enor­
mously by doing nothing leaving one 
with the feeling of complicity by the oil 
executives. 

As we learn more and more of the re­
lationship between American oil compa­
nies and the Arab sheiks, one cannot help 
but be impressed with the fact that all 
the indicia of allegiance by American oil 
companies has been paid not to the 
United States but to Arab governments. 
Ordered by Arab sheiks not to supply 
necessary fuel to American Armed Forces 
engaged in emergency activities in the 
Middle East, for example, American oil 
executives capitulated without so much 
as a murmur of an objection. 

One can picture them, bowing low, 
scraping their foreheads on the plush 
oriental rugs as they left the presence of 
the Arab sheik-bureaucrats, who issued 
the order. So much for the concern of 
Exxon, Amoco, Mobil, and all the rest for 
American defense and economic security 
interests. 

There is no industry in America which 
has so sordid a history of profiteering 
than the oil industry. Since John D. 
Rockefeller first created Standard Oil, 
the rule of the industry has been to bleed 
the American consumer for every possi­
ble cent of profit. Over the years I have 
been warned that if I opposed. the oil 
depletion allowance, oil companies would 
be unable to underwrite the cost of ex­
ploration. Without exploration, oil ex­
ecutives claimed, America would be left 
to the mercy of foreign governments 
from whom we would then have to pur­
chase oil. Well, I did not believe them 
and voted against the depletion allow­
ance. But Congress passed it anyway. In 
spite of their claims and their allow­
ances, the oil companies seeking to limit 
supplies in order to maintain prices, 
neither undertook development of oil re­
sources nor increased refinery capacity. 
Today, having reaped their depletion 
allowance and other special tax incen­
tives for a score of years, the oil com­
panies have themselves placed the 
United States at the mercy of foreign 
countries from whom we nevertheless 
import oil. In short, they sold us out. 

It seems patently obvious that the oil 
companies, unregulated by the Federal 
Government, have pocketed the depletion 
allowance at the expense and economic 
jeopardy of the American taxpayer. The 
fact is, that every time a serious attempt 
has been made to regulate the oil in­
dustry, to bust the oil trusts, to even re­
quire that they produce statistical in-

formation necessary for the economic 
well-being and the defense of the coun­
try, those attempts have been met with 
blatant demagoguery, with charges that 
the Congress was tampering with the 
free enterprise system. Rarely in history 
have so many been at the mercy of so 
few for so long. 

I say that Americans have had enough 
of profiteering and of allegiance to for­
eign shieks. The time for change is long 
past. The oil under American soil belongs 
first and foremost to the American peo­
ple. It is time they took it back. 

I have introduced today legislation 
that would place under control of a Fed­
eral corporation exclusive authority and 
responsibility for all exploration and 
development of petroleum and gas re­
sources under U.S. Government jurisdic­
tion. In addition, this corporation would 
have the exclusive right and authority 
to import all crude and refined oil and 
natural gas for sale to domestic suppliers. 

I disagree with those who say that 
America has no energy policy. Our policy 
has been to permit "private enterprise," 
controlled by so-called market imperi­
tives, to control the supply, price, and 
even demand of oil as well as the orga­
nization of the oil industry. The sole dis­
cretion of how extensively "private en­
terprise" will explore for and develop pe­
troleum resources lies with those who 
would gain financially from those de­
cisions in spite of the tremendous effect 
that discretion has on the lives, welfare, 
and security of the America people. In 
addition to permitting such control over 
an industry critical to the well being of 
the country, our energy policy has ac­
tually permitted the extraordinary sub­
sidy of private efforts through capital 
gains, through depletion allowances, and 
through other operating expense tax 
writeofi's. All of these tax provisions have 
been def ended by the oil companies on 
the grounds that they are necessary for 
further exploration of natural gas and 
petroleum resources. 

The fact is, however, that the oil com­
panies have pocketed the moneys to be 
set aside for exploration and develop­
ment and have failed to explore for or 
develop petroleum resources simply be­
cause it is more profitable to sell in a 
scarce market than in a plentiful one. 
The decision as to what constitutes a 
necessary inventory of oil and gas has 
been made by those who have had the 
most to gain from shortages and high 
prices. The security interests of the peo­
ple of the United States have mattered 
not one whit in the face of exorbitant 
profits. 

It should be plainly obvious by now 
that the supply of oil is as critical to our 
economic security as the supply of weap­
ons is to our defense security. Yet we do 
not allow arms manufacturers to control 
the :flow of intelligence data to the De­
partment of Defense, nor does it control 
the supply of arms, nor is it in a position 
to deny the American Armed Forces nec­
essary arms and ammunition. These may 
be extensive criticism of the arms indus­
try and Federal procurement policies, 
but to my knowledge, no one has ever 
seriously alleged that these private com-

panies control the defense of the United 
States. 

I see no difference between defense se­
curity and economic security. If an in­
dustry is so critical that its actions af­
fect the health, safety, well being and 
even defense of the American people, 
then the American people have a right to 
police and to exercise control over that 
industry to whatever extent is necessary 
to assure their health, safety, well-being, 
and defense. 

