March 6, 197}

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

5431

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Wednesday March 6, 1974

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

Beloved, follow not that which is evil,
but that which is good. He that doeth
good is of God.—III John 11.

Almighty God, our Father,
“'Mid all the traffic of the ways—
Turmoils without, within—
Make in my heart a quiet place,
And come and dwell therein.”

Waiting upon Thee in spirit and in
truth may we receive wisdom to make
wise decisions, courage to carry our re-
sponsibilities with honor and love to
motivate us in all our endeavors.

Bless our Nation with Thy loving favor
and our leaders with Thy gracious spirit,
together may we be channels for justice
and peace and good will in our world.

With the spirit of Christ' we pray.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

Without objection, the Journal stands
approved.

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr,
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed with an
amendment, in which the concurrence of
the House is requiested, a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 2. An act to provide for pension reform.,

The message also-announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (HR. 2) entitled “An act to
provide for pension reform,” requests a
conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon,
and appoints Mr., Lone, Mr. WILLIAMS,
Mr. RaNpOLPH, Mr. NELSON, Mr. BENTSEN,
Mr. JaviTs, Mr. SCHWEIKER, Mr, BENNETT,
and Mr. Curtis to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
the bill (H.R. 7824) entitled “An act to
establish a Legal Services Corporation,
and for other purposes,” requests a con~
ference with the House on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr. NerLson, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr:
MoNDALE, Mr, CRANSTON, Mr. HUGHES, MT.
RANDOLPH, Mr. HATHAWAY, Mr, TarT, Mr.
Javits, Mr. SCHWEIKER, Mr, DOMINICK,
and Mr. BeaLL to be the conferees onthe
part of the Senate.

WEALTHY AMERICANS PAY NO FED-
ERAL INCOME TAX 7o

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

Mr. VANIE. Mr. Speaker, in this morn-
ing’s malil, I received from the Internal
Revenue Service a copy of their latest
publication, “Statistics of Income, 1971,
Individual Income Tax Returns.”

According to the figures on page 6,
there were 883 Americans in 1971 filing
returns of $1'million and over. Three of
those individuals, -with total adjusted
gross income of $6,495,000, paid no Fed-
eral income taxes.

Twelve individuals, who had adjusted
gross incomes of between half a million
and a million dollars in tax year 1971, had
returns which were not taxable. These
12 people had a total adjusted gross in-
come of $8,582,000, If this kind of income
can go untaxed—who should be paying
taxes?

The extent of tax abuse through the
use of tax loopholes extends through the
broad spectrum of the high income tax
brackets.

I also want to point out, Mr. Speaker,
that there are thousands and thousands
of wealthy taxpayers who have income
which is not included in adjusted gross
income—such as interest from tax-free
State and local bonds. These individuals
can be millionaires, pay absolutely no
Federal tax, and yet this fact will not
show up in the IRS statistics.

Mr. Speaker, tax reform and tax jus-
tice must be one of the top priorities of
this Congress.

DEMOCRATIC VICTORY IN OHIO

(Mr. HAYS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 minute
and to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, yesterday the
citizens of Cincinnati and Hamilton
County rejected a Republican congres-
sional candidate and a Republican
administration and elected 8 Democrat,
Tom LUxEN, in the First Congressional
District of Ohio by & vote of 55,171 to
51,057—52 percent to 48 percent.

The First Congressional District of
Ohio is Republi¢an territory. In this cen-
tury, there have been three single-term
Democratic Members from the First;
theéir Representatives for the other 68
yvears have been Republicans. In 1966,
the people sent RoBerr TaFT, JR., tO
Washington and returned him in 1968
with 67 percent of the vote. In 1970,
William Keating became their Congress-
man with 68 percent of the vote and
was returned in 1972 with 70 percent of
the vote.

Presideritial elections demonstrate the
solidity of Cineinnati’s Republicanism.
Cincinnati was the only major city in the
country never to vote for - Franklin
Delano Roosevelt in any one of his four
campaigns for the White House. How-
ever, in each of Richard Nixon’s national
campaigns the citizens of the First Con-
gressional District have supported him.
In 1960, his vote was 54.5 percent; 48 per-

centin a t.hree—way race in 1988 and in
1972,'63 percent,

The voters' performance at the polls
yesterday is a clear indication of the
regard for the Nixon administration held
by its longest and most loyal supporters.

Tom LukeN’s campaign proved that the
economic issue is the difference between
Democrats and Republicans. ToM LUKEN
called for an ‘“economy that puts needs
of life before claims of profit or power.”
He stated that the Nixon administra-
tion “is making a mockery” of congres-
sional efforts to deal with thé energy
crisis. 2

Tom Luken asked the voters of Cin-
cinnati if they were “tired of spending
85 cents for a hali gallon of milk” and
“alarmed about sending their kids to
school in the dark,” to turn things around
and send a Democrat to Washington.

Mr, Speaker, I think this is a clear
message to our friends on the other side-
that we need a veto-proof Congress.
Maybe they will help.

NEW PROGRAMS FOR DEFENSE

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

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, some of
us In this body have urged in the past
that the Defense Department should
abandon the idea of constructing huge
and very viulnerable nuclear aircraft
carriers and concentrate, instead, on
more numerous and less expensive ships
in order to protect the sea lanes.

According to press reports, the Secre-
tary of Defense has now expressed very
much that idea, at least so far as future
construction is concerned. This is ‘most
Teassuring.

It would be wonderful if the Secretary
of Defense would be ‘equally realistic in
recognizing ' that land-based interconti-
nental missiles' are doomed to become
obsolete in a few years, whether it be 5
or 10 or 15 years. This is so because im-
provemeénts in offensive missile technol-
ogy will make the land-based ICBM’s
increasingly vulnerable to attack. '

In contrast to his practical approach
to the carrier problem, Dr. Bchlesinger
seems to be preoccupied, not with de-
creasing our reliance on land-based mis-
siles, but on improving their 'offensive
accliracy. This approach is bound 'to
arouse dangerous anxiety in the Soyiet
Union that the United States'is attempt-
ing to build a first-strike capability. And
it will do so at great expense which in a
few years will be entirely wasted.

MAJORITY WHIP JOHN J. McFALL
SAYS OHIO ELECTION EXPRESSES
NATION'S LACK OF CONFIDENCE
IN NIXON ADMINISTRATION

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

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, the trail of
special elections across the country has
become a referendum through which the
people are expressing their lack of con-
fidence in the Nixon administration.

The triumph yesterday of THOMAS
LukEeN in the heart of Taft country, the
area that the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
Hays) just spoke about, makes three out
of four victories for Democratic candi-
dates in Republican strongholds. It is
only the third time this century that the
Cincinnati seat has been held by a Dem-
ocrat.

Voters in Pennsylvania, Michigan,
and now Ohio congressional districts
have made clear the deep-running dis-
affection of the American people with the
Nixon administration. The trickle has
become a frend pointing toward a Demo-
cratic flood in the 1974 general elections.

More is involved here than the ques-
tion of honesty in government and the

_abuse of public trust. The people are
also expressing their displeasure with
the administration’s inability and out-
right unwillingness to act in response to
the legitimate needs of the people.

There could be no better example of
that attitude than this morning’s veto
of the legislation which would have giv-
en the President emergency powers to
deal with the energy crisis. After ration-
alizing away the legislation in a lengthy
and somewhat strident veto message, the
administration indicated again that it
plans to do nothing about a situation
that threatens massive job loss and the
disruption of our entire economy.

CONTROL OF INFLATION

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

Mr. BURGENER. Mr. Speaker, there
are now 55 days left until the expiration
of the wage and price control authority
this Congress granted to the Executive
under the Economic Stabilization Act.

A review of the history of this Govern-
ment’s attempts to control inflation by
law is the history of failure—not just
during the period of the current controls
but during the controls imposed for
World War I, World War II, and the Ko-
rean conflict.

It should be clear to the Members of
this House that this Government cannot
control inflation by simply outlawing it.
We must work to cure the cause of infla-
tion.

The record of the current controls
shows how impossible is the task of con-
trolling through artificial restrictions the
prices and wages of an economy as-com-
plex and interrelated as the modern
economy. Under phase I we experienced
a 2-percent annual rate of inflation.
Under phase II the rate was an annual
3.6 percent. With the provision of phase
III we saw an annual rate of 7.4 percent.
Now, under the current phase IV we have
had an annual inflation rate of 11.1 per-
cent.
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Clearly, the attempt to control infla-
tion by fiat has resulted in a simple delay
in the increases which would have oc-
curred. Inflationary pressures have not
been eliminated by these regulations.
Their effect has only been postponed.
And the longer they are postponed, the
worse they are going to be.

We Americans must restore our con-
fidence in the free marketplace. The mar-
ketplace will deal with the high costs.
The marketplace will deal with shortages.
High prices, which naturally come with
goods in short supply will always result
in one of two things or both. These high
prices will stimulate production of the
goods in shortage and secondly, through
innovation and new technology, they will
create substitute goods to fill the public
demand.

The Economic Stabilization Act should
be repealed now, or at the least, allowed
to expire on April 30, 1974,

PRESIDENTIAL COOPERATION ON
IMPEACHMENT INQUIRY

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

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, I was in-
terested in the remarks of the gentle-
man from California, the candidate for
Governor out there, about what hap-
pened in court this morning. You know,
the impeachment committee has not yet
defined an impeachable offense. It has
not yet filed any charges specifically
on what they are going to try to impeach
the President for.

The President through his counsel this
morning agreed first to answer inter-
rogatories from the impeachment com-
mitee; and, second, to turn over every-
thing that has been turned over to the
Jaworski committee, including 17 or 19
tapes and over T00 documents; and,
third, agreed to meet with select mem-
bers of the Committee on the Judiciary
and answer any questions they wanted to
ask. The President has agreed to do
everything, in other words, but turn over
the keys to the White House, and I do
not think he is expected to do that.

OUTCOME OF SPECIAL ELECTIONS

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

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I do regret
our having lost the seat in Cincinnati
yesterday, but I am very happy about our
winning in the California 13th District.
State Senator Bor LacomarsiNe waged
a very aggressive campaign against seven
opponents in a district where Democratic
registration exceeds Republican regis-
tration by 7,000. Bos in that particular
campaign took the initiative; he held it
and kept the campaign on track, on the
issues important to the 13th District of
California.

So far as the Cincinnati race is con-
cerned, we have nc apologies to make for
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the efforts of our congressional or na-
tional campaign committees.

I again emphasize the special election
nature of this race and the ones in Mich-
igan and Pennsylvania, for that matter.
In the fall these races may very well be
reruns, but in any event they will all be
considered as new ball games so far as
we are concerned. We are not about to
throw in the towel yet, and I believe with
a few more solid base hits and better
pitching this fall we can retake these
three seats.

I will make one further observation
and direct it particularly to the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle.

You have now increased your working
majority from 51 to 58 seats and I won-
der if that will help you get better orga-
nized to get this Congress moving on the
big, important issues facing the country
today.

With every committee chairmanship
and a clear majority on every committee,
you certainly have the votes to do any-
thing you please.

ONE REPUBLICAN DEFEATS SEVEN
DEMOCRATS

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

Mr. EETCHUM. Mr. Speaker, I was
most interested in the remarks of my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Ohio, and also the remarks of my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from California, regarding yesterday’s
elections. I think the whole world knows
that in the past four elections three Re-
publicans were defeated by three Demo-
crats. I would simply like the world to
recognize the fact that yesterday one Re-
publican defeated seven Democrats in
one race.

PROPOSED CONGRESSIONAL PAY
RAISE SHOULD BE VOTED DOWN

(Mr. O'BRIEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute, and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr. Speaker, as a fresh-
man Member of this House I may be step-
ping into an area where angels fear to
tread.

But I feel compelled to ask:

Why do we not have enough guts
to vote on the question of raising our
own pay?

Why should we let the other body beat
us to the punch in voting down this ill-
timed, extravagant pay hike?

As we all know, the President has rec-
ommended a 22.5-percent raise over a 3-
year period for Members of Congress,
Federal judges, Cabinet members, and
other high Government officials.

Under the Federal Salary Act of 1967,
the first step of this increase—7.5 per-
cent—will automsatically go into effect
Saturday midnight, March 9, unless dis-
approved by either the House or Senate.

Almost a week ago the House Post Of-
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fice and Civil Service Committee, by ‘a
vote of 19 to 2, renorted out a resolution
of disapproval.

Why has this resolution not been
brought to the floor for a vote? What are
we waiting for?

I understand that the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. MarTIN), the ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Rules, has asked his committee to clear
the resolution for a floor vote, and that
the committee is meeting at this hour on
his request.

I hope and trust that the Rules Com-
mittee will act promptly so that the
House will have an opportunity to work
its will on the disapproval resolution.

Several weeks ago Pollster Louis Har-
ris reported that the public’s rating of
Congress had fallen to a record low. Ac-
cording to his survey, only 21 percent of
those interviewed gave us a positive job
rating; 69 percent said we were doing a
poor or only fair job.

When I see the stalling around on an
issue like this, I have to ask myself: Is
it any wonder that people feel like they
do about Congress?

If we want to change that unflattering
image, I think one of the first things we
should do is get that disapproval resolu-
tion to the floor and vote it up or down.

PRESIDENT'S PROPOSAL TO PRE-
gm EVIDENCE ON WATER-
ATE

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

Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. Speaker, I
somewhat hesitate to make this state-
ment, but I think it has been forced
upon me by statements made earlier to-
day by the gentleman from California.

In the U.S. News & World Report of
the week before last there was a state-
ment made for impeachment, and a
statement made against impeachment
by two Members of the House. It is a
known fact that the minority members
of the Committee on the Judiciary re-
fused to take a positive stand on im-
peachment because they are supposedly
part of the jury, Because of their re-
fusal I was asked to make the case
against impeachment.

I want to say that I think it is para-
doxical and totally ridiculous that one
member of the Judiciary Committee who
publicly, in a national publication, came
out for impeachment, stands on this
floor this morning and criticizes the
ﬁ'gesidenb’s sincere efforts to present evi-

nce.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. DICKINSON. Mr. Speaker, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is
not present.

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

A call of the House was ordered.
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The call was taken by electronic de-
vice, and the following Members failed
to respond:

[Roll No. 63]
Fraser

Gettys

Gray

Hawkins
Hébert

Ichord

Jones, Okla.
Karth

Mills
Minshall, Ohlo
ﬁont%;mﬁlw
Mur’uri;h.v: N.X.
Nix
O'Hara
O'Neill
The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 384
Members have recorded their presence
by electronic device, a quorum.
By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were
with.

Patman

FEDERAL ENERGY ADMIN-
ISTRATION ACT

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (HR. 11793) to
reorganize and consolidate certain func-
tions of the Federal Government in a new
Federal Energy Administration in order
to promote more efficient management
of such functions.

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

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill H.R. 11793, with
Mr. FLyNT in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHATRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday, section 5 of the
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute, ending on page 20, line 2,
had been considered as read and open
to amendment at any point.

Are there further amendments to sec-
tion 5?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MOSS

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, Hon Page 18,
line 11, insert “(a)" after “Sec.

Page 20, atterlinezanda.ﬂaarthealu-
ander amendment, insert the following:

(14) In administering any pricing author-
ity, provide for equitable prices with respect
to all sales of crude oil, residual fuel oil,
and refined petroleum products in accord-
ance with subsection (b) of this section.

(b) (1) Pricing authority of the Adminis-
trator shall be exercised so as to specify (or

e & manner for ) prices
for all sales of domestic crude oll, residual
fuel oil, and refined petroleum products in
accordance with this subsection.

(2) Except as otherwise provided Iin para-
graphs (8) and (4), the provisions of any
regulation under pricing authority of the
Administrator which specified (or prescribed
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2 manner for determining) the price of do-
mestic crude ofl, residual fuel oil, and re-
fined petroleum products, and which were in
effect on the date of enactment of this sub-
section shall remain in effect until modified
pursuant to paragraph (5) of this subsection.

(3) Commencing 30 days after the date
of enactment of this subsection, and until
any other ceiling price becomes effective pur-
suant to the terms of paragraph (5) hereof,
the celling price for the first sale or exchange
of a particular grade of domestic crude ofl
in a particular field shall be the sum of—

(A) the highest posted price at 6:00 a.m.,
local time, May 15, 1973, for that grade of
crude oil at that field, or if there are no
posted prices in that fleld, the related price
for that grade of crude oil for which prices
are posted; and

(B) & maximum of $1.85 per barrel.

(4) Any regulation under pricing author-
ity of the Administrator shall be amended
80 a8 to provide that any reduction in. the
price of crude oil (or any classification
thereof), of residual fuel oll, or of a refined
petroleum product (including propane) re-
sulting from the provisions of this subsection
is passed through on a dollar-for-dollar basis
to any subsequent purchaser, reseller, or final
consumer In the United States. Such pass-
through of price reductions shall, to the
extent practicable and consistent with the
objectives of the pricing authority of the
Administrator, be allocated among products
refined from such crude oil on a proportional
basis, taking into conslderation historical
price relations among such products.

(5) (A) The Administrator may, in accord-
ance with the procedures and standards
provided in this paragraph, amend any
regulation under pricing authority of the
Administrator under subsection (a) of this
section to specify a different price for do-
mestic crude oll, residual fuel oil, or refined
petroleum products, or a different manner
for determining the price, other than that
provided in paragraph (2) or (3) of this sub-
section, if he finds that such different price
or such different manner for determining
such price 15 necessary to permit the attain-
ment of the objectives of such pricing
authority.

(B) Every price proposed to be specified
pursuant to this subsection which specifies a
different price or manner for determining the
price for domestic crude ofl provided for in
paragraph (3) of this subsection, and every
price specified for (or every prescribed man-
ner for determining the ceiling price of)
residual fuel oil and refined petroleum prod-
ucts, shall be transmitted to the Congress
and shall be accompanied by a detalled anal-
ysis setting forth—

(1) the additional quantities of crude oll,
residual fuel oll, refined petroleum products,
if any, that can reasonably be expected to be
produced;

(ii) the effect, if any, upon the demand
for crude ofl, residual fuel oil, refined pe-
troleum products, or

(ii1) the impact upon the economy as a
whole, including the impact upon consumers
and the profitability of and employment in
industry and business;

(lv) any significant problems of enforce-
ment or administration; and

(v) the impact on the preservation of
existing competition within the petroleum
industry.
resulting from the proposed change in the
price of crude oll or manner for determining
the price of residual fuel oll or refined pe-
troleum products. Any change in a price of
domestic crude oil (or any classification
thereof) which is transmitted to Congress
within 30 days after enactment of this sub-
section, which prescribes a different price or
& different manner for determining such price
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provided in paragraph (3) of this subsection
shall not take effect until 15 days after the
detailed analysis required by this paragraph
has been transmitted to the Congress.

(C) No price for domestic crude oil, or any
classification thereof, specified pursuant to
this subsection shall exceed the celling price
provided in paragraph (3) of this subsection
by more than 35 percent.

(D) Celling prices or a manner for detfer-
mining prices established by or pursuant to
this subsection are maximum permissible
prices, and any seller may sell domestic crude
oll, or residual fuel oil, or any refined pe-
troleum product produced therefrom at any
lesser price. In the case of any exchange of
domestic crude oil, residual fuel oil, or re-
fined petroleum products, the ceiling price
shall apply to the total value of the goods and
services asked, given or received in exchange
for such crude oil, residual fuel ofl, or refined
petroleum product.

(6) (A) Any interested person who has
reason to believe that any price or manner
for determining prices in any regulation
under any primary authority of the Admin-
istrator does not prevent inequitable prices
may petition the Administrator for a deter-
mination under subparagraph (B) of this
paragraph.

(B) Upon petition of any interested per-
son, the Administrator shall by rule deter-
mine whether the price of crude oil, resid-
ual fuel oil, or any refined petroleum prod-
ucts does not prevent inequitable prices.
The Administrator may either aflirm such
price, or method for determining such price,
or establish a different price, or method of
determining such price, upon a finding (ac-
companied by a detalled analysis of such
finding as is required under paragraph (5)
(B)) that such prices as affirmed or reestab-
lished prevents inequltable prices,

(7)(A) The Administrator may provide,
in his discretion under regulations prescribed
by him, for such consolidation of petitions
as may be necessary or appropriate to carry
out the purposes of this subsection.

(B) The Administrator may msake such
rules, regulations, and orders as he deems
necessary or appropriate to carry out his
functions under this subsection.

(8) No petition under paragraph (6) of
this subsection to determine prices may be
filed later than one year after the expira-
tion of this Act or any extension thereof.

(9) The Administrator may at any time act
to establish celling prices lower than those
provided in paragraphs (2) and (5) if he
determines that lower celling prices will
permit the attalnment of the objectives of
the pricing authority of the Administrator.

(10) The provisions of this subsection
shall apply to all crude oil notwithstanding
any other provisions of law.

(11) (A) "A proceeding to amend any reg-
ulation under the pricing authority of the
Administrator with respect to prices as au-
thorized and lMmited under the terms of
paragraph (5) of this subsection and a rule-
making proceeding under paragraph (6) of
this subsection shall be governed by section
553 of title 5, United States Code, except
that the Administrator shall afford interest-
ed persons an opportunity of at least 10
days to present oral and written views, data,
and arguments.

The 10-day period for presentation of
views, data, and arguments respecting such
action may be postponed until after such
action takes effect where the Administrator
specifically finds that  strict compliance
would be likely to cause serious impairment
+to the operation .of-the program and such
finding and the reasons therefor are set out
in detail in the Federal Register at the time
«of publication. /

(B) Judicial review of an amendment un-
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der paragraph (5) of this subsection, and a
rule promulgated under, paragraph (6) of
this subsection shall be reviewable pursuant
to the provisions of section 211 of the Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act of 1970, as amended,
except that any such amendment and rule
may nhot be enjoined or set aside, in whole
or in part, unless the court makes a final
determination that such amendment or rule
is in excess of the Administrator's authority,
is arbitrary or capriclous, is otherwise un-
lawful under the criteria set forth in section
706(2) of title 5, United States Code, or 1s
based on findings required by this subsection
which are not supported by substantial
evidence.

(12) For the purposes of this subsection—

(A) The term “inequitable price” means a
price in excess of a price which is reasonable,
taking Into consideration the price neces-
sary to obtain sufficlent supplies of crude
oil, residual fuel oil and refined petroleum
products, to permit the attalnment of the
objéctives of this Act; 3

(B) the term “domestic crude ofl” means
crude oil produced in the United States or
from the Outer Continental Shelf as defined
in section 2 of the Outer Continental Shelf
Lands Act (43 U.S.C, 1831);

(C) the term “interested person” includes
the United States, any State, the District
of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the territories
and possessions of the United States.

(D) The term  ‘“pricing authority of the
Administrator” means any authority to is-
sue any regulation or order with respect to
prices of crude oil, residual fuel oil, or re-
fined petroleum products, pursuant to any
function transferred to, 'vested in, or
delegated to the Administrator;

(E) the term “refined petroleum product”
means gasoline, kerosene, distillates (includ-
ing Number 2 fuel oll), LP@, refined
lubricating ofls, or diesel fuel; and

() the term “LPG"” means propane and
butane, but not ethane.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to make a point of order against the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. Moss).

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. Moss) is nonger-
mane to this reorganization bill, and
section 5, under rule XVI, clause 7.

The committee yesterday amended
section 5 of the bill before us so that the
functions listed would clearly not confer
any new authority on the FEA Adminis-
trator. The authority available to the
FEA Administrator must come from
other sections of this act, or provisions
of other laws which are now in existence.

As the Chair pointed out yesterday,
amendments must be germane to the bill
as modified by the Committee of the
Whole at the time they are offered, and
not as originally referred to the com-
mittee. Therefore, amendments attempt-
ing to add policy or program powers to
section 5 are nongermane to that sec-
tion.

The subject matter of this amendment
was not considered in the commitiee,
and is not dealt with in any other pro-
visions in this bill; it is a subject mat-
ter completely different from the mat-
ter under consideration.

In the interest of orderly legislation,
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as pointed out yesterday by the Chair,
the amendment should be ruled out of
order. It is inappropriate to section 5, be-
cause section 5 does not add any new
policy or program. It amends existing
law, Mr. Chairman, in ways that are not
affected by the bill which is now before
the committee. For example, the Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act, there are sec-
tions there that: are in this amendment
that are not involved in this biil.

It deals with a subject matter which
is not in the bill, and if any part of the
amendment is nongermane, then the
whole amendment should be considered
nongermane.

Mr. Chairman, I want to make a very
strong argument here against overruling
this objection, because if it is overruled,
then it is going to open the door to this
Committee on Government Operations
for a bill being subjected to every amend-
ment that should legitimately go before
another committee of this Congress. I
think it is very important to preserve or-
derly legislation that matters of this type
go before the committees of original
jurisdiction. This committee, the Com-
mittee on Government Operations, has
had no hearings, has had no expertise in
this' matter that is the subject of this
amendment by 'the gentleman from
California.

We are not prepared at this time to
take this amendment up. It is not in-
volved, It should be ruled nongermane,
Mr. Chairman, and I hope that it is.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from California desire to be heard on the
point'of order?

Mr. MOSS. I do, indeed, Mr. Chairman,
because I have heard some most novel
bases put forward as a predicate for find-
ing an amendment not in order, The fact
that the committee did mot consider it
seems to me to be irrelevant to the ques-
tion of germaneness.

- Section 5 of the bill before us requires
the Administrator to:

Promote stability in energy prices to the
consumer, promote free and open competi-
tion in all aspects of the energy fleld, prevent
unreasonable profits within the various seg-
ments of the energy industry, and promote
free enterprise;

The amendment I have offered is a
limitation upon the Administrator. It
says he cannot go back before the prices
set in May of 1973 in the exercise of his
authority, excepting that he may add a
total of $1.35, bringing to $5.25 a barrel
the effective price of erude oil. It does
provide that there can, upon certain find-
ings by the Administrator, be an increase
to $7.09.

While the Committee on Government
Operations, according to the gentleman
from New York, may not feel that it is
capable of legislating in this area, I have
the utmost respect for it, having served
on that committee for a much longer
period than has the gentleman from New
York who has made the point of order.
It is completely competent to legislate in
this field, as is this committee, as is the
House to whom this committee must re-
port its final actions, because substan-
tively this same material was included
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in the Emergency Fuel Act that passed
and was just recently vetoed by the Pres-
dent—the rollback provisions.

I understand that the very distin-
guished gentleman from New ¥ork (Mr.
RoseNTHAL) on yesterday offered pre-
cisely the language, and a point of order
was made, and properly sustained,
against it because it undertook to amend
an act which was not before this com-
mittee. But that is not the case in this
instance. We are limiting the discretion.
We are limiting the authority which we
are by this act itself, the proposed legis-
lation in the Committee on Government
Operations, granting to the Administra-
tor. Clearly that is germane; clearly that
is within the province of this committee
and of this House to limit the scope of
authority conferred or being conferred
upon a new office.

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

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

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to address
myself to the point of order and rise in
opposition to the point of order.

Mr. Chairman, the point of order is
bottomed on the thesis that the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
California is new and different matter to
that which appears in the bill and as
such is not germane.

I would call the attention of the Chair
to page 19, line 3, of the bill. I -would
point out that in the bill as presented to
the House by the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations there are clear direc-
tions to the agency to be created under
the word “Functions” which appears at
page 18, line 10.

One of these functions, and I quote
page 19, line 3, is to:

Promote stability in energy prices to the
consumer, promote free and open competi-
tion in all aspects of the energy fleld, .. .

Now, I quote the language that I be-
lieve is most urgent and I commend it to
the reading of my good friend from New
York:

Prevent unreasonable profits within the
various segments of the energy industry, and
promote free enterprise;

Obviously, the language of the
amendment offered to the commitiee
amendment now before us by my friend
from California (Mr. Moss) deals with
a limitation upon the actions and the au-
thority of the Administrator. This action
is' quite "different than that which fell
before a point of order when offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RosenTHAL) yesterday. -

I would point out again that not only
is it a limitation of authority, but it is a
limitation of ‘& specific grant of author-
ity and a specific function which would
be vested in the' Administrator by the bill
now before us, as amended by the com-
mittee.

Now, it is the thesis of the gentleman
from New York (Mr. HorTON) that the
amendment adopted earlier by the House
s0 changes the quality and the character
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of the legislation before us as to rule out
any substantive amendments at all.

This, I must point out to the Chair, is
a most extraordinary thesis, because
while the amendment offered yesterday
by the chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from California ' (Mr. HoLIi-
FIELD) relating to a limitation on the pur-
poses of the bill might have been adopted,
we are in no fashion precluded thereby
from offering subsequent amendments or
from ftreating matters which would
otherwise have been germane to the bill
now before us.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I
would submit to the Chair most respect-
fully that the functions of the amend-
ment before us are clearly germane to
the provisions of the bill, relate to pro-
visions in the particular section. The
amendment is germane to the particular
section and to the bill and to the func-
tions which would be assigned by the
Administrator.

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

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Washington.

Mr. ADAMS, Mr. Chairman, I want to
associate myself with the remarks of the
gentleman from Michigan and oppose
the point of order.

I would simply make this additional
point, going to the same section the
gentleman referred to, page 19, lines 3
through 7. The language there needs to
be defined in greater detail and we have
in this amendment a specific limitation
on that language defining what this Ad-
ministrator should do under the words:

Fromote stabllity in energy prices to the
consumer, promote free and open competi-
tion In all-aspects of the energy field, pre-
vent unreasonable profits.

Therefore, this is germane to the bill
and very important to the bill.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
support the point of order made by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Hor-
TON) .

I point out that an amendment to sec-
tionn'b on page 18 inserted certain lan-
guage which was limitation language
upon the actions of the Administrator.
The language that was put in was the
following:

To be authorized by other sections of this
Act or any other provision of law.

And on down further:
In -relation to energy matters for which
the Administrator has responsibility.

The Administrator has responsibility
for the implementation of the entities
that were transferred over into this act
with the limitation of the amendment
which I proposed and which was ac-
cepted by the House.

I, therefore, believe that this amend-
ment, thé purpose of it is to limit the
Administrator to the other sections of
this aet or other provisions of law that
might be in existence at this time or
might be passed in the future. This
amendment, which is nine pages in
length, which my colleague from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Moss) has offered, covers a
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multitude of matters which are not
found in existing law, nor are they au-
thorized in this act except in general
terms.

Mr. Chairman, I, therefore, support
the point of order and ask that the Chair
rule that this amendment is out of order.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the point of order.

Mr. Chairman, my distinguished col-
league from California suggested that
the amendment he offered and which
was passed yesterday is a limitation in
some way—the implication of his re-
marks—a limitation in some way on
subdivision 5 of section 5. That, Mr.
Chairman, is not the case. The amend-
ment that the Committee adopted on
yesterday to line 12, page 18, would read
as follows now:

Sec. 5. To meet the energy needs of the
nation for the foreseeable future, the ad-
ministrator to the extent expressly author-
ized by other sections of this act or any
other provision of law—

Then, it goes on to continue the 12
specific areas.

The amendment of the gentleman
from California distinetly differs from
the amendment I offered yesterday, al-
though it has essentially similar thrust
and desire and motivation. It does not
seek to amend a pre-existing statute. I
think the Chair ruled quite appropri-
ately yesterday that the amendment
that I offered was inappropriate and a
point of order laid against it because it
attempted to amend another statute.

The amendment offered by the gen-
fleman from California, in effect, does
not attempt to amend any other law, but
is a limitation and a further direction
to the Administrator of the mandate
that the Committee on Government
Operations laid down in subdivision 5
of section 5. The committee, I assure the
chairman, spent a great deal of time in
analyzing and reviewing and discussing
all of these functions. Section 5 is truly
one of the most important, if not the
most important, section.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to be-
labor the point, but the requirement to
promote stability in energy prices, the
requirement to prevent unreasonable
profits, the requirement to promote free
and open competition, all of these are
elaborated on in greater detail; all of
these are limited in a further expression
of the will and intent of this Committee
in ‘the amendment of the gentleman
from California (Mr. Moss).

Mr. Chairman, I would most respect-
fully urge the Chair to overrule the
point of order.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to speak in opposition to the point
of order.

Mr. Chairman, the present speaker rec-
ognizes, of course, the ruling of yesterday
and recognizes the basis on which it was
ruled, and does not speak against that
ruling of yesterday. But, as the gentle-
man from New York has pointed out,
that ruling was distinguishable from the
butane amendment only wupon the
grounds that the Rosenthal amendment
did expressly amend another statute.
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Mr. Chairman, the present speaker
also does not disagree with the Chair on
the proposition that an amendment to
section 5 was had which in some respects
limited section 5, but this is the point
upon it.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment to sec-
tion 5 did not nullify section 5, item (5),
with respeect to actions to promote stabil-
ity in energy prices derived from trans-
fers. It only limited that section in that
respect: That it provided, referring to
page 19, line 3, the provisions contained
in item (5), that the Administrator
should “promote stability in energy
prices,” et cetera. It only provided that
this should not be free standing author-
ity additionally granted.

Still, though, it permits the Adminis-
trator to “promote stability in energy
prices to the consumer, promote free and
open competition in all aspects of the en-
ergy field, prevent unreasonable profits
within the various segments of the en-
ergy industry,” et cetera, under the
transfer authority granted in section 6.

For instance, it is provided in section
6, item (b), on line 16, as follows:

There are hereby transferred to and vested
in the Administrator all functions of the
Chairmean of the Cost of Living Council, the
Executive Director of the Cost of Living
Council, and the Cost of Living Council, and
officers, et cetera.

Now, that authority is transferred to
the Administrator, and under that au-
thority he may promote stability in ener-
gy prices and thereby limit those prices.
He may roll them back if he is acting un-
der express standing legislative author-
ity now granted. And he can do that by

virtue of the transfer section.

Mr, Chairman, the amendment would
limit that right. It would limit the ex-
tent of the exercise of the transfer power.
It would limit it with respect to the
provisions of the bill that say that the
price shall not be rolled back past $7.09.

So this bill transfers authority from
one agency to this one, then expressly
provides broad authority with respect to
stabilizing prices, and the amendment
would then restrict the broad authority.
So it is clearly germane to the bill here
before us.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. FrLynt). The
Chair is prepared to rule.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
Moss) has offered a substantive amend-
ment to section 5 of this bill. The amend-
ment has been read in its entirety and
will appear in the Recorp of the pro-
ceedings of today.

Against this amendment the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. HorToN) has
made a point of order as follows:

That the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. Moss) is not
germane to the bill or to the section of the
bill to which it is presently offered,

The Chair had, of course, anticipated
that further questions regarding the ger-
maneness of amendments to section 5
might arise today, and for that reason the
Chair has reviewed the actions taken
by the Committee of the Whole on yes-
terday.
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The Chair has carefully read and fully
attempted to analyze each line of the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California (Mr. Moss).

The Chair has diligently endeavored
to understand the full import and the
total impact of the amendment which
the gentleman from California (Mr.
Moss) has offered. Section 5 of the bill
was amended by the amendment offered
vesterday by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HoriFrerp), so that the
preface to that section now reads as
follows:

To meet the energy needs of the Nation
for the foreseeable future, the Administra-
tor, to the extent expressly authorized by
other sections of this Act or any other pro-
visions of law . ..

There follows in section 5 a list of
functions which define the broad areas
in which the Administrator may act. This
list on enumeration of functions, as the
Chair stated yesterday, is, of course, sub-
ject to germane amendment. Whether
additional functions relating to the en-
ergy needs of the Nation, if added to this
list by way of amendment, would be au-
thorized by other provisions of this bill
or by other law, is a legal question and
not a parliamentary question.

Whether or not a function given the
Administrator under section 5 is author-
ized by existing law is a matter that goes
to the effect of the amendment and not
to the question as to whether or not it is
germane.

The Chair does not, under the prece-
dents, rule on questions of the consist-
ency of amendments or upon their legal
effect. The question upon which the
Chair must now rule is, “Is the amend-
ment in its entirety as offered by the
gentleman from California germane to
section 5 of the bill HR. 11793?"

The Chair will state that section 5 sets
forth the functions of the Administrator,
and on yesterday the Chair enumerated
some of the functions. The section in-
cludes a broad range of functions and
duties, and under the rules of germane-
ness other related functions could be
added to the list by way of amendment.
Functions or duties could also be lim-
ited by way of amendment, but sub-
stantive law cannot be changed by an
amendment to a section dealing with
functions.

Much of what the gentleman from
California (Mr. Moss) and others have
said is true. Much of the amendment of-
fered deals with functions, and part of
the amendment purports to modify the
Administrator’s functions; but portions
of the amendment extend further than
defining, restricting, or limiting the
functions of the Administrator.

It should be borne in mind that sec-
tion 5 of this bill relates to the functions
of the Administrator of the Federal
Energy Administration. Although part
of the amendment does define and limit
the functions of the Administrator, other
portions of the amendment place a man-
datory burden on him or, even without
action on his part, effectively change
existing law and pricing authority.

Therefore, the Chair sustains the
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point of order made by the gentleman
from New York.
Are there any further amendments to
section 5?
AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY ME. GUNTER

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. GUNTER: Page
19, line 23, add the following new subsection:

“(11) Issue preliminary summer guidelines
for-citizen fuel use within 30 days of the
enactment of this Act.

Page 19, Iine 23, strike out *(11)" and
insert in lien thereof *“(12)".

Page 20, line 1, strike out **(12)" and insert
in lieu thereof “(13)".

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the amend-
ments. Basically they are the same argu-
ments I made before and also this sets
up a policy or program which is outside
the section and not a subject matter of
this bill,

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Florida desire to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr, GUNTER. I do, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, Chairman, the amendment is
rather simple and easy to understand.
It requires the Administrator to issue
within 30 days, upon enactment of this
act, a preliminary summary.

The CHAIRMAN. If the gentleman
from Florida would suspend, the Chair
would like to request the gentleman to
confine his remarks at this time to the
point of order rather than to the merits
of his amendment.

Mr. GUNTER. I thank the Chairman,
and I would add that I was leading up to
that.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment as
stated would simply require the Admin-
istrator, to issue within 30 days upon
enactment of this act, preliminary sum-
mer guidelines for fuel use which, Mr.
Chairman, I think falls within the frame-
work of the section specifying the func-
tions. I do not interpret this particular
specification as outside of those pro-
grams which are spelled out in the com-
mittee report, and in the body of the act.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. FrLy~nT). The
Chair is prepared to rule.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
GunTER) has offered an amendment to
section 5 of the bill, to which amend-
ment the gentleman from New York (Mr.
HorToN) has raised a point of order.

The Chair has carefully read the lan-
guage of the amendment, and has care-
fully listened to the arguments made by
the gentleman from New York (Mr. Hor-
TON), in support of his point of order,
and the arguments made by the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. GunTER), in op-
position to the point of order:

In the opinion of the Chair, the lan-
guage of the amendment as offered by
the gentleman from Florida clearly re-
lates to the functions of the Administra-
tor, which are otherwise enumerated and
defined within the section now under
consideration.

The Chair finds nothing in the lan-
guage of the amendment which mandates
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the Administrator any more than do the
other functions enumerated, nor does the
Chair find anything in the amendment
which would in any way amend or seek
to amend existing law.

The Chair does not rule now or at any
other time on the consistency of amend-
ments; the Chair, therefore, after ana-
lyzing the amendment and listening to
the argument, rules that the amendment
is germane and, therefore, overrules the
point of order.

The Chair now recognizes the gentle-
man from Florida in support of his
amendment.

Mr. GUNTER. Mr. Chairman, today,
I am offering three amendments to HR.
11793, the Federal Energy Administration
Act for this House to consider.

The first amendment requires the Ad-
ministrator to issue, within 30 days upon
enactment of this act, preliminary sum-
mer guidelines for citizen fuel use.

This will give people, especially those
who expect to make the longer summer
trips, the information they will need to
plan for their summer vacations. It will
also provide like information to busi-
nesses dependent on tourism.

I, for one, Mr. Speaker, was not satis-
fied with the answer that Mr. Simon gave
in an interview published in U.S. News &
World Report when he said, in response
to a question about fuel supplies this
sgmmer, that, “Summer is a long way
0 .M

This attitude of Mr. Simon’s appears
pervasive among those at the Federal
Energy Office these past few months.
Rather than making adequate plans to
avoid acute shortages, the FEO has
waited for the crisis £n hit before taking
action.

In my State alone, in a few months
time, we first had the incident of robbing
Peter to pay Paul in the case of the hi-
jacked oil diverted by the FEO from
Florida to Massachusetts, and replaced
only after the most vigorous objections
were offered by the Florida congressional
delegation. Incidentally, this oil was re-
placed at a higher price to the consumers
of Florida.

Then came the shortage of adequate
fuel supplies for agriculture, endangering
the shipment of perishable food products
from Florida to their destinations.

And now have come the gas lines,
which in some parts of Florida are un-
believably long, while in other parts of
the State they are comparatively short.

Again, Mr. Chairman, an example of
poor planning.

All this amendment seeks to achieve is
to serve notice to the Administrator to
develop a plan which, by reason, he
should already have near at hand.

The time to act is now. The alternative,
especially in Florida, and other tourist-
oriented States, is ruinous disaster to an
industry with significant economic im-
port.

I believe the people of this country
should have summer guidelines before
summer comes, This is what this amend-
ment seeks to accomplish.

Mr. STUDDS. Mr. Chairman, will the

gentleman yield?
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Mr. GUNTER. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

Mr, STUDDS. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I wonder if the gentleman would elab-
orate a little bit on precisely what he
means by these guidelines. Is it his in-
tention that people would simply be put
on notice as to the amount of fuel they
could expect in an area during the sum-
mer?

Mr, GUNTER. Obviously, the specific
approach which the Federal Energy Of-
fice might take in this instance is left up
to them by the language in the amend-
ment, but I would hope we would be able
to have as a result of this amendment an
indication of the availability of fuel to
the motoring public.