There will be a great hue and cry 
among the oil industry and its claque of 
supporters at the legislation I have in­
troduced today. They will cry that it is 
confiscatory, that it deprives them of 
long held and exclusive privileges which 
in fact they have taken for granted and 
sorely abused. To those who make this 
hue and cry, I strongly suggest they ap­
pear in Journal Square in Jersey City, 
which I represent, where I will be pleased 
to arrange a meeting with residents of 
Hudson County, N.J. I suggest they con­
front the American people, not from the 
safety of media advertising, but in Amer­
ica's towns and cities. Let them come out 
from behind the barricades of their 
boardrooms. Let them meet the people 
of America on their own turf. 

The system by which we now provide 
the fuel for our energy needs does not 
work. In fact it has never worked to the 
benefit of those for whom it ought to 
work-the American consumer and tax­
payer. To do less than to take strong and 
decisive action now in order to correct a 
long standing and egregious threat to our 
economic and defense security would be a 
gross aberration of our responsibility to 
the American people. This present crisis 
reaches back through the ages for the 
counsel of Edmund Burke that "all that 
is necessary for the triumph of evil, is 
that good men do nothing." 

HON. WILLIAM MORTIMER DROWER 
TO LEA VE BRITISH EMBASSY 

<Mr. PEPPER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include extra­
neous matter.) 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, there will 
be many Members of Congress as well as 
many in the executive branch of our 
Government and many of our citizens 
who will very much regret that the Hon­
orable William Mortimer Drower, polit­
ical counselor at the British Embassy 
and his lovely wife, Constance, will ter­
minate their duties at the embassy· and 
be leaving Washington late this week. 
The departure of this delightful couple 
and their beautiful daughter, Sar~ age 
16, will be a deep personal loss to many of 
us in Washington who have become so 
deeply attached to them during their 
service here since 1965. Mr. Drower, after 
graduating from Oxford and Heidelberg 
Universities, served in the British Army 
through World War II. Thereafter, he 
served in the Far and Middle East, and 
Geneva, in connection with the Laos 
Conference Test Ban Treaty Negotiating 
and Disarmament Conference. Since 
1965 he has held the position of political 
counselor at the British Embassy here, 
charged with the study of American 
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political affairs and institutions and 1n 
particular the U.S. Congress. He has been 
a close observer of the actions of our 
Congress and has been most helpful to 
many of us in the Congress in furnishing 
us information about the British Parlia­
ment and British institutions. He has 
also been a most cordial and helpful con­
tact in bringing about better under­
standing and closer cooperation between 
Britain and the United States. His lovely 
and charming wife and his beautiful 
daughter have won the hearts of count­
less friends in Washington who will miss 
them immeasurably. Mr. Drower now 
will be going to Harvard for a period of 

·study and teaching. We hope fortunate 
circumstances will keep the Drawers in 
our country for a long time. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab­

sence was granted to: 
Mrs. SULLIVAN <at the request of Mr. 

O'NEILL), for February 26 and 27, on 
account of illness. 

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. BUTLER) and to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex­
traneous matter:) 

Mr. McKINNEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DELLENBACK, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. QUIE, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. KEMP, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. SNYDER, for 60 minutes, on Feb-

ruary 28. 
Mr. COHEN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SYMMS, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. BURKE of Florida, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. ABDNOR, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. PRITCHARD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. FINDLEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
<The following Members <at the re-

quest of Mr. GINN) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:> 

Mr. EILBERG, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. GONZALEZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MORGAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. JAMES v. STANTON, for 60 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. RosTENKOWSKI, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. WoLFF, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. OWENS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. FLOOD, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. TIERNAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DIGGS, for!5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HARRINGTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BRADEMAS, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. RHODES to include extraneous mat­
ter in the remarks he made today •. 

Mr. DINGELL, following the remarks of 
Mr. STAGGERS. 

Mr. WRIGHT, to revise and extend his 
remarks in Committee of the Whol,a on 
H.R. 2. 

<The following Members <at the re­
quest of Mr. BUTLER) and to include ex­
traneous matter:> 

Mr. BAKER in two instances. 
Mr. DERWINSKI in three instances. 
Mr. KEMP in three instances. 
Mr.GUBSER. 
Mr. ROUSSELOT. 
Mr. SARASIN. 
Mr. WYMAN in two instances. 
Mr. FRENZEL in three instances. 
Mr.DUNCAN. 
Mr. WALSH. 
Mr.GILMAN. 
Mr. HILLIS. 
Mr. BIESTER in two instances. 
Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. 
Mr. GROVER in two instances. 
Mr. QuIE. 
Mr. HUBER in two instances. 
Mr. ASHBROOK in two instances. 
Mr. McKINNEY in two instances. 
Mr. SPENCE. 
Mr. NELSEN in two instances. 
Mr.REGULA. · 
Mr. .ANDERSON of lliinois in two in­

stances. 
Mr. ABDNOR in two instances. 
(The following Members <at the re­

quest of Mr. GINN) and to include ex­
traneous material:) 

Mr.COTTER. 
Mr. SLACK in two instances. 
Mr. RARICK in three instances. 
Mr. GONZALEZ in three instances. 
Mr. STOKES in five instances. 
Mr. HARRINGTON in two instances. 
Mr.REES. 
Mr. EVINS of Tennessee in six in-

stances. 
Mr.FLOOD. 
Mr. DINGELL in two instances 
Mr. MEZVINSKY. 
Mr. GIAIMO in 10 instances. 
Mr. LEGGETT in three instances. 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. 
Mr. DIGGS in two instances. 
Mr.FORD. 
Mr. MoAKLEY in 10 instances. 
Mr.PICKLE. 
Mr.REID. 
Mrs. CHISHOLM. 
Mr. JONES of Oklahoma. 
Mr.GINN. 
Mr. ZABLOCKI in three instances. 
Mr.LEHMAN. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. GINN. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord­

ingly <at 5 o'clock and 34 minutes p.m.>, 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, February 28, 1974, 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: 