Mr. STUDDS. To eliminate the uncer-
tainty in people’s minds as to whether
or not it is safe to go to a tourist area;
is that correct?

Mr. GUNTER. That is precisely the
purpose of the amendment.

Mr. STUDDS, I represent an area my-
self, Cape Cod; where this is a matter of
critical concern at this point. I thank
the gentleman, and I support his amend-
ment.

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

Mr. GUNTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. ERLENBORN. I thank the gentle-
man for yvielding.

I should like to raise a similar question
as to what the gentleman means by
“guidelines.” This is not necessarily a
work of art. Sometimes we pass laws and
empower an agency that has the author-
ity to administer those laws to adopt
guidelines which have the force of law.
Is that what the gentleman intends here,
or are these just suggestions to citizens
that have no force of law but only a sug-
gestion to them as to how they might
proceed for their own and for the pub-
lic’s best interest?

Mr. GUNTER. I thank the gentleman
for raising that question lest there be
any misunderstanding. I think this type
of legislative history will be helpful. Cer-
tainly summer guidelines to indicate the
availability of fuel to individual Ameri-
cans would not be intended to have the
force of law. The purpose of the amend-
ment and the purpose of the action on
the part of the FEO would be for proper
planning so that the American public,
particularly those who hopefully will be
planning vacation trips, can know what
to expect. I realize there would have to
be some flexibility, because we do not
know at this point whether or not the
Arab oil embargo will be lifted, so there
must be leverage. But at least the guide-
lines will provide some indication of fuel
availability, and businesses as well as the
public will be assisted, particularly as
they relate to tourism and the leisure
industry.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Would the gentle-
man yield further?

Mr. GUNTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. ERLENBORN. If I understand the
gentleman correctly, that he intends this
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to mean that informational guidelines
be made available to the public but they
would have no force of law; is that cor-
rect?

Mr. GUNTER. That is exactly correct.

Mr. ERLENBORN, I thank the gentle-
man.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

(At the request of Mr. HoLIFIELD, and
by unanimous consent, Mr. GUNTER
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

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

Mr. GUNTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I thank the gentle-
man for yleiding.

The gentleman comes from the great
State of Florida and I come from the
great State of California. We both have
a lot of summer tourist business. Of
course, we are both interesied in keep-
ing those tourists coming. Is it not true
that if we get into administrative detail
like this, -ve should also take care of the
skiers up in Vermont and up in Sun City,
Idaho, Sun Valley, and other places?
In other words, should the Administra-
tor not also be given the authority to
issue guidelines for spring, summer, fall,
and winter?

Mr. GUNTER. Mr, Chairman, the lan-
guage of this amendment would not pre-
clude such action, and I would hope that
beginning with the summer guidelines,
this would start the cycle so that the FEO
would in fact develop year-round guide-
lines for tourist travel. The truth is that
a large segment of this Congress has re-
quested the FEO to take such action, and
they have not chosen to so act thus far.

With the adoption of this amendment,
I believe, we will finally see those needed
guidelines.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment and would
like to commend the gentleman from
Florida for offering this amendment,

When 43 Members of the House sign a
joint statement addressed to a Federal
official, the least he can do is to be
responsive, after he takes more than a
month to respond. The letter that each
of us received was insulting, because it
did not even refer to the topic of the
original question we addressed: What
can we do to protect the economies of
our districts which depend heavily on
tourism and vacation travel.

I personally wrote a separate letter to
Mr. Simon, representing as I do the
“Land of Pleasant Living"—Chesapeake
Bay and the ocean resorts in Maryland—
and asked the question specifically about
allowing Bunday gas sales for tourists—
another unresponsive letter was the
result.

I hope that what the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HorTOoN) said will hap-
pen, and that this bill will be the magic
key that will unlock the bureaucracy and
allow some answers as to what these
tourism States can do this summer. In
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the meantime, it is a sad state when we
have fo resort to an amendment on the
floor of the House to get Mr. Simon to
respond to our legitimate inquiries on
behalf of the people we represent.

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

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

Mr. HORTON. I am glad the gentle-
man raised this point. I think it can be
argued in this bill, this bill is to estab-
lish the Federal Energy Administration.
At the present time the Administrator
of the Federal Energy Office is operat-
ing under an Executive order. Personnel
have not been transferred over to any
organization. The functions have not
been transferred over. It is really not a
function or operation of the agency. That
is why this bill is so important.

I think it is necessary for us to get this
bill enacted so that there can be set up
a proper Federal agency to handle these
energy problems, to transfer personnel,
to transfer function, so that there can be
appropriate personnel and facilities, so
there can be the type of response that
the gentleman has brought up.

I have had the same problem that
other gentlemen have. I understand the
concerns of the gentlemen and I under-
stand the concern of other gentlemen
raising these same problems. That is why
this bill is so important to establish this
agency, so that there will be an agency
to function with the necessary tools.

Mr. BAUMAN. I would only say in
response to the gentleman, I do not think
any amendment or legislation will give
Mr. Simon increased ability to answer
his mail in a responsive manner.

The gentleman from Florida by his
amendment has seen fit to write info the
bill a requirement that Mr. Simon does
concern himself with this important is-
sue of tourism and vacation fuel needs.
For that I commend him.

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

I rise in support of my colleague from
Florida and his amendment. I think it is
a well-thought-out amendment and ac-
complishes what should be done. I hope
no one will seriously oppose it.

The present energy crunch facing this
Nation is one of the most serious events
that has occurred in our lifetime. Fur-
ther, we can expect shortages to occur in
other ‘of the essentials of our way of life.
There is nothing more important that we
can do here in Congress than to bring
about needed solutions. The bill before
us is one needed tool and what we can
pass of what the President today vetoed
should be immediately passed &gain,
There is a sense of urgency in the coun-
try on this. We should have the same
sense of urgency here; and I regretfully
say that we have not as an institution
been as speedy and effective as I would
have liked to have seen. I am not blam-
ing anyone, but I am frankly concerned
that we have not been able to act more
promptly.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Florida (Mr. GUNTER) .

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

The question was taken; and the chair-
man being in doubt, the committee di-
vided, and there were—ayes 30, noes 14.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that a quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count,

Fifty-four 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. 64]

Hanna Reld

Hansen, Idaho Rooney, N.Y.
.- Rostenkowskl

Stanton,

James V.
Stephens
Stokes
Stratton
Btuckey
Thompson, N.J.
Treen
Ware
Whitehurst
Widnall
Wilson,

Charles H.,

Annunzio
Bingham
Blackburn
Blatnik
Brasco
Burton
Carey, N.X.
Chisholm
Colller
Collins, Tl
Conyers
Dellums

Jones, Okla.
Earth

McEKinney
Mills
Minshall, Ohio
Mitchell, Md.
Montgomery
Murphy, ill.
Murphy, N.Y.
O'Nelll

Gettys Patman Calif.

Gross Randall Wolft

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. FLynT, 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. 11793, and finding itself without a
quorum, he had directed the Members
to record their presence by electronic de-
vice, whereupon 379 Members recorded
their presence, a quorum, and he sub-
mitted herewith the names of the ab-
sentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN. When the point of
order of no quorum was made the Chair
had started to recognize the gentleman
from New York (Mr. PEYsSER). The Chair
will now recognize the gentleman from
New York (Mr. PEYSER).

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a parliamentary
inquiry?

Mr. PEYSER. I yield to the gentleman
from Washington.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I have a
parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, my par-
liamentary inquiry is this: Is the same
section of the bill still open for amend-
ment; are we still working on the func-
tion section?

The CHAIRMAN (Mr, FLynT). The
Chair will respond to the parliamentary
inquiry of the gentleman from Washing-
ton thaf section 5 is still pending.

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the Chairman,
and I thank the gentleman from New
York for yielding to me.

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, I was
going to take the floor and offer this as
an amendment, but because of the action
of the House yesterday I am not going
to do this, I do feel it is of the utmost

Derwinski
Diggs
Edwards, Calif.
Fraser
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importance that the House fully recog-
nizes the problem that many people in
this country are facing as pertains to
the consumer cost of electricity, particu-
larly people in the Northeast, and
specifically New York City, Westchester,
and Long Island. In New York the Con-
solidated Edison Co. over the past year
has more than trebled its rates on fuel
costs. The Members have to understand
that we have two things in New York in-
volving costs, we have the fuel adjust-
ment charge and the electrical rate it-
self, the fuel adjustment costs in many
cases are larger than the electrical bill.

Mr. Chairman, we are at a point where
homes that were purchased 2 or 3 years
ago for $30,000 to $40,000, which were
all-electric homes, and which were sold,
incidentally, on the basis of economy
operation, are now paying electrical bills
that in some cases are higher than the
mortgage payments on those homes.

A typical bill on an all-electric home
in the past 3 months has been ranging
from $220 to $250 a month. If one can
picture the people who have purchased
these homes being faced with these kind
of costs then one can get an idea of the
magnitude of the problem.

I am calling for a four-point program.
A good deal of the program can be done
without legislation.

No. 1, I am calling on the Public Serv-
ice Commission in New York not to grant
a rate increase to Consolidated Edison
until the fuel adjustment cost has
dropped at least 50 percent.

Second, I am calling on Mr. Simon fo
direct more domestic oil into the North-
eastern region, to give them the benefit
of lower cost oil because, as the Mem-
bers are aware, 75 percent of all the oil
used by electrical utilities in the North-
east comes from imported sources.

The cost of that imported oil today
is running $12 to $14 a barrel.

Third, I am calling for the adjustment
of the imported oil costs themselves, so
that if the cost exceeds $7.50 a barrel,
there will be a Federal subsidy to the
electrical utility companies to keep the
cost level at that rate. I know of no other
way of giving the consumer a chance
of surviving what is now an economic
catastrophe.

Finally, I am calling for the transfer
to coal wherever possible, within the
Federal environmental guidelines, by
these electrical utilities, because we have
the coal, the cost is cheap, and we have
to find a way of utilizing it in order to
protect the consumer now against the
rate that he is being charged.

I should like to point out something
of equal importance. Yesterday when we
discussed amendments to this Federal
energy administration bill, the point was
raised that the energy bill that we passed
a week ago was the place to put on these
amendments. This was the place where
we could act.

As the Members know, the energy bill
was vetoed by the President this morn-
ing. The energy bill is going to come
back to this House, and while there are
imperfections in it—and there is no ques-
tion in my mind of that—I think it still
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does enough that every effort should be
made in this House to override that veto
and to have an energy bill. If we do not
have an energy bill, all the amendments
that were going to be offered, that are
now really not in order on this piece of
legislation, are going to have to be again
introduced in new legislation, which
means more time, a delay in our efforts
to help the public, and a situation that
I think is now intolerable.

We must find a way of addressing this
problem, and the only way I see it right
now is by the overriding of the Presiden-
tial veto.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRE. BAUMAN

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Bauvman: Page
20, line 2, strike out the period and insert
the following: ‘; Provided, however, That
none of the powers or functions granted to
the Administrator under the terms of this
Act shall permit the promulgation of any
rule or rules providing for the establishment
of a program for the rationing among classes
of users of crude oil, residual fuel oil, or any
refined petroleum product, and for the as-
signment to such users of such products of
rights, and evidence of such rights, entitling
them to obtain such products in precedence
to other classes of users not similarly en-
titled, without the prior approval of Con-
gress.”

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the amendment
for the reasons that I have stated earlier.
In addition, in effect it indirectly amends
section 4 of the Emergency Petroleum
Allocation Act, and it also gives specific
negative direction to the administrator
in a section which purports to outline
the general powers or functions of the
administrator. Therefore, I think it is a
nongermane amendment, and I ask that
the Chair declare it nongermane.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Maryland desire to be heard on the
point of order?
briefly, to say that I point out the amend-
ment specifically states that it applies to
the limitations of the powers and func-
tions granted to the administrator under
the terms of this act. I do not need to
refer the Chair to his excellent disserta-
tion yesterday on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Arkansas as to
what constitutes a limitation.

For the same reason that this is no
more than a limitation on the powers
granted in the bill, I think this is per-
fectly germane,

If the Chair desires, I shall be glad fo
cite the appropriate precedents that I
think are applicable.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. FLyYnT), The

Chair is prepared to rule.
The gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
BauvMmaN) has offered an amendment to

séction 5 of the bill. The gentleman from
CXX——343—Part 4
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New York (Mr. HorToN) has raised a
point of order against the amendment
on the ground of nongermaneness. The
Chair has carefully read the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. Bauman). It is well settled that
section 5 includes a broad range of func-
tions and duties of the administrator. It
is clear that under the rules of germane-
ness, other related functions may be
added to the list by way of amendment.

Also, the functions or duties therein
enumerated may be limited by way of
amendment.

The Chair feels that the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Maryland
is in the nature of a limitation and,
therefore, overrules the point of order.

The gentleman from Maryland is rec-
ognized.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I as-
sume it would be inappropriate for me to
notice the presence on the floor of the
House of the Vice President of the United
States, so I will not do that.

Nevertheless, since the applause is
coming out of my time, perhaps I can
construe his presence as an endorsement
of my amendment.

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

Mr. BAUMAN. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. HUNT. The gentleman will never
use his time any better.

Mr. BAUMAN, I thank the gentleman
from New Jersey.

I know that some of my colleagues
endorse in principle the general provi-
sions of this bill, but I think it is impera-
tive that we all take a stand today wheth-
er or not we as representatives of the
people are going to pass on the issue of
rationing of fuel.

What my amendment does in essence
is to say that none of the powers granted
the Administrator or anyone else in this
bill shall allow rationing unless Con-
gress approves. The gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ECKEARDT) yesterday referred
to page 19 of the bill and to the broad
scope of powers granted which the Fed-
eral Energy Office will have in developing
and overseeing the implementation of
what they call “equitable and voluntary
distribution of fuel.”

Now, we all heard the gentleman from
New York (Mr. HorTtoN) refer to the
fact that the emergency energy confer-
ence report has been vetoed. Thus this
bill may be the only chance we have to
decide this issue of rationing.

It is very easy for us to pass the politi-
cal buck to the administration and say we
are not going to vote on the rationing
issue; but I happen to agree with the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Hays), who
a few weeks ago said on this floor that
if we avoid this responsibility, we will
face the political consequences; but more
important, I do not want the same won-
derful people who brought us fuel alloca~
tion to be deciding the system of fuel
rationing, unless we in Congress have a
chance to decide how that system will
work in minute detail.

I represent a district of farmers that
need fuel to operate, of watermen and
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fishermen that cannot go out to catch
oysters or fish without fuel, of workers
commuiing many miles with no mass
transit, ]

I want to know what the system of
rationing will contain. This amendment
will provide that the Federal Energy Ad-
ministration must come back to us and
submit their plan for final vote.

I hope my colleagues will support this.

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

Mr. BAUMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Virginia.

Mr. PARRIS. I wonder if the gentle-
man would tell us whether it is the in-
tention under his language again to pro-
hibit a retail seller, a gasoline station
operator, from operating his station in
accordance with preferential treatment
for retail customers or commercial ac-
counts, that sort of thing, or is it in-
tended to go strictly to a rationing pro-
gram?

Mr. BAUMAN. This amendment should
be interpreted to mean that the Fed-
eral Energy Office will not be permitted
to issue orders, as some have already
been issued, causing great consternation
among retail dealers, saying they must
distribute their supplies in any particular
way, if such distribution is part of a
rationing system. Mr. Simon already has
assumed that power; but I disagree with
it. I say that if it is part of a rationing
system, Congress must first examine it.

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

Mr. BAUMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man fom Texas.

Mr. ECKHARDT. The gentleman men-
tioned in speaking of section 5 these
broad powers that I interpreted. I did not
say that. I said the interpretation of the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RosSEN-
THAL), of that section would have given
such authority. I supported the position
of the chairman and the position of the
ranking majority member, that that sec-
tion did not extend any authority be-
yond what existed in existing law.

Mr. BAUMAN. The gentleman from
Maryland must apologize to the gentle-
man from Texas. The gentleman from
Maryland tries to listen carefully, and
apparently he misunderstood.

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

Mr. BAUMAN, Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Chairman, there is
a question I have in terms of this issue
of rationing. Would the gentleman's
amendment apply to the question of allo-
cation of petroleum products?

Mr. BAUMAN. Only to the question of
rationing and not to allocation.

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

Mr. Chairman, the Chair has rightly
ruled, I think in this instance, that the
amendment is germane. However, there
are many amendments which are ger-
mane which will be offered today to this
bill that in my opinion will defeat the
bill. They are undesirable. We want to
establish and give to the administration
a vehicle with which to implement such
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laws that are now on the books, and
such laws as may be put on the books,
to help to solve this energy crisis.

The subject of rationing is a very im-
portant subject. It is a subject which I
may agree should be put into practice
and someone else may agree should not
be put into practice, but this is an orga-
nization bill. This is not a bill to set up
programs of allocation or rationing or
any other type of program.

I say that we should not prohibit the
Administrator from doing what he thinks
is necessary, within existing law, to solve
the problems that face this Nation.

If we tie the Administrator’s hands, if
we say, “You can do this, but you can-
not do that; you can do one thing, but
you cannot do the other,” then he has
a perfect opportunity to say, “The Con-
gress has given me an unworkable act.
They have given me a mandate to do this
or to do that, and I have to obey, but it
may circumvent the objective of my
operation, which is to solve some of these
energy problems.”

We are going to have a lot of these
amendments’ this afternoon, and the
House is going to have to make its de-
cision. Do the Members want to load this
bill down with programmatic authorities
and prohibitions, with authority to
put in certain programs and take out
certain programs, or are we going to
build here a workable administrative and
implementing agency, a normal type of
agency to implement and execute the
laws and intent of Congress as expressed
in those laws?

So, Mr. Chairman, this question is
going to come up again. This same
type of decision is going to have to be
made. We have made those decisions in
the Staggers bill, and that bill was ve-
toed. Now, if we load this bill down with
all of these different desires that each of
us have, then we are going to get this
bill vetoed. Perhaps some Members want
it to be vetoed, but I personally do not
want the bill vetoed.

I want to be able to say that this
Congress worked its will and gave to the
Administrator an effective agency to
funetion in the field of poliey, programs,
and procedures. I want to be able to say
that we did that. I do not want the ad-
ministration to say, “We sought the
means of trying to obtain answers to
this crisis and the Congress failed to
give us the means to do so.”

Mr. Chairman, I do not wanf to go
back to my distriet and explain to my
people that the Congress could not act
effectively to get the job done. I hope
that this amendment and other similar
amendments along this line will be de-
feated.

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

Mr. Chairman, I look at this amend-
ment and I think it has the effect of re-
pealing the emergency petroleum alloca-
tion bill which was reported from the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, passed by this House and by
lthedoﬂwr body and is now the law of the
an
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Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from North Carolina.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I would agree with the gentle-
man from California that any reading
of the amendment would have the effect
of repealing the allocation bill under
which we presently operate.

I think that this is a mistake. It is a
mistake to do it in this fashion. I hap-
pen to agree with the gentleman, in that
I would like to see an end-use rationing
program come back to the Congress, but
I do not think the gentleman’s amend-
ment does that. It goes much further
than that. It does a great deal of harm
to the allocation program under which
we are presently operating.

Mr., Chairman, for that reason I am
opposed to the amendment.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman.

I wish to stress that no one knows the
full reach of what might be done under
this provision. Now, there are many
communities operating marginally at
this moment because they have secured
supplemental allocations. The District
of Columbia is an area where there
seems to be a lessening of pressures be-
cause they have secured supplemental
allocations.

However, as I read this language, all
that would be nullified, and much more.
The Administrator would be powerless
to deal with any of the problems to which
the members of the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce of this
House and the members of the Com-
merce Committee of the Senate and
the Members of this House and of the
other body addressed themselves,

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr, Chairman, will the
distinguished gentleman yield?

Mr, MOSS. I will be happy to yield
to the gentleman from Maryland.

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, un-
doubtedly the confusion that has arisen
in the gentleman’s mind and in the minds
of some of the other Members as to the
meaning of the language has been drawn
from the fact that this was taken directly
from the bill of the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce concern-
ing rationing.

This is the way the committee de-
seribed it, as “rationing,” and all I did
was turn it into language appropriate to
this section of this bill.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I will yield
no further at this time.

Mr, BAUMAN. I would not expect the
gentleman to.

Mr. MOSS. Mr, Chairman, from what-
ever source the gentleman may have
gotten his language, the language is not
precisely the same, because it goes be-
yond what the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce did. It does cre-
ate a most mischievous piece of legis-
lation, and it would have a bad, if not
8 catastrophie, effect, should it become a
part of this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge the
Members of this House, once they fully
understand how far this goes, to use
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their good judgment and use their cau-
tion and vote down the amendment.

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

Mr. Chairman, I point out to the Mem-
bers of the Committee that we are back
in the same situation that we were in
yvesterday afternoon, and I would like to
;i:lelmpha.size that this is a reorganization

The Committee on Government Oper-
ations of the House of Representatives is
charged with the responsibility of look-
ing at reorganization proposals. Thus,
we had this proposal before us to create
the Federal Energy Administration. We
held hearings on it, and we did every-
thing we could in order to get the bill
before the committee as quickly as pos-
sible, and now it is out here on the floor.

Unfortunately, for the sake of this bill,
the energy emergency bill, which went
through the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce of this House, was
vetoed today, and most of the amend-
ments that are now being proposed are
amendments that more appropriately
should be before the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce,

As a matter of fact, in the debate right
now, we are finding Members on either
side of the question from the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce go-
ing over the same ground they have gone
over before.

The amendment before us now pro-
posed by the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. BAUMAN) more appropriately should
be before the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce.

In view of the fact that there has been
a veto of the Emergency Energy Act and
assuming it is sustained, I would assume
that the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce would have to go back
into 'session and go through the work of
preparing another bill to be presented to
the House of Representatives.

Mr. HOLIFIELD, Will the gentleman
yield to me on that point?

Mr. HORTON. I am glad to yield to the
chairman,

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I strongly urge that
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce do go back into session and
take up that bill and bring out a bill
which. can be passed by this House and
signed by the President.

I think if is going to be tragic if we,
because of pigue or resentment or any
other emotion, say at this time that we
can no longer set up the programs which
need to be set up in America.

I'agree with the gentleman in hoping
that the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. StaceERs), and the ranking mi-
nority member of that committee will go
back"into session and bring out some-
thing that we can get signed, so that we
can get on with the work of trying to
meet this energy crisis in our country.

Mr. HORTON. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution. I would certainly
agree with him in his request that the
Committee. on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce reconsider this matter and
take up the subjects that are now being
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offered as amendments to this particular
bill.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Will the gentleman
yield further?

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

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I might say we re-
spected the jurisdiction of the Commit~
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
and we fought off amendments of sub-
stance which should be in their commit-
tee and in the Committee on Banking
and Currency, all the way through the
hearings and the markup at different
points in the bill. T wish the members of
that committee today would show the
same courtesy to us that we showed to
them.

Mr, MOSS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HORTON. Yes. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. MOSS. As a member of both the
Committee on Government Operations
and the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, I respectfully point
out the pending amendment is not of-
fered by a member of the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Mr. BAUMAN. Will the gentleman
yield?

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

Mr. BAUMAN. I would like fo point
out that it is offered by a Member of
Congress, hawever.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, the
point I am trying to make is that we have
before us a bill which tries to set up an
administration, the Federal Energy Ad-
ministration. If this Administration is to
have additional. authority and to have
new programs, then the matter should
go before the proper legislative commit-
tee. That is the way we are organized in
this House. The Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce has that respon-
sibility.

This amendment regardless of its mer-
its, should be considered by the appro-
priate committee. Fhe Government Op-
erations Committee is- mot the proper
committee to eonsider it.

What is happening here now ia that
we are beginning to have substantive
amendments proposed to change the au-
thority which is transferred to the Ad-
minstrator.

So I urge that this amendment and all
amendments similar to it be voted down.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HORTON
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr., HORTON. Mr. Cha.irman. there
are two alternatives: Either we have to
recognize. that this is a reorganization
bill and must keep away from or reject
the substantive amendments whether we
are for or against them, or in the alterna-
tive go through this process of consider-
ing them. Then we will be here for the
rest of today and tomorrow and all next
week trying to fight them. Then we prob-
ably will not get the Federal Energy Ad-
ministration established.

This Congress has not enacted any
meaningful energy legislation since last
November. I think it is very important
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that we do something affirmative. One
thing we can do and I believe we should
do is to establish this agency. That is
what we are trying to do here today.

So I plead with you, let us stay away
from the substantive amendments and
just stick to those that have to do with
setting up this organization.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. HORTON,
at the request of Mr. Apams, was allowed
to proceed for 2 additional minutes.)

Mr, ADAMS. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. ADAMS. I think the gentleman
from New York has made a very fine
statement. I understand the desire of
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions simply to fill in procedurally what
the Federal Energy Office will do.

As you will remember, the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
of which I am a member, did create an
administration, but it did not go into
the problems of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations as to how it should
be set up.

But I want to point out to the gentle-
man from New York that the reason
that some of us have some amendments
to offer, and I might add that we are
trying to keep these amendments very
narrow, is that we have created, and
there is passed already, the Emergency
Allpeation Act which provides for an
equitable price of fuel and for a pass-
through of prices based on crude oil
prices. And we have given the power, or
this committee now is about to do it
under this bill, to this Administrator to
run this program. Therefore, what we
are going to do with our amendments
is to say the statute is there, but we do
not want this act that is going through
today to be construed to let this man
go bevond certain powers. In other
words, the powers that are created pro-
cedurally to him, We are trying to limit
that.

Mr. HORTON. I am glad the gentle-
man is making that point, and it is
exactly the point I am making. The Ad-
ministrator does not have any more au-
thority under the provisions that we have
in our bill than already exist in the
present law. The amendments that the
gentleman is talking about are amend-
ments that would either restrict or add
to that authority. And appropriately that
should go to the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce which has juris-
diction over such matters. It does not
have to be done in this bill, and it is more
appropriate that it be done by that com-
mittee, the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. :

Mr. ADAMS. If the gentleman will
vield further——

Mr, HORTON. I do not yield further
at this time, because I wish to make my
point.

What I am trying to say is that this
bill should not be burdened with the gen-
tleman’s suggestions, but rather they
should go to the legislative committee
which has jurisdiction, The members of
that committee have heard the testi-
mony not only of the witnesses, but they
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have also had the opportunity to study
the subject matter of these substantive
problems. We have not done so in the
Committee on Government Operations.
Therefore, I think it is more important
that these amendments go before the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, which has the legislative
jurisdiction.

That is the way that this House has
been set up. That is the way the House
is organized. If we want to change that
organization, then that is something else,
but that is the way the House is set up.

S0, Mr. Chairman, it is very impor-
tant, it seems to me, that we stick to
setting up an agency and not get in-
volved with these substantive matters.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has again
expired.

Mr, ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I would request that
the gentleman from New York (Mr. Hor-
ToN) remain in the well so that I may
finish the colloguy with the gentleman,
because I do not believe we are as far
apart as the gentleman indicates.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I do not think that
we are far apart, but I would just hope
that the gentleman would take his
amendment before the Committee on In-
terstate and Forelgn Commerce.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, let me ex-
plain what our problem is in this par-
ticular debate.

‘With regard to the substantive price of
crude ofl, and the passthrough of prices,
they are still. authorized under the
Emergency Allocation Act that has
passed the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, and which was not
vetoed by the President. There is a bill
which was vetoed which has more ex-
tensive proposals, but we will fight that
out on another day.

Mr. C ., we have been con-
fronted directly with the Federal Energy
Administration regulations which have
been set out. Yesterday, just as an exam-
ple, we had an amendment offered on
propane gas that was to limit the man-
ner in which that office operated, to limit
its regulatory authority.

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

Mr. ADAMS. No; I do not yield to the
gentleman at this point.

Mr. Chairman, let me say that the
regulatory authority is properly in the
fleld of Government operations. We could
say to this Federal Energy Administrator
in this bill, “You have to do nothing
more than sit over there and discuss
energy conservation plans, and do not
touch prices or anything else.” But that
is not what has been done in this bill.

Paragraph 5 of this section 5 has a
reference in there that he is to deal with
prices, and that he is to deal with free
enterprise, and this gives him rule-
making powers, which he has exercised
quite extensively in the past, and they
are transferred over from the Office of
Price Authority now in effect, the Cost
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of Living Council, the authorities which
they have, and would place them in this
agency.

Mr. HORTON. If the gentleman would
yield so that I might add something on
that.

Mr. ADAMS. I will yield to the gentle-
man in just one moment.

We give him these new powers now
that he has statutorily to issue regula-
tions under those laws.

Our only alternative with this bill that
gives him this kind of regulatory author-
ity is to be certain that that regulatory
authority is circumscribed sufficiently
that he does not do something that this
Congress did not intend. I want to assure
the gentleman that that is what we are
trying to do, and that is to limit what
they are going to do with the regulations,
not try to create a new statute but be-
cause in this gentleman’s opinion under
the Emergency Oil Allocation Act he
already has the power to control prices,
and he has the power to alter them by
means of the passthrough. We want to be
sure that he uses that carefully.

I will yield to the gentleman if he
wants to comment.

Mr. HORTON. I understand what the
gentleman is saying, but we do not in
this bill expand or restrict the author-
ity that the Administrator would have
under any of the bills that have already
been enacted into law. In other words,
the laws that are on the books are trans-
ferred, and he would administer those.

What the gentleman is proposing, and
what other people are proposing by the
way of amendment, is to restrict author-
ity or give additional authority.

I was opposed to the propane gas
amendment yvesterday, not on its merits,
but because I did not think it appro-
priately should be before this committee.
I made a point of order against it on
the basis that it was not germane. I
was overruled. I made the same point
against other amendments. Some of the
points of order were upheld and some
were not.

But aside from whether or not a point
of order as to nongermaneness would be
sustained, it is a question as to whether
or not the Committee on Government
Operations has the authority legisla-
tively to go into the matter. According to
the rules of the House, those matters are
within the jurisdiction of the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
and not that of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations. So it is very impor-
tant that we make this distinction here
in this debate.

What I am saying to the gentleman
and to the other members of the com-
mittee is that when we get into these
substantive matters, then we are jeop-
ardizing the opportunity to establish this
agency.

Mr. ADAMS. I understand the gentle-
man on the merits, but would he agree
with this proposition: We could say in
this bill, for example, that we will not
transfer cost-of-living price controls
to this new agency. That is part of this
reorganization. We would say we are not
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going to do it. We may want to say in
this debate and by an amendment that
we only want to transfer over part of
that authority. To me that is properly
within the regulatory area, and I am go-
ing to support the later amendments that
say that this new Administrator just
simply cannot go out and issue any regu-
lations that he wants to. But as long as
we have the section in this bill on pric-
ing, a number of us who have been very
involved with this are trying to be care-
ful that this new Administrator does
not have additional powers beyond what
he has now.

Mr. HORTON. All I can say to the
gentleman is that the chairman of the
committee got an amendment through
yesterday on a record vote, which indi-
cated that we were not creating any new
authority or any new program. What we
are trying to do is to stick within the
confines of this bill.

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

Mr, CRANE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to take
this opportunity to praise the gentleman
from Maryland for his amendment. I
have heard some interesting discussion
here that has somewhat intimidated me,
inasmuch as I am not a member of the
Committee on Governent Operations, in
addressing myself to this area of ex-
pertise presumably denied all the rest of
us in the Committee of the Whole House.
Be that as it may, on the question of
rationing I would argue that I have some
expertise and I have devoted some time
to studying the issue.

I think that not only on the issue of
rationing but perhaps on the broader
question addressed by the gentleman
from Maryland; namely, the question of
whether the Congress exercises its ap-
propriate responsibility or, in charac-
teristic irresponsible fashion once more
bucks the decisionmaking power to some
Federal agency, some Federal czar, or the
White House, the gentleman from Mary-
land is attempting in his amendment to
insist that this Congress assume the re-
sponsibility for making the important
decision involving the denial of a funda-
mental right, which is what rationing
inevitably involves. I praise him for in-
sisting that this Congress assume re-
sponsibility for that act, instead of some
Federal czar. In addition to that, I would
hope that there would be an extensive
debate in this Congress, which might be
responsive to the folks back home, be-
fore it ever thinks in terms of consider-
ing a coupon rationing program.

I have had the privilege of participat-
ing in “The Advocates” show on Public
Service Broadcasting some weeks ago.
The subject was on coupon rationing. We
took the negative position on that debate.
The returns on the debate showed a 7
to 1 return in opposition to coupon ra-
tioning.

I would certainly despair if the Con-
gress gave such power to a Federal czar
to put him in a position to impose that
on us.
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Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRANE. I yield to the gentleman
from Maryland.

Mr. BAUMAN. I thank the gentleman
for his kind remarks. The late Speaker,
Thomas Reed, of Maine, said that the
5-minute rule should be used either to
clarify or confuse. I think we have seen
that demonstrated amply here today.
The question was advanced whether this
amendment pertains only to rationing.
We were told that we should be con-
cerned by the language that says unless
Congress approves, there cannot be the
establishment of a program for ration-
ing among classes of users and so on.

Now, if the use of the word “ration-
ing” means allocation, the allocation law
we passed last fall gives the power of
rationing and in either case I think the
bureaucrats should be forced to come
back here before they do any more, be-
fore they go down a road that has been
badly bungled in many respects. I say
that the Congress should have the right
to vote on the rationing issue and that
is what we are voting on in my amend-
ment.

Mr. CRANE. I could not agree with the
gentleman more. This Congress abdi-
cated its responsibility on the question of
wage-price controls when we gave the
President discretionary power. We are
giving the same discretionary power now
tfo some unknown energy czar.

Mr, SYMMS,. Mr, Chairman, would the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRANE. I yield to the gentleman
from Idaho.

Mr. SYMMS. I would like to commend
both the gentleman in the well and the
gentleman from Maryland for their re-
marks and point out to Members of this
body that the rating of Congress in the
eyes of the public is lower than that of
the Executive. One of the reasons is that
we pass the decisions over to the execu-
tive branch and they are not made in
the Congress where they should be made.

This is a very important amendment
and we should demonstrate to the Amer-
ican people that we stand up and be
counted for yes or no on a matter as im-
portant as rationing.

Mr. CRANE. The Congress is moving
dowvn a garden path that is a one-way
road to destruction of our freedoms.

It is like the old quotation:

Vice is a creature of such frightful mien,
that to be hated needs but to be seen; but
seen too oft, familiar with her face, we first
endure, then pity, then embrace.

Mr. KETCHUM. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment; although,
I must say that I found myself yesterday
in total agreement with my distinguished
friend, the dean of the California dele-
gation and the chairman of the commit-
tee and the ranking minority member
of the commifttee, when they valiantly
sought to offer to this body that this
was, indeed, an organization bill and
not a policy bill; but the fact remains
that yesterday by the action of this body
on the Alexander amendment, we gave
up that prerogative and we established
a precedent. The precedent has now
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been established and I believe that we
should go forward.

Now, to borrow a statement from the
dis gentleman from Wyoming
(Mr. Roncario) I would say this is the
only game in town right now to speak on
whether or not we wish to exhibit our
power on the subject of rationing
gasoline,

I am & freshman Member of this body
and yet since the 3d day of January 1973,
I have heard people on both sides of this
aisle condemn the administration, con-
demn the Executive for either usurping
our authority or for us abdicating our
authority to the executive branch. Here
is an opportunity presented to us to get
back some of that power. I can see no
earthly reason for an Executive, who-
ever that individual may be, setting up a
rationing program and then having all
of us go back to the hustings and re-
fusing to share the blame for rationing.

Because, my friends, the fault will be
right here. If we are not willing to take
the heat, I would submit that we will vote
no on-this amendment. If we are willing
to take the heat, as we should be as rep-
resentatives of the people, we will be
willing to take the heat and assure the
firm approval of this amendment. I hope
that it will be affirmed.

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

Mr. KETCHUM: Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, does
the gentleman find anything in this
amendment that prohibits rationing? I
do not. All it says is that nothing in this
act will permit rationing. There is noth-
ing in this act that does permit ration-
ing

It is as if this amendment says that
nothing in this act shall permit the in-
vasion of Cambodia.

Mr. KETCHUM. Mr. Chajrman, I
would say to the gentleman from Texas
that there is nothing in this amendment
that says that we shall not invade Cam-
bodia. I would submit to him that
through the Economic Stabilization Act,
which I presume the gentleman voted
for, we have a mandatory fuel allocation
program that was a complete mess, and
so will this be if we do not take the power
back.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. EETCHUM. Certainly.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, the
point is, if we want to take away the
power to ration, we have to amend the
Petroleum Allocation Act.

This says:

Strike out the period and insert the fol-
lowing: “; Provided, however, That none of
the powers or functions granted to the Ad-
ministrator under the terms of this act shall
permit the promulgation of any rule or rules
providing for the establishment of a pro-
gram for the rationing among classes of users
of crude oil, residual fuel ofl, or any refilned
petroleum product, and for the assignment
to such users of such products of rights, and
evidence of such rights, entitling them to
obtain such products in precedence to other
classes of users not similarly entitled, with-
out the prior approval of Congress."
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I think that the Administrator has the
power to ration now, but not under this
act. It is under the Petroleum Alloca-
tion Act, so this does nothing.

Mr. EETCHUM. I think perhaps the
gentleman suffers from what we all do.
I do not think any of us know exactly
what the Executive can do right now.

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

Mr. KETCHUM. Mr. Chairman, I yleld
to the gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Chairman, is the gen-
tleman simply saying that what he wants
this body to do, this House of Repre-
sentatives, is to assume some responsi-
bility for its own acts?

Mr. EETCHUM. Precisely and exactly,
and about time, I might add.

Mr. HUNT. Mr. Chairman, I am a little
bit naive. I just cannot comprehend this
body doing this, and that is one of the
reasons why this amendment should be
put in force. For once in our lives, we
are going to have to stand up and be
counted. I tell the Members most sin-
cerely that what the gentleman from
California and the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. Bauman) have said, is
absolutely correct. The sooner this Con-
gress stands on its own two feet and rec-
ognize its own inability to do this, but
to exert its own power now, the better
off this country will be. Let us get some-
thing in the law that simply says that
there will be no rationing of petroleum
resources.

Mr. EETCHUM. Mr. Chairman, I com-
pletely concur with the gentleman's
comments, and I believe the people of
the United States do also.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
to speak against the amendment.

Mr, BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to thank the gentle-
man for yielding to me. I completely
concur with him, He is absolutely right
in saying that this amendment does
nothing.

Mr. Chairman, if the gentleman who
has offered the amendment wishes to
have the Congress stand on its own two
feet, he has got to amend his amendment
to say that nothing in this, that or the
other law shall permit rationing.

Mr. ECKHARDT. And, if he does that,
of course, he makes the amendment sub-
ject to the germaneness objection that
was applied to the amendment offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
ROSENTHAL) .

Mr. BROWN of Michigan. The gentle-
man is absolutely right.

Mr. ECEHARDT. 8o, this is an act of
futility.

Members, whenever we write lan-
guage in the law that can have no logi-
cal meaning, we do great mischief, be-
cause the courts must consider this body
as an intelligent body.

The English language is our native
tongue, and when we write it in such a
way that it means nothing, the courts
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have to try to invent meanings, because
they impute to this body an intent to
write language which intends a mean-
ingful change in existing law.

Let me read you the language of the
amendment.

It says:

Provided that none of the powers or func-
tions granted to the administrator under the
terms of this act shall permit promulgation
of . . . rationing.

Now, we had a colloguy yesterday that
took up some 10 minutes among the
ranking minority member, the chairman
of the committee and myself with re-
spect to section 5, and everybody agreed,
even before the Holifleld amendment,
that section 5 did not extend any rights
at all—relative to rationing or anything
else.

So that when the gentleman says that
we are not granting the Administrator
the right of rationing under the author-
ity of this act, it is just like saying that
we are not going to let the President or-
der the troops to invade Cambodia under
the provisions of the act, or we are not
going to let the HEW cut off school funds
for busing under the authority of this
act, or what have you.

It is another one of these provisions
that has absolutely no meaning, because
it takes away an authority that was
never granted under this act.

The mischief is, though, that a court
is going to have to try to find some mean-
ing in language that was added to this
act which otherwise has absolutely, in all
logic, no meaning.

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Idaho.

Mr. SYMMS. Mr. Chairman, my ques-
tion is this:

If the energy czar, who is set up under
this act, does not have the authority to
put rationing on the people of this coun-
try, who would have that authority?
Would it be the Secretary of Agriculture
or the Secretary of the Interior, or what
other agency would be able to do it?

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, he
has the authority, but his authority
stems from the Petroleum Allocation Act.
Now, if the gentleman wants to attack
that authority, he should say that ra-
tioning cannot be permitted under the
provisions of this or any other act.

However, when he limits it to this act,
the authority does not stem from this
act; it stems from the Allocation Act.

I have had an exchange of correspond-
ence with Mr. Simon or his chief coun-
sel on this very point, and I pointed out
that the Allocation Act does, in fact,
give rationing authority to him, and the
counsel for the FEO said in effect—

Your arguments are perfectly logical and
well based on the history of the act, but I still
don't want to make up my mind on it un-
less you tell us again,

Clearly, if there is authority, it does
not stem from this act; it stems from the
Allocation Act. Since this exception is
solely directed as a limitation upon this
act, it does not touch top, side, or bot-
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tom of the Allocation Act, and it does not
change the law one scintilla.

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

Mr. ECKHARDT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, further
reinforcing the comments made by my
friend, the gentleman from Texas, the
section amended relates to functions that
would be transferred to the Administra-
tor. It does not amend the Allocations
Act to which we referred.