1949. A letter from the Chairman, Joint 
Committee on Judicial Admlnlstratlon ln the 

District of Columbia, transmitting a report 
of a deficiency in the appropriation for the 
U.S. Judiciary upon which Congress placed 
a limiting proviso on the amount to be ex­
pended. for attorney fees for the representa­
tion of indigent defendants in the District 
of Columbia Court of Appeals and the Su­
perior Court, pursuant to 31 U .S.C. 665 ( e) (2): 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

1950. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Installations and Logistics), 
transmitting a report of Department of De­
fense procurement from small and other 
business firms for July 1973 through October 
1973, pursuant to section lO(d) of the Sm.all 
Business Act, as amended; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

1951. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, transmitting 
a draft of proposed legislation to amend the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 to provide for 
increased accessibility to guaranteed student 
loans, to extend -the Emergency Insured Stu­
dent Loan Act of 1969, and for other pur­
poses; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB­
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. WALDIE: Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service. H.R. 9440. A bill to provide 
for access to all duly licensed psychologists 
and optometrists without prior referral in 
the Federal employee health benefits pro­
gram; with amendment (Rept. No. 93-815). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and 'resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. BURLESON of Texas: 
H.R. 13058. A bill to provide that an in­

dividual, who for December 1973 was entitled 
to disability benefits under a State program 
approved under title XIV or XVI of the 
Social Security Act may be presumed. for 
purposes of the supplemental security income 
program, to be disabled. during the first 6 
months of 1974; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. DELLENBACK (for himself 
and Mr. Qum) : 

H.R. 13059. A b111 to amend the Higher 
Education Act of 1965 to provide for in­
creased accessib111ty to guaranteed student 
loans, to extend the Emergency Insured Stu­
dent Loan Act of 1969, and for other pur­
poses: to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. CAREY of New York: 
H.R. 13060. A b111 to amend the Social Se­

curity Act to provide adequate financing of 
health care benefits for all Americans; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 13061. A blll to establish a new pro­
gram of health care delivery and compre­
hensive health care benefits (Including cata­
strophic coverage) • to be available to aged 
persons. and to employed, unemployed, and 
low-income individuals, at a cost related to 
their income: to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. CAREY of New York (for him­
self, Mr. AsPIN, Mr. BAFALIS, Ma. 
BOGGS, Ms. GRASSO, Mr. HOWARD, Ms. 
SCHROEDER, Mr. WALSH, and Mr. 
CONYERS): 

H.R. 13062. A bill to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to provide that increases 
in monthly insurance benefit.a thereunder 
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(whether occurring by reason of increases 
in the cost of living or enacted by law) shall 
not be considered as annual income for pur­
poses of certain other benefit programs; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CHAMBERLAIN: 
H.R. 13063. A bill to amend section 1951, 

title 18, United States Code, act of July 3, 
1946; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. COLLIER (for himself and Mr. 
ROSTENKOWSKI); 

H.R. 13064. A b111 to amend section 174 of 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to in­
sure its uniform application to business 
products; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS: 
H.R. 13065. A bill to amend the Natural 

Gas Act to secure adequate and reliable sup­
plies of natural gas and oil at the lowest 
reasonable cost to the consumer, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Inter­
state and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. DEVINE: 
H.R. 13066. A bill to amend the Communi­

cations Act of 1934 to prohibit television 
networks from owning, operating, or having 
a controlling interest in a television station 
licensed under that act; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. DRINAN: . 
H.R. 13067. A bill to regulate and control 

handguns; to the Committee on the Judi­
ciary. 

By Mr. EVINS of Tennessee (for him­
self, Mr. ADDABBO, Mr. BERGLAND, Mr. 
BROYHILL of North Carolina, Mr. 
CARNEY of Ohio, Mr. CONTE, Mr. 
CORMAN, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. HUNGATE, 
Mr. KEMP, Mr. KLUCZYNSKI, Mr. MC­
COLLISTER, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. MITCH­
ELL of Maryland, Mr. Qum, Mr. 
STEED, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. SMrrH 
of Iowa, Mr. J. Wn.LIAM STANTON, 
and Mr. THOMSON of Wisconsin): 

H.R. 13068. A bill to amend the Small Busi­
ness Act to provide for loans to small busi­
ness concerns affected by energy shortage; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. FRASER (for himself and Mr. 
RINALDO): 

/ H.R. 13069. A b111 to amend the Small Busi­
ness Act to provide for loans to small busi­
ness concerns affected by the energy short­
age; to the Committee on Banking and Cur­
rency. 

By Mr.FREY: 
H.R. 13070. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit 
against income tax to individuals for certain 
expenses incurred in providing higher edu­
cation; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself and Mr. 
FISH): 

H.R. 13071. A b111 to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to increase the rates of dis­
ability compensation for disabled veterans, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. · 

By Mr. GRAY (by request) : 
H.R. 13072. A b111 to increase the size of the 

Executive Protective Service; to the Com­
mittee on Public Works. 

By Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT (by re­
quest): 

H.R. 13073. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, so as to provide mustering-out 
payments for certain members discharged 
from the Armed Forces after August 4, 1964; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

H.R. 13074. A blll to a.mend chapter 11 of 
title 38, United States Code, to provide full 
wartime benefits for extra-hazardous duty; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself, 
Ms • .ABzuG, Mr. BADILLO, Mr. BERG­
LAND, Mr. BOLA.ND, Mr. BROWN of 
California, Mr. BURTON. Ms. CHIS­
HOLM, Mr. CLAY, Mrs. COLLINS of 

Illinois, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. CORMAN, 
Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. 
DIGGS, Mr. DRINAN, Mr. EDWARDS 
of California, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. 
HAWKINS, Mr. HEcHLER of West Vir­
ginia, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. KYROS, Mr. 
LEGGETT, Mr. MACDONALD, and Mr. 
MATSUNAGA) : 

H.R. 13075. A bill to provide public service 
employment opportunities for unemployed 
and underemployed persons, to assist States 
and local communities in providing needed 
public services, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. HARRINGTON (for himself, 
Mr. METCALFE, Mr. MITcHELL of Mary­
land, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. NIX, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. PODELL, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. REES, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. 
ROE, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. ROYBAL, 
Mr. STARK, Mr. STOKES, Mr. THOMP­
SON of New Jersey, Mr. WALDIE, Mr. 
WOLFF, Mr. WON PAT, and Mr. 
YATRON): 

H.R. 13076. A bill to provide public service 
employment opportunities for unemployed 
and underemployed persons, to assist States 
and local communities in providing needed 
public services, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. HEINZ (for himself, Mr. DEL­
LUMS, Mr. BELL, Mr. WALDIE, Mr. 
STUDDS, Mr. PATTEN, Mr. SYMINGTON, 
Mrs. BOGGS, Ms. CHISHOLM, Mr. 
MOAKLEY, Mr. METCALFE, Mr. WALSH, 
Mr. HOGAN, Mr. COLLINS of Texas, 
Mr. REGULA, Mr. FREY, Mrs. HOLT, Mr. 
CULVER, Mr. MEZVINSKY, Mr. EDWARDS 
of California, Mr. CONTE, Mr. COR­
MAN, and Mr. HASTINGS) : 

H.R. 13077. A bill to establish a National 
Center for the Prevention and Control of 
Rape and provide financial assistance for a 
research and demonstration program into 
the causes, consequences, prevention, treat­
ment, and control of rape; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. KYROS: 
H.R. 13078. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that the tax 
on the a.mounts paid for communication 
services shall not apply to the amount of the 
State and local taxes paid for such services; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. LITTON: 
H.R. 13079. A bill to repeal the Emergency 

Daylight Saving Time Energy Conservation 
Act of 1973; to the Cdmmittee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MATHIS of Georgia (for him­
self, Mr. FLYNT, Ms. ABZUG, Mr. 
ADDABBO, Mr. AsPIN, Mr. BAUMAN, 
Mr. BEVILL, Mr. BOWEN, Mr. BREAUX, 
Mr. BRINKLEY, Mr. BYRON, Mr. CEDER­
BERG, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. CONTE, Mr. 
CO'ITER, Mr. DAN DANIEL, Mr. Doi.U­
NICK V. DANIELS, Mr. DANIELSON, Mr. 
DAVIS of Georgia, Mr. DAVIS of South 
Carolina., Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. DEN­
HOLM, Mr. DENT, Mr. DERWINSKI, and 
Mr. DULSKI) : 

H.R. 13080. A bill to prohibit the exporta­
tion of fertilizer from the United States un­
til the Secretary of Agriculture determines 
that an adequate domestic supply of fer­
tilizer exists; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. MATHIS of Georgia (for him­
self, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. FLOWERS, Mr. 
FOUNTAIN, Mr. FuLTON, Mr. FuQUA, 
Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. GETTYS, Mr. GINN, 
Mrs. GREEN of Oregon, Mr. HAMMER­
SCHMIDT, Mr. HANLEY, Mr. HANRA­
HAN, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. HARsHA, 
Mr. HECHLER Of West V1rgln1a, Mr. 
HENDERSON, Mr. HOGAN, Mrs. HOLT, 

Mr. HUNT, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. 
IcHORD, Mr. JOHNSON of California, 
Mr. JoNES of North Carolina, and 
Miss JORDAN) : 

H.R. 13081. A bill to prohibit the exporta­
tion of fertilizer from the United States until 
the Secretary of Agriculture determines that 
an adequate domestic supply of fertilizer 
exists; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. MATHIS of Georgia (for him­
self, Mr. KING, Mr. KUYKENDALL, 
Mr. McSPADDEN, Mr. MANN, Mr. 
MELCHER, Mr. METCALFE, Mr. Mn.LER, 
Mrs. MINK, Mr. MITCHELL of Mary­
land, Mr. M!zELL, Mr. MORGAN, Mr. 
MURTHA, Mr. NICHOLS, Mr. PICKLE, 
l\fi'. PODELL, Mr. RARICK, Mr. RoBERTS, 
Mr. RoE, Mr. RosE, Mr. RUNNELS, 
Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. SATTERFIELD, 
Mr. SHIPLEY, and Mr. SHOUP) : 