If the section referred fo in the amend-
ment did refer to the Allocations Act or
to the amendment portion of the section
referred to here; which did in turn treat
of an amendment to the Allocations Act,
then the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman might have meaning.

However, as the gentleman from
Texas points out, it does not amend any-
thing. It simply says that this act does
not give such power, which the act does
not give in the first place. It is a restate-
ment of the obvious.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, the
giegr:lt:eman from Michigan is absolutely
T

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

Mr. ECKHARDT, I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his explanation.

I have exactly the same feeling that
the gentleman'does in this respect: that
some judge in the future must exercise
his discretion in respect to this language.
I consider also that the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman is germane, but
it is meaningless.

I appreciate the gentleman’s explana-
tion, and I hope the amendment is de-
feated.

The CHAEMAN The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Maryland (Mr. BAUMAN).

The question was taken, and on a
division (demanded by Mr. BAUMAN)
there were—ayes 25, noes 58.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 160, noes 241,
not voting 29, as follows:

[Roll No. 65]
AYES—160

Burke, Fla.

Burleson, Tex,

Cnm'p

Carter

Casey, Tex.

de la Garza
Dennis

Devine
Dickinson
Chamberlaln Dorn
Clancy

Brinkley
‘Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Calif.
‘Brown, Ohlo
Broyhill, Va.
Burgener

Gunter
Guyer
Haley
Hammer-
schmidt
Hanrahan
Harsha

i
MecCollister
McEwen
McSpadden
Madigan
Maraziti

Abzug
Adams
Addabbo
Alexander
Anderson,
Calif.
Anderson, II1.
Andrews, N.C.

Cederberg
Chappell
Chisholm’
Clark
Clay
Cohen
Conable
Conte
Conyers
Corman
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin
Culver

Edwards, Calif,

Mathis, Ga.
Melcher
Michel
Miller
Mizell
Moorhead,
Calif,
Myers
Natcher
Nelsen
Nichols
O'Brien

Robinson, Va.
Ro

e ;
Roncallo; N.Y.
Rousselot

Roy

Runnels

Ruth

Ryan
St Germain
Bandman

Bebellus
NOES—241

Ellberg
Erlenborn
Evans, Colo.
Evins, Tenn.
Fascell

Fisher
Flood
Flowers
Flynt

Foley

Ford
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Frenzel
Fulton
Fuqua
Gaydos
Glaimo
Gibbons
Gllman
Ginn

Grasso
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Hamilton
Hanley
Hanna
Hansen, Idaho

Hansen, W
garrtngtan

Hechler, W.Va.

Heckler, Mass.
Heing
Henderson
Hicks

Hollfield
Holtzman
Horton
Hosmer
Howard
Jarmanm

Johnson, Callf,
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Stubblefield
Btudds
Symms
Taleott
Taylor, Mo.
Teague
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tiernan
Towell, Nev.
Veysey
Wampler
Whitten
Williams
Wilscn, Bob
Winn

Wylie
Wyman
Young, Fla.
Young, 8.0.
Young, Tex,
Zion

Rhodes

Riegle
-Robison, N.Y.

Rodl

Rogers
Ronecdllo, Wyo.
Rooney, Pa.
Ros

e
Rosenthal

ey
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Batterfield
Bchroeder
Belberling
Sikes

no
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Wilson,
Charles H.,

Thornton
Udall
Ullman

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vander Veen
Vanik

Vigorito
Waggonner
Waldle
Walsh
Ware
Whalen
‘White
Widnall
Thompsnn. N.J. Wiggins
NOT VOTING—29
Jones, Ala. Randall
Jones, Okla. Roberts
Earth Rooney, N.Y.
Burton Leggett Rostenkowskl
Carey, N.Y. Miils Stark
Collins, 1. Minshall, Ohio Steed
Dellums Montgomery = Stratton
Gubser Murphy, Iil. Treen
Hawkins Murphy, N.Y. Whitehurst
Hébert O'Nelil

So the amendment was rejected.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DINGELL

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, DINGELL: Page
19 at the end of line 7 strike the semicolon
and add the following: “The Administrator,
in exercising the functions transferred by
this Act, may not fix the price for domestic
crude oil higher than the price prevalling in
the United States on May 15, 1973, plus $1.30
per barrel; or $5.25 per barrel plus 85 per cen~
tum thereof, if he finds it consistent with
the purposes of this Act.”

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, a point
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment amends a section of the
Economic Stabilization Aet that is not
involved in this bill. For that reason and
the other reasons I have previously
stated, I make the point of order that
this amendment is nongermane.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Michigan desire to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. DINGELL. I do, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, the question before us
is, what is the nature of the amendment
and to what statute does the amend-
ment apply. The amendment is first of
all, Mr. Chairman, a limitation on the
powers which may be exercised.

As the Chair will observe, the amend-
ment relates to section 5, which is en-
titled, “Functions,” which appears in
line 10 on page 18. The Chair will note
that in the sections transferred under
section 5 at line 3, page 19, the admin-
istrator shall, and then he is directed to
do the following:

(5) Promote stability in energy prices to
the consumer, promote free and open com-
petition in all aspects of the energy fleld,
prevent unreasonable profits within the var-
fous segments of the energy industry, and
promote free enterprise;

Mr. Chairman, to recapitulate briefly,

this amendment relates to functions
which are transferred to the administra-

Sisk
Skubita
Slack
Smith, Iowa

Smith, N.¥.
Staggers

Annunzio
Biatnik
Brasco
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tor from other agencies in Government.
It refers speecifically only to the powers
which are vested in him by the transfers
accomplished under this bill.

Referring to page 19, line 3, the ad-
ministrator would have the duty trans-
ferred to him, and I am now quoting
section 5:

Promote stability in energy prices to the
consumer, promote free and open competi-
tion in all aspects of the energy field, pre-
vent unreasonable profits within the various
segments of the energy industry, and pro-
mote free enterprise;

Now, the administrator in exercising
these functions as listed above would not
be able to fix prices for domestic crude
oil higher than the price prevailing in
the United States on May 15, 1973, plus
the additional limitations which he could
add if he were to feel that it were to be
consistent with the purposes of the act.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment here
is a limitation of the functions to be
transferred and the powers which would
be transferred. Clearly, this would then
be a germane amendment because the
amendment does not add, but rather
subtracts, limits and restricts the funec-
tions and powers and prerogatives which
would be vested in the administrator. It
adds nothing that is not in the bill now,
but rather limits significantly the powers
which would be vested in the admin-
istrator.

For that reason, I submit to the Chair
that the amendment is germane.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the point of order,

Mr. Chairman, in my opinion this
amendment, by the use of the word
“shall,” imposes a2 mandate upon the Ad-
ministrator. The authors have tried fo
draw this in the form of a limiting
amendment. However, it actually says,
“shall.” It says, '“Shall fix the price for
domestic crude oil,” and then it goes on
and says no higher than a certain
amount and by a certain date and $1.30
per barrel plus 35 percent of $5.25, if he
finds it consistent with the act. There-
fore, actually, it mandates a duty upon
the Administrator and it interferes, in
my opinion, with the general mandate
that he should stabilize the functions
where the bill promotes stability in
energy prices to the consumer.

That is the general statement of the
objective, but it does not tell the Ad-
ministrator how to do it. This tells the
Administrator how to do it, and also im-
poses upon him certain limitations as to
what he can do.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. FLYNT). The
Chair is prepared to rule.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
Dmwcerr) has offered an amendment to
section 5 of the bill. i

The gentleman from New York (Mr.
HorToN) has made a point of order
against the amendment on the ground
that it is not germane to the. section
under consideration.. The gentleman
from California, speaking in support of
the point of order, has stated that the
amendment mandates certain action by
the Administrator.
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The Chair has carefully studied the
language of the amendment and does
not interpret any portion thereof as a
mandate to set a certain price, because
the language of the amendment, as read
and to be printed in the Recorp at this
point, does not say, “shall,” but, rather,
uses the words, “may not.” Nor does the
amendment amend existing law—the
Economic Stabilization Act—as has been
suggested.

Section 5 is a section that includes a
broad range of functions and duties. It
is clear that functions or duties enumer-
ated therein could be:limited by way of
amendment.

The language of this amendment ap-
pears to limit the functions stated in sec~
tion 5 of the bill, and the Chair, there-
fore, overrules the point of order.

The gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
DingeLL) is recognized for 5 minutes in
support of his amendment.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, my col-
leagues will recall that just recently we
had on the floor of the House a vote in-
volving the question of a rollback of
crude oil prices. This is an attempt to fix
the crude prices at.approximately the
same levels at which those prices would
have been fixed by the vote taken re-
cently on the Energy Emergency Act
conference report.

The Members will remember that by a
very significant vote, the House endorsed
the rollback of prices. Under this amend-
ment the prices would be fixed at a little
more than $7 per barrel.

I believe that erude oil prices have
risen in this country to a scandalous level.
They are causing excessive fuel prices to
consumers, and they are causing gro-
tesgue and outrageous profits for the pe-
froleum. industry.

Recently this Congress tried to put a
cap on the gross and excessive profits to
the oil industry. Today these are ap-
proaching a 100-percent increase over
the levels of 1972, a year in which Fed-
eral Trade Comimission studies found
those prices to be high.

Mr. Chairman, if the Members want
to see to it that the consumers are fairly
treated, if the Members want to see to it
that prices are fair, and if the Members
want to see to.it that profits are rolled
back slightly se as no longer to be so gross
and excessive, then they should support
the amendment.

We. must remember that it has been
pointed out by the President, by his of-
ficials, in the Federal Ene: Office, Mr.
Simon and Mr. Sawhill, and also by the
Arab sheiks that it is to be anticipated
that the. ultimate prices of crude oil per
barrel will run around $7. This would al-
low the prices of crude oil to rise to a
level slightly higher than that.

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

Mr. DINGELL, I yield to the gent.le-
man from Indiana.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to thank the gentleman for his clarifica-
tion of the amendment which he has of-
fered, because if I understand the gentle-
man, he is doing what I rather thought
he was doing: He is essentially writing
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into this bill the rollback provision which
we passed here the other day.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman is correct. That is precisely
what I am trying to do, roll back these
outrageous prices.

I hope the gentleman from Indiana
will support me.

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, as the
gentleman knows, that, of course, was
and is a very controversial matter, and
it has led, as I understand it, to a state-

ment by the President that the bill will
be vetoed.

We have a bill here which as I had
thought, was essentially merely to create
anew bureau to manage whatever we did
pass here in the way of enargy legisla~-
tion. I am wondering whether it is really
a good idea to try to turn it into a price
control bill and maybe have it vetoed
also for the same reason.

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gentleman
for his very helpful comments. I point

-out that the President just vetoed the

action of the Congress, overwhelmingly
taken, rolling back the price of crude
oil. We have a chance, by reason of this
amendment, to accomplish that same
goal here, in this legislation. Shortly I
hope, we will have a chance to do some-
thing similar when we bring up that
most unwise veto to be overridden. How-
ever, we have a chance to address our-
selves to that problem here, and it is my
hope we will adopt this amendment.

Mr. HAYS. Will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. HAYS: I agree with everything
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr,
DingeLL) has said.

The gentleman from Indiana makes a
point that this legislation might be
vetoed. Well, if it does not have anything
in it for the benefit of the consumer, it
had better be vetoed.

I do not know whether the gentleman
from Indiana or anybody else read the
morning paper, but there was a story in
there which said that 58 of the top offi-
cials down in Mr, Simon’'s office are from
the oil companies.

We had an election in Ohio yesterday
and we took a district, that had been
Republican 68 out of the last 72 years,
mainly because the Congress and the
President are not doing anything about
protecting the consumers from the ra-
pacity of the oil companies.

Let me just say that the people are
getting this message. They know the rea-
son why they are not being protected is
because the minority in the House has
stood beside the President on his vetoes
of legislation that would be for the bene-
fit of the people. They are getting the
message, I would say to the gentleman
from¥ Indiana.

Mr. DINGELL. I thank the gentleman
from Ohio.

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

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment may be rere-
ported.
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Mr. HORTON. If the gentleman will
yield, there is confusion about this
amendment, and perhaps it would be well
if it is read again.

The CHAIRMAN., Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

The Clerk reread the amendment.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
learned a long time ago that after the
ruling it is of little avail on that particu-
lar issue to criticize it in any way, but I
want to present this thought to the
Chairman and to the Members:

When an amendment is written in this
form, where it is no longer permissive,
then it is mandatory in that it removes
from the administrator the power of dis-
cretion.

On the propane amendment offered by
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr, ALEX-
ANDER) it was permissive because it said
that the Administrator may do certain
things. Thisamendment says that he
may not. There is a great difference be-
tween the “may” and the “may not.”
“May” is permissive, but “may not” is a
limitation on the discretion of the Ad-
ministrator.

Therefore for future rulings I would
respectfully request that this be looked
at in the nature of a limitation on dis-
cretion, not a granting of discretion, as
was true in the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr. ALEX-
ANDER) .

Mr. Chairman, getting to the merits of
this question, there is no doubt in my
mind that this amendment prescribes a
limitation on prices as of a certain date,
May 15; that it allows an additional cost
of $1.30 a barrel; or alternatively $5.25
per barrel plus 85 percent thereof. Under
the ruling of the Chair, the language of
the amendment becomes a mandate.

How many Members in this House can
arise and say that $5.25 per barrel is the
correct price?

How many Members can rise and say
that $1.30 a barrel is the correct incre-
ment? How many Members can rise and
sav that $5.25 per barrel plus 35 percent
thereof is the correct price? Are you
willing in your own judgment to put this
restriction on the administrator? Maybe
it is right. Maybe it should be more, may-
be it should be less, but when he does
publish a price he publishes reasons
therefor. So it becomes necessary for
the administrator to have latitude or
discretion to set a price he considers is
current, and which is adjusted to the
reality of the times. How many of the
Members want to take it upon them-
selves to make this particular judgment?

I do not have the knowledge to say
that it should be $5.25 per barrel plus 35
percent thereof. I do not have figures
at hand, I do not know what the price
should be.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield for the purpose
of making a parliamentary inquiry?

Mr. HOLIFIELD, I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,

I have a parliamentary inquiry.
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The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
when a copy of this amendment was pre-
sented to the minority desk the amend-
ment in fact said, “may.” Now I under-
stand as it was read, it says “may not.”

Mr. HOLIFIELD, If I may irierrupt
the gentleman from Ohio, the copy I
have originally said “shall fix the price,”
and the “shall” was stricken in the
amendment that went to the Clerk’s
desk, and “may not” was put in, and the
word “no” was also stricken.

So the amendment as it was sent to the
majority and the minority desks appar-
ently was not the amendment read by
the Clerk. I say that is not the way we
should legislate. How can we base this
legislation on an improper copy of an
amendment?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
may I inquire of the Chair when the
Chair made its ruling what the Chair
ruled on? Because I am confused as to
whether the Chair ruled on the copy as
we received it, or as it was read by the
Clerk.

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. FLynt). The
Chair will state in answer to the parlia-
mentary inquiry of the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. Brown) that the Chair had
before it at the time the Chair ruled the
amendment as it was presented at the
Clerk’s desk, and as it was read by the
Clerk. The Chair had no access to the
copies that were sent to the ranking
minority member or to the chairman.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. So that the
Chair ruled that the language “may not”
is permissive, Is that correct?

The CHATRMAN. The Chair will state
in response to the inquiry of the gentle-
man from Ohio (Mr. Brown) that the
Chair ruled that the language of the
amendment was a limitation above
which the Administrator could not go in
exercising certain functions transferred
to it under the provisions of this act.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the
Chair, and I subscribe to the views as
expressed by the chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from California
(Mr. HOLIFIELD).

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to make the point that I do
not think there was a deliberate decep-
tion on the part of my good friend, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DinGeLL)
but I do say that we were furnished one
copy of the amendment that was differ-
ent from the amendment sent to the
Chairman, and upon which the Chair-
man made his ruling.

Then, Mr. Chairman, I get to the
merits, and let me ask the Members
again, do you want fo take these prices
and these percentages, and say that is
what they should be?

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

Mr, MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, my good friend and
chairman, the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. HoLIFIELD) , Said, “Who can say
that $5.25 is a fair price?”

Let me tell the Members who has said
it. This House by an overwhelming vote
and the other body by an overwhelming
vote said that $5.25 is a fair price.
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On national television on January 6
Administrator Simon said:

I think $5.25 at this point for a barrel of
crude is sufficlent to give the incentive for
additional exploration and production.

As a matter of fact, he said that they
would review it in the spring and they
would look for a rollback rather than an
advance.

Then the National Petroleum Council
in reporting in December of 1972 the Na-
tional Petroleum Congress 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
a barrel in 1970 to $3.65 a barrel in 1975.

The Administrator took it to $4.25.
This amendment allows $5.25 with a per-
missive additional increment of 35 per-
cent or a figure of $7.09.

As to the legislative procedures that
are being followed here, if they were not
totally consistent with the rules of this
House governing its conduct in the Com-
mittee of the Whole, they would be sub-
ject to a point of order. I am quite cer-
tain that on both sides of the aisle, know-
ing the diligence of the ranking minority
member and the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations, that
the point of order would have been made,
and knowing the impartial manner in
which the gentleman in the chair con-
ducts himself, if in fact a point of order
were in order, he would sustain the point
of order. So we are legislating here in
keeping with both traditions and with
the rules of the House of Representatives.

The amendment was reported. The
Members were listening to the Clerk
of the House as they should have been
listening. Upon the reporting of the
amendment, they heard the language,
and if there had been disparity between
what was reported and what was ruled
upon, & further point of order would have
been made.

So, to recapitulate, who says that $5.25
is fair? The U.S. Congress, after weeks
of deliberation in the committees of the
House and of the other body, after weeks
in conference between the other body’s
representatives and managers on the
part of this House, and upon an afirma-
tion by the House and the other body in
adoption of the conference report. They
said $5.25 is a fair and a reasonable price,
and if we need flexibility, we will get it
in this 35 percent that can be added
above that to $7.09.

So the Administrator said it. remem-
ber, on January 6, and the Petroleum
Couneil said it.

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

Mr. MOSS. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I thank the gentle-
man.

The gentleman by his own argument
makes a very convincing argument. It is
up to $5.25. This amendment allows them
to go $1.94 higher, so what the gentle-
man has quoted the Administrator as
saying, $5.25, does not contain the $1.94
which the 35 percent adds to it, which
brings it up to $7.09.

Mr. MOSS. The gentleman again was
not listening. If he had, he would have
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heard me state $5.25 plus the flexibility
which is permitted by an additional in-
cremental increase of 35 percent, or $7.09.

Now, I tried to be extremely careful
here not to make any misstatement to
the members of this Committee.

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

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

Mr. MOSS. Believe me when I say the
groups I have cited, the Administrator
and the National Petroleum Council have
in the documents cited, concurred in the
statements I have made to this Commit-

tee.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I do not want to repeat
the very effective arguments made by
my distinguished colleague from Cali-
fornia (Mr. Moss) but I do really simply
want to restate my view of where we are
and where we ought to be.

This is a very, very important amend-
ment. It is absolutely urgent that this
Committee adopt this amendment this
afternoon. We have all heard what is
happening throughout the country and
there is no question, I do not think any-
one debates the issue that oil company
profits have been outrageous, that Ameri-
can consumers have been taken for a
sleigh ride. They have been up and down
the roller coaster so badly that they can-
not even tolerate the situation any more.
The single biggest thing that some of
us have not even appreciated is that the
billions of dollars added on to the Ameri-
can consumer directly by the additional
cost of gasoline and fuel oil and propane
has a rippling effect throughout the en-
tire economy; that what we have seen in
the last 3 or 4 months has probably
added somewhere between $5 billion and
$8 billion on to the cost of the consumer

economy.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROSENTHAL. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. MOSS. I want to say that just 4
days ago in California I waited for 315
hours in a line for gasoline for the
privilege of paying 69 cents a gallon.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. The cost to the
American consumer has been something
that they simply have not been able to
bear. We should not be misled. There
are oil company profits and other profits
intervening that have permitted this to
happen. We are not naive. We know the
original cost of exploration increases and
it is not unusual to pass it on; but that
something that has been passed on is
something unconscionable, unbearable,
and that should not happen.

To report this bill from this committee
today without including this very signifi-
&pt. amendment would be a serious mis-

e.

Let me once again address myself to
the comments of my distinguished chair-
man from California. This is an organi-
zational bill; but organization without
substance is meaningless, Congress has
the power, it has the responsibility, it
has the duty, it has the obligation to act
in a fashion that this amendment indi-
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cates. If we do not do that, if we do not
adopt this amendment, then many of us
will have to think seriously about voting
for this bill, because we would be report-
ing to the American people that we are
giving them an organization of shambles
without any substance. That would be
the most inadequate job we have done so
far this year.

Mr. PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I have seen this body
since before Christmas try to legislate
oil and gas out of the ground. There are
many people here who profess to be ex-
perts, who have never been around an oil-
field, who have never drilled an oil well,
who have never invested in the oil busi-
ness.

I do not question the motives of any
Member, but I say to the gentlemen and
the ladies of this body that we are not
going to legislate oil out of the ground
by rolling prices back from $9 to $5.25.

We can legislate from now till king-
dom come, but that is not going to bring
one drop of oil and gas out of the ground.
When we get through with this monkey
business and then go home and tell the
American public, “Look at what we
have done. We have rolled oil and gas
prices back for you,” are you also going
to admit that all we have done is make
the lines at gas stations longer and put
an unbearable burden upon the admin-
istration to try to administer something
like this?

Do the Members realize that something
like 80 percent of the oil and gas is drilled
by the independent oil and gas producers
and not by the major companies? Do
the Members realize that the people in
this country who own stock in the oil
and gas industries are paying taxes on
the dividends which they earn? And
yvet some Members try to make this body
believe that some big giant conglomerate
is out here robbing and gouging every-
one including taxpayers, consumers, and
the Government. :

Name a few major companies that are
owned by an individual, someone that
has taken advantage; name a few. These
companies are owned by the American
people who put down $35 and $50 and
$100 bills to buy stock into these com-
panies. These fellow Americans—your
and my neighbors—pay their taxes on
this money that they earn.

We are not going to get oil out of the
ground at $5.25.

Drillers and producers are going to
stack their rigs, and the gas station
lines are going to get longer.

Some here are going to try to fool the
American people, and they are not going
to be fooled. Sure, go home and tell them,
“We took care of you; we beat the big
oil businesses and conglomerates.” But
by “taking care” of the people, the only
thing we are going to give them is longer
gas lines.

How many Members know what it costs
to drill a well? How many know what it
costs per foot? The break-even point of
drilling today is around $5 per barrel,
and we want to roll prices back to $5.25.
No way. No way are we going to get oil
out of the ground by punishing
producers.
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Only after this body quits this monkey-
business of trying to legislate oil out of
the ground, then and then only are we
going to stimulate the private industries
in this country, especially the small pro-
ducers who drill 80 percent of the oil
wells in this country, to go out and
invest $40,000 to $150,000 to drill an oil
and gas well.

If the Members will check the facts,
they will find that this is the truth. As
far as the President is concerned, we just
gave him a bill. He vetoed it and we will
consider it, probably tomorrow. The bill
authorizes him to raise the price to $7
plus a barrel, and then we can point at
him and say, “Look what he did, he sold
out to the big majors of this country,”
and heap some more criticism upon him.
But that is not going to get us any more
gas or any more oil.

I say to the Members of the House:
My friends, the producers will just stack
their rigs. How many rigs does the Gov-
ernment have? None. How much ex-
pertise does the Government have in
drilling oil and gas wells? None to speak
of. The private enterprise people of this
country, the investors, the American
people, are the ones who have drilled and
made it possible for us to be 85 percent
self-sufficient. Government is not going
to produce one drop of oil and it is not
going to drill for it because it does not
have the expertise nor the rigs.

Let us quit trying to fool the people.
Let us give the producers the incentive
they need to drill these wells and build
these rigs.

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

(By unanimous consent, Mr. Price of
Texas was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.)

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

Mr., PRICE of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. MILFORD. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to congratulate my colleague from
Texas. He has laid it on the line just as
it is.

Perhaps he can inform some of our
other colleagues concerning tertiary re-
covery from old oil wells that were going
to be shut down.

Mr. PRICE of Texas, Mr. Chairman,
I estimate that at least 11,000 wells are
going to be shut down if there is a roll-
back, the so-called stripper wells that
produce 10 barrels a day or less.

Do the Members want to know why
propane is not available? It is because
one-third of a barrel of oil usually goes
into propane, and this is not being pro-
duced because the producers are selling
it to the manufacturers of synthetics,
for use in carpets and pantyhose and
the like.

Those Members from the North and
South are going to lose their synthetics
industries if these industries do not start
getting some gas and oil so that they
can make these products. Do the Mem-
bers know where these firms are going
to go? They are going to come to my
State and district where they can get the
uncommitted gas to build these indus-
tries and to make carpets and panty-
hose and the like and we welcome them.
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The Members from the South had bet-

ter start thinking about some of these

things if they do not wish to lose their

industries.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR, ECKHARDT TO THE AMEND-
MENT OFFERED BY MR, DINGELL

Mr. ECKHARDT., Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment in the nature of a
substitute to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. ECKEARDT to the amendment
offered by Mr. DmveELL: On page 20, after
Ilne 2, add the following: “In exercising the
functions provided In item (5), above, the
Administration shall take the following
action:

“(A) Immediately upon the enactment of
this Act, the Administrator shall issue an
order to establish a celling on prices of crude
oill and petroleum products at levels not
greater than the highest levels pertaining
to a substantial volume of actual transac-
tions by each business enterprise or other
person during the fourteen-day period end-
ing January 19, 1974, for like or similar
commodities, or if no transactions oceurred
during such period, then the highest appll-
cable level in the nearest preceding fourteen-
day period.

**{B) The celling on prices required under
subsection (a) shall ke applicable to all
retall prices and to wholesale prices for un-
finished, or proceséed goods.

*(0C) As soon as practicable, but not later
than thirty days after the date of enact-
ment of this section, the Administrator shall
by written order stating in full the con-
siderations for his actions, roll back prices
for crude oil and petroleum products to
levels no higher than those prevailing In
the seven-day period ending November 1,
1973, in order to reduce inflation. Price in-
creases announced after November 1, 1973,
and made retroactive: to '‘dates prior to
November 1, 1973, shall not be considered as
having been in effect prior to such date for
purposes of this subsection. The Adminis-
trator may make speclfic exceptions from
the rollback by written order to compensate
for increased costs for crude oil and petro-
leum products produced and refined outside
the United States, but in no event shall such
exceptions allow more than a. passthrough
for -increases in the costs of such com-
modities. Such orders shall state procedure
and adequate publie notice of any price ex-
ceptions and shall disallow any profit
margins on any crude petroleum or petro-
leum products In excess of the margin ap-
plicable in the seven-day period ending
November 1, 1973.

(D) The Administrator shall by written
order, issue rules to insure that all corpora=
tions or other entities engaging in sales of
crude petroleum at the refilnery level or pe-
troleum products at the wholesale level re-
flect, in sales to any purchaser, the average
costs of its foreign and domestic crude oil and
petroleum products,

“(E) Notwithstanding the provisions of
this section, any producer of new crude pe-
troleum who, together with all persons who
control, or are controlled by or under common
control with such producer, produces net to
his working Interests not more than 30,000
barrels of crude oil per day, may sell that new
crude petroleum without respect to the ceil-
ing price. However, if the amount of crude
petroleum pro@iuced and sold in any month
subsequent to the leffective dsate of this sec-
tion is less than the base production control
level for that property for that mionth, any
new crude petroleum produced from that
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property during any subsequent month may
not be sold pursuant to this paragraph until
an amount of the new crude petroleum equal
to the difference between the amount of
crude petroleum actually produced from that
property during the earlier month and the
base production control level for that prop-
erty for the earlier month has been sold at
or below its ceiling price.

“(2) For the purpose of this subsection,

“(A) the term 'base production control
level’ for a particular month for a particular
property means:

*{1) if crude petroleum was produced and
sold from that property in every month of
1972, the total number of barrels of domestic
crude petroleum produced and sold from that
property in the same month of 1972;

“(11) If erude petroleum was not produced
and sold from that property in every month
of 1972, the total number of barrels of do-
mestic crude petroleum produced and sold
from that property in 1972 divided by 12.

“(B) the term ‘property’' means the right
which arises from a lease or from a fee in-
terest to produce domestic crude petroleum.

“(C) the term ‘new crude petroleum’
means the total number of barrels of domes-
tic crude petroleum produced and sold from
a property in a specific month less the base
production control level for that property.”

Mr. ECKHARDT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment in the nature of a
substitute be considered as read and
printed in the REcorb.

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

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. ECKHARDT (during the reading).
Mr., Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment in the nature of a
substitute - be considered as read and
printed in the REcorb.

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

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Chairman, I object.

The CHAIRMAN, Objection is heard.

Mr. ECKHARDT (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the amendment
be dispensed with and that it be printed
at this point in the RECORD.

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

Mr, HORTON. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, I want to make a
point of order against the amendment
and I do not want to lose my right to
make that point of order, so I do not
think the amendment ought to be con-
sidered as read. :

The CHAIRMAN, Dispensing with fur-
ther reading of the amendment to the
amendment would not in any way, in-
fringe on the rights of the gentleman
with regard to his point of order, and
the Chair assures the gentleman that he
will protect him in that right.

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

' POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the amendment.
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The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. HORTON. Mr., Chairman, I make
a point of order against the amendment
and offer that the amendment is non-
germane to this bill under rule XVI,
clause 7.

The amendment deals with subjects
not included in this bill and also affect-
ing policy which is not the subject of
section 5 but, rather, other matters like
petroleum products.

Mr. Chairman, without reiterating the
same arguments I made in the past, I
would again set forth those arguments
here and ask that the Chair rule this
amendment to the Dingell amendment is
nongermane.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Texas desire to be heard on the
point of order?

Mr. ECKHARDT. I do, Mr. Chairman.

Realizing, of course, that germaneness,
like beauty, is in the eyes of the beholder,
nevertheless, it seems to me to be clear
that, when an amendment is before this
body which amendment would have the
effect of rolling back the price of crude
oil, all of it, without any attention as to
whether or not that oil is new oil pro-
duced at high prices or older oil produced
at relatively low prices, it simply must
be germane to the original amendment to
put in a limitation with respect to that
amendment to provide that there be
reason respecting the rollback and that
the rollback should not be applicable in
such a way as to prohibit the production
of new discoveries.

I am not arguing the merits of my
amendment, but the choice must be
available to this body.

If the amendment is germane, if the
amendment itself is germane, it has
opened up the whole question as to what
is equitable and what is effective and
what is likely to bring about a good re-
sult with respect to holding back prices
and at the same time to bring a good
result with respect to encouraging new
preduction by producers of under 30,000
barrels per day. Under 30,000 barrels per
day is where the discovery group is lo-
cated. Those producing under 30,000
barrels per day are those who go out and
spend a great deal of money to produce
oil.

I will not get into the details of the
amendment, but I think it is absolutely
essential with respect te the point of
order to point out that, once this ques-
tion is opened up simply to permit some-
thing to be considered by this body
merely because it is framed in terms of
“the administrator may not’” but which,
as the chairman actually points: out,
really tells the administrator, “Mr. Ad~
ministrator, you must cut back prices to
not more than $7.09 per barrel”—if that
is before this body and if it is before this
body properly and if it is germiaine, then
if there is any reason left within the
rules, there must be the opportunity to
say by a substitute to that amendment
that it is a roll forward with respect to
old oil and it should be taken in that
respect; that it is not a rollback with
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respect to production of new oil which,
therefore, would discourage further
production.

We may balance these oils, and we
may say we are cutting back on old
oil to the date of November 1, 1973, but
with respect to new oil produced by
those speculative factors in the busi-
ness, those who produce under 30,000
barrels a day, this cutback will not apply.

Of course, I realize that once you open
the question, once you open the-question
of a rollback there is no way to treat
that question intelligently unless you
have an opportunity to distinguish be-
tween the factors in the industry. If
our rules prohibit a substitute, clearly
germane to the amendment itself, clearly:
germane to the amendment which is
presently offered, so as to give only the
choice of an ungualified amendment
which would do grave harm, then there
is something wrong. Clearly it seems to
me if the matter may be opened it must
be opened for this in order to have jus-
tice and equity.

That is the ground upon which I sub-
mit this substitute. And I quickly state
that I think that the question of
whether or not the substitute is now
germane, is a reasonably germane ap-
proach as a substitute for the amend-
ment, is not precisely the same question
as to whether or not the substitute had
been introduced initially as an initial
amendment whether it would have been
germane or not. Clearly it is germane to
the amendment, and clearly it is a
choice the parties should be permitted to

The
Chair is prepared to rule.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
EcxknArDT) has offered a substitute for
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DiNgeLL) . The open=
ing lines of the substitute for the amend-
ment read as follows:

In exercising the functions so provided in
ftem 5 above, the Administrator shall take
the following action: (a) immediately upon
the enactment of this act the Administrator
shall issue an order to establish a celling
on prices of crude oil and petroleum products
at levels not greater than the highest levels
pertaining to substantial volume of actual
transactions,

“The gentleman’from New York (Mr.
HortoN) has made a point of order
against the substitute amendment on the
ground that it is not germane to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL).

The Chair rules that in order to quali-
£y as a substitute for an amendment such
substitute must treat in equal manner
the same subject matter carried by the
amendment for which proposed. The
pehding amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL),
and the Chair reads from the language
of that amendment, pertains only to the
price for domestic crude oil. The sub-
stitute for the amendment goes beyond
the scope of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
DinceLL) and goes beyond the subject
matter contained in the amendment.

make.
The CHAIRMAN (Mr. FLYNT).
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For the reasons given by the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. HorToN) in
support of his point of order and for the
reasons stated, the Chair sustains the
point of order to the substitute for the
amendment.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRE. ECEHARDT TO THE
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, DINGELL

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I of-
fer an amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ECEHARDT to
the amendment offered by Mr. DINGELL:
Amend the amendment by adding at the end
thereof the following: *; provided however,
That no limitation on mandate contalned
herein shall apply to or affect any producer
of new crude peiroleum who, together with
all persons who control, or are controlled
by or under common control with such pro-
ducer, produces net to his working interests
not more than ‘30,000 barrels of crude oil
per day, so as to prevent such producer from
selling that new crude petroleum without
respect to the ceiling price. However, if the
amount of crude petroleum produced and
sold in any month subsequent to the ef-
fective date of this section is less than the
base production control level for that prop-
erty for that month, any new crude petro-
leum produced from that property during
any subsequent month may not beé sold pur-
suant tosthis paragraph until an amiount of
the new crude petroleum equal to the dif-
ferance between the amount of crude petro-
Ieum actually produced from that property
during the earller month and the base pro-
duction control level for that property for
the earlier month has been sold at or below
its celling price.

“{2) For the purposes of this subsection,
(A) “the term 'base production control level'
for a particular month for a particular prop-
erty means;. .

*{1) if crude petroleum was produced and
sold from that property in every month of
1972, the total number of barrels of domestic
crude petroleum produced and sold from that
property in the same month of 1972;

“(i1) if crude petroleum was not produced
and sold from that property in every month
of 1972, the total number of barrels of do-
mestic erude petroleum produced and sold
from that property in 1872 divided by 12.

“(B) the term ‘property’ means the right
which arlses from a lease or from a fee in-
terest to produce domestic crude petroleum.

"(C) the term ‘new crude petroleum' means
the total number of barrels of domestic crude
petroleum produced and sold from a property
in a specific month less the base production
control level for that property.”

Mr. ECKHARDT (during the réading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that further reading of the amendment
be dispensed with and that it be printed
in the Recorp at this point.

The CHATRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman trom
Texas?

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object I reserve a point
of order.

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

There was no objection.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman will
state his point of order.
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Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order against the amendment
for the same reasons that I stated be-
fore. The amendment offered by the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT)
is nongermane to the bill under rule XVI,
clause 7. It deals with subject matter
which 4s not in the bill and with policy
also which is not the purpose of this
section.

The CHATRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Michigan desire to make a point of
order?

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I would
reserve my point of order until the con-
clusion of the gentleman’s explanation,
but I will address myself to it now if the
Chair so desires.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is going
to rule that a point of order having been
made, the gentleman cannot further
reserve his peint of order but must make
it at this time.

Mr. DINGELL., Mr. Chairman, I make
a point of order that the amendment
does precisely the same thing as the
amendment just briefly offered. It seeks
to accomplish the same thing. I would
go further and state that it goes far be-
yond the sweep of the amendment. It
issues new categories and classes of pro-
ducers. It imposes whole new judgments
upon the administrator far beyond those
which are included in the limitations
previously imposed, and it imposes these
additional judgments and responsibili-
ties on him in terms of dividing the dif-
ferent kinds of producers into classes
and categories.

‘Essentially it requires acts going be-
yond action of the original sweep of the
amendment and also beyond the legisla-
tion before us. For that reason it is no
longer a limitation on the authority pro-
posed but rather, on the contrary, is
making whole néw law.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from Texas desire to be heard on the
point of ‘order?

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is quite different from the
original amendment. As a matter of fact,
the original amendment would, I think,
have beén greafly prererable. but in
deference to the Chair’s ruling, this
amendment does nothing whatsoever to
the Dingell Iimitation on the authority
of the administrator, which limitation
prohibits the administrator from cutting
back the price of oil any less, I think,
than $7.09, which sounds like a'strange,
negative limitation. Bub at least that is
what it does.

This further limits the administrator
in‘such action not to affect those produc-
ing 30,000 barrels or less.

The Dingellamienrdment has the effect
of telling the administrator: You have
got to, or you cannot do anything else
but, provide a limitation on price that
will not‘exceed the total of $7.09.

What this says is that when we do so,
we may not put any limitation on new oil
produced by producers of 30,000 barrels
or less; so this is an additional limitation
in addition to what has been called the
Dingell limifation.
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I submit that this is entirely in accord
with the ruling or holding of the Dingell
amendment valid as an amendment on
this bill.

I might add, too, that this does not
deal with other oil than domestic crude.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule. The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. EckuarpT) has offered an amend-
ment to the amendment previously of-
fered by the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. DINGELL) .

The gentleman from New York makes
a point of order against the amendment
to the amendment on the grounds that
the amendment to the amendment is not
germane to the bill or to the amendment
to which it is offered.

The Chair has carefully examined the
language of the amendment to the
amendment and the Chair rules that
since the amendment to the amendment
is simply for the purpose of exempting
certain specified producers from the lim-
itation of authority established by the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan, it is within the scope of
and covers the same subject matter as
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan. The amendment offered
by the gentleman from Texas is, there-
fore, germane as an amendment to the
amendment and the Chair overrules the
point of order.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
EcxuarpT) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ECKHARDT. I thank the chair-
man. It has been a long struggle.

I would like to bring these matters to
the attention of my colleagues, both
those who come from areas where oil is
produced and those who come from areas
where oil is not produced, those who are
concerned with the welfare of producers
and those who are concerned with the
welfare of the consumer who purchases
the oil from the producers; these inter-
ests are not always antagonistic.

I should much have preferred to be
here arguing in favor of my original
amendment, because that amendment
would have rolled the price of old oil all
the way back to $4.25; but it would have
permitted new oil produced by independ-
ents to go to whatever the market will
pay for that oil. Of course, such would be,
in turn, limited, however, by competition
with old oil and by production of new
oil by large oil companies.

I could not do that, so what is done
here because my substitute was knocked
out by the point of order is simply to ac-
cept the proposition, as the Dingell
amendment provides—which is essen-
tially the same proposition that existed
in the energy bill—that all oil will be
rolled back to approximately $5.25 per
barrel and that then there will be per-
mission for a percentage increase under
conditions justifying that increase, so
that oil whether it is old or new oil
could gon up conceivably to $7.09 a barrel.

I think that is something of a wind-
fall for old oil. I think it is something
of a windfall for big producers. I think
it is a windfall for the very big oil com-
panies that got us in this mess in the
first place. But I accept that because my
substitute could not be offered.
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This is what is done under the Dingell
amendment but I would amend it to
take out one of the harms that was con-
tained in the energy bill. The energy bill
also rolled back the price of new oil from
somewhere around say $10 per barrel to
$7.09.

Now, if we roll back the price of new
oil in that manner, we remove the en-
couragement for production of that oil
which is hard to get.

My amendment would affect only a
relatively small portion of the total
amount of oil used and ultimately put
into gasoline and fuel oil and so forth.
Between 70 to 75 percent of the total oil,
that is, that which would be controlled
by the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan, Mr, DiNGELL, would
still be subject to the rollback by virtue
of the fact that it is old oil.

If my amendment to his amendment
goes on, new oil produced by independ-
ent producers, or those producing 30,000
or less barrels per day, would be ex-
empted. We would be opening this
area—or keeping it open—for earnings
to generate additional capital in order
to explore for new oil to those producers
who do most of the exploration and run
most of the risk—independents.

The exemption does not apply to old
oil, but only applies to that oil costing
a lot of money to bring up; where, for
instance, they have to go out offshore to
get it or drill deep wells. It only applies
to those who produce 30,000 barrels per
day or less. This cutls out all of the ma-
jors. They are in a good enough position
anyway. About 75 percent of their total
production is old oil, and they are mak-
ing a killing on that according to the
statistics we have. Their increases in
profits are in many cases as much as 100
percent from the year 1972 to the year
1973.

Their explorations can be well fi-
nanced when they are earning up to
$5.25, or even $7.09 under the Dingell
amendment, for oil. That is enough for
them. They can explore and they have
got enough money to explore.

On the other hand, the independents
are not in that position. Most of what
they are producing is much more ex-
pensive to produce. So, all this amend-
ment does is to open the price up on
new oil products by independents to en-
courage and accumulate the necessary
capital for exploration for new oil.