H.R. 13082. A bill to prohibit the exporta­
tion of fertilizer from the United States un­
til the Secretary of Agriculture determines 
that an adequate domestic supply of fertil­
izer exists; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. MATHIS of Georgia. (for him­
self, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. SPENCE, Mr. J. 
WILLIAM STANTON, Mr. STARK, Mr. 
STEPHENS, Mr. STOKES, Mr. STUBBLE­
FIELD, Mr. STUCKEY, Mr. TAYLOR of 
North Carolina, Mr. THONE, Mr. 
TIERNAN, Mr. WAGGONNER, Mr. 
WHITEHURST, Mr. WINN, Mr. YATES, 
Mr. YATRON, Mr. YOUNG of Georgia, 
Mr. YOUNG of Florida, and Mr. YOUNG 
of South Carolina): 

H.R. 13083. A bill to prohibit the exporta­
tion of fertilizer from the United States un­
tll the Secretary of Agriculture determines 
that an adequate domestic supply of fertil­
izer exists; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Mr. PER­
KINS, Mr. BADILLO, Mr. MCCLORY, Mr. 
DELLUMS, Mr. BENITEZ, Mr. HAW­
KINS, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. PODELL, Mr. 
LEHMAN, Mrs. BURKE of California, 
Mr. WON PAT, Mr. THOMPSON of New 
Jersey, Mr. FRASER, Mr. HARRINGTON, 
Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. En.BERG, Mr. 
RosE, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. BROWN of 
California, Mr. MITCHELL of Mary­
land, Mr. FORD, Ms. ABZUG, Mr. 
METCALFE, Mr. FOLEY, and Mr. HEL­
STOSKI): 

H.R. 13084. A bill to authorize the Com­
missioner of Education to make grants for 
teacher training, pllot and demonstration 
projects, and comprehensive school prograxns, 
with respect to health education and health 
problems; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. MEEDS (for himself, Mr. CAR­
NEY of Ohio, Mr. McCORMACK, Mrs. 
COLLINS of Illinois, Mr. DENT, Mr. 
HICKS, Mr. ROE, Ms. HOLTZMAN, 
Mr. GAYDOS, Mr. CLA.Y, Mr. MO.AXLEY, 
Mr. BERGLAND, and Mr. MORGAN): 

H.R. 13085. A b111 to authorize the Com­
missioner of Education to make grants for 
teacher training, pilot and demonstration 
projects, and comprehensive school programs, 
with respect to health education and health 
problems; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. MORGAN: 
H.R. 13086. A blll to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to provide for the payment of 
pensions to veterans of World War I; to the 
Committee on Vetenms' Affairs. 

By Mr.NIX: 
H.R. 13087. A bill to amend the Natura.I Gas 

Act to secure adequate and reliable supplies 
o! natural gas and oll at the lowest reason­
able cost to the consumer, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 13088. A bill to establish a National 
Energy Information System, to authortz.e the 
Department of the Interior to undertake an 
inventory of U.S. energy resources on public 
lands and elsewhere, and for other purposes; 
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to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

H.R. 13089. A b111 to amend the Clayton Act 
to preserve and promote competition among 
corporations in the production of oil, natural 
gas, coal, oil shale, tar sands, uranium, geo­
thermal steam, and solar energy; to the Com­
mittee on the Judicia.ry. 

By Mr. OWENS (for himself, Mr. 
BOLAND, Mr. CARNEY of Ohio, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. EDWARDS 
of California, Mr. EILBERG, Mr. HAR­
RINGTON, Mr. HECHLER of West Vir­
ginia, Mr. HICKS, Ms. HOLTZMAN, 
Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland, Mr. 
MOAKLEY, Mr. SARBANES, Ms. SCHROE­
DER, and Mr. WON PAT) : 

H.R. 13090. A b111 to encourage State and 
looal governments to reform their real prop­
erty tax systems so as to decrease the real 
property tax burden of low and moderate in­
come individuals who have attained age 65; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PARRIS: 
H.R. 13091. A b111 to impose a tax on wind­

fall profits by producers of crude oil; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PATMAN: 
H.R. 13092. A b111 to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to increase to $1,250 
the personal income tax exemptions of a tax­
payer (including the exemption for a spouse, 
the exemptions for dependents, and the addi­
tional exemptions for old age and blindness); 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PEYSER (by request): 
H.R. 13093. A b111 to amend title 39, United 

States Code,' to eliminate certain restrictions 
upon the methods of reproduction or dupU­
carton of periodical duplication to be entered 
and mailed second class mail; to the Com­
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. RAILSBACK (for himself, Ms. 
ABZUG, Mr. ASHLEY, Mr. BOLAND, Mrs. 
COLLINS of Illlnois, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
FAUNTROY, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. GUDE, 
Mr. HANRAHAN, Mr. HANSEN of Idaho, 
Mr. HEINZ, Mr. HORTON, Mr. Knos, 
Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. 
MATHIAS of California, Mr. MOAKLEY, 
Mr. MOSHER, Mr. REGULA, Mr. RoBI­
SON of New York, Mr. RousH, and 
Mr. YATES): 

H.R. 13094. A b111 to provide for appropriate 
access by the Congress to information re­
quired in connection with proceedings relat­
ing to the impeachment of the President or 
the Vice President; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. RANGEL: 
H.R. 13095. A blll to amend title XVI of the 