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

(At the request of Mr. Roncario of
Wyoming, and by unanimous consent,
Mr. EckeArpT Was allowed to proceed for
an additional 2 minutes.)

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Wyoming.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Chairman, would the exceptions the gen-
tleman mentions cover the marginal or
independent operator who seeks to ex-
pand old, existing fields with stripper
wells?

Mr. ECKHARDT. Yes, it becomes new
oil if he is producing more from a well,
of course.
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Mr, RONCALIO of Wyoming. Would
it cover the man restoring or improving
secondary recovery techniques in fields?

Mr. ECKHARDT. That is what is in-
tended. I must say to the gentleman in
all candor that I would feel safer if the
total substitute amendment were before
the body, but at least what has been of-
fered here takes care of the major prob-
lem. If there be problems of the nature
he is raising, I would be the first to urge
that they be ironed out in conference.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. And this
price would be whatever the market may
bring above $7.09?

Mr. ECKHARDT. That is correct.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wpyoming. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the genfleman from
Texas.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the substitute amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I will not take the full
5 minutes, but I do want to point out
that this is a very complicated amend-
ment. It is an amendment which is not
within the purview of the Committee on
Government Operations. This substitute
amendment and the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
DincerLn) both ought to be before the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

This particular amendment offered by
the gentleman from Texas is a very com-
plicated ‘amendment. I have just talked
briefly with the staff, who have been
very familiar with the Emergency En-
ergy Act, and there is some question as
to what the ramifications of this amend-
ment are. It was indicated that hearings
should be held on this, and it would be
important to have people testify who
have specific knowledge with regard to
this type of amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I would hope that the
House is not going to act upon this on
the basis of just the brief comments that
have been made by Members on the floor
at this time. So, I would urge that this
amendment be defeated.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the substitute amendment
offered by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. EckHARDT) to the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. DINGELL) ,

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. EckHArDT) offers us
something that all of us could in good
conscience embrace and support.

Probably this bill is not the proper
vehicle for legislating prices. I tend to
agree with Chairman Horirierp in that
regard. But if we are to legislate prices,
let us be very careful that in the process
we avoid discouraging exploration.

What the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr, DingeLL) seeks to do is to say to the
American public and to the petroleum
industry that we are sick and tired of the
great big international companies in-
creasing their prices and showing ex-
orbitant increases in profits over and
above the returns they had been making
before the energy shortage.

I think that needs to be said.

At the same time, Mr, Chairman, we
run a very grave risk when we apply our
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restrictions indiscriminately so as to in-
clude all domestic crude oil production
without any differentiation between the
big producer and the small producer and
without any differentiation between old
oil produced at relatively lower prices
and new oil that is going to cost an enor-
mous amount of money to find and
recover.

Here is the risk that we run: That we
may discourage exploration for oil. I
think many of the Members are aware
that there are in the oil industry two
very different segments. One is what we
might call the exploiting segment, con-
sisting of the big integrated companies
which buy a lot of their oil, incidentally,
from the independents and which sell
that oil at whatever the tariff will bear.

I have no particular brief for them,
and neither does the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ECKHARDT) .

The other end of the industry is the
one upon which all of us are depending
for a solution to this energy crisis. That
is the small independent producer.

Let us distinguish if we can between
the disease and the symptom. The
disease is a shortage of oil. We are go-
ing to run out of known oil reserves in
this country, and that includes the
Alaska flelds, in 12 or 14 years at our
present rate of consumption, if we do
not find more oil.. So our only solution
is to encourage exploration.

Seventy-five percent of exploration
has been conducted by the independ-
ents, principally small companies and
individuals operating on borrowed cap-
ital, people who are in a very high-risk
business. And that is why the majors in
large part have let them have that end
of the business, to go out and look for the
oil, because eight out of every mine
exploratory wells have been dry holes,
and it is often very hard to get that
venture money.

Apparently most of the remaining oil
that is to be found lies not in shallow
fields, but in deep strata. It is harder
than ever to get the risk capital to go
out and find it. And it is going to cost
increasingly more to produce it.

Let us therefore make this differen-
tiation: Let us say that the big inte-
grated oil company that is buying its
oil abroad or producing its oil abroad or
investing its money abroad is not going
to be saved from its responsibility to
the public under this legislation. Let us
make them come to ferms at reasonable
prices. But let us not in the process, be-
cause we are angry at the goose for not
laying more eggs, kill all the goslings.
That would only make sure that there
will be even fewer eggs in the future.

Our impelling need today is to encour-
age, not to discourage, exploration for
new oil. The only way to do that is to
encourage the little guy, who is willing
to take a risk with borrowed capital, a
rabbit’s foot in his pocket and a smat-
tering of geslogy in his mind, to go out
and look for the oil. And if he finds some
oil, let us make sure he can get a price
for it that will make it possible for him
to produce it. If we do not do this, we
are going to dry up the well. :

+ Iknow a great many Members are very
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anxious to go on record with some kind
of a price rollback. I would go on record
now for a reasonable limit on excess
profits. Or I would support a requirement
that any profit over and above the profit
made last year by a big company would
have to be plowed back into exploration.
I would vote, even as I have suggested
on this House floor, for a severance tax
on this irreplaceable national wealth,
and plow the proceeds of that tax back
into exploration.

But for goodness sakes, let us not go
out in the dark of night thinking we are
slaying a dragon and wake up the next
morning and find out we have shot the
family cow. That is what we easily could
do if we do not accept the Eckhardt sub-
stitute.

Mr. ROY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in sup-
port of the substitute amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ECKHARDT) .

Mr. Chairman, I wish to congratulate
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. Eck-
HARDT) for bringing this amendment be-
fore us, and I wish to associate myself
with his remarks and with the remarks
of the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
WRIGHT) .

I faced a very difficult vote on section
110 of the energy bill, which provided a
rollback on prices, because I felt this was
indeed a rather gross way of saying to
the President and to the American peo-
ple that we must have some control on
prices charged by the big oil companies.
But I felt there was certainly a potential
for a detrimental effect, especially on the
independent oil operator who must strug-
gle to retrieve oil from marginal fields
and upon whom we rely for discovering
new sources of oil and gas.

The Eckhardt amendment accom-
plished the same goal as my amendment
to the Energy Emergency Act to exempt
the small independent oil operator from
the restriction on windfall profits.
This amendment failed by a narrow 5
votes just before Christmas.

I think it is absolutely necessary that
we produce more oil. It has been stated
very accurately that it is the small inde-
pendent operator who holds out to us the
hope of producing more oil. In my own
State of Kansas the majors are not drill-
ing now and have not been drilling for
& number of years. We have to depend on
the independent operator to bring that
oil out of the ground:

The Eckhardt amendment, by exempt-
ing the small operator from the rollback
in prices and a restriction on the prices
for new oil, will indeed accomplish this
objective of more oil for the American
people.

At the same time, as has been said by
several people in several ways today, we
cannot tolerate pricing the oil of already
pumping wells, other than stripper wells,
so high that we: have to spend an
excessive amount for the petroleum prod-
ucts with the result being great windfall
profits to the major bil companies.

For that reason I support the amend-
ment and urge that we adopt the Eck-
hardt substitute to the Dingell amend-
ment.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr.

5451

Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
Dingell amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am opposed to the
Dingell amendment on the basis that it
does not belong in this bill.

The purpose of this bill is to give some
statutory life to the Federal Energy Of-
fice. As we all know, this Oifice is pres-
ently operating under an Executive or-
der. We very badly need to create by law
a Federal Energy Office.

As I understand it, there is no new
pricing authority granted to this Fed-
eral Energy Office in this bill. Yes, there
may be some oil pricing authorities that
are transferred to this office from other
acts, but there is not any new pricing au-
thority granted to it under the terms of
this bill. This amendment actually goes
to an authority under this act, so prob-
ably the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan is not effective,
because this act does not contain any
prior authority.

However, if it does have any force and
effect, then the bill may be vetoed.

I hold in my hand the message from
the President of the United States in re-
turning the energy emergency bill passed
last week, and, as the Members know, I
supported that legislation on this fioor.
All of the work that went into the prepa-
ration of that bill was for naught. This
is no way to legislate, to do it all over
again, in other words, to create a bill
which is going to be vetoed again.

We have all expressed ourselves on
that legislation and on this particular
issue. I happen to believe a ceiling should
be set, but I do not think this is the place
to do it. The place to do that is in legisla-
tion that comes from the proper legisla-
tive committee.

Mr. Chairman, as far as the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Texas is concerned, I do not know what
it really means. I do not know what the
amendment would do and what the force
and effect of that amendment is. I would
hope that further explanation of his
amendment and its relationship to the
Dingell amendment could be made. It
may perfect the Dingell amendment in
such a way that would not mean a veto.
If not, then we would have to start all
over again in the legislative committee
and in a much calmer atmosphere in the
committee to work out the proper pricing
section and not do it in this bill and in
this short amount of time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Will the
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I have
heard it said in the last couple of days
that this administrator does not have the
authority to invoke prices or rationing.
Will the gentleman explain to me the
meaning of this language in section 5(5)
that says “The administrator shall pre-
vent unreasonable profits within the
various segments of the energy indus-
try”?

WHW can he do that unless he has the
authority given him to actually exercise
this power some way, or unless we give
him some authority?

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr.
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Chairman, I will yield to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. HorToN) to explain
the meaning of that language, and par-
ticularly in comparison with the lan-
guage of the amendment that was
adopted yesterday in committee.

Will the gentleman from New York re-
spond fo that inquiry?

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

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
vield to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. HORTON. Yesterday we adopted
an amendment which was offered by the
chairman of the committee, the gentle-~
men from California (Mr. HOLIFIELD)
that indicated, or in which that amend-
ment said that the Administrator would
have no new authority. The only au-
thority he would have would be the au-
thority which he now has under the
existing acts, or under the existing pro-
grams that are in existence.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
might add that the authorities that are
transferred to him include the Emer-
gency Petroleum Allocation Act, and
under that act those petroleum products
that are allocated he has the authority
to price.

Mr. HORTON. The gentleman is cor-
rect. .

Mr. BROYHILL: of North Carolina.
But that is not included in this act.

Mr. HORTON. That is right. This act
does not give him -any new authorities
other then those already in existence
in existing laws.

Ms, ABZUG. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr., Chairman, the original amend-
ment that we are considering, and as
amended by the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. EckaARDT), is a rollback based on
a price of roughly $7.02. In the minds
of many of us that is not a sufficient
rollback.

I was very shocked to hear the discus-
sion on this fioor suggesting that if we
should pass such a rollback, insufficient
as it is to the average consumer in this
country, that the oil companies would
go out of business, that we would have
no oil, and that conditions would: grow
worse,

So I thought that it was important that
I indicate to my colleagues that there is
a very interesting report issued by the
National City Bank of Minneapolis, writ-
ten by Walter W. Heller and George L.
Perry, which indicates the facts to be
just the contrary to what was suggested
here on the floor that not only will the
oil wells stop pumping but that some of
us would not have any pantyhose to look
forward to.

The fact is that if we have a rollback
at the figure of $7.02, it is estimated that
the jump in petroleum profits will be
breathtaking. The  arithmetic is quite
illuminating, At the rollback price of
$7.02 per barrel, the annual increase in
cash flow to the petroleum industry will
amount to between $13 and $16 billion—
$13 billion if we enact a windfall excise
tax and $16 billion without such a tax.
The projected increase in cash fiow for
1974 is approximately triple the indus-
try’s present domestic earnings.
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Now-I would like to know how that, in
any way, makes it impossible for oil com-
panies to function in this country. If they
cannot afford to produce what is needed
in this country at three times the high-
est profit they have ever made then we
may have to consider another method
of production of oil for the people of this
country

‘Mr. Chairman, I am in opposition to
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. EckzHARDT) to the
amendment: offered by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DingeLL). The rea-
son I oppose the Eckhardt amendment
is that it is being played as though these
were small, unimportant, struggling oil
companies he is seeking to exempt. Ac~
tually, these men produce 30,000 barrels
a day, which is a minimum of $210,000
a day, and a minimum of $75 million a
year. I find it very difficult to deal with
some of the understandable special in-
terests that people have on this floor.
But we must address ourselves to the
total problems of the total country, and
the total consumers—the persons whom
we were elected to represent.

So I oppose the Eckhardt amendment,
and I support the amendment offered by
the gentleman from  Michigan (Mr.
DingeErL) although I think it does not
effect enough of a roliback. I think there
will be more than ample profit for the
petroleum industryoto continue to roll
out the oil and to roll out their profits.
I believe that the rollback proposed in
the Dingell amendment is the very least
that this House should do. I oppose the
Eckhardt amendment; I support the
Dingell amendment with reservations, as
we say, but I do support it.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. ABZUG. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. MOSS. I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding. I asked that she yield be-
cause I do not think she would want to
do an injustice to a colleague. I have
worked for a number of years with the
gentleman from Texas, and I can assure
the gentlewoman that I have never seen
any evidence of his playing the role of
spokesman for special interests, even
though there is normally that connota-
tion attached to some members of oil-
producing State delegations. The gentle-
man from Texas has been, in my judg-
ment, one of the most objective and fair-
est-members of the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce.

Ms. ABZUG. I would agree.

Mr. MOSS. I have been ih disagree-
ment with him on oeccasions, but I have
never seen evidence to raise a guestion
of his representing or speaking for spe-
cial interests.

Ms. ABZUG. I would agree with the
gentleman from California, and I said
understandable special interests. It may
be that they are understandable to some
people, but I do not think they are in
terms of the total interests of the coun-
try. I agree with the gentleman from
California with respect to his comments
about the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
EckuArDT). I value his work and ener-
gies and commitment as '‘a colleague. I
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disagree with him in this instance; that
is all

Mr. FRENZEL: Mr, Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. ABZUG. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

What is the date of the Heller-Perry
report, please?

Ms. ABZUG, January 1974.

Mr. FRENZEL. Does not that report
presuppose 8 world price of $7.50 per
barrel?

Ms., ABEZUG. No, it does not.

Mr. FRENZEL. I will introduce the re-
port later.

Ms. ABZUG. I have it right here, and it
presupposes a $7 price.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. RONCALIO of Wyoming. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the
Eckhardt amendment. I should like to
state that I support the position taken
by the genfleman from Texas. I should
like to express my admiration for his
acute judicial discernment and ability as
a legislative general in drafting amend-
ments to bring about the inducement we
need to do in this very difficult field be-
tween the mass producer, the major, and
the many thousands who are in the mar-
ginal economics area of producing oil.

In the last week or so I have learned a
good deal about marginal production in
Casper, Wyo., and I feel complete sym-
pathy for the man who has committed
hundreds of thousands of dollars into
old fields where he may be able to pro-
duce as high as 30,000 or 40,000 barrels
from an oil field before it is exhausted.
To cut him back to $7.09 would be a loss
to him, to the people, to the production
of the oil, and everything we are trying
to serve well. Therefore, I think the
Eckhardt amendment would do justice
across the board.

I commend the gentleman from Texas
for it, and particularly for his colleagues’
expressions which have been brought
out.

Its attachment to the Dingell amend-
ment at least makes the entire matter
palatable. But in view of the fact of sev-
eral conferees expressing deep concern
that we will have any bill at all now that
last weeks Staggers bill has been vetoed,
and the veto sustained by the Senate, it
may be that a vote against both the Din-
gell and Eckhardt positions leaves us with
the best chance for a bill this adminis-
tration will accept.

Mr., MILFORD. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in support of the Eckhardt amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe we
have quite gotten across one very im-
portant point to everyone here. I know
the Members are as concerned with their
constituents as we are concerned about
ours. First, you want to obtain adequate
fuel; and, second, you want a fair price.
Texans do not want to pay high prices
for gasoline any more than folks in New
Jersey and New York. T had commis-
sioned a ‘study, which 'is not yet com-
pleted, made of some Texas ofl produc-
tion situations that deal particularly
with stripper wells and old oil fields these
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involve fields wherein producers are try-
ing to reclaim additional production by
secondary and tertiary recovery methods.
I can say this: In the preliminary find-
ings of this study, there are at least
300,000 barrels of oil per day going out
of Texas to your States that are coming
from these expensive secondary and ter-
tiary recovery methods and from stripper
wells. The cost for getting this additional
oil out of the ground exceeds $9 per
barrel.

Mr. Chairman, if the ceiling price.
specified in these amendments is placed
on this oil, then 300,000 barrels per day
will stop going to the Members’ districts.
We are simply trying fo tell the Mem-
bers, please, if they place ceilings, use
care where and how they place those ceil-
ings. Otherwise, they are going to do
away with the very thing that we are
trying to accomplish.

Mr. EckuArRdT's amendment at least
is partially . protective of this situa-
tion. I plead with the Members to be
careful how they levy price ceilings on
crude oil, because the cost of getting oil
out of the ground varies with every in-
dividual well.

If we place the ceiling at a lower price
than it takes to get that oil out of the
ground, we have simply stopped produc-
tion.

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

Mr. MILFORD. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. I think that the figures
set by my colleague from Texas should
be a little bit more; but I must confess it
probably helps me in a major problem
with the amendment, I think the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. Eckearpr) and which my
friend and colleague is supporting at this
time, is a waluable one. It helps the
amendment and it shotld be adopted.

Mr. MILFORD. Even Mr. ECKHARDT'S
amendment is inadequate, because he
was prevented from getting a proper one
introduced due fo points of order. I hope
his amendment somewhere down the line
will: have some more work done on it.
Otherwise it will damage all of us.

Please remember this all-important
fact: The cost of getting a barrel of oil
out of the ground is different at every
well. Records are kept, by all producers,
on each well. At any point in time that
the cost of production exceeds the mar-
ket price, the well is capped.

My colleagues, I would think it over.
If you vote for this price ceiling, you will
immediately stop production at several
thousand wells. This will mean that sev-
eral hundred thousands of barrels of oil
will no longer flow into your districts.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I take
just 1 minute to say that I feel con-
strained to.opposé both the Eckhardt
amendment, and the Moss amendment
and will vote accordingly.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am going to support
the Eckhardt amendment because I
think it gives some flexibility, but I
would like to answer one argument that
my friend from California (Mr. HoLi-
FIELD) made in his speech which was a
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long time ago earlier in the afternoon,
in which he said, “Who knows what the
right price is?"”

Well, I will tell the Members some-
thing, I do not know exactly what the
right price is, but I would rather have
the Congress say within limitations what
it is than I would have Mr. Simon and
58 oil company executives say what it is.

I think the Congress would be more
likely to hit it on a more fair approach
for everybody concerned, including the
producer and the consumer, than I think
Mr. Simon and his 58 oll company execu-
tives are going to hit it, because he goes
on television about every day and the
sum and substance of what he says is
that, “I think the price of gasoline ought
to go up.”

Every time he says that, it goes up,
and every time it goes up the profits of
the big seven go up along with it—58
percent, 69 percent, 100 percent, 159 per-
cent in the case of one over last year.

As I said earlier, the people back home
are getting the message. All I can say, 1
have & high regard for the chairman. I
have served with him here many, many
years, and he has been right about 98
percent of the time; but I think in this
one instance when he says, “Who knows
best?” I will take the Congress over
Mr. Simon.

I might say in conclusion that one of
the big arguments we hear around here
is that the Congress is giving away its
authority. Well, when we create an
agency like this and give men like Mr.
Simon the total authority to say what is
what, that is an abdication of the Con-
gress. If the polls are right and the
people are holding the Congress in low re-
pute, it is because we.do- abdicate our
authority to people like Mr. Simon and
do not keep it for ourselves and bite the
bullet and face up to the problem.

I support the amendment of Mr; Eck~
marDT and I Hope it prevails.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word. I rise in
support of the amendment.

I rise in view of the fact that I do
respect, such as every Member of the
House does, the chairman of this great
committee.

I think this, that the Dingell amend-
ment must be in the bill so that the
House will have some input of*what is
going on in the oil industry.

We might say, well, we have passed a
bill and it is back here now. The Presi-
dent has vetoed it. This is true; the
Members of the Senate doubt very much
that they will prevail in overriding the
President’s veto. I do not know what will
happen here.

I believe we should have some input,
some limitation to say to those in charge
of administering the program as to what
the intentions of the Members of this
Congress are,

I have heard many statements made
today by men who say we should listen
to these arguments, that we are not ex-
perts. We have been listening to the ar-
guments of experts for a long time.

As the gentleman from California
said, they have confused us thoroughly,
but we have listened to them. There are
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s0 many Members whom I have heard
talking who say, ““This is true, that is
true,” but I have not seen them in the
meetings. We have certainly tried to do
what we thought was best for America.

We come down to the fact that just
9 months ago oil was selling—all oil
in America of all kinds—for $3.86 a
barrel, Now, they are getting $9 and $10
per barrel. Where are we going to stop,
because the demand is far greater than
the supply? Will we stop at $40 a barrel?
$100 a barrel, or where?

Mr. Chairman, I think it is our duty
to set some kind of limitation. If we do
get a chance to vote on the veto, I would
say fine, but I think it is so important.
Since the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. DingeLL) indicated that he would
be for the substitute amendment offered
by Mr. EckuARDT, I would be constrained
to go along, but I have said this: We are
getting into the big producers when we
get to 30,000 barrels per day, and it is
those which we considered when we
brought the first bill to the House. Those
who produce 10 barrels or less per day
produce 30 percent of the oil produced in
America.

Mr. Chairman, I am just trying to talk
a little bit about the justice of it. From
the time it was $3.86, the Cost of Living
Council said, “Let this go up a dollar, and
then to $5.25,” the committee said that
this is enough, and it was enough, and
there was testimony that it was enough.

Now, we say, “Let us not put any re-
strictions on them whatsoever,” and that
is the reason why I am hepeful that this
amendment does go into the bill. They
talk about it, that for years and years
this Congress has given a depletion al-
lowance for an incentive. Now they want
something else heyond that. We are will-
ing to do that, but we do not want to say
that all the people’s money in the world
belongs to them. s

Mr. Chairman, I think we were sent
here strictly to represent the broad spec-
trum of America, to protect those who
cannot afford protection, those who do
not have big lawyers and the money.
That is what I think I was sent here for,
but not to be unfair fo those who have
the money and the lawyers; try to be fair,
but I think we were sent here to represent
those who have no money, who.do not
haye lawyers or have someone before the
courts who can speak with authority.

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

Mr,. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
want fo thank the chairman for the kind
things he has said about me. I do not
have to call it to his attention, but I want
to remind the Members on the floor of
the House that I.supported the gentle-
man's bill.

Mr., STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman sure did.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Because I thought
it was a fair bill, a well thought out bill.
Now, we are faced in this House with
these two amendments which take the
price far and above the gentleman’s
price.
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Mr. STAGGERS. No, let me explain
that. The Cost of Living Council has set
the price of old oil at $5.25 a barrel, and
that has been upheld by Mr. Simon and
the administration.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I understand. How
about the 35-percent raise?

Mr. STAGGERS. That is allowed only
where they can make a case that it is
needed, and we did that for the stripper
wells.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Was that in the gen-
tleman'’s bill?

Mr. STAGGERS. That is right.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. And the 35 per-
centum?

Mr. STAGGERS. Yes.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Was the elimination
of the companies going up to 30,000 bar-
rels in the bill?

Mr. STAGGERS. No, we did not be-
cause I think we are getting up into big
production.

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

Mr. Chairman, I take this time simply
to ask the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. SracGers), if the price of coal has
not doubled or more than doubled, and
whether coal is in this bill.

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield, let me say to
the gentleman from Iowa that while I
do not imagine he knows, we do know
that the oil companies of this land con-
trol about 90 to 96 percent of the coal in
America.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman care to answer the question?
Is coal in this bill?

Mr. STAGGERS. It is not, but I did not
offer any amendment. It was offered by
a gentleman from the gentleman’s side
to eliminate it,

The CHAIRMAN, The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. EckuarpT) to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. DINGELL).

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. HorToN) there
were ayes 55, noes 16.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was refused.

So the amendment to the amend-
ment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr, DINGELL) as amend-
ed.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr, MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 218, noes 175,
answered ‘“present” 3, not voting 34, as
follows:

[Roll No, 86]
AYES 218
Anderson,
Calif.
Andrews, N.C.
Andrews,

Bergland
Bevill
Biaggl
Biester
Bl

Boland
Bowen
Brademas
Breckinridge
Brinkley
Broomfield
Brown, Calif.
Broyhill, N.C.
Burke, Calif.
Burke, Fla.
Burke, Mass.
Burlison, Mo.
Carney, Ohlo
Carter
Chisholm
Clancy

Clark

Clay
Cleveland
Cohen
Conte’
Conyers
Cotter
Coughlin
Cronin

Guyer

Hanley
Hanrahan
Hansen, Wash.
Harrington
Harsha

Hays

Hechler, W. Va.
Heckler, Mass,
Heinz
Helstosk!
Henderson
Hicks
Holtzman
Howard
Hungate
Hunt

Ichord
Johnson, Callf.
Jones, Ala.
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn.
Jordan
Kastenmeler
King
Kluczynskl
Eoch

Kyros

Latta

Leggett
Lehman

Lent

. Litton

Eshleman
Evins, Tenn.
Fish
Flood
Flowers
Foley
Ford
Forsythe
Fountain
Fraser
Frey
Froehlich
Fulton
Gaydos
Gialmo
Gilman
Ginn
Grasso
Green, Pa.
Grover
Gude
Gunter

Anderson, 11,
Archer
Arends

Armstrong
Ashbrook
Baker
Bauman
Beard
Blackburn
Boggs
Bolling
Bray
Breaux
Brooks
Brotzman
Brown, Mich.
Brown, Ohilo
Broyhill, Va.
Buchanan
Burgener
Burleson, Tex.
Butler
Byron
Camp
Casey, Tex.
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chappell
Clausen,
Don H.
Clawson, Del

Long, La.
Lujan
McCormack
McDade
McFall
Macdonald
Madden
Madigan
Maraziti
Mathis, Ga.
Matsunaga
Mazzoli
Meeds
Metcalfe
Mezvinsky
Miller
Minish

Mink
Mitchell, Md.
Mitchell, N.Y.

NOES—175

Cochran
Collier
Collins, Tex.
Conlan
Corman
Crane
Daniel, Dan
Danlel, Robert

W.. Jr.
Davis, 8.C.
Davis, Wis.
de la Garza
Dellenback
Dennis
Derwinskl
Devine
Dickinson
Dorn

Duncan
Edwards, Ala,
Erlenborn
Esch

Evans, Colo.
Fascell
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Price, Ill.
Price, Tex.
Rangel
Rees
Regula
Reid

Reuss
Rlegle
Rinaldo
Rodino
Roe

Rogers
Roncallo, N.Y.
Rooney, Pa.
Rose
Rosenthal
Roush

Roy
Roybal

St Germain
Sandman
Sarasin
Sarbanes
Scherle
Schroeder
Belberling
Shuster
Slkes

Black

Smith, N.Y.

Snyder
Staggers
Stanton,

J. Willlam
Stanton,

James V.,
Stark
Steele
Stokes
Stubblefield
Stuckey
Studds
Sullivan
Symington
Taylor, N.C.
Thompson, N.J.
Thomson, Wis.
Thone
Tilernan
Udall
Vander Veen
Vanik
Vigorito
Waldie
Walsh
Wampler
Whalen
Whitten
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Steiger, Wis.
Stephens
Symms
Talcott
Taylor, Mo.
Teague
Thornton
Towell, Nev.
Ullman
Vander Jagt
Veysey
Waggonner
Ware
White
Widnall
Wiggins
Wilson, Bob
Wilson,
Charles, Tex.
Winn
Wright
Wyatt
Wyman
Young, Alaska
Young, Fla.
Young, Il1.
Young, 8.C.
Steelman Young, Tex.
Steiger, Arlz. Zion

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—3
Ryan Van Deerlin

Landgrebe
Landrum
Long, Md.
Lott
MeClory
McCloskey
MeCollister
McEwen
MeSpadden
Mahon
Mallary

Perkins
Pettis
Pickle
Foage
Pritchard

Quie
Quillen
Rallsback

Rhodes
Robinson, Va.
Robison, N.Y.
Roncalio, Wyo.
Rousselot

. Runnels

Smith, Iowa
Spence
Steed

Pepper

Bell

NOT VOTING—34

Hébert
Jones, Okla.,
Earth

Podell
Powell, Ohio
Randall

Annunzio
Barrett
Blatnik
Brasco
Burton
Carey, N.XY.
Collins, Tl
Conable
Dellums
Goldwater
Gray Nelsen
Hawkins O'Neill

So the amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

[Mr, VANIK addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the Ex-
tensions of Remarks.]

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GUNTER

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GuNTER: Page
20, after line 2, add the following new sub-
section:

“(13) develop a program for the use of
waste ofl from all motor vehicle fieets of any
government agency.

Mr. GUNTER. Mr. Chairman, my sec-
ond amendment asks that the Adminis-
trator of the Federal Energy Adminis-
tration develop a program for the use of
waste oil from all motor vehicle fleets of
any Government agency, 1 calendar year
from the date of enactment of this act

The purpose is obvious. Facts and data
developed through the diligence of our
colleague, Mr. Vanix of Ohio, a member
of the Ways and Means Committee, has
established a shocking volume of oil that
is now simply wasted, which could be
recycled and reused if the effort were
made.

Because the Government ought to take
the lead itself in setting an example for
the rest of the country in conserving en=
ergy, I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment to mandate development of a plan
for sharply reducing this wastage by in-
creasing use of recycled oil.

The House Ways and Means Commit-
tee is considering legislation to encour-
age expansion of the oil recycling indus-
try. This amendment anticipates such
action. It is a second example of the need

McEay
McKinney
Mills
Minshall, Ohlo
Montgomery
Murphy, Ill.

Treen
Murphy, N.Y. Whitehurst
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to plan, rather than to react, to the en-
ergy problems we face.

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

Mr. GUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Ohio.

Mr. VANIE. Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend the gentleman from Florida
for his proposal. I think it is a very fine
proposal.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment of the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. GunTER) to begin to estab-
lish within the Federal Government a
comprehensive waste oil recovery pro-
gram. For the past 3 years, I have spon-
sored legislation to initiate a national
program to recycle our waste oil. Each
year over 1 billion gallons of this potenti-
ally valuable resource are carelessly dis-
posed. As a result, we not only lose this
potential resource, we also seriously de-
grade our environment. 1

On November 14, 1973, I wrote to Mr.
Arthur Sampson, Administrator of the
General Services Administration; to in-
quire into the status of the Federal Gov-
ernment’s program for .recycling the
waste oil generated by the Federal fleet
of automobiles and trucks. I was shocked
by the GSA’s response. Although the
GSA collects extensive data on the Fed-
eral fleet, the agency was not able to give
me rudimentary information on the
amount of waste oil generated by the
Federal Government or any clear indica-
tion of the fate of that oil. Assistant Ad-
ministrator Allen G. Kaupinen wrate to
me:

The General Services Administration does
not maintain the type of data on the Federal
fleet which would be required to provide
precise answers to all the questions you pose.

To its credit, I understand that the
GSA is now taking steps to remedy this
situation. On January 17, 1974 the GSA
published in the Federal Register a bul-
letin recommending the establishment in
each agency of a program for the proper
disposal of waste oil. It is my hope that
the Federal Energy Administrator will
provide added impetus to these efforts
to insure that further positive steps are
taken by the Federal Government to ex-
ercise leadership in the reclamation of
waste oil.

Today we are dumping mka the streams
and waterways of America about a bil-
lion gallons of used oil which can be
recycled, The Ways and Means Commit-
tee today tentatively approved legisla-
tion which would reduce the tax on re-
cycled oil, take a 6-cent tax off the oil
to help facilitate the bus!ness of re-
cycling.

The proposal which the gentleman has
made provides for a Government policy
with respect to the used oil which is de-
veloped by the Government itself. I think
it would be a good example and not only
create a supplementary source of oil, but
it would help protect the environment
by preventing the outflow of waste oil
into our sewage systems and streams of
America.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is a very fine
amendment and I certainly hope the
committee would accept it.
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Mr. GUNTER., Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio for his favor-
able comment.

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

Mr, Chairman, I regret that I have to
oppose this amendment. We can agree
with the purpose of any kind of program
of conservation, but there is no point in
trying to convert this bill with all sorts
of ideas, interesting or otherwise, for re-
covering waste fuel. Why not a legisla-
tive mandate to weatherstrip windows
and doors and for many other protective
and.conservation measures?

Mr., Chairman, we must assume that
the administrator will use good sense
and good judgment and be alert to using
usable ideas for energy conservation. Un-
doubtedly, he will read the legislative
record we are making today and take no-
tice of the proposals involved in the
amendment.

It is neither necessary nor wise to nail
it down in the law and make it manda-
tory. We cannot tell in advance whether
the program is even cost effective.

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

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. GUNTER. Mr. Chairman, is the
gentleman from California indicating by
his comments that this type of conser-
vation measire should be considered in
a program developed for the future?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I cer-
tainly think it is within the realm of
possibility to be used, and I think it
should be used if it is proven to be a
conservation measure. I am not oppos-
ing the amenament as a possibility. I
am opposing the fact that we are try-
ing to nail down one factor in this field
as to what the Administrator can do. He
can do many things to conserve oil and
the use of energy.

Mr. GUNTER. Mr. Chairman, may we
state that this colloquy between the gen-
tleman from California and myself and
the comments of the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. VaNx) would
serye as encouragement for that action?

Mr. HOLIFIELD, On the condition that
it is cost effective, I would advise the
Administrator to pursue this matter to
its conclusion.

Mr. GUNTER. Mr. Chairman, may we
then conclude from your remarks for
the purpose of stating legislative intent
that the Administrator of the Federal
Energy Administration be directed to
consider as a conservation measure a
program for the recycling of waste oil
from motor vehicle fleets of the U.S.
Government.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. It surely is.

Mr. GUNTER. Mr. Chairman, on that
basis I would ask unanimous consent to
withdraw my amendment.

- 'The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida? 3 -

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows: :

Bec. 6. (a) There are hereby transferred
to and vested in the Administrator all func-
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tions of the Secretary of the Interlor, the
Department of the Interior, and officers and
components of that Department—

(1) as relate to or are utllized by the Office
of Petroleum Allocation;

(2) as relate to or are utilized by the Office
of Energy Conservation;

(3) as relate to or are utilized by the Office
of Energy Data and Analysis; and

(4) =as relate to or are utilized by the Office
of Oll and Gas.

(b) There are hereby transferred to and
vested in the Administrator all functions of
the Chairman of the Cost of Living Counecil,
the Executive Director of the Cost of Living
Council, and the Cost of Living Council, and
officers and components thereof as relate to
or are utilized by the Energy Division of the
Cost of Living Council.

(c) For a period of three months from the
effective date of this Act, the President shall
have the authority to transfer to the Admin-
istrator, by complying with the procedures
established by sections 901 through 913 of
title 5, United States Code, if he determines
that such transfer would further the accom-
plishment of the intent and purposes of this
Act, any functions of the Department of the
Treasury, the Department of the Interlor,
the Department of Agriculture, or the De-
partment of Commerce, or of any officer ‘or
organizational entity thereof, which relate
primarily to energy functions as provided in
this Act.

Mr. HOLIFIELD (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that section 6 be considered as read,
printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY ME. HECHLER OF WEST
Y _VIRGINIA

Mr. HECHLER. of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

. The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HECHLER of
West Virginia; Page 20, strike line 22 and all
that follows through line 7, page 21.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr,
Chairman, section 6(c) of the bill, at the
bottom: of page 20 and the top of page
21, grants authority to the President to
transfer fo the Administrator any en-~
ergy-related functions ln four major de-
partments; /Treasury, Interior, Agricul-
ture, .and.Commerce. is. sweeping,
unprecedented grant of power to the
President, which I believe would be sub-
jeet to abuse if unchecked.

Let us examine the text of the provi-
sion which is mow in the bill in:order-to
appreciate the magnitude and scope of
the tremendous grant of aut.hurity Bec-
tion 6(c) now reads:

For a perlod 'of 'three months from t.he el~-
fective date of this Act, the Président shall
have the authority to transfer to the Ad=-
ministrator, by complying with the proce-
dures established by sections 801 through 913
of title 5, United States Cede, if he deter-
mines that such transfer would further. the
accomplishment of the intent and purposes
of this Act, any functions of the Department
of the Treasury, the Department of the In-
terior, the Department of Agriculture, or the
Department of Commerce, or of any officer
or organizational entity thereof, which relate
primarily to energy functions as provided in
this Act.
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‘We need coal for energy. At the same
time, we desperately need manpower to
open up new mines and expand existing
mines. There is tremendous pressure at
the present time to weaken the Federal
Coal Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969
in the name of increased production. If
you weaken mine safety at a time when
we need thousands of new miners, I dare
say you will neither get the new miners
nor even be able to mine at the existing
rate because the coal miners of this Na-
tion will not stand still for another weak-
ening of mine safety standards.

Under the provisions of section 6(c) as
now included in the pending bill, the
President could transfer the functions of
the Mining Enforcement and Safety Ad-
ministration to FEA and thereby weaken
the enforcement of the vital Federal Coal
Mine Health and Safety Act of 1969 in
the name of expanding coal production.
I for one do not intend to allow this to
happen, despite the many pressures on
the part of the coal industry—and its
owners, the oil industry—to relax those
safety standards which they contend are
burdensome or which slow down produc-
tion. Of course, safety is expensive: of
course, safety is burdensome; but this is
no time to play politics with human lives,
and if these coal companies would ana-
lyze the production process they would
come to the sound conclusion that high
safety standards result in higher produc-
tion as well as making it easier to get and
keep the necessary manpower to oper-
ate the mines.

Under the authority of section 6(c) as
now written, the President could transfer
the Rural Electrification Administration
to the FEA. The Forest Service could be
stripped of its authority over the min-
erals in our national forests. The Presi-
dent could also transfer the oil, gas, and
coal functions of the U.S. Geological Sur-
vey and the Bureau of Land Management
to become tools of energy in the FEA.
This could give FEA the authority to
speed up leasing of oil shale and coal de-
posits on Federal lands. It could also give
FEA authority over leasing of the Santa
Barbara Channel and the Continental
Shelf for oil exploration and develop-
ment. In addition, the various energy
functions of the Bonneville Power Ad-
ministration, the Southwestern Power
Administration, the Bureau of Mines and
the Bureau of Reclamation could be
transferred.

But above all, these unprecedented
grants of power and transfer would be
in. effect the abdication of Congress of
its authority and control over functions
which have been well-defined and devel-
oped down through the years. I hope that
my amendment which deletes this entire
section 6(c) of the bill will be adopted.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman vield?

Mr, HECHLER of West Virginia. I will
gladly yield to my friend, the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr., HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I have
discussed this amendment with my col-
leagues on this side, and we are willing
to accept the amendment.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman from West Virginia yield?
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Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
yield to the chairman of the committee,
the able gentleman from California?

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, we
have looked at the amendment carefully,
and we think it is a good amendment.
We accept the amendment on this side.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
commend the gentleman from Califor-
nia and the gentleman from New York
for their courtesy and consideration in
accepting my amendment. Mr. Chair-
man, may I ask one further guestion of
the chairman of the committee?

Referring to page 23, lines 18 to 20, I
propose to infroduce a further amend-
ment which deletes section T(j) which
now reads:

The Administrator shall perform ‘such
other activities as may be necessary for the
effective fulfillment of his duties and func-
tions.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will state
to the gentleman that we have not
reached that point.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I am merely making an in-
quiry of the gentleman from Califor-
nia on my time. I am not submitting
the amendment at this time. I am sim-
ply attempting, while I hold the floor,
to solicit some support for the amend-
ment which I hope to offer when we
reach secticn 7 on page 23. I hope the
gentleman from California will be
equally generous in accepting my
amendment to delete section T(j) when
we reach that point in the bill.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, if
the gentleman from West Virginia will
yvield, I will state to the gentleman that
I believe that is an effective amendment,
and when we get to that page, the gen-
tleman may offer it.

Mr, HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentleman from
California who has made a double dis-
play of his wisdom in accepting my two
amendments. It seems to me that these
two sections of the present bill confer
far too much unrestricted power on the
Administrator of the FEA, with a com-
parable abandonment of congressional
responsibility. I am very pleased that the
chairman of the committee has voiced
his agreement with my views by accept-
ing these two amendments.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY ME. HORTON

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. HorrToxn: Page
20, insert after line 21 the following:

(e) If S, 2580, 93d Congress (popularly
known as the Emergency Energy Act) is en-
acted, then effective on the later of the ef-
fective date of this Act or the date of enact-
ment of the Energy Emergency Act, all func-
tlons of the Administrator of the Federal
Energy Emergency Administration (created
by the Energy Emergency Act) are trans-
ferred to and vested In the Administrator of
the Federal Energy Administration (created
by this Act).

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, this is
a conforming amendment to merge the
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Fedefal Energy Emergency Administra-
tion established by the Jackson-Staggers
bill, 8. 2589, into the Federal Energy
Administration established by the pres-
ent bill. In this respect, it carries out
the intent of the Jackson-Staggers bill
and the conferees that the FEEA pro-
vided by that bill was to be a first step
toward a single agency to deal with
the energy emergency.

Section 103(d) of the Jackson-Stag-
gers bill makes clear that the FEEA was
fo be established “until May 15, 1975,
unless superseded by law.” The confer-
ence report said:

The conferees wish to emphasize that the
creation of a temporary Federal Energy
Emergency Administration under this Act
does not remove the necessity of the Con-
gress acting upon the legislation reported
by the House and Senate Government Opera-
tions Committees. The need for statutory
creation of an administrative office within
the Executive Branch which consolidates en-
ergy policy related functions of government
remains real and immediate. This Act pro-
vides the basic authority to initiate the es-
tablishment of such an administrative office.

The proposed amendment makes the
necessary technical change to merge the
two agencies as contemplated. I urge its
adoption.

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

Mr. HORTON. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I have
not had a chance to confer with my col-
leagues. As I understand it, that bill has
been vetoed at the present time.

Is the gentleman aware of what ac-
tion has been taken?

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I have
no information with regard to what ac-
tion has been taken, but I believe it ap-
propriate that we take this action at
this time on the bill.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I see
no harm in the amendment. If some-
thing happens which I cannot predict, if
something happens in the House with
regard to that bill, we can remove it in
conference.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHATRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

Sec. 7. (a) The Administrator may ap-
point, employ, and fix the compensation of
such officers and employees, including at-
torneys, as are necessary to perform the
functions vested in him and prescribe their
authority and duties.

(b) The Administrator may employ ex-
perts, expért witnesses, and consultants in
accordance with section 3109 of title 5 of the
United States Code, and compensate such
persons at rates not in excess of the maxi-
mum daily rate prescribed for GS-18 under
section 5332 of title 5 of the United States
Code for persons in Government service em-
ployed ntermittently.

(¢) Tne Administrator is authorized to
establish advisory boards, in accordance
with the provisions of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act (Public Law 92-483), to ad-
vise witn and make recommendations to the
Administrator on legislation, policies, ad-
ministration, research and other matters,
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and compensate members thereof other than
those employved by the Federal Government
at rates not in excess of the maximum daily
rate prescribed for GS-18 under section 6332
of title 5 of the United States Code for each
day they are engaged in the actual per-
formance of their duties (including travel-
time) as members of a committee and pay
such persons travel expenses and per diem
in lleu of subsistence at rates authorized
by section 5703 of title 5 of the United
States Code for persons in Government
service employed intermittently. The Ad-
ministrator, pursuant to this subsection,
shall establish and consult with an advisory
board of State public utility commissioners,
selected in consultation with the national
organization of State commissions, regard-
ing proposed policies and programs directly
affecting their regulatory jurisdiction.

(d) The Administrator may promulgate
such rules, regulations, and procedures as
may be necessary to carry out the functions
vested In him.

(e) The Administrator may utilize, with
their consent, the services, personnel, equip~
ment, and facilities of Federal, te, re-
glonal, local, and private agencies and Instru-
mentalities, with or without reimbursement
therefor, as determined by the Administrator,
and transfer funds made available pursuant
to this Act to Federal, State, regional, local,
and private agencies and instrumentalities
as reimbursement for utilization of such
services, personnel, equipment, and facilities.

(f) The Administrator may accept volun-
tary and uncompensated services, except
where such services involve administrative
proceedings, investigations, or enforcement
powers notwithstanding the provisions of
sectlon 3679 of the Revised Statutes of the
United States (31 U.8.C. 665).

(g) The Administrator shall cause a seal
of office to be made for the Administration
of such design as he shall approve, and judi-
clal notice shall be taken of such seal.

(h) The Administrator may accept uncon~

ditional gifts or donations of money or prop-
erty, real, personal, or mixed, tangible or in-
tangible,

(1) The Administrator may enter into and

perform contracts, leases, or cooperative
agreements with any public agency or instru-
mentality or with any person, firm, associa-
tion, corporation, or institution.

(J) The Administrator shall perform such
other activities as may be n for the
effective fulfillment of his duties and func-
tions.

(k) The Administrator shall study and
report to the Congress within two months
from the effective date of this Act on falr
and equitable adminlstrative procedures
needed to assure that all persons and busi-
ness concerns will receive equitable treat-
ment under actions of the Administration:
Provided, however, That, pending the adop-
tion of such procedures, the administrative
procedures established in sections 207 and
211 of the Economic Stabilization Act of 1970
(12 U.8.C. 1904 note) shall be applicable to
all actlons and activities of the Administra-
tion.

Mr. HORTON (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that section 7 be considered as read,
printed in the Recorp, and open to
amendment at any point.

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

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR, HORTON

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

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. HorTOoN: On
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page 23, line 25, strike the colon and insert
& period in lieu thereof.
On page 24, strike lines 1 through 5.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, this is
also a conforming amendment. The
House and Senate, of course, have passed
S. 2589 to enact the Energy Emergency
Act. That bill includes a number of sig-
nificant changes in the administrative
procedures governing fuel pricing and
allocation and other programs provided
by that bill.

The amendment I have proposed rec-
ognizes and conforms to those changes
by deleting a conflicting provision in the
bill now before us. That provision would
continue without change the current ad-
ministrative procedures applicable to
the fuel allocation and pricing programs
and therefore would conflict with the
changes provided in the Jackson-Stag-
gers bill.

By adopting the amendment I propose,
the present bill will be compatible re-
gardless of what happens to S. 2589. If
that bill is signed, the present bill will
automatically conform to the adminis-
trative procedures in that bill. If it is
vetoed, the present bill will automatically
conform to the administrative proce-
dures provided by existing law.

In any case, under the remaining pro-
visions of the present bill, the adminis-
tration will be required to make a report
within 2 months with recommendations
for changes in administrative procedures
to assure fairmess and equity. At that
time, those recommendations will be
considered by the appropriate commit-
tees of jurisdiction and Congress can
make any changes in administrative pro-
cedures.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Do I
understand the gentleman’s amendment
also deletes lines 18 to 20 on page 23?7

Mr. HORTON. No. That is not'in the
amendment.

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. I
thank the gentleman.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROYHILL OF

NORTH CAROLINA AS A SUBSTITUTE FOR THE
_AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. HORTON

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment as a
substitute for the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York (Mr,
HoRrTON) .

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. BroyYHEILL of
North Carolina as a substitute for the
amendment offered by Mr. HorTON: On page
23, lines 21-25, and page 24, lines 1-5, delete
the text beginning with “The Administrator”
and ending with “Administration”
stitute therefor the following:

“(1) (A) Subject to pmmh- (B), (0).
and (D) of this subsection, the provisions of
subchapter IT of chapter 5 of title 5, United
States Code, shall apply to any rule, regula-
tion or order (including any rule, regulation
or order of a state or local government or
officer thereof) issued pursuant to Bectlons
5 and 7 of this title or pursuant to any func-
tion, action or activity thereunder,

(B) Notice of any proposed rule, regula-
tion or order described in paragraph (A)
sghall be given by publication of such pro-
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posed rule, regulation or order in the Fed-
eral Register. In each case, a minimum of
ten days following such publication shall be
provided for opportunity to comment; ex-
cept that the requirements of this para-
graph as to time of notice and opportunity
to comment may be walved where strict
compliance is found to cause serious harm
or injury to the public health, safety or wel-
fare, and such findings are set out In detail
in such rule, regulation or order. In addi-
tion, public notice of all rules, regulations
or orders promulgated by officers of a Btate
or local government pursuant to this Act
shall to the maximum extent practicable be
achieved by publication of such rules, regu-
lations or orders In a sufficient number of
newspapers of statewide ecirculation cal-
culated to recelve widest le notice.

(C) In addition to the requirements of
paragraph (B), If any rule, regulation or
order described .in paragraph (A) is likely
to have a substantial impact on the Na-
tion's economy or large numbers of indi-
viduals or businesses, an opportunity for
oral presentation of views, data, and argu-
ments shall be afforded. To the maximum
extent practicable, such opportunity shall
be afforded prior to the issuance of such
rule, regulation or order, but in all cases
such opportunity shall be afforded no later
than 45 days after the issuance of any such
rule, regulation or order. A transcript shall
be kept of any oral presentation.

(D) Any officer or agency authorized to
issue rules, regulations or orders described in
paragraph (A) shall provide for the making
of such adjustments, consistent with the
other purposes of this Act, as may be neces-
sary to prevent speclal hardships, inequity,
or an unfair distribution of burdens and
shall in rules prescribed by it establish pro-
cedures which are avallable to any person
for the purpose of seeking an interpretation,
modification, or rescission of, or an excep-
tion to or exemption from, such rules, regu-
lations and orders. If such person is ag-
grieved or adversely affected by the denial
of a request for such action under the pre-
ceding sentence, he may request a review of
such denial by the officer or agency and may
obtain judicial review in accordance with
subsection (ii) when such denial becomes
final. The officer or agency shall, in rules pre-
scribed by it, establish appropriate proce-
dures, including a hearing where deemed ad-
visable, for considering such requests for
action under this paragraph.

(E) In addition to the requirements of
section 552 of title 5, United States Code,
any agency authorized by this Act to issue
rules, regulations or orders shall make avail-
able to the public all internal rules and
guidelines which may form the basls, in
whole or in part, for any rule, regulation or
order with such modifications as are neces-
sary to insure confidentiality protected un-
der such section 552. Such agency shall, upon
written request of a petitioner filed after
any grant or denial of a request for excep-
tion or exemption from rules or orders,
furnish the petitioner with a written opin-
ion setting forth applicable facts and the
legal basis in support of such grant or denial.
Such opinions shall he made available to the
petitioner and the public within thirty days
of such request and with such modifications
as are necessary to insure confidentiality of
information protected under such section
552.

(11) (A) Judlcial review of administrative
rulemaking of general and national applic-
ability done under this Act may be obtained
only by filing & petition for review in the
United States Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia within thirty days from
the date of promulgation of any such rule or
regulation, and judicial review of adminis-
trative rulemaking of general, but less than
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national, applicability done under this Act
may be obtained only by filing a petition for
review in the United States Court of Ap-
peals for. the appropriate circuit within
thirty days from the date of promulgation of
any such rule or regulation, the appropriate
circuit being defined as the circuit which
contalns the area or the greater part of the
area within which the rule or regulation is
to have affect.

(B) Notwithstanding the amount in con-
troversy, the district courts of the United
States shall have exclusive orlginal jurisdic-
tion of all other cases or controversies aris-
ing under this Act, or under regulations or
orders issued thereunder, except any actions
taken to implement or enforce any rule or
order by any officer of a State or local gov-
ernment under section 65(3) of this Act ex~-
cept that nothing in this sectlon affects the
power of any court of competent jurisdic-
tion to consider, hear, and determine in any
proceeding before it any issue ralsed by way
of defense (other than a defense based on
the constitutionality of this title or the valid-
ity of action tasken by any agency under
this Act). If in any such proceeding an issue
by way of defense is raised based on the con-
stitutionality of this Act or the valldity of
action under this Act, the case shall be sub-
ject to removal by either party to a district
court of the United States in accordance
with the applicable provisions of chapter 89
of title 28, United States Code. Cases or con-
troversles arising under any rule, regulation
or order of any officer of a State or local
government may be heard in either (1) any
appropriate State court, and (2) without
regard to the amount in controversy, the dis-
trict courts of the United States.

(i11) The Administrator may by rule pre-
scribe procedures for State or local govern-
ments which carry out functions under this
Act. Such procedures shall apply to such
governments in lleu of subsectlon (i), and
shall require that prior to taking any ac-
tion, such governments shall take steps rea-
sonably calculated to provide notice to per-
sons who may be affected by the action, and
shall afford an opportunity for presentation
of views (including oral presentation of
views where practicable) at least 10 days be-
fore taking the action.

EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENT TO IR, 11793

The primary purpose of the proposed
amendment is to establish administrative
procedures comparable to those adopted
without controversy by both the Senate and
the House in the pending emergency energy
legislation (S. 2580 and HR. 11450) for the
Administrator to follow 'in carrying out the
functions vested in him by Sections 5 and
7 of the blll. A"secondary purpose is to re-
solve a direct conflict that currently exists
in the bill between sections T(k) and 98(g)
and that will creaté vast confusion unless
clarified. :

As currently drafted HR. 11793 does con-
tain an administrative procedures provision,
but it is inadequate and ignores concurrent
developments in connéction with other pend-
ing energy legislation. Section 7(k) provides
that the Administrator shall study and re~
port to Congress on the appropriate proced-
ures that should be applicable to the exercise
of the Administrator’s functions under the
Act. This section also provides that in the
interim  pending adoption of the Tecom-
mended procedures, the procedures of the
Economic Stabilization Act shall apply.

Such a provision—including  the reguire-
ment for a study—would be appropriate in
the absence of the work done by both Houses
on administrative procedures for the energy
crisis in connection with 8. 2589. The Eco-
nomic Stabllization Act procedures have not
been formally reviewed by Congress since en-
actment in 1970, and they have in fact
proved to be highly unsatisfactory because
they provide wholly Inadequate rights to
hearing and judiclal review. In short, they
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do require study. But Congress has given
plenary consideration to, and adopted with-
out controversy, ¢ administrative pro-
cedures in 8. 2589 that are designed specially
to deal with the energy crisis and the needs
of the Administrator to respond thereto.
There is, in other words, no need for further
study; the necessary conslideration has al-
ready been given to the issues, If these pro-
cedures ultimately do prove unworkable,
there will be ample time to prescribe new
ones. HR. 11793 is only a temporary mea-
sure anyway, and the procedures can be
reconsidered when and if HR. 11793 is re-
visited in two years.

The second reason for the amendment is
to eliminate a direct conflict between Sec-
tion T(k) and 9(g). Bection 9(g) provides
that functions transferred to the Adminis-
trator pursuant to Section 6 of the bill should
be exerclsed pursuant to the administra-
tive procedures currently applicable to those
functions. This is appropriate to prevent dis-
ruption of on-going proceedings. The dif-
ferent procedures contained in the proviso
to Section T(k), however, are expressly made
applicable to “all actions and activities of the

tion” (emphasis added.) The
amendment makes it clear that the proce-
dures provided therein apply to functions
under Section 5 and 7 of the Act, not trans-
ferred functions under Section 6. The amend-~
ment proposes the procedures of S. 2589
rather than the Economic Stabilization Act
procedures because, as noted above, the
former procedures have been fully consid-
ered recently by both Houses in acting upon
8. 2589, while the Economic Stabilization
Act procedures, which have proved highly
unsatisfactory because they provide wholly
inadequate rights to hearing and judiclal
review, have not been formally reviewed by
Congress since enactment.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina
(during the reading). Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the amend-
ment offered as a substitute for the
amendment be considered as read and
printed in the Recorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from North
Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, I would ask the
gentleman from North Carclina in what
way his amendment expands or deletes
the procedures from the Standard Ad-
ministrative Procedures Act.

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, let me explain to the gentle-
man from California that, as reported
from committee, HR. 11793 creates an
important and powerful regulatory
agency. The bill as reported gives to its
Administrator a wide range of functions
in sections 5 and 7(j) and an extremely
broad grant of rulemsking authority in
section T7(d). In addition, functions of
other agencies are transferred to this
agency under the provisions of section 6
while their procedures appear to be
transferred in section 9(g). Under these
powers the Administrator can “prevent
unreasonable profits,”. “promote stability
in energy prices,” “develop and oversee—
mandatory energy programs,” in addi-
tion 'to the fransfers under section 6. In
regard to the promulgation of rules, regu-
lations, and orders by,the Administrator,
the bill seems to provide several different
procedures. There are, however, three
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basic possible alternatives as to what
procedures will govern:

First. The bill as reported contains pro-
vision for a 2-month study period and
report to Congress on fair and equitable
‘“‘administrative procedures.” In the in-
terim the provisions of sections 207 and
211 of the Economic Stabilization Act
would apply. This is a totally unsatis-
factory approach. The many problems
caused by actions taken under the Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act without suitable
administrative procedures are the strong-
est arguments to oppose the applicability
of those provisions in the crucial initial
2 months of Federal Energy Administra-
tion existence.

Second. It is possible that the proce-
dures of whatever agency transfers au-
thority to FEA would apply. This would
lead to an inconsistency in rulemaking
proceedings of FEA. Some proceedings of
transferor agencies are not geared to ac-
tions taken in an emergency atmosphere.
One individual might partake in three
proceedings before FEA, all being con-
ducted under different rules of procedure.
This can only result in confysion and
ineffectiveness.

Third. The ‘amendment before the
House which parallels the provisions con-
tained in the Emergency Energy Act is
g carefully thought out procedure geared
to be utilized in the context of the emer-
gency nature of actions required.

It allows the Administrator to act im-~
mediately where such action is required
but at the same time affords an oppor-
tunity for prior to implementation input
and after implementation review.

Section 19 of the act provides for an
expiration date 2 years from the effective
date. We are all aware that this legisla~
tion may be around for a considerably
longer time. The powers of the FEA may
grow tremendously, either from amend-
ment or transfer of authority. It is es-
sential, therefore, that the bill contain
from the beginning the best possible
procedural safeguards.

The probability of Presidential veto of
the Emergency Energy Act, S. 2589,
raises even further the possibility that
the Administrator will be able to exercise
independently the functions and rule-
mi authority contained in H.R.
11793,

Section 5 centaining the functions of
the Administrator and section 7 with its
rulemaking authority are not to be
lightly regarded. The former enumerates
12 distinct' areas in which the Admin-
istrator is authorized to act. The latter
provides for a rulemaking authority
similar to that in which other agencies
have issued broad substantive rules.

If S. 2589 is vetoed, a successor bill may
be passed without satisfactory procedural
safeguards, making it all the more essen-
tial to amend section 7(k) in HR. 11793.

THE NEED FOR ADMINISTRATIVE DUE FROCESS

Legislation which in the past has at-
tempted to meet emergency or crisis
situations has failed to provide for suit-
able Administrative Procedural provi-
sions. The goal of procedures in this type
of legislation should be to provide orderly
process for affected individuals and cor-
porations while at the same time provid-
ing the greatest degree of safeguards to
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those individuals and corporations afi-
fected by the actions of the agency con-
sistent with' the' necessity for prompt
agency actions.

Actions taken by the Administrator in
carrying out the functions under this bill
will have a deep and far-reaching effect.
The amendment provides that a publica-
tion in the Federal Register will give at
least 10 days notice of a proposed rule,
regulation or order and shall provide an
opportunity for comment. In the past
agencies such as the Cost of Living Coun-
cil have acted without having the benefit
of those who will be most affected by an
action. Often the prior views of those
knowledgeable in the field being regu-
lated could have prevented an ill-con-
ceived plan or rule from going into ef-
fect—a plan or rule which often had to
be subsequently altered. The functions of
the agency can best be carried out by an
Administrator who issues rules, regula-
tions, or orders which emanate from the
greatest possible data base. The provision
in this amendment allowing a period of
comment prior to implementation goes a
long way toward achieving that goal.

Instances may occur where to achieve
the purposes of the act immediate action
is required on the part of the Admin-
istrator. The amendment provides that
the provisions for notice and opportu-
nity to comment may be waived where
strict compliance is found to cause seri-
ous impairment to the operation of the
program. In order to insure that this pro-
vision for walver is not abused by the
Administrator, his findings requiring the
necessity of the waiver must be set out
in the rule, regulation, or order.

The Administrator will likely promul-
gate rules, regulations, or orders which
will have a substantial impact on the
Nation’s economy or on large numbers of
individuals or business. Under the pro-
cedures of the Economic Stabilization
Act such important actions have been
taken with little or no opportunity for
presentation of views. Promulgations of
such monumental import should at the
least be accomplished after affected par-
ties are afforded the basic right to orally
present their views. This will result in
better actions by the agency and allow
individuals and corporations an oppor-
tunity for a face-to-face hearing and
to suggest modifications where they have
reason to believe that a proposal will un-
duly burden them. Such modification
may bring about an egually effective re-
sult without causing a severe hardship
to any one party or group. Where pos-
sible the amendment provides for oral
comment prior to implementation but in
o event later than 45 days after imple-
mentation,

In many instances actions taken by an
agency have had results on individuals,
corporations, or segments of the economy
which have proved disastrous. This
amendment establishes a standard of re-
view whereby adjustment can be made to
prevent special hardships, inequity or
unfair distribution of burdens.

The procedures contained -in ‘the
amendment are entirely consistent with
the emergency nature of the legislation.
They provide basic safeguards, while at
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the same time allowing the Administra-
tor to act immediately where circum-
stances require that he do so.

The primary purpose of the proposed
amendment is to establish administra-
tive procedures comparable to those
adopted without controversy by both
the Senate and the House in the pend-
ing emergency energy legislation (8.
2589 and H.R. 11450) for the Adminis-
trator to follow in carrying out the
functions vested in him by sections 5 and
T of the bill. A secondary purpose is to
resolve a direct conflict that currently
exists in the bill between sections 7(k)
and 9(g) and that will create vast con-
fusion unless clarified.

As currently drafted H.R. 11793 does
contain and administrative procedures
provision, but it is inadequate and ig-
nores concurrent developments in. con-
nection with other pending energy legis-
lation. Section 7(k) provides that the
Administrator shall study and report to
Congress on the appropriate procedures
that should be applicable to the exer-
cise of the Administrator’s functions
under the act. This section also provides
that in the interim pending adoption of
the recommended procedures, the pro-
cedures of the Economic Stabilization
Act shall apply.

Such a provision—including the re-
guirement for a study—would be appro-
priate in the absence of the work done
by both Houses on administrative pro-
cedures for the energy crisis in connec-
tion with 8. 2589. The Econonlic Stabi-
lization Act procedures have not been
formally reviewed by Congress since en-
acfment in 1970, and they have in fact
proved to be highly unsatisfactory be-
cause they provide wholly inadequate
rights to hearing and judicial review.

In short, they do require study. But
Congress has given consideration to, and
adopted without controversy, specific ad-
ministrative procedures in 8. 2589 that
are designed specially to deal with the
energy crisis and the needs of the Ad-
ministrator to respond thereto. There is,
in other words, no need for further
study; the necessary consideration has
already been given to the issues. If these
procedures ultimafely do prove unwork-
able, there will be ample time to:pre-
scribe new ones. HR. 11793 is only &
temporary measure anyway, and the pro-
cedures can be reconsidered when and if
H.R. 11793 is reyisited in 2 years.

The second reason for the amendment
is to eliminate a direct conflict between
section 7(k) and 9(g), Section 9(g) pro-
vides that functions transferred to the
Administrator pursuant to section 6 of
the bill should. be exercised pursuant to
the administrative procedures currently
applicable to those functions. This is ap-
propriate to prevent disruption of on-
going proceedings. The  different pro-
cedures contained in the proviso to sec-
tion T(k), however, are expressly made
applicable to “all actions and activities
of the Administration.” The amendment
makes it clear that the procedures pro-
vided therein apply to furctions under
section 5 and 7 of the act, not trans-
ferred functions under section 6. The
amendment proposes the procedures of
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8. 2589 rather than the Economic Stabil-
ization Act procedures because, as noted
above, the former procedures have been
fully considered recently by both Houses
in .acting upon 8. 2589, while the Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act procedures,
which have proved highly unsatisfac-
tory because they provide wholly inade-
quate rights to hearing and judicial re-
view, have not been formally reviewed
by Congress since enactment.

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

Mr. BROYHILL of North Carolina. I
would be delighted to yield to the Chair-
man, the gentleman from California.

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

I will say to the gentleman that this is
4 long amendment. There are a number
of pages. Neither Mr. HorToN nor I have
had a chance to study it. I, therefore, feel
that we had better put this thing on ice.
When the gentleman leaves the well,
therefore, I am going to move that the
Committee do now rise so that we can
study this over night and know what we
are doing.

Mr. Chairman, I move that the Com-
mittee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. FLynT, 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. 11793) to reorganize and consoli-
date certain functions of the Federal
Government in a new Federal Energy
Administration in order to promote more
efficient management of such functions,
had come fo no resolution thereon.

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENT IN THE
POSTAL REORGANIZATION ACT

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

Mr, HANLEY, Mr. Speaker, the across-
the-board increases in postal rates which
went into effect last Saturday drama-
tize an issue which needs to be thor-
oughly aired during the coming months:
That the move toward a break-even con-
cept of postal operations presages con-
tinued increases in postal rates and
possibly continued reductions in the
quality of service which the .American
people expect and deserve.

.. During the past year, the Subcommit-
tee on Postal Service, which I have the
honor to chair, has conducted an exten-
sive series of investigations and hearings
into, many aspects of the operations of
the Postal Service. We are now in the
final stages of a report on these studies,
so I will not go into detail here.

The work of the subcommittee, how-
ever, has led me fo the conclusion that
we must substantially subsidize the
Postal Service if we are to maintain
quality service at reasonable rates.

The Postal Reorganization Act of 1970
established the principle that ultimately
the Postal Service should break even;
thet in most cases the users sheuld pay
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the full cost. While we still appropriate
a fairly substantial sum of money to the
Postal Service, this figure is scheduled
to drop yearly until it reaches a point
of virtual insignificance in 1984. :

It would be far too simple to assert
that the Postal Reorganization Act
turned its back on history by asserting
that the Postal Service should at least
break even.

The debate as to the nature of Postal
Service has seesawed back and forth
throughout our history between those
who felt that the users should pay the
total costs of the service provided them
and those who felt that the unique na-
tion-building aspect of the mail was of
sufficient general value to warrant at
least some payments from the general
revenue.

But while the argument has raged,
historical practice has fairly consistently
come down on the side of some nature
of subsidy.

The old Washington, D.C., Post Office
bears an inscription which, in flowery
language, sums up America’s early image
of our nationwide mail system. Thus,
the Post Office was the:

Message of Sympathy and Love

Servant of Parted Friends

Consoler of the Lonely

Band of the Scattered Family

Enlarger of the Common Life

Carrier of News and Enowledge

Instrument of Trade and Industry

Promoter of Mutual Acquaintance

Of Peace and Good Wil Among Men and
Nations.

Throughout the 19th century, this
image was taken most seriously. In
many ways the mail was the glue which
held together a vast and often querulous
nation. The mail brought commerce, in-
dustry, goods, news, entertainment, and
personal messages to people in all walks
of life in all areas of a rapidly exzpanding
nation.

While other modes of communication
have partially replaced the social and
economic function of the mail, the
tremendous Postal Service network is
still the most important communications
system in the country. Our commerce and
industry, our intellectual life, and much
of our social life would be radically al-
tered for the worse without the mail.

It is within this context that we should
develop and review postal policy. When
we talk of first-class letter mail, we
should not view it merely as personal
letters, bills, financial documents, etec.,
but as the bond which holds much of
our social and economic life together.
When we talk of advertising mail, we
should not narrowly define it as mail
which is expected to profit the sender or
the recipisnt. It is also an essential ve-
hicle by which a significant portion of
our commerce is conducted, information
on issues is disseminated, and funds for
the charitable institutions are raised.
When we look at magazines and newspa-
pers, we should not think only of the pub-
lishing giants but also of the thousands
of nonprofit publications, opinion jour-
nals, hometown newspapers, cultural
magazines, rural weeklies, religious pub-
lications, academic periodicals, profes-
sional journals, and other printed mate-
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rial which, as a group, are the guardians
of our cultural heritage and a principal
means by which knowledge is transmit-
ted and expanded. We could make similar
statements about every class and type of
mail

The simple truth is that the mail taken
as a whole is more important than the
sum total of its constituent parts. An
individual letter, newspaper, circular, or
package going from Peoria is, ir. a sense,
more significant than the information it
transmits from the sender to the recip-
ient. It is an act of communication. And
when the billions of such communica-
tions yearly are put together, they repre-
sent a priceless national asset which
benefits directly or indirectly every man,
woman, and child in the country.

Thus, it is far too simple to say em-
phatically that the users of the Postal
Service should pay the full cost of operat-
ing the mail system, as the Postmaster
General has often asserted. The current
fetish on the part of many postal officials
that every effort should be made to
break even will ultimately work great
mischief on the service which people ex-
pect to get from their post office. But even
more important, it could have deleterious
effects on the economy as a whole.

We need a business-like operation of
the Postal Service. We also need, how-
ever, the understanding that the Postal
Service is far more than a business, and
we must recognize that the Federal
Treasury should, therefore, subsidize
many aspects of the Postal Service.

If we continue to follow a hard break
even concept, postage rates will continue
to skyrocket and “noneconomic” but im-
portant services could become & thing of
the past.

I know that no one in the Postal Serv-
ice wants any of this to happen; nor do
they feel that their obsession will have
these consequences. But that does not
make them right. We cannot afford to
wait until events have proven them
Wrong.

In the very near future, I plan to offer
a bill which will contain a series of
amendments to the Postal Reorganiza-
tion Act. The most significant feature of
the bill will be a provision suthorizing
substantially increased appropriations to
the Postal Service to provide for an ade-
quate level of public service and to help
Ii:ee;:; postal rates down to a manageable

evel.

I have also expressed my willingness
to the Postmaster General to begin a
public dialog on the need for continued
appropriations. I hope that this bill will
serve the purpose. So far, the response
from the Postal Service has not been
overwhelming. But the sooner the Postal
Service, Congress, and the public recog-
nize this basic fact, the sooner we can
all join together and get down to making
mail service what it should be.

TRIBUTE TO PERLE MESTA, THE
“HOSTESS WITH THE MOSTEST"”

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

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise at
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this time to pay tribute to Perle Mesta
and to welcome her back to Oklahoma
City. It is a real pleasure to honor a fel-
low Oklahoman who has contributed so
mugch to the image of our State.

Perle Mesta is famous for her parties,
her political and charitable activities,
and her appointment as Minister to Lux-
embourg. She is know as the “Hostess
with the Mostest.”

Perle was born in Sturgis, Mich., lived
in Texas as a child and moved to Okla-
homa City in 1807. A daughter of Wil-
liam Skirvin, oilman and founder of two
of the State’s finest hotels, she was edu-
cated at finishing schools and the Sher-
wood School of Music in Chicago. She
was a dramatic soprano and once de-
scribed herself as “more dramatic than
soprano.” On her 1lth birthday, she
gave her first party. She organized it
herself and invited the neighborhood
children. The party was a great success
and she then and there decided that giv-
ing parties was even more fun than go-
ing to them.

While studying piano and voice in
Chicago, she auditioned to sing with the
John Phillip Sousa band and they offered
her a contract. Her father refused to let
her accept, but did allow her to go to
New York to continue her musical stud-
ies. It was in New York during the spring
of 1916 that she was introduced to George
Mesta, a young millionaire from Pitts-
burgh, owner of the Mesta Machine Co.
They were married in 1917.

During World War I, George Mesta
was 8 dollar-a-year man in Washington,
where Mrs. Mesta received her introduc-
tion to the Capital's society and directed
the Washington Stage Door Canteen.
After the war and until his sudden death
in 1929, Mesta took his wife abroad with
him on more than 20 occasions, most of
them business trips, and madc her a
member of the board of directors of the
Mesta Machine Co. Although she was not
active in the management of the com-
pany, which manufactured steel rolling
mills, she did a great deal to help better
the working conditions of the employees.
Perle persuaded her husband to put in
a hospital and cafeteria for his employ-
ees and to give the apprentices time
off with pay. She also helped the workers’
wives organize a nursery, and would her-
self work in the nursery when time
permitied.

The Mestas were very close during
their married life and were never apart.
His sudden death came as a terrible
shock to Perle and the period following
ﬁas a difficult and unsettled period for

er.

Active participation in politics begzan
in the mid-1930’s. It was then that she
first became a member of the National
Women's Party, in which she served for
8 time as chairman of the public rela-
tions committee and then as a council
member. Her rise to the position of
Washington’s most important unofficial
hostess began in 1941 after she had
changed her allegiance from the Repub-
licans to the Democrats. She saw Senator
Harry Truman of Missouri as a man des-
tined for a greater future and, when
he was scheduled to give a speech in
Oklahoma City, she arranged a party in
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his honor at the Hotel Skirvin which is
said to have been one of the most elab-
orate ever held there. She worked for the
Democrats in the 1944 campaign and,
when Truman became Vice President,
Perle was the first to entertain him. In
1948-49, she was cochairman of the Jef-
ferson-Jackson Day Dinners and proved
to be a valuable fundraiser.

She was cochairman of President
Harry S. Truman’s Inaugural Ball in
1949. In that year, she was one of the
15 members of the Assay Commission
appointed by the President to see that
the coins produced by the mint in Phila-
delphia met with the prescribed stand-
ards.

Perle was appointed Minister to Lux-
embourg by President Truman and re-
mained in that post for 4 years. As
Minister to that storybook country, she
had no set policy other than to ask her-
self “What can I do today that will help
my country and will help Luxembourg?”
She had continual disagreements with a
few State Department officials in Wash-
ington and with some of the foreign serv-
ice officers on the Legation staff as she
did not always follow their advice and
they seemed to resent the fact that she
was a polifical appointee and had not
come up through the diplomatic ranks.
They had figured her to be a social but-
terfly, whc would spend most of her time
chasing around Europe, but were sadly
mistaken. Madam Minister took her as-
signment seriously and did honor to her
post.

During her tenure in Luxembourg, she
gave parties at her own expense for
American GI's every Saturday of every
month, entertaining some 25,000 men
and women in our Armed Forces. While
in Luxembourg she initiated a program
of personally sponsoring the education in
American colleges of worthy students
from that country and around the
world. The only strings she ever attached
to her assistance was that the students
must return to their own country to put
ho work the benefits from their educa-

on.

On her last day as Madam Minister,
she was given a touching farewell. Two
hundred orphan children dressed in their
best clothes, with faces scrubbed, came
to the Legation to present a gift—two
farewell poems they had written them-
selves—to their Americar “Auntie.” She
then dried her eyes and drove off toward
London for the coronation of Queen
Elizabeth II.

In spite of some pretty sharp gibes, she
enjoyed the musical comedy “Call Me
Madam”, a satire on how a certain Wash-
ington hostess had earned her way to a
high diplomatic post by throwing parties
for President Truman and many other
Democrats. Perle commented that she
couldn’t take offense, because in too
many cases the shoe fit—she said that
although she was ornce a hopeful dra-
matic soprano, she could not sing like
Ethel Merman, she did not fall in love
with the foreign minister like the fic-
tional lady ambassador in the musical,
but she did earn her diplomatic post
through service to the Democratic Party.
Bhe admitted that she did bypass chan-
nels and go directly to the President
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when she wanted to get things done and
that she loved to give parties—lots of
them.

Perle Mesta is a woman of affable
charm, gracious and knowledgeable in
the ways of pleasant living. Her parties
are legendary and her guests included
the mighty and the famous from around
the world. Most of her parties had a pur-
pose. She knew that socializing brings
people together and that getting people
together promotes better understanding
of common problems. She mixed gov-
ernment officials, diplomats, businessmen
and professional people. She liked to
have guests who were in the thick of
things, and large or small the parties of
Washington’s No. 1 hostess were never
dull or boring.

Unfortunately, Mrs. Mesta broke her
hip in 1872 and is temporarily confined
to the Wendemere Retirement Hotel in
Oklahoma City, but will soon make her
home with her brother, William Skirvin.
It is our great pleasure and pride to again
have as a resident of our State “Madam
Minister” who is truly the “Hostess with
the Mostest.”

NO VA DISABILITY BENEFITS FOR
INJURIES SUSTAINED IN ARMED
ROBBERIES

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

Mr. TALCOTT. Mr. Speaker, recently,
the Administrator of the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration, and the VA itself, drew
considerable unwarranted criticism from
some so-called Vietnam veterans in Los
Angeles who contended their claims for
service-connected disability and medical
%sxe benefits were wrongly denied by the

To achieve their objective, they “sat-
in” and “fasted” in Senator CransTON'S
Los Angeles office and for days obtained
reels and reams of sympathetic coverage
from the media.

Undoubtedly, the Administrator and
the VA have not handled this confronta-
tion perfectly, but some of the goading,
misrepresentations and frustrations have
not been reported, and it should be known
that the claim of one of their “leaders”
is outrageous and should not be honored.

By an unusual coincidence, I happened
fo remember that a leader of the “sit-
inners” was a Michael Dennis Inglett. He
may have served in Vietnam and he may
have sustained minor injuries; but I re-
call that he was once stationed at Fort
Ord, in my district near my home; and
while a.w.0.1,, he tried to hold up a liquor
store in Moss Landing; he was caught
in the act with a gun and stolen money,
by the owner or a clerk, and in the melee
was shot in the neck, which caused the
principal disability for which he is seek-
ing VA disability benefits now.

Store robbing is not yet “service-con-
nected.”

The VA serves over 1,200,000 in-
patients, and 14,974,000 outpatients each
year—mostly with competence, compas-
sion and promptness.

Of course in any agency this large,
serving so many persons in trouble, there
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will be numerous complaints, and some
justified.

Legitimate complaints of deserving
veterans should be quickly rectified. But
for injuries sustained while robbing a
liquor store, there should be no VA dis-
ability benefits.

We can all sympathize with Mr,
Inglett’s paraplegic condition. We can be
sincerely sorry for him. We can under-
stand the compassion the press can gen-
erate for him and the anger that can be
engendered against the VA.

But the law does not, and should not,
allow the VA to pay disability benefits
to even bona fide Vietnam veterans whose
disability was incurred in an armed hold-
up while a.w.o0.l.

My files are replete with unsolicited
letters, even testimonials, from grateful
veterans, and their families, for the
superior benefits, the exceptional pro-
grams, the compassionate service and the
extraordinary efforts made by the VA,
from the Administrator through the new-
est employee in a regional facility, to
provide the best service to veterans ever
provided for any veteran in any country
at any time.

There is a joy, as well as grief, in the
tumult—if anyone wants to listen.

AMENDMENTS TO BE OFFERED TO
H.R. 11035, METRIC CONVERSION
ACT, BY CONGRESSMAN SPARK M.
MATSUNAGA

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

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, when
H.R. 11035, the metric conversion bill, is
considered by the House tomorrow or
sometime thereafter, I propose to offer
the following amendments:

1. Change Conversion Period to 15, rather
than 10 years.

On page 4, line 9, and on page 6, line 15,
strike out “ten" and insert “fifteen”. Also
on page 1, amend the title of the bill ac-
cordingly.

2. Conversion assistance to workers.

On. page 4, line 14, strike out the semi-
colon and Iinsert in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: “, except as provided in this Act;
and"

On page 10, at the end of sec. 10(j), add
the following new subsections:

“{k) formulate as part of the comprehen-
sive plan required under section 11 of this
Act a program of grants to individuals to de-
fray non-reimbursable expenses which must
be incurred by them for the purpose of
acquiring tools or instruments which are
customarily used in their respective occupa-
tions, which they are in fact using therein,
and which are required as a result of the
grant shall not exceed 80 per cent of the
first five hundred dollars (8500) of the actual
costs of acquiring such tools or instruments,
and shall not exceed eighty per cent of such
costs in excess of five hundred dollars (8500).

*(1) formulate as part of the comprehen-
sive plan required under section 11 of this
Act a program to encourage and facilitate
the acquisition by workers of metric skills
required as a direct result of the compre-
hensive plan. Such a program shall deal with
at least the following:

(1) costs borne by the worker for instruc-
tional materials;

(2) value of workers' time, if metric In-
struction is scheduled during non-work
hours; and
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(3) actual travel expenses incurred by
workers In order to attend metric instruction
classes.

“{m) (1) formulate as part of the com-
prehensive plan reguired under section 11
of this Act a program of assistance to indi-
viduals or groups of Individuals who—

(A) have become totally or partially sep=
arated;

(B) are threatened to become totally or
partially separated; or'

(C) are employed by firms or appropriate
subdivisions of firms whose sales or produc-
tlon have decremsed as & direct result of
conversion to metric according to the com-
prehensive plan required under section 11 of
this Act, elther by the firm or subdivision
employing such individual or group, or Ifs
competitors.

(2) Such a program shall include'at least
weekly paymenis to the affected individuals
in'llen of wages for an appropriate period of
time not to exceed §2 weeks, employment
services provided under any other Federal
law, manpower training, and job search and
relocation allowances.”

3. Conversion assistance to small business.

On page 18, at the end of section 19, add
the following new section and amend the
title of the bill accordingly:

“CONVERSION ASSISTANCE TO SMALL BUBINESS

“Sec, 20. Section T(b) of the Small Busi-
ness Act is amended by adding after para-
graph (7) amew paragraph asfollows:

“(8) to make such loans (either directly
or in cooperation with banks or other lend-
ing institutions through agreemerits to par-
ticipate on an immediate or deferred basis)
a8 the Administration, in eonsultation with
the Becretary of Commerce, determines to
be necessary or appropriate to assist any
business concern to make changes in {its
equipment, facilities, or methods of opera-
tion to conform to the national plan of
metric conversion submitted under the Met-
ric Conversion Act, of 1973, if the Adminis-
tration determines that such concern is
likely to suffer substantial economiec injury
without assistance under this paragraph.”

Amend the title of the bill accordingly.

The first amendment is intended to
give small business and workers who
must provide their own tools and equip-
ment five additional years in which to
convert to the metric system. This
amendment has the endorsement of the
Department of Commerce and would
obviously be acceptable 'to both small
business and workers alike.

The second amendment is intended
to render assistance to individual work-
ers and groups of workers, who must
provide their own tools and equipment,
to purchase new tools and equipment in
converting to the metric system. Where
it becomes necessary for any worker to
be retrained because of conversion, he
would be provided assistance in obtain-
ing the necessary training, and where
conversion " forces 'him into partial 'or
total unemployment, Federal assistance
would be provided under this amend-
ment,

The third amendment will assist any
small business coancern to make changes
in its equipment, facilities, or methods
of operation fo conform to the national
plan of metric .conversion, by authoriz-
ing loans under the Small Business Act
to such concern, where it would likely
suffer substantial economic injury with-
out such assistance.

All three amendments are designed to
make the act more workable, without
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causing anyone undue economic hard-
ship, and I urge the support of my col-
leagues.

THE NEED FOR ELK HILLS NAVAL
PETROLEUM RESERVE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Danierson). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Califor-
nia (Mr. BerLn) is recog‘nized for 60
minutes.

Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, we are an-
nouncing an effort to discharge from
the House Armed Services Committee
House Joint Resolution 846 which au-
thorizes increased production of petro-
leum from the Elks Hills Naval Petro-
leum Reserve in Kern County, Calif.

For the record I want to begin by
saying that I am a former president and

chairman of the board of Bell Petroleum

Co. of California, and while I am 'not-at
the present time directly involved in the
management of the company, I continue
to own substantial stock in the corpo-
ration.