Social Security Act to eliminate the present 
requirement that supplemental security in­
come benefits be paid to individuals who are 
drug addicts and alcoholics only through 
third persons (without changing the present 
provision permitting the payment of such 
benefits through third persons, to those in­
dividuals as well as to others, in special cases 
when appropriate); to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

H.R. 13096. A b111 to amend title XVI of 
the Social Security Aot to authorize the 
prompt issuance of duplicate supplemental 
security income benefit check to individuals 
whose original benefit checks are lost or de­
layed and who are faced with financial hard­
ship as a result; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming: 
H.R. 13097. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act to provide assistance for 
programs for the diagnosis, prevention, and 
treatment of and research in, Huntington's 
disease; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. THONE: 
-H.R. 13098. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to provide that increases 
in monthly insurance benefits thereunder 

(whether occurring by reason of increases in 
the cost of living or enacted by law) shall not 
be considered as annual income for purposes 

· of certain other benefit programs; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

H.R. 13099. A b111 to amend section 6049(b) 
(2) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 in 
order to exempt from interest for purposes of 
information returns amounts forfeited to 
banks and loan associations as penalties for 
premature withdrawal of funds from time 
savings accounts or deposits; to the Com­
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ABDNOR: 
H.R. 13100. A b111 to provide for the com­

pensation of innocent persons k111ed or in­
jured or whose property was damaged in the 
course of the occupation of Wounded Knee, 
S. Dak., and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BAUMAN (for himself, Mr. 
HOGAN, Mr. GUDE, and Mrs. HOLT) : 

H.R. 13101. A b111 to amend the Rail Pas­
senger Service Act of 1970 to require the 
National Railroad Passenger Corporation to 
initiate additional rail passenger service in 
the Northeast corridor to determine the feasi­
b1lity of utilizing such service to allevleite 
transportation problems caused by the en­
ergy crisis; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. BROWN of California (for him­
self, Mr. BADILLO, Mrs. BtraKE of 
California, Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, 
Mr. DULSKI, Mr. HARRINGON, Mr. 
HELSTOSKI, Mr. LEGGETT, Mr. MOAK­
LEY, Mr. Moss, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mrs. 
SCHROEDER, Mr. SEmERLING, Mr. 
STARK, Mr. THOMPSON of New Jer­
sey, Mr. TIERNAN, Mr. WALDIE, Mr. 
CHARLES H. WILSON of Oalifornia, 
and Mr. WoN PAT) : 

H.R. 13102. A bill to reform the present 
system of escrow accounts used in connecrtion 
with some real estate mortgages by requiring 
lenders to offer a plan under which escrow 
payments are applied to the balance due on 
the mortgage loan; to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. CARTER: 
H.R. 13103. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act so as to liberalize the 
conditions governing el1gib111ty of blind per­
sons to receive disab111ty insurance benefits 
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. DELLUMS (for himself, Mr. 
AsPIN, Mr. ~ADILLO, Mr. OLAY, Mr. 
CONYERS, Mr. DRINAN, Mr. EDWARDS 
of California, Mr. FRASER, Mr. HAR­
RINGTON, Mr. HAWKINS, Mr. LEGGETT, 
Mr. LEHMAN, Mr. MITCHELL of Mary­
land, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. NIX, Mr. 
PEPPER, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. STillt, 
Mr. WON PAT, and Mr. YOUNG of 
Georgia): 

H.R. 13104. A b111 to amend the Civil Righits 
Act of 1964 to eliminate employment dis­
crlmlnation on the basis of military dis­
charge status; to the Committee on Educa­
tion and Labor. 

By Mr. FORSYTHE (for hl.Inself, Mr. 
EILBERG, Mr. LENT, Mr. ROE, and Mr. 
SANDMAN): 

H.R. 13105. A bill to prohibit commercial 
fishing in the waters located in the national 
seashore recreation areas; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HANNA: 
H.R. 13106. A b111 to amend the National 

Housing Act to provide a statutory basis for 
the continuing administration by the Federal 
Housing Administration of the standard risk 
programs under such act; to the Committee 
on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. HANRAHAN: 
H.R. 13107. A bill to amend the Economic 

Stabllization Act of 1970 to insure thait ad­
vertising expenses are excluded from con­
sideraton as part of the rates and charges of 

any regulated public utility, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. HOSMER (for himself, Mr. 
COLLINS of Texas, Mr. WARE, Mr. 
FISHER, Mr. TOWELL of Nevada, and 
Mr. YouNG of Alaska) : 

H.R. 13108. A bill to provide for the regu­
lation of surface coal mining operations, to 
authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
make grants to States to encourage the State 
regulation of surface coal mining, and for 
other purposes; to ·the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. LEGGETT: 
H.R. 13109. A blll to amend title 38 of 

the United States Code to remove the exist­
ing limitation on the amount of educational 
assistance which may be received by certain 
persons who are entitled to both war or­
phans' educational assistance and veterans' 
educational assistance; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. LEHMAN: 
H.R. 13110. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to provide that a bene­
ficiary who dies shall (if he is otherwtse 
qualified) be entitled to a prorated benefit 
for the month of his death; to the Commit­
tee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MOAKLEY: 
H.R. 13111. A blll to amend section 4(a) 

of the Agriculture and Consumer Protection 
Act of 1973, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