There is absolutely no business or per-
sonal advantage to me or to Bell Petro-
leum in a revision of Government pro-
duction policy at the Elks Hills Reserve.

Standard Oil, which could benefit, has
been a long-time business competitor.

Bell Petroleum Co. which does no busi-
ness with them is, of.course, a small
independent.

And anyone who is familiar with the
oil business in the United States knows
the intense rivalry which exists between
the major and the independent seg-
ments of the industry.

My views about production at Elk Hills
transcends personal or business associa-
tions and . deal solely  with the public
interest at a time when oil shortages
are causing critical problems in this Na-
tion.

My special concerns wit.h Elk Hills are
especiallv acufe because I know well the
area and its potential.

Bell Petroleum has had production in
Kern County for almost 25 years.

Just last Friday I dew over and in-
spected the 46,000-acre Naval Reserve,
. Including oil available from secondary
production, there is probably 3 billion
barrels in reserve at Elk Hills, about
double the amount that is most common-
1y mentioned in press reports.

It is an oil field which might provide
major production from 15 to 25 years.

The President recommended last year
that production at Elk Hills be signif-
icantly increased.

The Senate has passed such legislation.

We are now waiting on the House

Armed Services Committee and, unless
special action is taken by House Mem-
bers, I fear that we will wait forever.
- It is my belief that the basic argument
for a strategic military oil reserve in a
nation like the United States is wrong
because in a military emergency all oil
produced here would be available to the
military

But even presuming the need for such
a reserve, I believe we are being misled
by the existence of Elk Hills in its pres-
ent form.

It is true that Elk. Hills produc-
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tion could very quickly be stepped up to
160,000 or more barrels a day.

But the facilities for storage and for
large-scale transportation are not pres-
ently adequate to handle this produc-
tion and, in my judgment, would take
more than a year to build.

The Navy also has estimated oil re-
serves of 15 billion barrels in the North
Slope of Alaska and another 16 billion
barrels in reserve in oil shale.

Both of these sources could be pro-
ducing within the lifetime of the Elk
Hills field even under fullest production.

Stepped-up production at Elk Hills
could contribute to the present 760,000
barrels of oil which the U.S. military
withdraws from inventories each day.

War time military requirements are
about 1,100,000 barrels a day. Total pro-
duction in the United States is about 11
million barrels a day.

As you can see, military requirements
can be more than adequately met by cur-
rent civilian production. This historical-
ly has been the source of most of their
petroleum supplies in war time as well
as peace time,

As a matter of practical fact the Navy
has no refinery and, therefore, must sell
its production to commercial refineries.
I assume that they then buy fuel oil,
gasoline, and other petroleum products
from private oil companies to supply
their own needs.

As far as our Nation’s petroleum en-
ergy needs, we produce 11 million barrels
a day in this country and we require 17
million barrels a day. We currently im-
port about 4 million barrels a day, which
leaves us a short fall of about 2 million
barrels a day. _

I am suggesting ‘that for 1 year we
make the EIK Hills increased production
available for military use so that they
will no longer have to call on equivalent
barrels of eivilian produetion which can
then be used to meet some of our energy
needs.

We recognize that the Navy cannot
reach the 160,000 barrels a day requested
by House Joint Resolution 846 immedi-
ately, but with the improvement of
some production facilities and the con-
struction of additional pipelines we hope
this production figure can be reached
within a'vear’s time.

And even if the Middle East market
opens up to us tomorrow, consideration
involving balance of payments would
seem to me to be sufficlent to justify full
production at Elk Hills,

For these reasons, I am signing the
discharge petition which will allow con-
sideration of this subject by the full
House.

And I am urging my colleaguw of both
parties to join with me.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support' of House Joint Resolu-
tion 846, 'which would authorize in-
creased production of petroleum from
the Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve.
The necessity for this measure has been
heard, the funds have been appropriated,
and yet this legislation still is being held
up in the Armed Services Committee.

As many of my colleagues will reeall,
2 weeks ago I proposed a six-point pro-
gram requiring both legislative and ex-
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ecutive action to help alleviate the im-
mediate effects of the energy shortage.
Included among my six proposals was
the recommendation to authorize in-
creased production from Elk Hills.

I acknowledge the need to maintain a
substantial amount of fuel to protect
our country should an emergency arise,
Indeed, I would be foolhardy and irre-
sponsible to support a motion which
would serve to drain our Nation's vital
military resources.

However, I feel that we can still main-
tain ample petroleum for our national
defense while at the same time affording
relief to millions of Americans who have
been forced to endure the aggravation
of long service station lines. The public,
as all my colleagues are well aware, is
angry and disgusted with the lack of
positive action by both the legislative
and executive branches in handling the
energy crisis. Americans have a right to
be irate—answers to their questions have
been slow in coming and measures to
ease their hardships have been even
slower.

Here is an opportunity to demonstrate
to the people that the Congress is aware
of the problem and is trying to do some-
thing to help each and every individual.
The Congress must be responsive—and
I urge all of you to act responsibly by
pushing for immediate action on this
important legislation.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Speaker, I urge all
Members of the House to sign the dis-
charge petfition presently at the Speak-
er's tablz to increase production at the
Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve to
help alleviate our energy shortages.

Energy shortages in this country have
been acute. The causes of present energy
shortages have been difficult to assess.
Yet, there is no excuse for a resource
such as that at Elk Hills to be producing
3,000 to 5,000 barrels per day when it has
a potential production capability of
160,000 to 260,000 barrels per day. Full
production from the Elk Hills facility
can reduce our Nation’s fuel shortages
by as much as 5 or 10 percent.

The Armed Services Committee, ap-
parently operating on a belief that the
Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve
should be retained for a possible military
emergency, has tried to block the pas-
sage of this resolution. I, along with
others of my colleagues who hava signed
the discharge petition at the Speaker's
table, believe in the vital necessity of
opening Elk Hills to alleviate petroleum
shortages. The Elk Hills Naval Petroleum
Reserve has an estimated 1.2 billion bar-
rels of oil.

I sponsored a resolution to open the
Elk Hills Naval Petroleum Reserve on
December 6, 1973. The resolution will
open Elk Hills for 1 year to alleviate to
some degree our present energy crisis.
The Navy must look after the fuel needs
of our fleet. Opening the Elk Hills Naval
Petroleum Reserve will provide within
60 to 90 days approximately 180,000 bar-
rels a day for the fleat. This will reduce
the Navy's demand on domestic supplies
by a like amount, which will then be-
come available for necessary domestic
uses,
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Mr. Speaker, the Senate has already
passed legislation similar to that before
us. They have acted to use a portion of
the more than 1.2 billion barrels and
known recoverable oil. We must do the
same.

We all owe a debt of gratitude to the
gentleman from California (Mr. KeT-
cavMm) within whose congressional dis-
trict the Elk Hills Reserve lies. His
leadership in this matter has been com-
mendable. I commend also my distin-
guished colleague from Massachusetts
(Mr. ContE) for his leadership in this
matter. In this day of petroleum short-
ages, the Elk Hills Reserve represents
one of our best sources of domestic pe-
troleum, and should not be permitted to
go unused.

In order for production at the Elk
Hills Reserve to be increased, the Secre-
tary of the Navy must find that such
production is in the national defense,
the President must concur with his find-
ing, and a joint resolution must be passed
by both Houses of Congress. The first
two steps of this process have been com-
pleted, and the Senate has passed a
joint resolution. It is imperative that the
Congress move immediately to complete
the authorization. Every day that the
Elk Hills Reserve remains closed means
that the American people are denied
715 million gallons of gascline fuel. The
resolution which I have sponsored pro-
vides for a l-year opening of Elk Hills,
and further provides that funds received
from the sale of Elk Hills crude oil be
used to develop and explore the huge
Naval Petroleum Reserve No. 4 in Alaska.
I urge the Congress to take a leadership
role in the development of this vitally
needed source of petroleum.

WAGE AND PRICE CONTROLS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from California (Mr. RousserLor) is
recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, wage
and price controls have been an economic
disaster. Inflation is running rampant
and shortages of vital commodities are
emerging in all sectors of our domestic
economy. There is no way that controls
can deal with the real causes of inflation,
and there is no way that controls can
provide the incentive for growth and in-
vestment that is needed to stimulate pro-
duction.

Inflation is generated by the Federal
Government, and the new budget for fis-
cal year 1975 offers no relief. It is esti-
mated that the budget will operate at a
deficit of $18.1 billion in Federal funds
for fiscal year 1974, and at a deficit of
$17.9 billion in fiscal year 1975. In addi-
tion, total projected outlays for fiscal
year 1975 have swollen to $304.4 billion
in 1975, which is an increase of approxi-
mately $29.7 billion over fiscal year 1974.

. This continued tendency of the Federal

Government to inecrease spending for
goods and services financed through
heavy deficits, coupled with the Federal
Reserve Board's creation of new money,
is the cause of the inflation we are cur-
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rently experiencing. It is obvious that
controls can do nothing to remedy this
situation, but we in Congress can. We
can approve legislation to bring the
budget under control, we can approve
legislation calling for a balanced budget,
we can reduce Federal spending, and we
can exercise our constitutional preroga-
tive to control the Fed’s creation of new
money. The responsibility is clearly ours.

In g discussion of the controls, an edi-
torial in the Wall Street Journal on Feb-
ruary 14, 1974, states:

They [the controls] have distorted market
forces In a fantastically complex economy,
inhibited expansion, masked overstimula-
tion of demand, created shortages, worsened
inflationary pressures and created disatisfac-
tions over wages among working people.

Controls do not encourage produc-
tion—this can only be done by the free
market,

Price controls ignore the innate ability
of the supply and demand cyele to allo-
cate products and encourage production.
Free of intervention, price operates as the
barometer of the economy. When the
price of a product rises, production is
encouraged, but this same high price dis-
courages consumption. When a product
drops in price, production is discouraged
and consumption encouraged. Free mar-
ket forces bring demand in balance with
supply through the operation of the price
mechanism. When price controls are in-
troduced, the controls hold prices at
levels that have no relationship to the
current supply and demand levels. The
shortages we are now experiencing are
an example of just one of the results of
controls.

American industry and American
workers are crying out for relief and urg-
ing Congress not to extend the Economic
Stabilization Act.

The National Association of Manufac-
turers in an industry survey on wage and
price controls advises:

Our conclusion, then, is a very simply one:
Controls have caused tremendous disruptions
and dislocations; controls have not only
falled to contain inflation, they have helped
to fuel its fires.

Our recommendation is equa.lly simple:
Eliminate all wage and price controls imme-
diately and let this experience have taught
us a valuable lesson so that we may never
again go down this reckless road.

In a statement by the AFL-CIO Execu-
tive Council, February 21, 1974, on “the
so-called stabilization program,” the
council takes the position:

The Administration’s control program has
created economic imbalance, confusion and
chaos. This unfalr and unjust program
should be ended now. The present legislation,
which gave the Presldent power to control
the economy, expires on April 30, 1974. It
must not be renewed in any guise

The National-American Wholesale
Grocers’ Association, whose membership
services retail food stores which account
for more than one-third of the Nation’s
food sales, states in a January 31, 1974,
letter:

Bub-group measurements in the Consumer
Price Index reveal concentration of high

rates of increase in those areas where con-
trols have Influenced decisions to breed,
plant or process. Prominent are red meats,

grain, poultry and fruits and vegetables. We
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are concerned that the impact of controls on
these commodities and the impact of these
commodities on the total index is not gen-
erally acknowledged. We are concerned that
influences outside the control mechanism
will continue to affect prices more than con-
trols themselves, negating the potential for
controls.

We believe that controls have been given
an adequate opportunity, We shared that
hope that these current controls might be
the first in history to be labeled successful.
We believe that opportunity has passed.

A front page article which appeared in
the Wall Street Journal, March 4, 1974,
written by Ralph E. Winter, describes
the changing attitude of corporate ex-
ecutives toward controls, and that “in-
terviews now turn up an almost universal
disilusionment among businessmen that
any type of controls can work.” The ar-
ticle goes on to point out:

In addition, business leaders say controls
really do all the horrible things that con-
servative economists sald they would—every-
thing from discouraging investment and dry-
ing up supplies to creating black markets and
generally disrupting orderly business.

Mr. Winter also discusses the costs to
industry and the Federal Government
generated by the paperwork and enforce-
ment burden of the control program.

“Just the paperwork and other direct
expense of complying with controls have
cost industry between $721 million and
$2 billion, according to studies cited by
John T. Dunlop, who heads the controls
program. The Government has spent
nearly $200 million enforcing controls,”
he says.

Americans must bear the burden of
these reporting costs as consumers
through higher prices, and as the tax-
payers who finance the Federal Govern-
ment’s spending.

If some of you still believe that selective
or standby controls are necessary, I ask
you to review the testimony of Dr. C.
Jackson Grayson, Jr., Chairman of the
Price Commission during phase II, before
the Senate Banking Committee’'s Sub-
committee on Production and Stabiliza-
tion on January 31, 1974. Dr. Grayson
makes the point that, among other rea-
sons selective decontrol is dangerous
because it distorts the interrelationship
among industries which provide related
services and products. The following is
an edited version of Dr. Grayson’s state-
ment which has been published by Wyly
Corp. and University Computing Co.:

END WAGE AND PRICE CONTROLS Now

Some people believe that wage/price con-
trols are necessary and here to stay. They
would extend the controls and even create
& permanent stabllization agency.

It is my conviction that controls have
limited short-term benefits, have now passed
their usefulness, have become counter-pro-
ductive in our economic system, and, before
it is too late, should be discontinued In
order to return to the competitive market
system.

Moreover, I recommend against establish-
ment of the proposed stand-by wage/price
monitoring agency.

CONTROLS DISTORT FREE MARKETS AND COLLEC-
TIVE BARGAINING

Examine the flaws In these proposals:

All controls, If kept on for very long, tend
to distort free markets and collective har-
gaining. The longer they are In, the greater
the distortions, and the greater the danger
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the economic system will shift from one that
is market-driven to one that is centrally
directed.

The longer controls exist, the more the
dependency on controls to “save us" from in-
flation rather than on tackling underlying
causes.

There will always be some reason for
keeping controls on “a little longer.” It is
better to get out as soon as thelr short-range
usefulness has been exhausted.

CONTROLS BECOME MORE DANGEROUS . . .
LONGER THEY LAST

I held these views In late 1872, as Chair-
man of the Price Commission, and I hold
them even more vigorously today. Controls
become more dangerous for the future of
our economic system the longer they last.

When controls are removed, I agree there
will be some wage and price increases—some
large and some very fast—as the market
moves to the adjustment levels necessary to
attract capital and labor and to ration scarce
resources.

But who will be sending these prices up?

The market. Industrial and consumer pur-
chasers will be signalling “more” or *less”
of a particular good or service, and the mar-
ket will be sending resources to the most
efficlent users,

LONG-RANGE CONTROLS HURT THE POOR

There are contentions that price increases
following de-control will hurt the poor much
more than the rich. By definition this is
true. Price increases do hurt the poor. But,
if society wishes to ald those with lower in-
comes, it should do so by means other than
wage and price controls. Long term controls
directly hurt the poor by driving low markup
items from the shelves, by affording those
with higher incomes opportunities to beat
the system, and by increased unemployment
for marginal workers.

Wage and price controls are a dangerous
method to work on the income distribution
problem.

CONTROLS CAN’'T SOLVE SHORTAGES

Bhortages (fuel, paper, steel, oils, fiber,
etc.) are being used as reasons for con-
tinued controls. But the perpetuation of con-
trols 15 not golng to solve these problems.
If anything, they will prolong the shortages
because of the lack of incentives to invest
and expand.

I believe that energy prices, too, should be
de-controlled. Yes, prices will increase. (They
are going to increase anyway, with controls.)
Yes, price increases will be more rapid with-
out controls, But I also belleve the solution
to energy shortages will also come faster
as Incentives are Increased for supply of en-
ergy, and as price serves its function of ra-
tioning.

BELECTIVE DECONTROL? NO. NO INDUSTRY

IS5 AN ISLAND UNTO ITSELF

Selective de-contfrol is also a dangerous
alternative. This technique not only Iin-
creases distortions among industries and
services of different sizes, but increases the
distortion of the flow of capital and labor
due to the effects of substitution, inter-de-
pendencies and administrative lags among
controlled and non-controlled sectors.

No industry is an island unto {itself.
Through wage/price controls and selective
de-control, the government is affecting the
allocation process with blunt tools as op-
posed to letting the market declde where
the most efficlent utilization lles.

THE CASE AGAINST A “STAND-BY”
WAGE/PRICE AGENCY

Consider the creation of a stand-by wage/
price agency. If such an agency were created,
it would certainly be subject to continual
political pressure to reimpose controls over
this or that industry or unlon. The “respon-
sibility” for infiation control would be
thought to be in the hands of this agency
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instead of at the more fundamental levels
of fiscal and monetary policy, increased pro-
ductivity, structural form to increase com-
petition and individual responsibility.

Secondly, the temptation of such an
agency to “fine-tune” the wage/price mech-
anism would well nigh be irresistible. When
government Interventions are necessary in
the economic marketplace, then these
should be subject to Congressional debate
and specific laws, not administrative de-
termination.

Finally, the mere existence of such an
agency would encourage price increases and
discourage decreases. One unfortunate les-
son learned by business and labor during
the varlous Phases is that you had better
get wage and price Increases when you can,
rather than exercise restraint. The “good
guys"” were hurt by not getting increases as
fast as possible. Many businessmen have
told me that they will not reduce prices for
fear that a new freeze will catch them with
their prices down.

ON THE ROAD TO A CENTRALLY MANAGED

ECONOMY

There is no question that, under the aegis
of controlled wage and price behavior, the
government would find itself deciding what
products and services companies, industries
and regions can produce, and at what level.
It would assure that the nation is squarely
on the road to a centrally managed economic
system.

I belleve that wage/price controls can help
attack Inflation in the short run if controls
are exercised vigorously, fairly and broadly.
But any favorable impact is always short-
lived (as Europe and we have shown). And
when their usefulness has ended, controls
should be abandoned.

It Is easy to get in, but so hard to get out,
as we are witnessing now.

Let's get out now.

Mr. Speaker, when the House consid-
ered the most recent extension of ESA
last April, I offered the motion to recom-
mit this legislation back to the House
Banking and Currency Committee. Un-
fortunately, my motion was defeated. As
one who has opposed the use of controls
ever since this discretionary authority
was first given to President Nixon in
1970, I sincerely believe that if Congress
had recognized the fallacy of using con-
trols as a means to curtail inflation,
American consumers would not now be
faced with continually rising costs for
just about all commodities that are nec-
essary to our very existence. My col-
leagues, Congressman BEN BLACKBURN,
Congressman CLAIR BURGENER, Congress-
man PHitre CraNE, and Congressman
JoEN CoNLAN, joined with me in filing
supplemental views that were included
in the House report—House Report 93—
114—on the legislation enacted last ses-
sion extending the Economic Stabiliza-
tion Aet of 1970 throagh April 30, 1974. In
these views we warned that widespread
shortages would continue to emerge if
controls were extended.

The House Banking and Currency
Committee started hearings this morn-
ing on legislation extending the control
authority for another year. The Congress
must take the lead to restore economic
stability, and the first step is to allow the
controls to expire completely—with no

‘authorization for selective or standby

controls.

I am today reintroducing House Res-
olution 881, a resolution which makes it
the sense of the House that the Economic
Stabilization Act should not be extended




March 6, 1974

beyond its current expiration date of
April 30, 1974.

Mr. MATHIAS of California. Mr.
Speaker, today, I have joined with a
number of my colleagues in introducing
a resolution which, upon passage, will
declare that it is the sense of Congress
to dissolve the Cost of Living Council and
put it out of business. Our Nation
achieved its economic greatness under
the free enterprise system. National
growth was the result of competition in
a free marketplace, unshackled by gov-
ernmental econtrol. Labor contracts were
negotiated without limits of government
as to the maximum a worker could earn
after collective bargaining. Supply and
demand controlled the price of a com-
modity.

It takes but a few examples in my
eongressional district in central Califor-
nia to show that the economists failed
to understand the practicalities of the
marketplace.

At the present time, the Cost of Living
Council is interferring with a naval
orange marketing order which was cre-
ated under the law and has been opera-
tive, without complaint, for many years.
In the past 2 weeks, the price the pro-
ducer gets for a carton of oranges has
dropped 35 cents, which means that they
now receive less than it costs to produce
that same carton of fruit. The reason for
the drop in price is that the CLC ordered
shipments from California of an exces-
sive number of railroad cars of oranges
and flooded the market. The consumer,
on the other hand is not receiving an
appreciable benefit. Last year, the CLC
cost the lemon industry $1.5 million
while saving the east coast consumer 1
cent per dozen lemons.

The CLC frankly admits that it is
opposed to all marketing orders even
though historically, marketing orders
have assured the consumers good quality
products at reasonable prices while the
farmer was able to make a reasonsable
profit. Agricultural strength is essential
to assure that we are able to feed our-
selves as a nation and have sufficient
excess which we can trade overseas to
pay for the imports we need such as oil.
Summarily opposing all marketing orders
can only lead to reduced production and
a lower quality of production. Thus, the
Cost of Living Council’s policy is con-
trary to the stated purpose of the Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act.

In California, there is a critical short-
age of baling wire. Without wire, pro-
ducers of alfalfa cannot market the hay
to provide feed for the dairy industry.
Thus, due to short supply, the cost of
milk and milk products will skyrocket,
The cause of this problem is controls on
the steel industry. By limiting the prices
for manufactured steel products, the steel
mills only produced high profit items.
Wire is not a high profit product and
thus was not manufactured. Although
the limit was recently lifted, this will not
help California where one producer of
wire went out of business because of
losses. The price of the available wire
now is more than triple that of a year
8go.

gLast year’s meat shortage and high
prices, this year’s fertilizer shortage,
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problems in recruifing skilled and well
trained medical providers and many
other economic ills are the direct result
of unrealistic economic manipulations by
the Cost of Living Couneil.

Mr. Speaker, the experiment with eco-
nomic controls has infected the free
enterprise system. Elimination of the
Cost of Living Council is phase I of the
necessary treatment.

Mr. STEELMAN. Mr. Speaker, the
time for debate on the merits of wage
and price controls has now long since
passed. The failure of the Economic Sta-
bilization Act is apparent to manufac-
turers, wholesalers, retailers, and above
all, working people.

Treasury Secretary George Shultz,
Cost of Living Council Director John T.
Dunlop, and C. Jackson Grayson, Jr.,
who served for 15 months as head of the
Price Commission in phase IT of the eco-
nomic stabilization program, have all
advocated the partial or complete re-
moval of controls.

Given the administration’s change of
heart, constituent dissatisfaction, and
dislocations within the economy, debate
seems academic.

Wage and price controls must go by
April 30, or the competitive, private en-
terprise system will continue to diminish.

The workingman to date has been
largely forgotten when the scrapping of
controls is considered. Yet, he is the
hardest hit, bearing the brunt of the
burden. He cannot be expected to pay any
maore.

Here is an article by Peter Milius that
appeared in the Washington Post which
shows how rising prices are outdistancing
pay checks:

Prices RosE FAsTER THAN Pay, UNITED STATES
Says
(By Peter Milius)

The government sald yesterday that rising
labor costs began putting added upward pres-
sure on prices in the last gquarter of last
year—but that compensation per hour still
did not keep up with rising prices.

The Labor Department sald that output
per man-hour declined in the last quarter of
the year at an annual rate of 1.3 per cent.

But the department sald compensation per
man-hour continued to increase, at an an-
nual rate of 8.0 per cent for the quarter.

That combination produced an even greater
increase in so-called unit labor costs, the la-
bor costs per unit of production, which are
an important index of Inflationary pressures
in the economy.

These unit labor costs rose at an annual
rate of 9.3 per cent for the quarter, as against
only 6.9 per cent in the quarter before,

At the same time, however, real compensa=
tion per man-hour—pay and benefits after
allowing for inflation—declined at an annual
rate of 1.7 per cent over the three months,

The statistlcs suggest that wage Increases
were not much of a factor in inflation last
year; they did not keep up with prices. A
number of experts have predicted that they
could become a factor this year, though, as
labor tries to make up the lost ground.

The decline in output per man-hour in the
fourth quarter had been generally ex-
perienced. Such a decline usually comes at
the end of a boom, when factorles are strain-
ing to increase production but are already
running close to capacity.

The Commerce Department yesterday sug-
gested, moreover, that no great further in-
crease In production is in sight for now.

The department sald its index of leading
economic indicators, a supposed harbinger of
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the economic future, rose only 0.1 per cent
in December.

Of the elght leading indicators avallablé
for the month, the department said, five
pointed downward, one was unchanged from
the month before, and only two pointed
upward.

Those two, moreover, were both reflections
of inflation as much as growth in output—
industrial-materials prices and the price-la-
bor cost ratlo.

The five indicators that pointed downward
were initial claims for unemployment in=
surance, new orders for durable goods, con=-
tracts and orders for new plant and equip-
ment, stock prices and building permits, The
average work weesk was unchanged.

The Labor Department said that output
per man-hour—or productivity, as it is also
called—has now falled to rise appreciably for
three quarters in a row. It went up at an
annual rate of 5.8 per cent in the first quarter
of last year, but fell by 1.2 per cent In the
second and rose at a rate of only 0.4 per cent
in the third.

For the year as a whole, it rose 2.9 per
cent, about average for the U.S. economy.

The department said that, for the year,
compensation per man-hour rose 7.8 per cent,
and real compensation per hour rose 1.4 per
cent. That includes fringe benefits as well as

es. .

Unit labor costs rose 4.7 per cent for the
year, the department sald, What are known
as “union non-labor payments,” the part of
the pie that Includes profits, rose 6.4 per
cent,

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Speaker, we are all
aware of the disastrous consequences of
economic controls. Since the Economic
Stabilization Act came into effect, the
rate of inflation has reached an all-time
high. I do not see how, in any way, we
could possibly want our economy stabi-
lized at these unprecedented levels. And
yet, based on present evidence, if we con-
tinue the Economic Stabilization Act, we
will insure the American public further
inflation. This will be due, in large part,
to more and more shortages.

We all know that if a company cannot
make a legitimate profit, it will fold. Ob-
viously, with rampant inflation, it is es-
sential that companies be allowed to
raise their prices. Unfortunately, with
controls, they cannot and, if past years
are any indication, more and more com-
panies are going to go out of business.
The result will be even higher unemploy-
ment levels. It is no wonder that groups
as diverse as the AFL-CIO and the US.
Chamber of Commerce are opposed to
controls.

Last January 31, 1974, the former
Chairman of the Price Commission, Mr.
C. Jackson Grayson, Jr., testified before
the Subcommittee on Productivity and
Stabilization of the Senate Banking,
Housing and Urban Development Com-
mittee on the issue of controls. Mr. Gray-
son’s comments are worthy of attention,
and I would now like to insert a brief,
edited version of his remarks before the
Senate subcommittee:

END WacE AND Price CoNTROLS Now

Some people belleve that wage/price con-
trols are necessary and here to stay. They
wounld extend the controls and even create
a permanent stabllization agency.

It is my conviction that eontrols have lim-
ited short-term benefits, have now passed
their usefulness, have become counter-pro-
ductive in our economic system, and before
it is too late, should be discontinued in order
to return to the competitive market system.
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Moreover, I recommend against establish-
ment of the proposed stand-by wage/price
monitoring agency.

Controls distort free markets and collective
bargaining.

Examine the flaws in these proposals:

All controls, if kept on for very long, tend
to distort free markets and collective bar-
gaining. The longer they are In, the greater
the distortions, and the greater the danger
the economic system will shift from one that
is market-driven to one that is centrally
directed.

The longer controls exist, the more the de-
pendency on controls to “save us" from in-
flation rather than on tackling underlying
causes,

There will always be some reason for keep-
ing controls on “a little longer.,” It is bet-
ter to get out as scon as their short-range
usefulness has been exhausted.

Controls become more dangerous . .. the
longer they last.

1 held these views in late 1972, as Chairman
of the Price Commission, and I hold them
even more vigorously today. Controls become
more dangerous for the future of our eco-
nomic system the longer they last.

When controls are removed, I agree there
will be some wage and price increases—some
large and some very fast—as the market
moves to the adjustment levels necessary to
attract capital and labor and to ration scarce
Tresources.

But who will be sending these prices up?

The market, Industrial and consumer pur-
chasers will be signalling “more” or “less” of
a particular good or service, and the market
will be sending resources to the most efficient
users.

LONG-RANGE CONTROLS HURT THE POOR

There are contentions that price increases
following de-control will hurt the poor much
more than the rich. By definition this is
true. Price Increases do hurt the poor. But,
if society wishes to ald those with lower

incomes, it should do so by means other than
wage and price controls. Long term controls
directly hurt the poor by driving low markup
items from the shelves, by affording those
with higher Incomes opportunities to beat
the system, and by increased unemployment
for marginal workers.

Wage and price controls are a dangerous
method to work on the income distribution
problem.

CONTROLS CAN'T SOLVE SHORTAGES

Shortages (fuel, paper, steel, oils, fiber,
ete.) are being used as reasons for continued
controls. But the prepetuation of controls is
not going to solve these problems. If any-
thing, they will prolong the shortages because
of the lack of Incentives to invest and
expand,

I belleve that energy prices, too, should be
de-controlled. Yes, prices will increase. (They
are going to increase anyway, with controls.)
Yes, price increases will be more rapid
without controls. But I also belleve the
solution to energy shortages will also come
faster as incentives are increased for supply
of energy, and as price serves its function of
rationing.

SELECTIVE DECONTROL? NO, NO INDUSTRY IS AN
ISLAND UNTO ITSELF

Selective de-control is also a dangerous
alternative. This technique not only in-
creases distortions among Industries and
services of different sizes, but Increases the
distortion of the flow of capital and labor
due to the effects of substitution, inter-
dependencles and administrative lags among
controlled and non-controlled sectors.

No industry is an Island unto itself.
Through wage/price controls and selective
de-control, the government is affecting the
allocation process with blunt tools as
opposed to letting the market decide where
the most efficient utilization lies,
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THE CASE AGAINST A “STAND-BY” WAGE/PRICE
AGENCY

Consider the creation of a stand-by wage/
price agency. If such agency were created, it
would certainly be subject to continual po-
litical pressure to relmpose controls over this
or that industry or union. The “responsibil-
ity” for inflation control would be thought
to be in the hands of this agency instead of
at the more fundamental levels of fiscal and
monetary policy, increased productivity,
structural form to increase competition and
individual responsibility.

Secondly, the temptation of such an agency
to “fine-tune"” the wage/price mechanism
would well nigh be irresistible, When govern-
ment interventions are necessary in the eco-
nomic marketplace, then these should be
subject to Congressional debate and specific
laws, not administrative determination.

Finally, the mere existence of such an
agency would encourage price increases and
discourage decreases, One unfortunate lesson
learned by business and labor during the
various Phases 1s that you had better get
wage and price increases when you can,
rather than exercise restraint. The *good
guys” were hurt by not getting increases as
fast as possible. Many businessmen have told
me that they will not reduce prices for fear
that a new freeze will catch them with their
prices down.

ON THE ROAD TO A CENTRALLY MANAGED

ECONOMY

There is no question that, under the aegis
of controlled wage and price behavior, the
government would find itself deciding what
products and services companies, industries
and reglons can produce, and at what level.
It would assure that the nation is squarely
on the road to a centrally managed economic
system.

I believe that wage/price controls can help
attack Inflation in the short run if controls
are exercised vigorously, fairly and broadly.
But any favorable impact is always short-
lived (as Europe and we have shown). And
when their usefulness has ended, controls
should be abandoned.

It is easy to get in, but so hard to get out,

as we are witnessing now.
Let's get out now,

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, for 214 years,
our economic system has been saddled
with a variety of wage-price controls.
After four phases and several freezes, the
time has come to consider the future of
these policies and assess what we have
learned from this national experiment.

Historically, the rapid economic
growth of the United States has been ac-
complished by reliance on the forces of
supply and demand not by bureaucratic
decisionmaking to determine the proper
levels of wages and prices. Our national
experience with economic regulations
during World War II, the Korean war,
and the post Vietnam era, have indi-
cated that while controls may be effec-
tive during the short run, the bureauc-
racy cannot manage a complex economic
system efficiently for long periods of time.

At some point, controls begin to do a
disservice to consumers, business and
Government. There is abundant evidence
that continued Government intervention
in the economy has resulted in an inten-
sification of problems rather than a re-
duction. The cost of living in 1973 went
up 8.8 percent. Many basic commodities
such ar gasoline, lumber, and beef have
been in short supply and high demand.
All of this has occurred while our econ-
omy has been subjected to the economic
stabilization program.
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Long run stabilization of the economy
will be best served by a return to a free
market economy. After more than 2 years
of controls, public support and confidence
have been severely eroded by frequent
and confusing changes in guidelines and
regulations, recurring shortages and con-
tinued rise in prices. The time has come
to eliminate controls completely and
dissolve the Cost of Living Council.

Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, it is because of my concern for the
economy of this Nation that I join with
the gentleman from California in urging
my colleagues in the House to allow the
ill-conceived Economic Stabilization Act
of 1970 to expire.

For some time now, I have called for
the repeal of this act. In April of last
year, I voted against extending the act.
It is my firm belief, Mr. Chairman, that
this piece of legislation has not helped
to solve our economic preblems; in fact,
it has added to our economic woes.

The original purpose of the act was
to protect the consumer from the rising
cost of living through temporary tight
Federal controls over our traditional free
enterprise system in determining wages
and prices. The act has failed miserably.
Wage and price controls have not halted
inflation; instead, they are contributing
to it.

I believe that the American economy
will fare much better under the free en-
terprise system and the law of supply
and demand. Only a free functioning
economy will bring us out of the serious
economic dilemma we are faced with
today. I again urge my colleagues to al-
low the Economic Stabilization Act to be
phased out as quickly as possible.

Mr. BURKE of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague from California for
yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, in August of 1971, Presi-
dent Nixon, in an abortive effort to halt
the inflationary spiral that really com-
menced just prior to President Kennedy's
assassination and then really ignited as
8 “skyrocket” under the Johnson “guns
and butter” philosophy, instituted wage
and price controls. We did this because
of the continual demand of many in the
Congress for this action.

I personally reject the interference by
the Government in our Nation’s market-
places, unless such regulation is essen-
tial to prevent a fair and equal distribu-
tion of essential goods to the people. Price
controls, or Government interference of
a free market has not proved successful
in the past. Instead Government control
and regulation has caused black market
operations and shortages of what other-
wise might have been an adequate supply
of the regulated goods to our Nation’s
consumers.

Whatever happened to the economic
thinking of the past, where the principles
of supply and demand were the regula-
tory forces that governed our free mar-
kets? Sensible free enterprise approaches
have given away to our great liberal
planners, whose aim is toward more so-
cialism by cradle to the grave legisla-
tion. Under this philosophy a handful
of elite bureaucratic planners will ulti-
mately substitute their ideas for those
which we enjoy today as free people.
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The truth of the matter is that these
planners are able to convince many, by
promising more while actually giving
less. Let us take some of our so-called
cost-of-living increases. The truth is that
these raises always lag behind the cost
of living, and create higher tax brackets
for those who earn more money. In other
words, the American worker and tax-
payer is being duped, not helped, by the
phoney mumblings of today’s socialist
planners and the bureaucratic hodge-
podge that has been created.

The real tragedy is that unfortunately
the people fail to see that our Govern-
ment is becoming more socialistic be-
cause of the spread of liberal control in
the Congress. It is our socialist planners,
with their continual trial and error
schemes and deficit spending approaches,
that is responsible for today's deficits
and for the continual erosion of our
freedoms.

Those that say socialism is good for
us, either don’t know what socialism is
or they do not want to know. Everytime
someone promises that the Government
is giving you something you should re-
member that you are the Government—
you the people.

On February 21 of this year the Presi-
dent proposed legislation which purports
to provide for an orderly transition from
mandatory controls and for monitoring
the economy until the end of 1975.

If passed by Congress the aforemen-
tioned Economic Stabilization Act
Amendments of 1974 would authorize
the President to:

First, monitor compliance with com-
mitments made by firms in connection
with sector-by-sector decontrol actions;

Second. review the programs and activ-
ities of Federal departments and agen-
cies and the private sector which may
have adverse effects on supply and cause
increases in prices and make recommen-
dations for changes to increase supply
and restrain prices;

Third, review industrial capacity, de-
mand, and supply in various sectors of
the economy, working with the industrial
groups concerned and appropriate gov-
ernmental agencies to encourage price
restraint;

Fourth, work with labor and manage-
ment in the various sectors of the econ-
omy having special economic problems,
as well as with appropriate government
agencies, to improve the structure of
collective bargaining and the perform-
ance of those sectors in restraining
prices;

Fifth, improve wage and price data
bases for the various sectors of the
economy to improve collective bargain-
ing and encourage price restraint;

Sixth, conduect public hearings where
appropriate to provide for public scru-
tiny of inflationary problems in various
sectors of the economy;

Seventh, focus attention on the need
to increase productivity in both the pub-
lic and private sectors of the economy;

and,
Eighth, monitor the economy as a
whole by requiring, as appropriate, re-

ports on wages, costs, productivity,
prices, sales, profits, imports, and

exports.
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Mr. Speaker, although I am happy that
the President too, recognizes the failure
of the previous controls and the need to
remove the mandatory controls from our
economy, I do not believe that this can
be done in stages, as has been suggested
for the reason that I do not believe that
all will be treated fairly under the Presi-
dent’s proposal, no matter how well
intended. The truth of the matter is, that
I am convinced that we would all be
better off without controls. In fact, I am
a cosponsor of H.R. 881, which if enacted,
would declare it the sense of Congress
that the Economic Stabilization Act of
1970 should not be extended beyond its
present termination date as set forth in
the law, namely on midnight of April 30,
1974,

Our Nation’s economy, and the Amer-
jcan people, are troubled enough with
inflation, the energy crisis and the con-
tinued daily interference of the Federal
Government in our daily lives, and it will
therefore give me great pleasure to be
able to consign the Cost of Living Council
to history as the failure it was, and to
trust our destinies to the natural eco-
nomic forces of a free market in accord-
ance with our American tradition.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, we have
experienced the effect of price-and-wage
controls since August 15, 1971, when
these controls were suddenly imposed on
our economy. An analysis of the effect of
these controls after 2% years leads to
one conclusion: these controls have not
worked.

Centuries ago the Roman Emperor
Diocletian faced the problem of inflation
and rising prices in the Roman Empire.
He issued an ediet in 301 A.D. to stabilize
the economy by fixing prices and wages.
A black market soon developed. Taxes
greatly increased and became more and
more oppressive. Finally, the government
had to adopt more and more measures
to control the lives and occupations of
individual citizens in order to bring some
order out of the economic chaos. Dissat-
isfaction increased and the economy grew
more troublesome for Diocletian and his
SUCCESSOTs.

Throughout history various govern-
ments have imposed controls over their
respective economies. These controls
were designed to solve some specific eco-
nomic problem, to provide a better dis-
tribution of economic resources, or make
the economy perform more efficiency.
These have been noble goals but eco-
nomic reform for the nations which have
tried them.

The failure of economic controls on &
market economy is self-evident. The
economy of each nation responds to sup-
ply and demand, a process brought about
by the decisions of consumers for cer-
tain goods. When government bureau-
crats attempt to substitute their judeg-
ment for the free decisions of the con-
sumers in the marketplace, the result
has been economic chaos and confusion.
Economic controls fail not only to im-
prove the performance of the economy
but lead to a whole series of new prob-
lems. The misallocation of resources dis-
torts the operation of the market result-
ing in severe economic difficulties.

We need to study our recent venture

5467

into this field. The price and wage con-
trols have failed to halt inflation and
have been unsuccessful in stabilizing our
economy.

Inflation is caused by an increase in
the money supply which has resulted
from the Federal Government spending
more money than it has received in reve-
nue. When we consider the cause of in-
flation, economic controls are actually an
abdication of fiscal responsibility, not
an exercise in fiscal problem solving.
Controls treat symptoms and not causes.

Economie stability has not been
achieved. We are experiencing serious
dislocations in our economy resulting in
shortages. When prices are held at an
artificially low level, it causes consumers
to buy at bargain prices on these con-
trolled commodities while some sellers
may be tempted to hold back supplies un-
til they can receive higher prices. Some
sellers find it more advantageous to get
a more competitive price by exporting
their goods. Eventually, prices below a
market level discourage production and
low profits discourage capital investment.
Shortages will disrupt any economy. In
the long run manufacturers, workers, and
consumers are all hurt by a controlled
economy.

We are presently experiencing short-
ages in items ranging from steel to paper.
The outlook for plastics and synthetic
fibers does not look encouraging. We may
soon experience severe shorfages of
cement, aluminum, fertilizer, and syn-
thetic rubber.

I have supported legislation to repeal
the Economic Stabilization Act earlier in
this Congress. I have joined as a cospon-
sor of Mr. RoussELor’s resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the House that these
controls should not be extended beyond
their present expiration date of April 30,
1974. We must not extend these economiec
controls. If we do extend them, we are
asking for severe problems in our econ-
omy. We need to refurn to a free market
economy in order to achieve a sound
economy.

Mr. ASHEROOK. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to join with Congressman Joxn
RousserLor in urging that the Economic
Stabilization Act of 1970 not be extended
when it expires on April 30. Our Nation
cannot afford a continuation of wage and
price controls.

Phases I through IV have brought
chaos to our economy—shortages, busi-
ness closures and high interest rates.
The problem of inflation, however, con-
tinues to plague our Nation.

I have fought against wage and price
controls every step of the way. I opposed
these controls when they were first in-
troduced, I voted against their extension
and I am now cosponsoring bills for their
repeal.

It is time for Congress to rectify its
mistake. Wage and price controls do not
work. It is time they were allowed to die.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, it is high
time that wage and price controls were
ended. Such controls are the cause of
many of our current economic difficulties,
not the cure for them.

President Nixon, in his 1968 campaign,
went to great lengths to make it clear
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that he would not impose such controls
if elected. He declared that:

The imposition of price and wage controls
during peacetime Is an abdication of fiscal
responsibility. Such controls treat symptoms
and not causes, Experience has indicated that
they do not work, can never be administered
equitably and are not compatible with a free
economy.

Despite this insight, such controls have
been imposed. By this time it should be
clear to all that controls do not stop in-
flation, for inflation is caused by an in-
crease in the money supply which has
proceeded during the past period as the
Government has been spending far more
money than it has received in revenue
and has, in fact, recorded the hugest
deficits in our history.

While controls do nothing to stop in-
flation, they do a great deal to cause seri-
ous dislocations in our entire economy.
The policy of price controls on natural
gas, for example, has increased the de-
mand for petroleum products, just as
keeping the price of electricity and other
forms of power artificially low has also
increased that demand. At the same time
that Government kept the price of energy
artificially low, it also limited the de-
mand through artificial import quotas.
These, not the Arab boycott, are the real
components of our current energy
crisis,

Now, Americans are becoming aware
of the fact that many other shortages
are developing in our economy. One of
these is in the area of paper products.
Shoppers in many parts of the country
are finding it harder than ever to buy
paper products and magazine publishers
are scouring the world for enough stock
to get through 1974. Commercial printers
of catalogs and telephone books are
running out of inventories and Govern-
ment paper supplies are the lowest in
history.

The reason for this situation is that
paper manufacturers, operating under
restrictive price controls, are dropping
less profitable lines and hope to export
more of their products overseas.

Price controls have caused low rates
of return for paper sold in the United
States, particularly for cheaper grades.
Low profits in the paper industry for the
past several years have discouraged capi-
tal investment, just as import quotas
on petroleum discouraged the building of
new refineries. Now that demand—in
both the paper and the energy field—
is climbing, we are feeling the lack of
capital investment in recent years which
has been directly caused by Government
confrols. In addition, the cost of environ-
mental cleanup programs have hit paper-
makers very hard and other shortages,
also caused by controls, such as chlorine
for bleaching, caustic soda for pulp proc-
essing and starch to give paper firm-
ness—have caused added difficulties.

Paper industry spokesmen declare
that Government controls have resulted
in a “two-~tiered” pricing system in which
exported pulp and paper bring consid-
ergbly higher prices than that sold in
the domestic market.

Discussing the paper shortage, Joseph
P. Tonelli, president of the United Paper-
workers Union, notes that the paper
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crisis is caused solely by Government
controls which make it possible for pulp
to be exported at twice the domestic
price. The cure advocated by both the
paper companies and the Paperworkers
Union is simple. Mr. Tonelli declares that
the Cost of Living Council—

Must decontrol wages and prices—Prices of
pulp and paper products should be allowed
to rise in a free market. Paper companies
need profit levels that will permit them to
generate internal cash., A higher rate of re-
turn on investment is essential in order to
attract new additional capital if present
needs are to be met,

The policy of controls is also leading
to a number of other scarce items. Steel,
for example, is now in very short supply
and may become scarcer in the days
ahead, Plastics, which are derived basic-
ally from natural gas and petroleum,
present a dim outlook, as do synthetic
fibers. Shortages also loom ahead for
aluminum, cement, fertilizer and syn-
thetic rubber.

Unless controls are ended, Americans
may become accustomed to the repeated
shortages faced by those who live under
other managed economies.

It is important to remember that the
imposition of wage and price controls is
directly responsible for our current fuel
problems.

An analysis prepared by the Senate
Committee on Government Operations
revealed that by September 1870, the
shortage had begun to take effect. The
National Petroleum Council warned that
the country faced a deficit of 250,000
barrels per day of fuel oil during the
winters of 1970 and 1971. A House sub-
committee investigated the fuel crisis
and heard, from Government and indus-
try witnesses, a number of suggested
reasons for the short supply: tougher
environmental regulations were requir-
ing utilities to burn larger quantities of
cleaner fuels; atomic energy was far be-
hind schedule; demand for energy was
shooting up; international disruptions
were decreasing crude oil imports.

What did we do in response to this
situation? The President imposed wage
and price controls on the economy. Thus,
fuel oil prices were frozen at off-season
lows and gasoline prices at seasonal
highs. The result was to discourage the
refining of fuel oil.

While Government price controls have
kept the cost of oil artificially low, there-
by increasing demand, the general in-
flation of the economy has made the cost
of finding oil increasingly high. Between
1960 and 1970, the cost of drilling an
average well in the United States rose
from $55,000 to almost $95,000. Today,
drilling the average off-shore well costs
more than $500,000, and the average well
in Alaska will run to more than $2 mil-
lion. In addition, the chances of hitting
a productive well are only 1 in 8. If Gov-
ernment continues to interfere in the
economy, businessmen will have little in-
centive to make the huge investments
necessary.

What began with a total freeze of
wages and prices on August 15, 1971, has
evolved through a set of numbered phases
into a highly complex system of regula-
tions that is keeping thousands of law-
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yers, bureaucrats, and accountants busy.
What it has accomplished, however, is
largely negative. With controls during
the past several years we have seen con-
sumer prices rise more than 8 percent,
retail food prices rise more than 16 per-
cent and wholesale prices rise more than
17 percent.

Inflation cannot be solved by controls,
but can only be compounded by them.
Economist Hans Senholz notes that:

Inflation is the creation of new money by
monetary authorities. In more traditional
terminology, it is the creation of money
that visibly ralses goods prices and lowers
the purchasing power of money. . . . It may
take the form of ‘simple inflation,' in which
case the proceeds of the new money issues
accrue to the government for deficit spend-
ing. Or it may appear as ‘credit expansion,’
in which case the authorities channel the
newly created money into the loan market.
« + » Both forms are infiation in the broader
sense and as such are willful and deliberate
policles conducted by government.

The fact is that Government alone is
strietly accountable for inflation because
Government alone determines the money
supply. If Congress continues to spend
more money than it has, no amount of
“controls” on wages and prices within
;:he economy can solve the inflation prob-
em.

The only way to achieve a sound econ-
omy, as President Nixon once seemed to
understand, is to permit the free market
to work. Perhaps our current shortages
and high prices will help to educate
Americans to the fact that Government
manipulation of the economy is the cause
of our current dilemma—and that only
Government withdrawal from economic
controls can point in the direction of a
real solution.

Mr. BAKER. Mr. Speaker, all of us
here in the House of Representatives are
aware of the heavy toll that the current
rate of inflation is taking on the Amer-
ican taxpayer. Some people thought that
the Economic Stabilization Act would
help in controlling this rate of inflation.

This act—enacted over President
Nixon'’s opposition in 1970 and extended
by Congress in May 1971—has furnished
the statutory authority for the various
price control and freeze periods we have
undergone for the last 2% years. Mr.
Speaker, I believe it is time for the
Members of this body to face the facts.
Regulation of prices at a level where it
is insufficiently profitable to produce the
particular product can only cause artifi-
cial shortages. The shortage of beef in
1973 is an excellent example. This is
what happens when the Federal Govern-
ment dabbles with the economy. For a
graphic illustration I would like to call
the fold-out cover of the current News-
week to the attention of my colleagues.

In 1973 I voted against the 1-year ex-
tension of this act because it can only
hurt our economy. When our economy
falters, the American consumer pays the
price. Mr. Speaker, this year I would
again vote against any extension of the
act. Setting maximum price ceilings over
any produet is certainly no way to assure
adequate production. I appeal to my col-
leagues to consider the basic economic
law of supply and demand before they
vote on any measure which may be tem-
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porarily attractive, but which can only
stifle the economy. It is certainly fime
for this country to get back to our basic
free enterprise system.

Mr. LANDGREBE. Mr. Speaker, any-
one who still believes that price controls
can stop inflation is, I am afraid, beyond
help. All one has to do is examine the
facts. On a 6-month average of the Con-
sumer Price Index during 1870, before
the imposition of wage and price con-
trols, the Consumer Price Index moved
downward and continued fo do so until
controls where inflicted upon the econ-
omy in August of 1971. In the midst of
the tough phase II era, during 1972, the
Consumer Price Index shifted to upward
heights and continued to rise to higher
levels—far ascending those plains
reached in the preceding uncontrolled
economy.

Solely on the basis of the graph [graph
not printed in Recorp] one would have to
conclude that the implementation of
price controls have failed to extinguish
inflation, but conversely have added fuel
to inflation. Perhaps this conclusion is
oversimplified, because since mid-1972
there have been other inflationary pres-
sures working upon the economy, such
as an increasing Federal budget deficit
and an expanding money supply of
roughly 7.4 percent.

The proponents of wage and price con-
trols have stood in this very Chamber
for almost 4 years and have argued that
controls are the panacea to stopping the
rise in prices. Their medicine has not only
been counterproductive in halting infia-
tion, but has created severe shortages
throughout the marketplace. Within the
last year, my constituents have been
flooding my office with letters telling me
of the material shortages they have been
experiencing in everything from fertil-
izers to petrochemicals, not to mention
other oil products. These shortages have
resulted in periodic layoffs and unem-
ployment during a period of an unprece-
dented rise in the cost of living index.

Whenever tight controls are imposed
upon the economy, shortages and dislo-
cations are bound to appear. Controls in-
duce shortages by inflicting artificial
price ceilings on products and materials
which make these items more econom-
fcally attractive on the international
market, thereby stimulating exports.
Consequently, we have witnessed the ex-
porting of many materials to all parts
of the world because they bring higher
prices, when there is a vital need for these
products in this country. Controls also
provide no economic incentive to rein-
vest, research and develop, as has been
so clearly illustrated with the oil and
natural gas industries. As economy with
no economic incentive is an economy with
no economic opportunity, which means
no new jobs and unemployment for
thousands of marginal workers.

It is the Congress that is to be blamed
for the present state of our economy, in-
flation, shortages and the energy crisis.
We must begin acting as responsible leg-
islators and start undoing some of the
measures and other mischief which have
generated these problems. Our attempt
to rewrite the basic laws of economics is
akin to lowering the freezing point of
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water by legislation. We must allow the
market mechanisms of labor and business
to restore the needed equilibrium to the
economy, instead of leaving it up to an
army of Washington bureaucrats. The
only way to do this is to totally end all
authority to impose wage and price con-
trols by letting the Economic Stabiliza~
tion Act expire on April 30, 1974.

A NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION
POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Washington (Mr. Apams), is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, this week
the Transportation Subcommittee of the
House Committee on Appropriations is
having hearings on our national trans-
portation policy, and what it should be.
Chairman McFaLL is to be commended
for these worthwhile hearings, which I
hope will encourage DOT to come for-
ward, at long last with a national trans-
portation policy, and that the House will
unify its approach to transportation.

I suggest the following policy be estab-
lished: A single national rate and reg-
ulation policy.

The Nation’s transportation policy
should be directed toward creating and
maintaining a privately owned and op-
erated intermodal, interstate system reg-
ulated by the Federal Government in
the public interest. The regulations
should be uniform for all modes and the
degree of regulation should vary with the
degree of monopolization existing at any
particular point in the system. Govern-
ment regulations should thus take into
account the importance of both trans-
portation and shipping units in a partic-
ular market, with competition allowed
to set individual prices above costs where
neither shippers nor the industry have
power to control rates and quality of
service. Otherwise the rates will all be
set publicly by governmental regulation.
The ICC should be given a period of time
to demonstrate whether it can overcome
its present regulatory lag; if not then the
regulatory system should be restructured
so as to produce prompt and fair reg-
ulation.

A TUNIFIED TRANSPORTATION BUDGET

A unified transportation budget would
show, for example, not only what the
Coast Guard and the St. Lawrence Sea-
way Development Corporation are spend-
ing as agencies, but what each transpor-
tation mode is receiving on a functional
basis, what it is recommended to re-
ceive under a coordinated systemwide
approach, and what steps are being taken
to achieve that result. Further, budget
planners should look not at theoretical
economic models but at how Federal ex-
penditures help or could help coordina-
tion of the various transport modes.
Transportation is a competitive industry
but muech of it is regulated by the Fed-
eral Government, Such regulation, along
with financial assistance, must be even-
handed, innovative and with an eye to-
ward coordination.

A Select Committee on Transportation
or, in the alternative, a blue-ribbon

Commission on Transportation policy. I
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am aware that most Commission reports
end up on réemote shelves in public li-
braries and secondly, that most select
commitiees wind up being permanent
committees with large staffs and even
larger budgets. But such is not always
the case. President Johnson's Crime
Commission—the challenge of crime in
a free society—performed extremely
valuable work and made important con-
tributions. Its efforts paved the way and
led directly to the 1968 Safe Streets Act
and other anticrime legislation. I hope
that the same would be true of the rec-
ommendations of a new committee or
Commission on Transportation. A select
committee, for example could consist of
the transportation experts on each of
the relevant House committees.

A single trust fund for transportation.
At present, we have an airport and air-
ways trust fund and a highway trust
fund and direct funding for waterways.
The trust funds consist of revenues gen-
erated by users of the particular system
and this system has led to intensive cap-
ital development of parts of our trans-
portation while other parts have lan-
guished.

The trouble with single purpose allo-
cations is that they generate such mo-
mentum and interest group support that
they become self-perpetuating. Further,
and more costly to transportation as a
whole, they benefit certain segments of
the transportation industry at the ex-
pense of an infegrated, coordinated
transport system. The Interstate High-
way System, for example, has nearly put
the eastern railroads out of business: One
year the New Haven Railroad made a lot
of money hauling sand, gravel, and ce-
ment; shortly thereafter the same sand,
gravel, and cement was used to build a
superhighway that helped propel the
railroad into bankruptcy.

A single transportation trust fund,
which would likely have to include new
user charges—perhaps on shippers, rail
passengers and others—would not end
revenue problems in transportation. But
it would lead to rational decisions on
which mode, which function, which types
of transport vehicles and which functions
should be assisted financially. It would
also lead to decisions on a basis that
would result in coordinated movement of
people and goods. The piecemeal ap-
proach must be ended.

CONCLUSION

Mr. Speaker, I believe these recom-
mendations if carried out would bring an
end to the present slightly chaotic regu-
latory and legislative system we have for
dealing with our national transportation
network. I hope they will be given serious
consideration by all my colleagues inter=
ested in the future of American trans-
portation.

NONRECIPROCAL TRADE ACT

The SPEAKER. pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. DENT)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, ever since
the first hearings held in 1960 by the
Committee on the Impact of Imports
and Exports on American Employ-
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ment, I have personally tried to warn
the Congress of the United States, and
anybody that would listen, about the
grave dangers in our international trade
posture.

Our trade policies are supposedly de-
lineated first in the original Reciprocal
Trade Agreements sponsored by the then
Secretary of State, Cordell Hull, and
later in the amendments to this aect,
known as the Kennedy Round of Re-
ciprocal Trade Agreements.

The original trade agreements and
the Kennedy Round were described in
glowing terms and held out promises of
expanding job opportunities for Amer-
ican workers. At the same time these
agreements would serve to build a strue-
ture for world peace inasmuch as freer
trade among nations would eliminate
the friction that prevented all men from
being brothers.

Well, we have been over that route
now for 40 years and the harvest we
have reaped does not fulfill its rosy
promises. Instead we have seen one
major and two minor wars, costly in
both lives and money, unrest at home
and abroard, a 400 percent increase in
the numbers of mouths being fed in
whole or in part from the public treas-
ury, and more actual unemployment
than at any point in the last 40 years.

The little “fringe benefits” we have re-
ceived from this idiotic trade policy in-
clude the greatest national debt in our
history; the lowest dollar value in our
history; Government payrolls greater
than a majority of the total budgets of
the nations making up the United Na-
tions; a dangerous dependency upon for-
eign nations for hundreds of items in
daily use; and an insufficiency of fuels
and minerals serious enough to present
substantial inconvenience in peacetime
and to pose a serious disaster if at war.

All through these many years of my
committee’s work in this field, we have
been laughed at, ridiculed and pictured
as Neanderthal thinkers hecause some
of us failed to see how these trade poli-
cles would bring fulfillment of the rosy
promises.

For the REecorp this day, I want to
point out, as well as insert excerpts from
the latest thinking on the part of the
AFL-CIO Executive Board, individual
observations and historical facts, in an
effort to again draw to the attention of
this Congress and the people, that the
real seed of our destruction lies in our
foreign trade policy.

I never thought that I would like to see
the day when I would read in the Wall
Street Journal, as I. did today, a lead
headline as follows: “Energy Experts
Warn of Costs and Dangers in U.S. In-
dependence.” Evidently they feel that
sitting in line for gasoline, being incon-
venienced by shortages—artificial or
otherwise—is too much of a price to pay
for reasserting American independence.

In less than 2 years we are slated to
celebrate the Bicentennial of the Decla-
ration of Independence. Our experts
would change all that and celebrate the
first anniversary on July 4, 1976 with a
“Declaration of Dependence” upon all
nations that sell us anything.

Not long ago I spoke on international

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

trade and used as my theme a three-
legged stool. Allow me fo read excerpts
from the text of that speech. I believe it
has a message of some importance for
all of us.”

INTERNATIONAL TRADE
A THREE-LEGGED STOOL"

After many years of holding hearings,
making observations and on-site inspections
in many foreign countries and within the
United States, I have come to the conclusion
that most problems have answers that stem
from a very simple solution.

No one in his right mind would attempt
to prove that the problems of free trade,
protectionism, balance of payments, quotas,
restrictions, dollar values and volume of
goods, which are part of foreign trade, lend
themselves to an easy solution. However, we
must start by considering a nation’s economy
during a period when it was under protective
agreements, of one kind or another, and then
study that same nation when It was not
protected by tariffs or restrictions.

A long time ago a small farmer milked his
cow to produce milk to sell in his neighbor-
hood, in order to get the necessary cash to
buy the items he needed for his farm and
family. In those days, a farmer never milked
his cow to sell that milk to another farmer
who had cows to milk. But, instead, he sold
his milk to the harness maker, wheat miller,
and the other people in his community who
could use his milk and give him their serv-
ices or products in exchange.

Farmers used to milk their cows on a clay
or mud floor. It was qulte a chore because
the stool would tip on the uneven floors;
and, you could never count on “Ole Bessy"”
standing still. Then by accident or design
one farmer developed a three-legged stool.
The three legs gave the stool stability, which
is needed. The three-legged stool comes to
mind, when I think of stabillizing our econ-
omy. It 1s a perfect example of stabllization,
when you have an uneven floor from which
to work. Conditions change our economy.
Products change so demands change and,
therefore, costs and taxes often change. The
floor of our economy is never even, so I
belleve a sound formula must be based on
economic stability. The three-legged stool of
economy 18 production, distribution, and
consumption.

Production, either in a HYarn on the farm,
or in factories or mining jobs, is the baslc
seed money that affects the entire economy.
Distributors cannot survive without produc-
tion and consumption cannot be fed without
distribution. If we do not consume what we
produce, we do not have true production.
This is the simple formula.

Now we have put a fourth leg on our
three-legged stool. This leg represents the
importation of products that displace Amer-
ican-made products, which in turn flow into
the channels of distribution and consump-
tion. This importation causes us to lose our
stability because we are losing jobs in pro-
duction, distribution, and consumption. I do
not belleve that it was ever the goal of Inter-
national trade to have trading natlons ships
pass each other, Yoth loaded down with the
same product. As the President of a large
corporation once sald “Everyone is cerrying
kumgquats to Ehartoum!”

Orderly trade means dealing with a prod-
uct or products a nation needs and does not
have in sufficient quantity. One nation im-
ports a product line it does not have and
needs, and exports a product line it has an
over abundance of to a nation that needs
that particular item or items. We are not
doing that, We import unneeded products
which pollute our marketplace for our own
products. At this rate we can’t and won't
last. It's llke having a tiger by the tail—
you better not let go until you have some
kind of a fence between you and the cat.
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I know, you know, and everyone else knows
that if we were to do what we must (start
gradually taking back the American market-
place with American-made products), we
would see the love that many nations profess
for us disappear over-night.

We started helping the dependent nations
to become sound and independent, but now
our problem is, how many of their products
can we be expected to take and still remain
independent, while allowing them to main-
tain their independence. The common mar-
ket was created to make these nations inde-
pendent and strong—both economically and
militarily. In the meantime, however, these
same nations have practically closed their
doors to our products or have put up large
trade barriers, while at the same time they
ship their products into our marketplace
without barriers. We must seek to restore
competitive conditions by equalizing the
different parities of cost between trading
nations.

We need the restoration of the same com-
petitive conditions that fostered the develop-
ment of the industrial leadership achieved
by this country in the past 75 years. The
present system of production and distribu-
tion in this country represents a sharp de-
parture, not only from our past system, but
also from our economic forebearers in
Europe.

While the Industrial Revolution, which
brought great industrial changes to England,
predated our industrial development, our
subsequent adoption of mass production in
the Twentieth Century as an off-spring of a
dynamiec technology, soon moved us far afield
from our earlier industrial heritage.

Particularly noteworthy among the basic
supporting factors in our great departure
were (1) a recognition of competition as an
incentive to effort by producers to merit
consumer favor as a producer reward, (2)
perception of the independence of mass pro-
duction on mass purchased power, and (3)
appreciation of the role of employee compen-
sation as the predominant ingredient of
buying in the marketplace.

Pursuit of production in this framework,
guarded by laws against monopoly, by laws
designed to prevent erosion of purchasing
power through low-wage competition, such
as outlawing of child labor and sweatshop
operation, plus minimum wage laws, and
laws in support of collective bargaining, led
to an amazing proliferation of production
of a vast varlety of consumer goods far be-
yond the level of necessities—propelled by
the profit motive.

Because of dependence of production on
consumption, and the propensity of consum-
ers to respond to the condition or anticipated
condition of their pocketbook, trade became
a8 sensitive subject. With this In mind, we
recognized that we had to give a wage to the
worker that would enable him to buy his own
productivity. We were locking inward to sales
and consumption—not outwards,

I sincerely believe that we must go back
to the simple formula of production, distrib-
ution and consumption. If we want free
trade, as it is practiced in the world today,
we must make a decision as to whether or not
the failure to Increase foreign wages to any-
where near the United States wage standard
will allow us to become competitive in the
common marketplace. For free trade to be
fair trade all factors must be alike. Wages
of all nations should be similar, including
fringe benefits, Nations should import what
they need and export to other nations who
need it, their excesses. In order for a country
to maintain its democracy it must be allowed
to compete.

I have proposed that we take cur country's
full employment years and ascertain what
and how much our imports were from various
countries. That should be our goal! We should
measure the number of years, the increase




March 6, 197}

in any import, and the resulting decline in
our economy. Then we should start percent-
age-wise reducing the import until we are at
the level where we had the best economy.

We proved, with wheat, grains and other
items, that by seiling them at world market
prices (where everyone else was selling at
reasonably close prices) people bought our
wheat.

I believe that if a natlon wants a low-
waged industry they should not be permitted
to exploit our high-priced market and our
high-waged workers. For example: we can
not hope to compete with the Far East where
workers are pald 3¢ an hour and up. Another
example is Europe where wages run about
$1.35-81.40 an hour. Even with quotes on
imports, they will do us no good unless wages
pald to foreign workers approximate those
paid to American workers. I would not allow
a product to be exploited. I would put the
difference in cost between a foreign-made
product and a similar American-made prod-
uct into a separate fund which would be
used for paying our producers the differential
between these products and their exports. If
they want to trade on this basis we will not
need walls, tariffs, or customs. All we will
need is a lot of men for the factorles that
will open up.

The achlevement of full employment and
the maintenance of a growing and diversified
product base in the United States is essential
to the promotion of foreign policy and do-
mestic tranquality,

Domestic industries must be given forgive-
ness for certain production costs, not neces-
sarily production-based, made under domes-
tic protection laws on all products which we
ship overseas. This will keep us more com-
petitive. Practically all nations do this now,
for their exports, In one form or another.

Even in a trade system based on quotas, we
should never buy at a price that does not
allow a foreign worker to receive the same
wages that his counterpart gets producing
the same product in another country.
This would stop evidenced exploitation of
low-waged workers and be honest free trade.

History will record that nation which, by
one pretext or another, has exploited work-
ers for the affiuence in 1ts society.

When an American worker, earning an
average wage, demands the economic right
to buy products as a consumer from a foreign
worker being paid from 8¢ to less than $2.00
an hour, we're engaging in some kind of
economic slavery. That low-paid foreign
worker can't buy the American workers prod-
ucts, This is not valid free trade.

Mr. Speaker, the problems involved in
international trade have been aggravated
by the spread of internationalism among
corporations of all kinds. At the urging of
this Government, it has caused a massive
exportation of American money, tech-
nology, business and industrial knowhow,
and above all, patriotism. One major
American corporate executive proudly
pointed out that his company did not
view itself as solely American any longer.

These organizations are treated as fav-
orite sons while American based industry
and production facilities are inundated
by taxes, guidelines and regulations that
are normally reserved for stepchildren.
Domestic industries—those not multina-
tional in scope—are being treated as the
unwanted and hard-pressed Cinderella.
No need to go into the many details but
certain facts stand out.

At a very recent meeting of the top
labor leaders in the country, a high level
decision spelled out the facts and fears
of these leaders, who have never been
known to be protectionists, and who have
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been strong advocates of freer trade all
over the world. They know that there
comes a time when the truth must be
simply stated for all to understand and
comprehend.

It is my opinion that Mr. Meany, the
respected head of the AF1-CIO, will lead
that movement into a vigorous and di-
rect drive to revive our job potential and
to bring back the jobs that have been
exported for the sole aggrandizement of
the profiteering importers and exporters,
many of whom are tied to the production
of multinational corporations. Even the
United Auto Workers President, Leonard
Woodcock, and his group have called for
an embargo on all imported cars during
this great emergency in which we find
ourselves. For the first time, the UAW has
admitted that imports do indeed affect
jobs. The boldness of the American auto-
mobile corporations that spend most of
their advertising money publicizing their
]flo:i?iign—made cars is something to be-

old.

Directly and indirectly, the multina-
tional corporations tied to the free trade
movement have caused adverse condi-
tions to come to such a point that prac-
tically every person in the United States
who has an understanding and regard for
the rights of workers and their families
must consider the following pertinent ob-
servations made by the AFL-CIO Execu-
tive Council.

INTERNATIONAL TRADE AND INVESTMENT

The international economic structure has
been seriously shaken. Normal trade patterns
are being shattered. National currencles are
in disarray. Nations with once-comfortable
trade balances are desperately seeking larger
export markets to earn the price of oll for
industrial survival.

Much of the blame can be laid to the stag-
gering price increases levied by the oil-pro-
ducing nations, which have further fueled a
global inflation carrylng with it the pos-
sibility of worldwide recession and unemploy-
ment of crushing proportions.

These events have made the Administra-
tion's so-called Trade Reform Act of 1973 to-
tally obsolete. Its provisions bear no relation
to the events of the day. Indeed, the bill
passed by the House late last year and now
pending before the Senate Finance Commit-
tee 18 worse than no biil at all. A total re-
examination of U.S. trade and Investment
needs is in order, utilizing the realities of the
Seventies—particularly 1974—and abandon-
mait the dead and unworkable dogmas of the
past.

The energy crisis comes on the American
economy at a time when it already is in deep
distress, much of it traceable to the nation’s
misguided and misapplled foreign trade and,
investment policles. The American worker,
consumer and buslnessman are all suffering
from a deepening erosion of the U.S. Indus-
trial base. A tlde of Imports has wiped out
more than a million jobs as products and
whole industries have been engulfed. The
export of technology and capital at reckless
rates have funneled American production and
productivity abroad, costing the U.S. econ-
omy not only badly-needed new jobs and job
opportunities but the benefits of more ef-
ficlent production means. Multinational cor-
porations, manipulating U.S. tax laws, have
transferred jobs and production overseas at
the expense of the American economy, cost-
ing the nation badly-needed tax revenue.

The Administration’s trade bill fails to
address itself to these problems. In addition
to granting the President unprecedented and
sweeping new powers which he could use to
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permanently alter the structure of foreign
trade and the structure of the U.S. economy,
the bill contains these serlous deficiencies:

It provides no specific machinery to reg-
ulate the suffocating, flow of imports or to
curb the export of materlals in short supply
at home.

It does not deal with the export of U.S.
technology and capital to other parts of the
world where corporations—mainly American-
based multinationals—can maximize profits
and minimize costs at the expense of U.S.
jobs and production.

It does nothing to close the lucrative tax
loopholes for multinationals which make it
more profitable for them to locate and pro-
duce abroad.

It does nothing to repeal Items 806.30 and
807 of the Tarlff Code, which encourage U.B.
firms to locate abroad and take advantage
of low-wage foreign production and a special
low tariff rate on goods exported to the U.8,

It fails to assure action against unfair
trade practices of other nations.

It does not assure adequate U.S. responses
against new and old barriers to U.S, prod-
ucts raised by other nations, particularly at
a time when nations of the world are re-
examining these barriers with an eye to
greater self protection.

It encourages the entry of goods from low=
wage natlions of the world at special or zero
tariffs.

It ensures the further heavy erosion or
stunted growth of badly-hit U.S. industries
such as steel, apparel, chemical and allled
products, rubber, shoes, stone, clay and glass,
autos, aircraft and electronics.

It ignores the fact that America's indus-
trial base and productive strength have been
weakened by current foreign trade and in-
vestment policies, and makes no provisions
for restoring the nation’s critically needed
industrial health.

For these reasons Congress should reject
the bill now before it and write a new trade
bill which will contain legislative provisions
that are comprehensive, flexible and realistic.

The new legislation should:

1. Regulate U.S. Imports and exports as &
means of establishing an orderly flow of in-
ternational trade. Specific flexible legislative
machinery is needed to control imports. This
flexible mechanism should also be applied as
a restraint on the excessive exports of farm
goods, crucial raw materials and other prod-
ucts in short supply domestically. Exports,
imports and U.S. production should be linked
in relation to needs for supplies, production
and job opportunities in the U.S.

Shortages of raw materials in the U.S. and
new demands by countries which have those
raw materials have led to new problems
Many raw material producers are requiring
companies to use those raw materials with-
in their borders. This interchange has led to
& new threat to the American Industrial sys-
tem. As long as the U.S. has a policy of free-
dom of Investment abroad and other coun-
tries have policies to seek their own rapid
industralization, the shortages of raw ma-
terials here will be used as an excuse to help
industry to move abroad and further under-
mine production facilities within the U.S.

Interwoven into this problem is the recent
change In the value of each nation's money.
The values of the yen, the franc and other
currencies have become lower. Many coun=-
tries are competing to export as much as
posesible to improve their balance of trade
and balance of payments. Imports from
any part of the globe Into the U.8S. can shoot
up very rapidly and the U.8. has no system
to prepare for the rapid influx of any prod-
uct from any part of the world.

2. Modernize trade provisions and other
US. laws to regulate the operations of
multinational corporations. Regulation of
mutinational firms, including banks, is nec-
essary because these concerns are the major
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exporters and importers of U.S. farm prod-
ucts, crude materials and manufactured
products, They use U.S. tax, trade and other
laws in combination for their worldwide
advantage. They export production facili-
ties, money and jobs and juggle prices and
credit to maximize their own worldwide com-~
pany advantage. They license the newest
technology for use abroad and combine in
joint ventures with foreign companies and
governments regardless of the impact on
the U.8. need for jobs, production or sup-
lies.

: 3. Eliminate U.S. tax subsidies and other
advantages for corporations investing
abroad. Specifically, the tax laws should
eliminate tax deferral of income earned
abroad and foreign tax credits. These pro-
visions allow U.S. corporations to pay no
income on the profits of their foreign sub-
sidlaries until these profits are brought
home—Iif ever—and the foreign tax credit
permits corporations to credit taxes paid
foreign governments, dollar for dollar,
against their U.S, tax lability. These provi-
sions contribute to the export of Jobs, the
erosion of the U.S. industrial base, the denial
of needed raw materials and components for
U.8. production and job needs, and encour-
age foreign governments to change their
rules to the disadvantage of the U.S. The
present provision in the tax laws allowing
the establishment of Domestic International
Sales and Corporations (DISCs) should also
be repealed. This provision now gives the
largest multinational firms and banks wind-
fall tax breaks on their exports.

The annual cost to the U.8. Treasury of
these tax loopholes amounts to at least 83
billion in needed revenue.

4, Repeal flagrant incentives and subsidies
to encourage U.S. firms to move or expand
abroad., These are Items 806.30 and 807 of
the Tariff Code, which encourage the foreign
production and forelgn assembly of goods
for sale in the U.S. These provisions are
used to shift production to cheap labor
markets for the profits of the multinational
corporations. Imports under these provisions
have risen from $1 billion in 1967 to $3.4
billlon in 1972; in the first ten months of
1973, imports under these provisions were
56 percent higher than in the like period
of 1972.

5. Re-examine and Iimit the operations
of the Export-Import Bank which provides
loans at interest rates much lower than
those pald by American businesses, con-
sumers and home buyers. These loans help
U.S.-based multinationals expand foreign
branches and assist foreign governments,
including the Soviet Union and other Com-
munist countries, in getting America’s new-
est production facilities. Particular empha-
sis should be given to the impact on U.S.
jobs, and potential cost to the U.S. taxpayer.

6. Clear provisions should be written into
new legislation to regulate exports of capital
and new technology. Other nations are de-
manding only the newest kind of U.8. tech-
nologieal facilities and U.8. firms are licens-
ing or producing America’s newest inven-
tions abroad with the help of U.S. and foreign
governments.

7. Multilateral trade agreements with
other nations, such as the textile multifiber
agreements, should be administered in keep-
ing with the flexible machinery devised to
regulate Imports and exports. This flexible
machinery would be a safeguard against a
misunderstanding of America’s intent and
assure continued U.S. sovereignty over its
trade and other domestic laws.

8. Since almost any federal, state or local
law can be considered a non-tariff barrier to
trade, any legislative provision to authorize
negotiation on non-tariff barriers should be
limited and should require specific Congres-
sional approval for the removal of any bar-
rier, with full Information about the prod-
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ucts affected. U.S. tax laws, consumer pro-
tection, laws and other social legislation, in-
cluding occupational health and safety
standards, should be barred from such nego-
tiations.

9. New provisions are needed to speed and
assure action against foreign dumping of
products on the U.S. market—the sale of
these goods at a price artificially lower than
in home countries—or other subsidized im-
ports into the U.S. These provisions should
emphasize U.S. producer and worker needs
and rights to participate In proceedings.

10. Clear labellng on imports of products
and components to mark the country of
origin of the product and the components
within it is needed. Advertisers also should
be required to designate the country of
origin of products they handle. All con-
sumer protection legislation should be
strictly enforced on imports.

11, Trade with Communist countries
should not be viewed as ordinary commercial
exchange. The U.S, should end the extension
of low-interest loans and insurance of pri-
vate loans by U.B. government agencies to
Communist countries. Senate legislation
must contaln the restrictions on Soviet trade
written into the House bill over the opposi-
tion of the Administration.

12. The need for improved U.S. statistlcs
on imports, exports and production has be-
come urgent. Neither the U.B. government
nor interested U.S. producers and workers
can obtain adequate statistics In sufficlent
detail on the impact of imports or exports of
industrial commodities. A comprehensive sys-
tem of reporting on investment abroad, 1i-
censing of production and other technology
flows is needed. Firms which operate within
the U.8. should be required to segment their
TU.8. and foreign production in reporting to
Government agencies,

The energy crisis has demonstrated that
over-dependency on forelgn sources of any
material can be costly and perhaps fatal. It
also has demonstrated that nations, when
faced with a choice, are quick to act in their
own self-interest. And it has graphiecally
demonstrated that multinational corpora-
tions hold corporate allegiance above na-
tional allegiance. New trade legislation must
recognize these factors.

By every test, the House-passed trade bill
falls to relate to the realities of the Seventies.
The Senate now has an opportunity and an
obligation to fully re-examine U.S. trade and
investment policies and write legislation that
meets America’s needs.

Mr. Speaker, for the first time that
I can remember, the labor movement
jolned hands with those Members of the
Congress in the fight on the floor to try
to defeat this most unusual demand by
the President for more power and more
freedom to destroy not the American
labor movement but the American
people.

RURAL HEALTH CARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. RAILSBACK) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Speaker, there
are still some very real health problems
in rural America. In my congressional
distriet in Illinois, one small town has a
large sign hung over the main street
which proclaims, “Nauvoo Needs a Doc-
tor.” In Mercer County, a rather large
geographical area encompassing about
20,000 persons, there are only four doc-
tors, two of whom would retire if the
demands upon them were not so heavy.
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My own brother-in-law is a doctor, and
he has told me he receives at least 15
calls a day he simply cannot handle. Un-
fortunately, such stories are typical in
most rural areas.

From what I have observed, one of the
most serious problems in rural health is
that of adequate delivery. The uneven
distribution of medical services has re-
sulted in many counties having no
physician at all. And, even in counties
where there are doctors, these individ-
uals must work strenuously long hours to
take care of their patients. One doctor
in Adams County tried for years to at-
tract another physician to his clinic, and,
by the time an interested person was
found, the caseload had increased to
such an extent that still another doctor
was needed.

While we, in Government, have been
inereasingly aware of the problems of
rural areas, I am convinced we just have
not done enough. Certainly, the National
Health Service Corps has assisted with
its professionals in rural areas, and the
emergency medical services system has
insured a higher percentage of funds for
rural areas. However, such efforts are
too often piecemeal.

What is desperately needed is a Fed-
eral agency charged with the responsi-
bility for developing, coordinating, and
delivering programs to people in rural
areas. It is specifically for that reason I
joined Congressman CARTER in sponsor-
ing legislation establishing an Office of
Rural Health within the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. The of-
fice would be administered and headed
by a Director who would be a health pro-
fessional. Funds would be provided for
experimental and developmental rural
health care delivery models and/or com-
ponents, which are required to become fi-
nancially self-sustaining within 3 years,
and which have the promise of being
transferable or adaptable to other rural
areas. The legislation authorizes $75 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1974, $100 million for
fiscal year 1975, and $125 million for fis-
cal year 1976 in grants and contracts.

In addition, H.R. 11319 sets up a Rural
Health Care Advisory Committee to work
with the Director and report on the ac-
complishments of the legislation in meet-
ing the goal of increasing the availability
of health care in rural areas.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the
Health Task Force, I have heard compel-
ling testimony which has lead me to be-
lieve that a new approach to rural health
is essential. My bill, which provides co-
ordination, direction, and support will be
a first step in assuring our rural residents
that their needs will be met. I hope ac-
tion on H.R. 11319 will be forthcoming.

At a time when everyone is concerned
about health care and many are pro-
claiming that every citizen has a right
to health care, I want to be absolutely
certain the people in rural America are
not overlooked.

THE 17TH ANNIVERSARY OF
GHANA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
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man from New York (Mr. CoNaBLE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr, Speaker, the na-
tion of Ghana today is observing the
17th anniversary of its independence.
Ghana was the first black African coun-
try to obtain its independence from
European control and as such has been
& leader among the new African na-
tions for self-determination and prog-
Tess.

As a new nation, Ghana has been con-
cerned with development of its roads
and hospitals and towns and schools and
other public services. It has succeeded
in making significant agricultural and
economic advancement at the same time,
however, diversifying and seeking
greater self-reliance.

I am pleased that we have maintained
friendly economic and cultural relations
with Ghana during its period of develop-
ment. Mutual trade has increased and
there are growing exchanges of students
and visitors.

As is expected, Ghana has attempted
to build effective links with its neighbors
through the Organization of African
Unity and other regional groups. It has
participated actively in the United Na-
tions, as well, however, in support of ef-
forts to raise the living standards of peo-
ple of all nations and to maintain peace
among them. We look forward to con-
tinued cooperation and friendship with
this youthful and vigorous nation.

RONCALLO ANSWERS THE MAIL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-

man from New York (Mr. GROVER) is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. GROVER. Mr. Speaker, lest any
public official think he or she can ignore
the youth of our country with impunity,
I would refer him to John Pascal’s “Long
Island Diary” column, which appeared
in Newsday on March 4.

Briefly, 11th grade students at Berner
High School in Massapequa, Long Island,
wrote to officeholders at various levels of
government on a variety of current is-
sues and then graded the replies, if any.
I was privileged to represent Massapequa
for many years and commend the stu-
dents and their teacher, Mr. Albert
Midura, Jr., for their initiative.

Massapequa now forms part of New
York's Third District and is ably rep-
resented in Congress by my dear friend
and colleague ANGELo RoNcaLro. That
the gentleman from New York (Mr. Rox-
caLLo) has a great respect for the young
people of his district is evident from the
results of the survey. He received a grade
of “B” from the students—higher than
any other official who had been sent
more than a single letter. He did not send
form letters. He was not condescending.
Instead he extended to students the re-
spect that all constituents deserve: A
personal reply on the substance of the
request. All Members, and indeed all
holders of the publie trust, would do well
to profit from the fine example set by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Ron-
CALLO) .
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CONGRESSMAN PEYSER DISCLOSES
FINANCIAL STATUS

The SPEAEER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle~
man from New York (Mr. PEYSER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Speaker, because of
the concern with the financial status of
all public officials expressed by the media
as well as certain public groups, I am
disclosing at this time pertinent segments
of my 1972 income tax.