H.R. 13112. A b111 to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to exclude from gross 
income certain amounts of retirement bene­
fits from publlc retirement systems; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. POAGE (for himself, Mr. BERG­
LAND, Mr. DENHOLM, Mr. FINDLEY, 
Mr. FOLEY, Mr. JOHNSON of Colo­
rado, Mr. LITTON, Mr. MATHIS of 
Georgia, Mr. MAYNE, Mr. MizELL, Mr. 
SEBELIUS, Mr. STUBBLEFIELD, Mr. 
THONE, Mr. ZWACH, and Mr. SMITH 
of Iowa): 

H.R. 13113. A bill to amend the Commodity 
Exchange Act to strengthen the regulation o! 
futures trading, to bring all agricultural and 
other commodities traded on exchanges under 
regulation, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

. ByMr.RANGEL: 
H.R. 13114. A bill to authorize assistance to 

the States and localities to meet increased 
health care oosts resulting from health 
problems brought on by the energy crisis; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RINALDO: 
H.R. 13115. A blll to amend the Export 

Administration Act of 1969 to provide for the 
regulation of the export of agricultural com­
modities; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mrs. SCHROEDER: 
H.R. 13116. A bill to prohibit the use of 

funds for expanding United States air and 
naval facll1ties on the island of Diego Garcia 
in the Indian Ocean; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. SHOUP: 
H.R. 13117. A b111 to amend section 127 of 

title 23, United States Code, relating to ve­
hicle weight on the Interstate System; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. STEIGER o! Wisconsin: 
H.R. 13118. A bill to amend the Occupa­

tional Safety and Health Act of 1970 by pro­
viding for Federal authority to assure safe 
and healthful working conditions of State 
and local employees where a pattern or prac­
tice of unsafe or unhealthful working condi­
tions or imminent dangers exists; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. WALSH: 
H.R. 13119. A bill to establish a Bureau of 

Missing Persons to strengthen interstate re-
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porting and Interstate services .for parents of 
runaway children and to provide for the de­
velopment o! a comprehensive program for 
the transient youth population; to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WYMAN (!or himself, Mr. 
KING, Mr. CHAMBERLAIN, Mr. SCHNEE• 
BELI, and Mr. BURKE of Massachu­
setts): 

H.R. 13120. A bill to temporarily suspend 
required emissions controls in automobiles 
registered in cetrain parts of the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. PATMAN: 
H.J. Res. 918. Joint resolution to provide 

for the designation o! February 20 of each 
year as "Postal Employees Day"; to the Com­
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIKES (!or himself, Mr. BURKE 
o! Florida, and Mr. CEDERBERG): 

H.J. Res. 919. Joint resolution asking the 
President o! the United States to declare the 
fourth Saturday of ea.ch September "National 
Hunting and Fishing Day"; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. WOLFF (!or himself, Mr. DER­
WINSKI, Mr. ADD...\BBO, Mr. ANDERSON 
o! Illinois, Mr. ARCHER, Mr. BEVILL, 
Mr. BROOMFIELD, Mr. BROWN of Cali­
fornia., Mr. COHEN, Mr. COLLINS o! 
Texas, Mr. CONTE, Mr. ROBERT w. 
DANIEL, Ja., Mr. DEVZNJ:, Mr. DICK­
INSON, Mr. DRINAN, Mr. En.BERG, Mr. 
FuQUA, Mr. GrrrYs, Mr. Gaoss, Mr. 
HARRINGTON, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. 
HINSHAW, Mr. HOSMER, Mr. HUNGATE, 
and Mr.KEMP): 

H .J. Res. 920. Joint resolution regarding the 
status o! negotiations with foreign govern­
ments in relation to debts owed the United 
States, and !or other purposes; to the Com­
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WOLFF (for himself, Mr. DER­
WINSKI, Mr. KETCHUM, Mr. LoNG 
of Maryland, Mr. MANN, Mr. Mc­
CORMACK, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. 
SANDMAN, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. TAYOR 
o! North Carolina, Mr. 'l'IEBNAN, Mr. 
WHITEHURST, Mr. WINN, Mr. YATES 
Mr. YOUNG o! Florida, Mr. HEINz, 
Mr. PRITCHARD, Mr. PODELL, Mr. DE­
LANEY, Mr. BURKE o! Massachusetts, 
and Mr. GILMAN) : 

H.J. Res. 921. Joint resolution regarding 
the status of negotiations with foreign gov­
ernments 1n relation to debts owed- the 
United States, and !or other purposes; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. COHEN: 
H. Con. Res. 440. Concurrent resolution 

expressing the sense of Congress that the 
arts should be available to all Americans, in­
cluding those who suffer physicial handi­
caps; to the Committee on Education and 
Labor. 

By Mr. !CHORD (for himself, Mr. 
DENT, Mr. ASPIN, Mr. WAGGONNER, 
Mr. DORN, Mr. BRINKLEY, Mr. FLOOD, 
Mr. FREY, Mr. HOGAN, Mr. SHIPLEY, 
Mr. McKAY, Mr. PARRIS, Mr. MANN, 
Mr. PRICE Of nllnois, Mr. ROGEllS, 
Mr. GOLDWATER, Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. 
BOB WILSON, Mr. CONTE, Mr. RINAL­
DO, Mr. CLANCY, Mr. TEAGUE, Mr. 
STUBBLEFIELD, Mr. MIZELL, and Mr. 
HORTON): 

H. Res. 930. Resolution declaring the sense 
of the House with respect to a prohibition of 
extension of credit by the Export-Import 
Bank of the United States; to the Commit­
tee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. LONG of Maryland (for him­
self, Mr. RANDALL, Mrs. GRASSO, Mr. 
HENDERSON, Mr. MAzZOLI, Mr. ROSEN• 
THAL, Mr. PATrEN, Mr. COTTER, Mr. 
BAFALIS, Mr. THONE, Mr. REES, Mr. 
KOCH, Mr. NIX, Mr. ElLBERG, Mr. WON 
PAT, Mr. MAYNE, Mr. WALSH, Mr. 
HARRINGTON, Mr. WINN, Mr. MET­
CALFE, Mr. HELSTOSKI, Mr. DENHOLM, 
Mr. DRINAN, Mr. STUBBLEFIELD, and 
Mr. TIERNAN): 

H. Res. 931. Resolution to authorize the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com­
merce to conduct an investigation and study 
of the importing, inventorying, and dispo­
sition of crude oil, residual fuel oil, and re­
fined petroleum products; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

By Mr. MORGAN: 
H. Res. 932. Resolution to provide funds for 

the expenses of the investigation and study 
authorized by H. Res. 267, 93d Congress; to 
the Committee on House Adminlstration. 

By Mr. OWENS: 
H. Res. 933. Resolution to express the 

sense of the House with respect to the al­
location of necessary energy sources to the 
tourism industry; to the Committee on In­
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

H. Res. 934. Resolution to amend the Rules 
of the House of Representatives to provide 
for the broadcasting of meetings 1n addition 
to nearlngs, of House committees, which are 
open to the public; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. RODINO: 
H . Res. 935. Resolution authorization for 

reprinting additional copies for use of the 
Committee on the Judiciary of the commit­
tee print entitled "Constitutional Grounds 
for Presidential Impeachinent": to the Com­
mittee on House Admlnistration. 

By Mr. SCHERLE (for himself and Mr. 
RUTH): 

H. Res. 936. Resolution disapproving the 
recommendations of the President with re­
spect to the rates o! pay of Federal omcials 
transmitted to the Congress in the budget for 
the tlscal year ending June 30, 1975; to the 
Committee OD Post Omce and Civll Service. 

By Mr. THOMPSON o! New Jersey: 
H. Res. 937. Resolution authorizing the ex­

penditure o! certain funds for the expenses 
of the Committee on Internal Security; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. CRiANE (for hlinself, Mr. FLOOD, 
Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. WAGGONNER, Mr. 
BROYlilLL o! Virginia, Mr. CAMP, Mr. 
SANDMAN, Mr. STEIGER Of Arizona, 
and Mr. VEYSEY) : 

H. Res. 938. Resolution in support of con­
tinued. undiluted U.S. sovereignty and juris­
diction over the U.S.-owned Canal Zone on 
the Isthmus of Pans.ma; to the Committee on 
Foreign A1fairs. 

By Mr. RANGEL (for himself, Mr. 
MOAKLEY, Mr. MITCHELL of Mary­
land,, Mr. LERMAN, $.Ild Mr. PEPPER) : 

H. Res. 939. Resolution creating a select 
committee to conduct an invest1gwtton and 
study of the effects of the current energy 
CI1sls on the poor; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. RIEGLE: 
H. Res. 940. Resolution providing for the 

disapproval of the recommendations of the 
President o! the United States With respect 
to the rates of pay o! omces and positions 
within the purview of the Federal Salary Act 
of 1967 (81 Stat. 643; Public Law 90-206) 
transmitted. by the President to the Congress 
in the budget !or the fl.seal year ending June 
30, 1975; to the Committee on Post omce 
and Civll Service. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. MILFORD: 
H.R. 13121. A bill !or the rel1ef of Manuel 

Suarez; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 13122. A bill !or the relief of Aurora 

Garcia Suarez, to the Committee on the Judi­
ciary. 

By Mr.REID: 
H.R. 13123. A bill !or the relief o! Eupert 

Anthony Grant; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SANDMAN: 
H.R. 13124. A blll for the rellef of Brandy­

wine-Main Line Radio, Inc., WXUR and 
WXUR-FM, Med.la, Pa.; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ZABLOCKI: 
H.R. 13125. A blll for the relief of Alex E. 

Winslow; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
395. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

the city council, Rockledge. Fla., relative to 
Federal-State revenue sharing; to the Com­
mittee on 'Ways and Means. 

SENATE-Wednesday, February 27, 1974 
The Senate met at 12 o'clock noon and 

was called to order by Hon. WILLIAK D. 
HATHAWAY, a Senator from the State of 
Maine. 

PRAYER 

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

Eternal Father. whose love never 
ceases, grant us contrite hearts that the 
ashes of this day may remind us of our 
humanity, our mortality and our sin. 

CXX--282-Part 4 

May the coming penetenttal season be a 
time for the scrutiny of character, the as­
sessment of conscience, and searching of 
tne soul which leads to accepting Thy 
forgiveness, the renewal of our faith 
and a surer walk in the pathway of the 
cross. 

In the struggle with temptation may 
we remember Him who was tempted as 
we are tempted but overcame sin to set 
us free. By His truth, 1n Hts llght and by 
His redemption may we and the people 
of thls land be cleansed and renewed 

that our Nation may lead the way to Thy 
promised kingdom. 

We pray in His name who was lifted 
up upon a cross. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OP ACTING P~­
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

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

The assistant leg1slative clerk read the 
following letter: 
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