My total income for 1972 was $61,-
339.20. Of this $42,500 comes from my
congressional salary. $16,889 comes
from life insurance renewals—renewals
represent a commission on life insurance
policies that I sold prior to becoming a
Member of the U.S. Congress. The earn-
ings on these renewals will decrease every
year. I earned $1,950 from honorar-
iums. In Federal, State, and local taxes
I paid $18,102.38. I contributed $863.15 to
charity. I had congressional expenses not
compensated for by the Federal Govern-
ment of $5,369.37. I had personal ex-
penses directly related to my job as a
Congressman—namely the maintenance
of an apartment in Washington while
my family still lives in our home in New
York, food, travel, et cetera—of $5,500
for which I am not compensated. I do
receive $3,000 deduction from my total
income for my expenses incurred living
in Washington. I own no tax-free bonds
or other securities. I have filed a full re-
port of my earnings and sources of earn-
ings with the Clerk of the House every
year I have been in Congress.

THE CRISIS OF CANCER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey (Mr. MiNisH), is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Speaker, recent
crises in Government, energy, pollution
and numerous worldwide problems tend
to divert our attention from a crisis that
has infiicted unfold grief upon mankind
for centuries—the crisis of cancer.

This year, some 355,000 Americans—
men, women and children—will die of
the disease, 14,000 of them in my home
State of New Jersey. There will be 655,~
000 new cases in the United States, mak-
ing cancer our second largest killer. In
spite of great advances in research, bet-
ter diagnosis and treatment, and the gen-
eral improvement of patient care, the
cancer toll increases yearly.

The American Cancer Society is one
of the foremost volunteer health agen-
cies fighting cancer today. Its accom-
plishments and three-fold program of
research, education and service have
been cited previously in the CONGRESSION=
AL RECORD.

At this time, I would like to pay
tribute to my own New Jersey Division
of the Society and, in particular, to two
men who have played a stellar role in
its founding and growth during the last
quarter century. I refer to George E.
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Stringfellow, the division's first president
and first honorary life member, and to
Dr. Joseph I. Echikson, the division’s
second honorary life member who re-
ceived this accolade at a recent meeting
of the organization’s board of trustees.
I think it appropriate to quote Mr.
Stringfellow’s remarks during the award
presentation to Dr. Echikson:

It's always a pleasure for me to join my
many old friends and associates at meetings
of the New Jersey Division. This afternoon,
it's a special pleasure and, indeed, an honor
to present this Honorary Life Membership
to a very dear friend, a volunteer of many
years' service and a truly great man.

I could not possibly list all the training,
positions and honors bestowed upon Doctor
Joseph I. Echikson—unless, of course, you
wish to listen to me for several hours. I shall
mention only a few:

A graduate of New York Unlversity, Doctor
Echikson recelved his medical degree from
the College of Physicians and Surgeons at
Columbia TUniversity. A noted cardliologist
and internist, he has been closely associated
with the major hospitals in Essex County and
is' a member of numerous professional or-
ganizations. He has been president of the
Essex County Medical SBoclety and the Acad-
emy of Medicine of New Jersey. In 1859, he
recelved the Edward J. IIl Award from the
Academy. He was also the reciplent of the
B'nal B'rith “Americanism Award” as out-
standing ecitizen of Maplewood and South
Orange. As most of you know, he also re-
celved the American Cancer Soclety's Brongze
Medal in 1953, the highest award given to
Divisions by the National Society.

Doctor Joe, as we affectionately call him,
has served the New Jersey Division since its
earliest days and has held numerous offices
in the Essex County Unit, the Division and
on the National Board of Directors. I won't
even attempt to list his many titles and ac-
complishments. No award or citation is the
true measure of a man like Doctor Joe. We
love and respect him, not only for his count-
less good deeds and accomplishments, but for
his goodness as a man. Is there one here to-
night who has not been touched by his kind-
ness, thoughtfulness and gentle nature? I
think not,

And so, Doctor Joe, I present to you this
symbol of service which reads:

“American Cancer Soclety, New Jersey Divi-
elon, Ine. this is to certify that Joseph I.
Echikson, M.D. is elected an Honorary Life
Member in recognition of his outstanding
contributions to the control of cancer. Done
in the township of Union on this thirteenth
day of December, nineteen hundred and
seventy-three. Signed, Joan K. Beldon, Presi-
dent: Elaine Solomon, Secretary.”

I'm sure your many friends here tonight
and throughout the entire Soclety rejoice
with me in making this presentation. I'm
sure, too, that they join me in wishing you
good health and good cheer.

We thank you for your loyalty and devo-
tion to a great organization.

I mention the award presentation to
Dr. Echikson, not as a single act of
volunteer involvement in a humanitarian
cause, but as one example of what thou-
sands of men and women throughout the
Nation are doing to help conquer cancer.
Each is contributing in his or her own
way—as physician, fundraiser, research
scientist, volunteer driver, and so forth—
toward the eventual end of this devastat-
ing disease.

I hope the recent action of the So-
ciety’s New Jersey division will serve to
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remind us that we can and must keep
the crisis of cancer a top priority in our
legislation to improve the Nation’s
health. As the American Cancer Society
says, “We want to wipe out cancer in
your lifetime.”

Lastly, Mr. Speaker, I am today intro-
ducing legislation to extend the National
Cancer Act of 1971 for 3 additional
fiscal years. I urge the House to take
speedy action on this crucial legislation.

MOST CITIES TO GAIN FROM NEW
TITLE I FORMULA

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Indiana (Mr, Brapemas) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, the
House is scheduled to vote shortly on
H.R. 69, a bill to extend and amend the
Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965.

One of the most important features of
the bill is the section which updates the
formula for distributing title I funds,
the major Federal program of compen-
satory education. The updated formula,
which enjoyed strong bipartisan support
in the Education and Labor Committee,
is one which, I believe, provides for the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

most equitable possible nationwide distri-
bution of Federal compensatory educa-
tion funds and is one which will help all
educationally deprived children who live
in school districts with concentrations
of poor families.

Mr. Speaker, some persons have in-
accurately charged that every major city
and urban area in the United States
would be hurt under the updated for-
mula. But, of course, Mr. Speaker, the
title I program was not designed to help
or hurt any city or area or State. Rather,
the program was intended to help educa-
tionally deprived children.

Nonetheless, because Members may,
understandably, be interested in the
amount of title I money that may flow to
the cities they represent, I would note
that although a few cities do lose some
money, & comparison of projected alloca~
tions under the new formula with alloca~
tions under the present formula for fiscal
1973 and fiscal 1974 shows that most
cities can expect to receive significant in-
creases in title I funds next year.

I must point out, however, that even
the few cities that do lose money under
the new formula do so only when com-
pared to fiscal 1974 allocations. The rea-
son for this result is that most of these
cities experienced significant increases
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in title I funds between fiscal 1973 and
fiscal 1974 as a consequence of the shift
from 1960 to 1970 census data. This shift
in census data resulted in great distor-
tions in the allocations under the formula
because there was a significant decline
in the number of census children counted
under the $2,000 low-income level while
at the same time the number of AFDC
children count remained constant. As a
result, some school districts whose alloca-
tions were based predominantly on AFDC
children experienced very significant in-
creases in title I funds in fiscal 1974. A
comparison of the projected allocations
for these cities with 1973 allocations
shows that title I funds for most of these
districts will not drop below the fiscal
1973 levels.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 69 will be the major
education bill to be voted on by the 93d
Congress. I think it important that all
Members be fully informed about this
measure, and I would, therefore, like to
insert in the Recorp at this point a chart
which compares these title I allocations
for the 100 largest cities in the country.
A study of the table will show that most
major cities would gain under the up-
dated title I formula adopted by the
committee. The table follows:

TITLE | ALLOCATIONS IN H.R. 69, THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1974—COUNTY LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGENCIES (LEA) ENTITLEMENTS ONLY
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LABOR-FAIR WEATHER FRIEND—V

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, in a
great organization one of the most diffi-
cult of all problems is to keep headquar-
ters in contact with the field. Big com-
panies go to great lengths to know what
is happening with their field operations,
because they know that if headquarters
does not know what is happening, mis-
takes that create huge losses can be
made, without the headquarters people
knowing about it until after disaster has
struck. The same is true in labor,

Business and labor alike hold all kinds
of meetings and conventions to try to
keep the communications lines open; af-
ter all they share the common problem
of trying to keep the penthouse in-
formed, and the field folks likewise in-
formed.

But this does not always work.

In the case that I have been discussing
in the last few days, big labor attacked
me without informing itself of just how
folks down in the field thought about it,
and in fact without trying to ascertain
the facts for itself, or even assuring it-
self that the attack had been authorized
by the particular board responsible. It
was the kind of mistake that can be
made when an organization is too big,
or seized in the grip of hubris.

‘When people in the Texas labor move-
ment heard about this, they asked the
logical question: Did not anybody up
there in headquarters know that HENRY
Gonzarez was their friend, and had not
anybody bothered to check with him, or
at least give him a chance to state his
case?

One puzzled inquiry was from the San
Antonio Building & Construction Trades
Council, and it read like this:

SAN ANTONIO BUILDING AND
CONSTRUCTION TRADES COUNCIL,
San Antonio, Tez., January 3, 1974.

Mr. RICHARD MURPHY,

C.O.PE. & Legislative Director, SEIU,. Com-
mitiee on Political Education, Washing-
ton, D.C.

Dear Mz. MurerY: I am writing this letter
with regard to correspondence between your
office and the office of Congressman Henry
B. Gonzales concerning the Farah strike
in San Antonio.

Labor in San Antonlo has in Henry B. Gan-
zales one of the best frlends possible. I have
never had the occasion to ask him for assist-
ance in any form that I was refused, if he
felt that it was In the best interest of the
working people.

There are organizations in San Antonio
that have been out to get Henry ever since
he has held a political office. While Henry
has been around all of these years these peo-
ple have been able to be & parasite from
one organization to another through Federal
grants and any and all type of programs
where free money was available,

To fully understand the San Antonio situa-
tlon one must almost have to live here to be
able to see the manipulations that are made
in order to put him in a situation whereby
he would be an open target for them.,

I only wish that your office would have
first contacted Henry and at least given him
& chance to state his feellngs.

Labor in San Antonio hopes the accusa-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

tions made do not hinder our relations with
this man.
Fraternally,
W. F. KELLER,
President, San Antonio Building & Con-
struction Trades Council.

I do not know if this inquiry was ever
answered or not; if it was, I never re-
ceived a copy of the reply.

But the San Antonio council was not
the only one that wondered what was go-
ing on. The Texas AFL-CIO officers also
wanted to know what had happened;
they hoped that the Labor Council for
Latin American Advancement had not
hung me and then decided to hold a trial
later. In fact, that is exactly what hap-
pened.

Here is what the Texas AFL-CIO offi-

cers had to say:
TEXAS AFL-CIO,
Austin, Tex., January 3, 1974.
Mr. Ray MENDOZA,
Chairman, Labor Council for Latin American
Advancement, Washington, D.C.

Dear BroTHER MENDOZA: We just read your
press release dated December 19, 1973, vigor-
ously condemning Congressman Henry B.
Gonzalez for his union-busting attitude in
regards to his supposed stand with Willie
Farah and the Farah Pants Manufacturing
Company.

As you know, Congressman Gozalez has al-
ways been a close friend of Labor with an
excellent voting record and a strong sup-
porter of working people, in general. We
would like to know if Congressman Gongzalez
has been contacted In regards to this matter
and what is his explanation.

While we certainly don't condone anyone
attacking the Farah strikers, and we support
their causes 100%, 1t is difficult for us to be-
lieve that Congressman Gonzalez would do
anything detrimental to union members or
take exceptions with the leaders of the Cath-
olic Church.

We would think, with the outstanding past
of Congressman Gonzalez, a full explanation
from him would be in order before this press
release was released. Hoping this was the
case, any documentary evidence you have to
substantiate these charges would be appre-
ciated by us for our own personal under-
standing.

Fraternally,
Harry Husearp, President.
SHerMAN Fricks, Secretary-ireasurer.

As far as I know, this letter was never
answered, either, or if it was, I never got
a copy.

So I was not and am not alone in try-
ing to penetrate the penthouse mentality
that resulted in this unfortunate attack
on me.

Those in labor who know me best have
tried to defend me; not because they
have been asked, but because they sensed
from the very beginning that something
was wrong, and that I had been the vic-
tim of an unfair and unwarranted at-
tack. But as far as I know, these friends
have not received any more consideration
than I have.

Labor's penthouse commands a fine
view of the White House. The location
was chosen I am sure because it helps
symbolize the AFL-CIO’s wish to be as-
sociated with the power of the White
House; to remind tenants of the White
House that George Meany is there, and
expects to be remembered, and to remind
visitors that nobody has offices closer
to the Oval Office than he does, not even
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the captains of industry. It’s all very
impressive. But I have come to wonder if
the arrogance that brought Richard
Nixon so low has not also penetrated into
the penthouse of labor; whether labor
has also become so enamored of power
that it cannot recognize the difference
between an independent friend and a
fanatic who can only bring harm to all
he touches. Maybe the penthouse men-
tality has seized the house of labor too;
maybe its moguls do not really know any
more who their true friends are. That
could explain why in this case the tail
wagged the dog. I will remember that;
I will remember for a long time who my
friends have been, and who they are. I
wish that the moguls who seem not to
have listened to their own members
would have remembered who their friend
was.

GHANA'S 17TH INDEPENDENCE
ANNIVERSARY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Michigan (Mr. Dices) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, it gives me
great pleasure to congratulate the people
of Ghana on this 17th Anniversary of
their independence. I well remember the
pride I experienced as a black American
when Ghansa took its place among the
sovereign states of the world. It was an
honor for me to have been present on
that occasion as part of the official
U.S. delegation, under the leadership
of then Vice President Richard Nixon.
In the years since then, I have visited
Ghana several times, most recently in
March of 1972. The sincere friendship
between the American people and the
people of Ghana has been evidenced by
the warm reception I have received on
all these visits. In fact, America has con-
sistently enjoyed good relations with
Ghana.

I am sure that I speak for all Amer-
icans in extending warmest greetings to
the people of Ghana as they celebrate
this anniversary of a momentous event
in their history. It is our sincere hope
that Ghana will continue to move for-
ward in its efforts to become self-reliant
and economically viable, and that
America will continue to be a partner in
that effort.

I wish to insert, Mr. Speaker, for the
information of my colleagues, the state-
ment issued by the Embassy of Ghana on
this 17th birthday.

The statement follows:

GHANA IS SEVENTEEN YEARs Topay—
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Since independence seventeen years ago,
Ghans has made remarkable progress in all
flelds of development. She has built roads,
hospitals, new townships, developed rural
electrification and has supplied her people
with pipe borne water, and other soclal
amenities, New schools have been built and
the old educational system has been changed

to reflect the needs of our soclety.

The Government of the Natlonal Redemp-
tion Councll, led by Colonel Ignatius Rutu
Acheampong, has shown practical under-
standing of our problems by injecting strict
discipline Into the economy. Imports have
been controlled to appreciable levels and ev-
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ery effort has been made to boost exports in
textiles, wood products, aluminium alloys,
processed cocoa products, etc. This has
yielded positive results; the high price of
cocoa, timber and gold on the world market
has also added more inputs into the econ-
omy and, as a result, unemployment, infla-
tion and high prices show a downward trend.
The third phase of “Operation Feed Your-
self” was launched in Northern Ghana re-
cently with the object of increasing agricul-
tural production of food and industrial crops
and diversifying Ghana's economy in order
to reduce over dependence on cocosa and
timber, Ghanaians are determined to make
the nation self-rellant and economically
viable.

Ghana's economic and industrial policies
provide for viable foreign investment and
partnership in certain economic areas. The
Capital Investments Board provides incen-
tives and liberal concessions to prospective
investors who are willing to co-operate with
us on equal terms In prescribed areas of
operation.

The expansion of Ghana’s trade with the
United States and other North and Bouth
American countries, Including the Carlbbean,
will be vigorously pursued by the National
Redemption Council.

With regard to Forelgn Affairs, Ghana has
continued to build effective links with her
neighbours, worked towards a Common Mar-
ket in West Africa and supported vigorously
the Organization of African Unity, the
United Nations and its Specialized Agencies,
the Third World, the Non-aligned Group and
other regional groups in their efforts to free
Africa from colonialism and racialism. With-
in these organizations, Ghana will continue
to join all peace-loving nations in their pro-
grammes to ralse the living standards of
peoples all over the world.

It is our hope and belief that the current
achievements of the National Redemption
Council will continue to inspire Ghanalans
in all walks of life so that Ghana shall be a
shining example to all lovers of peace, free-
dom, justice and human progress.

THE EMBASSY OF GHANA.

WasHINCTON, D.C.

SECURITY IN-

SUPPLEMENTAL
COME—AN ADDED BURDEN OF
MEDICAID?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois (Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI) ,
is recognized for b minutes.

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker,
it has been recently brought to my atten-
tion that as a result of certain corrective
amendments that the Congress has made
to the supplemental security income pro-
gram, many States are going to experi-
ence a significant increase in their share
of the costs for medicaid payments.

The legislation, which transferred
about 3 million aged, blind, and disabled
persons from the State welfare rolls to
the Federal system, was originally de-
signed to ease both the financial and
administrative burden imposed by these
categories on the States. In effect, how-
ever, the program, as amended by Public
Law 93-66, and Public Law 93-233, will
cost most States more than before the
Federal Government stepped in.

I think it is important for the Con-
gress to evaluate the SSI program as it
is being implemented to insure that it
is taking the direction we intended when
we incorporated it in HR. 1 during the
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last Congress. While I understand that
financial relief for the States was cer-
tainly not the primary consideration in-
volved in the decision to federalize these
categories, it is equally clear that it was
not the intention of the Congress to
greatly increase the States’ costs.

Since the problem of increased States’
costs of medicaid is complex in its origin
as well as in its potential solution, I
would like to insert in the Recorp an
analysis of the problem as it was pre-
sented to me by the Illinois Department
of Public Aid.

While this analysis did suggest some
possible solutions to this rapid increase
in medicaid expenses, I have excluded
these from the Recorp because I feel
that it is important that the Committee
on Ways and Means first evaluate the
problem. If the Committee on Ways and
Means determines that this situation was
not intended by the legislation as it was
enacted, then it would be proper for the
committee to evaluate what steps might
be necessary to lessen this unexpected
financial burden.

I would therefore like to insert the
summary of the Illinois medicaid prob-
lem in the REcorp for my colleagues’ at-
tention. If the Illinois situation appears
to be the rule rather than the exception,
I urge my colleagues on the committee
to take the necessary steps to evaluate
the impact of this matter on all the
States.

The summary follows:

[Tinois Department of Public Aid]
THE BSTATE CosST EXPLOSION IN MEDICAID

FOR THE AGED, BLIND, AND DISABLED: A PrRO-

POSAL FOR RELIEF

The federalized program of basic mainte-
nance ald for the aged, blind, and disabled
(Bupplementary Security Income program,
or SSI), enacted October 30, 1972 and effec~
tive January 1, 1974, has generated a series
of financial shocks for the States instead
of the substantial fiscal rellef originally
clalmed.

In its Report 92-1230, issued September
26, 1972—slightly more than s month prior
to enactment of the Bill providing for fed-
eralization (H.R. 1 which became Public Law
92-603) —the Senate Finance Committee
projected savings for Fiscal 1974 In State
maintenance grant outlays totaling $863.1
million. This projection assumed that all the
States having a higher level for their assist-
ance programs for this category than the
Federal floor of $130 ($1856 for a couple)
would continue these current levels through
supplementation of the Federal program,
even though such supplementation under
the Bill was entirely optional with the
States. The savings projected for Illinois in
this Senate Report for Fiscal 1974 was $20
million.

So far as Medicald for SSI beneficlaries was
concerned, the Congress made no specific
provision in Public Law 92-603 except for a
negative provision to the effect that no
State would be required to provide Medicald
to any beneflciary of the federalized pro-
gram unless such beneficlary would have
been eligible under the State's Medicald pro-
gram in effect on January 1, 1973, or after
incurring medical care expenses had reduced
his income and other resources so that they
were not in excess of the State's medical as-
sistance standard in effect on that date.

In both the area of maintenance ald and
the area of Medicald, the Congress—and the
Federal Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare which assisted the Congress in
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planning the detalils of the federalized pro-
gram—miscalculated the extent to which
the former State-Federal program for the
aged, blind, and disabled provided better
protection and coverage for the majority of
aged, blind, and disabled individuals than
the federalized program which was to take
over January 1, 1874 and—in the words of
the Senate Finance Committee—"largely re-
place the payments now being paid to the
needy aged, blind, and disabled under State
public assistance programs for people in
these categories”. Actually, in terms of State
standards In effect for July 1972 for de-
termining eligibllity for financlial ald for
maintenance needs, the new program *Tre-
placed” the old program in less than one half
of the States. Even in the remainder, as was
discovered later, some individuals receiving
Btate grants for special or emergency needs
were better off under the old program than
they would be under the new.

The Congress (with the planning assist-
ance of HEW) has now corrected these de-
ficlencles in the federalized program, but
not at the expense of the Federal govern-
ment. Rather, the expense of the corrections
is to be borne by the States:

1. The first correction came in the area of
supplementation of the Federal floor pay-
ment for basic maintenance needs. Through
Public Law 93-66 enacted July 9, 1973, the
Congress mandated that each State had to
supplement each individual on its AABD rolls
in December 1973 whose grant plus income
under the old program exceeded the SSI pay-
ment plus income. Unless this mandated sup~
plement is provided, the penalty to the State
is loss of all Federal matching funds for its
Medicald program. In the case of Illinois, this
mandated supplement involves some 41,000
receipients and will cost 8.3 million in State
dollars for the period January through June
1974 (the last half of Fiscal 1974). Although
Illinois has entered into an agreement for
Federal administration of the mandatory
supplement, there will be no Federal particl-
pation in the cost, unless at some future date
the State opts for Federal administration of
a supplementary program covering the entire
SSI caseload (with more liberal eliglbility
conditions), and State costs under this ar-
rangement exceed the State's total outlay in
Calendar 1972 (but counting only payments
at standards in effect in January 1972). The
Federal government will pick up only the
costs above this 1972 outlay.

2. The second correctlon was for the Medic-
aid oversight. Here, through HR. 11333 ap-
proved January 3, 1974, the Congress has
mandated that the State must provide
Medicald coverage:

a) to all persons included in the mandated
maintenance supplement (for Illinois, the
41,000 referred to in item 1), and

b) to all other SSI beneficlaries who
would qualify for Illinols Medicald under
Medicald standards in effect as of January
1972 (for Illinols, HEW estimates this figure
at 120,000). At its option, a Btate may move
above this minimum requirement, with Fed-
eral matching, if it provides Medlecaid for all
SSI beneficlaries plus persons who would, ex-
cept for their income, qualify as SSI benefl-
ciaries (that is, persons recelving a State
supplement only because their maintenance
needs and special needs, if any, under State
standards exceed the Federal eligibility level.)

It is in the area of the mandated Medicaid
coverage of SSI recipients that Illinois, as
well as most of the other States, faces itls
greates finaneial shock.

In the case of Illinols, for the last half of
Fiscal 1074 (January through June 1874)
Medicald for SSI recipients will total 8183,-
996,000. At the present Federal matching
formula for Illinois, the State must carry 50
percent of this cost, or $01,998,000. Of this
total figure of $183,986,000 for the remainder
of this fiscal year, the new Medicald obliga-
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tion imposed as a result of the federalized
program for new SSI beneficlaries who will
meet State standards for Medicald is $30,-
580,000, or a State additional cost of $15,-
290,000 under present matching arrange-
ments.

For Fiscal Year 1975, the AABD Medicald
tab under H.R. 11333 will total $£20,622,000,
with the State's share under present ar-
rangements at $210,311,000. Of the total of
$£420,622,000, the cost for the new SSI bene-
ficiaries will be $110,102,000, with the State’s
portion of the outlay under present arrange-
ments at $55,051,000.

Considering only the new SSI beneficlaries
mandated for Medicald coverage by HR.
11333, the additional cost to the State of
Illinois is as follows: $15.3 million for the
remainder of Fiscal 1974; $55.1 million for
Fiscal 1975, or a total of $70.4 million addi-
tional cost to Illtnois for Medicaid as a re-
sult of federalization of the AABD program
than F.Y. 19785,

This $70.4 milllon additional cost more
than wipes out the $20 million *“savings”
projected by the Senate Finance Committee
in September 1972. In fact, considering only
the remainder of FY '74, the $15.3 million
additional Medicaid cost for the new SSI
beneficiaries plus the $9.3 milllon in the
malintenance supplement mandated by Pub-
lic Law 83-66 more than wipes out the pro-
Jected “savings" for Fiscal 1974.

The additional cost to Illinois and the
other States for the mandated Medicald cov-
erage of 7niew SSI cases is obviously the result
of the federalized program with its expanded
caseload due to more liberal eligibility condi-
tlons and the attractiveness of an income
malintenance level guaranteed by the Federal
government and financed by that govern-
ment. But without Medicaid, the new SSI
cases would obviously be less well off than
their counterparts covered by the former
State-administered program. The answer
supplied: compel the States to supply at least
50 percent of the cost of correcting the gap
in the original legislation!

The States have every reason to protest
this method of rectifying an oversight in the
original Federal program at such high cost to
the States. Further, the States have also
every reason to protest the forced continua-
tion of their Medicald costs for former State
AABD cases transferred to the Federal pro-
gram receiving the mandated supplement for
basic maintenance needs. Adoption of the
federalized program—under the baslc premise
of Federal acceptance of responsibility for
providing a nationwide floor for basic main-
tenance of the aged, blind, and disabled—
has as itz corrollary Federal responsibility for
meeting at least the same proportionate part
of Medicaid requirements for these people.

Proposal for Relief

While a case might well be made that the
States should be relieved entirely of the
Medlcaid responsibility for SSI recipients—
since the need for Medicald for this group
arises solely as a result of shortcomings in
the established Federal Medicare program—
it is doubtful that the Congress, for fiscal and
other reasons, could move rapidly enough on
this basis to provide the fiscal rellef that the
States need immediately as a result of the
mandated Medicald coverage of SSI recipients
contained In HR. 11333,

FINANCING ELECTIONS: MAEKING
PUBLIC OFFICIALS AND THOSE
WHO SEEK PUBLIC OFFICE MORE
RESPONSIVE TO THE PEOPLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-

man from Hawaili (Mr. MaTsunNaca) is
recognized for 20 minutes,
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Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, the
1st session of the 93d Congress saw
dozens of major bills being considered in
both the House and the Senate. The spate
of energy legislation passed by the
House of Representatives in the past few
weeks is indicative of the pace and im-
portance of these efforts.

Nonetheless, it is the legislation pro-
posing structural changes in our political
process which have the longest lasting
impact. We recently passed and sent to
the Senate a bill to reform the congres-
sional budget processes, which may well
turn out to be the most important meas-
ure passed by the House in 1973,

Perhaps the most important bill the
House will pass in 1974 will be legislation
to reform campaigns for Federal elective
office—specifically, the Presidency and
the Congress. The Committee on House
Administration has completed hearings
on the entire subject of campaign finance
reform. I understand that markup will
soon begin, and it is hoped to have a bill
on the floor of the House sometime in the
next few weeks.

In this connection, I am taking three
actions which bear on this vital issue:

Pirst, I am signing the statement of
basic principles of campaign reform,
which outlines in general a number of
steps which should be taken to reform
present practices.

Second. I am introducing my own bill
on the subject, which I believe gathers
together some of the more thoughtful
jdeas on campaign reform.

Third. I am publicly declaring my sup-
port for H.R. 7612, the so-called Ander-
son-Udall bill, to demonstrate my basic
agreement with the principles to which
that bill is addressed.

A NEW PROPOSAL

For the last several years, I have been
pleased to play a major role in moving
toward a more rational, more democratic
method of electing our Federal officials.
I was a member of a bipartisan steering
group which developed a consensus re-
sulting, in large part, in the enactment of
the 1971 Federal Election Campaign Act.
That was good legislation, and has served
a useful purpose. One of the clearest in-
dicators of how much of an improvement
it was over the old law was the rush of
activity by so many people to transact
business before the effective date of the
1971 amendments.

But too many loopholes remsain. We
need to offer even more encouragement
to small campaign contributors. We need
to establish a clear line of authority for
enforcing all campaign laws. We need to
prevent outlandishly large contributions
by individuals to any candidate, and lim-
it the use of untraceable cash wherever
possible. We need make free broadcast
time available to Presidential candidates
without clogging the airwaves with nu-
merous sideshow candidates. Perhaps
most importantly, Mr. Speaker, we need
to extend present spending limitations to
include all types of expenditures, and
provide some system of public financing
of campaigns for Federal offices.

My bill comes to grips with each of
these needs, in what I believe to be =
most reasonable and practical way.
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INDEPENDENT ELECTION COMMISSION

As 8 badly needed first step, I propose
the establishment of an independent sev-
en-member Federal Elections Commis-
sion, to enforce all of the Federal election
laws. Under the present setup, the Gen-
eral Accounting Office is responsible for
enforeing the laws as applied to Presiden-
tial candidates; in the House, its Clerk is
responsible; in the Senate, its Secretary.
Many have observed that permitting the
enforcement of laws applying to Mem-
bers of Congress by officials who serve
at the pleasure of those Members gives
the appearance, at least, of providing
the potential for abuse. The General Ac-
counting Office, for its part, has been
uncomfortable in the role of Presidential
candidate watchdog, a task with ultimate
political implications. Moreover, none of
these agencies can operate in a truly in-
dependent way. All apparent violations of
law must be referred to the Justice De-
partment. Asking the Justice Department
to seek indictments against offenders
from the party in power presents, again,
the appearance of a potential for abuse.

So my bill would establish an inde-
pendent commission, with guaranteed bi-
partisan membership, to oversee the
campaign and election laws, issue sub-
penas and seek injunctions where appro-
priate, even initiate criminal action
against alleged violators.

This provision is similar to that al-
gea%y passed by the Senate as part of

- 3T2.

PRESIDENTIAL “EQUAL TIME"” REFEAL

Almost everyone agrees that eliminat-
ing the “equal time” requirement for
Presidential candidates would be a good
thing. It would permit the networks to
offer free time to major candidates with-
out flooding the air with fringe personali-
ties. My bill would repeal that require-
ment, but would for the time being retain
it for congressional candidates. This is
not because I do not favor free broadcast
time for major congressional candidates;
I do, very strongly. In my State of Hawail,
in fact, I arranged during the 1972 cam-
paign to debate my Republican opponent
on Hawail’s public television channel,
which graciously provided the air time
without charge. But many doubts have
been expressed about overburdening TV
outlets in some major markets, and about
the fairness that might be expected to-
ward minor but legitimate candidates in
some areas of the country. These are sin-
cere reservations, in my opinion, and my
bill responds to them by reguiring a spe-
cial study by the Federal Communica-
tions Commission on the issue of repeal-
ing the “equal time” provision for con-
gressional candidates.

Before mandating that the Federal
Government buy broadcast time and give
it to candidates, as some have suggested,
I believe we should permit broadcasters
to demonstrate how they will respond to
the opportunity to provide this vital pub-
lic service as part of their legal duty to
serve “the public interest and conveni-
ence.” In this connection I must pay my
sincere compliments to television sta-
tions KGMB-TV in FHonolulu for its
pioneering effort to make free time avail-
able to opposing candidates for the
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higher offices during the 1972 general
elections. Mr. Cec Heftel, owner and
president of KGMB-TV, has provided an
example in public service for others to
follow. To a lesser degree stations
KHON-TV and KIKU-TV provided the
same public service. To all these stations
I express gratitude for their demon-
strated leadership in serving the public.

ENCOURAGING SMALL CONTRIBUTORS

I believe that the enactment of the
income tax deduction and credit for small
political contributions was a substantial
forward step. The existing law permits
a deduction of up to $50 for political con-
tributions—$100 for couples filing jointly.
More important for middle-income tax-
payers, many of whom do not itemize
deductions, they can simply subtract
$12.50—$25 for joint returns—irom their
final tax bill credit to $50 for individuals,
and $100 for couples filing jointly. The
deduction would remain unchanged, but
would be unused. Thus all taxpayers rich
and poor, would have the same incentive
to contribute.

INDIVIDUAL CONTRIBUTION LIMITS

Big money—that is, really big money,
has now become commonplace in Ameri-
can politics, especially at the Presidential
level. I speak not only of spending, which
I will discuss later, but also of contribu-
tions from individuals. One recent com-
pilation reveals that one man and his
wife have given more than $7 million to
Republican candidates since 1968. I do
not condemn them; in fact, I regret that
they did not give that money to Demo-
crats instead.

They were attempting, in a perfectly
legal way, to bring their ideals to fruition
through contributions to the campaigns
of those who agree with them philosoph-
ically. However, it was the free flow of
over-abundant campaign funds from
wealthy individuals that led to Watergate
and related incidents. Much of the illegal
and unethical campaign activities could
not have been carried on if funds had
been limited. There is no question that
big money tends to corrupt our demo-
cratic institutions and processes.

Therefore, my bill would limit the
amount any person may contribute to
any one candidate to $3,000 per year.
Total contributions to all candidates in
any year could not exceed $25,000. That
limitation would apply to all contribu-
tions except those to and by the national
committees, and the national congres-
sional committees, of the major parties.
Contributions to those entities could total
another $25,000 each year. Another
current loophole would be closed by re-
quiring that any contribution by a minor
must be attributed to a parent or
guardian,

LIMIT USE OF CASH

Checks and money orders leave trace-
able records, which ease the burden of
enforcing contribution and expenditure
laws. Cash does not. We have seen dra-
matic recent instances where very large
amounts of cash have been used for what
can at best be described as guestionable
practices. My bill, therefore, would ban
any cash contribution or political ex-
penditure larger than $100.
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SPENDING LIMITATIONS

A simple way to lower the amount of
money spent in campaigns is to impose
ceilings above which spending is pro-
hibited. My bill imposes such ceilings.
But great care must be taken when legis-
lating in this area, for it is fraught with
danger. If the limit is set too high, it is
useless. If it is set too low, it becomes a
sort of “Incumbents’ Protection Act,” be-
cause incumbents almost always have
higher name recognition than their chal-
lengers, a difficulty that can be overcome
in a short time only by launching into
expensive advertising. There is also the
difficulty of enforcement, which is made
more difficult as limits are lowered, be-
cause of increased pressures to evade the
statutory limit.

The limits in my bill apply only to
congressional races. Presidential cam-
paign spending limits are implicit in the
mechanism which provided the existing
$1 checkoff from individual income taxes.

Senate candidates, or House candi-
dates in States with only one House seat,
would be permitted to spend up to 70
cents per registered voter, or $250,000,
whichever is greater. Other House can-
didates could spend 70 cents per regis-
tered voter or $150,000, whichever is
greater. These limits would include both
primary and general elections. The com-
bining of funds subject to limitation
would give the candidate greater flexi-
bility in applying the resources where
they are needed, a factor which varies
from State to State, even from race
to race within a State. In the event of
a runoff, additional sums would be
authorized.

It should be noted that I have based
my calculations on the number of regis-
tered voters, rather than voting age
population. My purpose is to encourage
candidates to work for high voter regis-
tration figures.

In a typical House campaign, these
limitations would work out to about
$165,000 to $170,000 overall. While those
limits are low enough to curb the “super
media blitz” which we have all seen and
deplored, they are certainly high enough
to permit a challenger to get his story
across to the public.

PARTIAL PUBLIC FINANCING

I have publicly advocated, and in-
troduced legislation to provide, public
financing of campaigns for Federal of-
fices for many years. I strongly believe
that now is the time for action on this
issue. It is a necessary complement to my
bill’s restrictions of individual contri-
butions and overall spending limitations.

I know that many of my colleagues
shrink from, in effect, voting themselves
campaign subsidies from the Treasury.
But public financing gives money to cam-
paigns only incidentally to achieving its
principle purpose—assuring competitive
races in a wider number of contests than
is now the case. In 60 to 80 House races
every other year, no opposition candidate
even bothers to file against the incum-
bent. In ancther 250 or so races, the
opposition is only token. The American
people have no stake in advancing the
career of any politician; they have a
great stake, however, in assuring suf-
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ficient money for vigorous elections in as
many instances as possible.

Although many people agree that par-
tial building financing would serve solid
principles, they doubt whether it is pos-
sible to solve all of the practical prob-
lems involved—who gets the money, how
much, and when? When does a fringe
candidate become a “minor party” can-
didate? And who decides these ques-
tions? My bill offers modest suggestions
about what I believe is a workable plan.

Primaries. As a matter of principle I
believe that public financing of primary
elections is & necessary step. It is in
this process where many congressional
races are decided as a practical matter.
But it is also a practical matter that
financing for primaries is not, in my
judgment, an attainable goal in the 93d
Congress. Since the principle of public
financing is the single most important
thing, I have limited my proposal to
general elections, with a view toward ex-
pansion at some future point, once the
principle is established.

General elections. After posting a
bond equal to the amount of payment
requested, any candidate on the ballot
could receive up to 10 cents per regis-
tered voter, or $£20,000, whichever is
greater—$30,000 in the case of Senate
races. If a candidate failed to receive
at least 10 percent of the total vote, he
would forfeit a portion of a bond re-
quired to be posted before the initial
payment could be made.

Taken together with the limits on
overall spending and individual con-
tributions, I believe that this plan for
partial public financing has the poten-
tial for breaking what appears to be the
inevitable cycle under the present sys-
tem: Big money and unlimited budgets
discourage the poor and middle-income
people from contributing; and as long as
small contributions are not available in
very large numbers, politics continues
to be tainted—some would say domi-
nated—by big money.

None of these proposals is new, Mr.
Speaker. All have appeared either in
other current bills or in bills I have in-
troduced myself in previous Congresses.
But I believe that my bill draws together
the best, if you will, of the various pro-
posals, in a workable, enactable piece of
legislation.

Also, Mr, Speaker, my bill includes a
provision legalizing contributions by cor-
porations subject to the same limitations
as apply to individuals. This parallels a
provision in the campaign reform legis-
lation which went into effect in my State
of Hawaii on January 1, 1974,

My purpose is to stop the devious sub-
terfuges by which corporate money now
finds its way into campaign coffers. It
will help corporate executives to make
honest, above-board contributions to
candidates and political parties of their
choice.

Watergate has revealed the widespread
abuse of the current law. Whether my
proposal is enacted or not, corporate
funds, like booze during the Prohibition
era, will continue to flow into campaigns.
It is time we legalized corporate contri-
butions, but in limited amounts and fully
reported, so that the publnc will know
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what corporations support what candi-
dates.

I trust that members of the House
Administration Committee, and other
House Members, will find this bill a use-
ful tool as we work toward passage of
campaign reform legislation.

DEFICIENCIES IN THE FOOD STAMP
PROGRAM FOR PUERTO RICO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York (Mr. Rancer) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, in the im-
plementation of the food stamp program
for Puerto Rico, three very serious de-
ficiencies have been brought to my at-
tention by the recent Agriculture De-
partment announcement of its plans in
this regard.

First, the Agriculture Department has
apparently chosen to delay implementa-
tion of the program in many parts of
the island until the latter part of this
year and in San Juan—the area where
the most needy people are—until March
1975. It appears that USDA has em-
barked upon a course that indicates a
very serious disregard for the will of
Congress as set forth in the August 1973
amendments to the Food Stamp Act. In
those amendments Congress required the
Department to establish the program in
every political subdivision of the United
States by June 30, 1974, unless it was
impossible or impracticable to do so by
that date. Congress was motivated by
the rapid disappearance of food sur-
pluses in the United States which meant
that the surplus commodity distribution
programs would no longer be able to meet
the nutritional needs of poorer people in
places such as Puerto Rico. Because of
the critical importance of food fto a
family's survival, the deadline was made
mandatory—except, of course, for the
two provisions. Despite this clear state-
ment of congressional intent, however,
USDA has made no finding of impos-
sibility or impracticability and has still
chosen to delay the program. I find this
shocking.

To carry out its responsibilities USDA
must implement the program in all lo-
cations on the island by June 30, 1974,
even if that means acting through mu-
nicipal governments, other government
agencies, or even private organizations.
Its only justification for delay can be a
showing of impossibility or impractica-
bility, but it bears the burden of proof
in such maftters and its showing would
have to be both affirmative and convine-
ing.

If it does make such a showing, how-
ever, that still does not mean that it can
delay until March. It remains obligated
to implementation at the earliest possible
moment.

Second, and of equally vital concern
is the decision by the Agriculture De-
partment to set food stamp allotment
levels at amounts lower than those pre-
vailing in the United States—at a level
which will not, I believe, permit poor
families to purchase the same diets as in
the mainland. If I am correct, then poor
families in Puerto Rico are being denied
their rights under the act.
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The act requires the Secretary to set
Puerto Rican coupon allotments at a
level that will allow recipients there to
be on an equal footing with those in the
mainland—providing only that allot-
ments for the islands are not set any
higher than those in the mainland.

I do not know what process the Secre-
tary used to derive the recently an-
nounced figures but if, as I have been
told, food prices are measurably higher
than those in the mainland areas then
the poor people of Puerto Rico are being
treated illegally. What the Agriculture
Department should do, if it has not done
so already, is cost out the economy diet
plan’s food items in Puerto Rico and de-
termine just what it would cost to pur-
chase a month’s worth of those foods
on the island. The economy diet plan
foods are the yardstick used on the main-
land and fairness requires that they be
the same yardstick on the island. The
use of different, cheaper foods on the is-
land as a basis for cost measurements
would simply penalize the poor people
fﬁr t:heir past reliance upon inadequate

ets.

Third, the Secretary has established
lower income-eligibility guidelines for
Puerto Rico than are used on the main-
land. For example, he has slated $407 as
the maximum monthly income for a
family of four which compares to $473
for a mainland family of four. This dis-
crimination indicates that he wholly
failed to carry out the requirement in the
statute that eligibility be determined by
multiplying the island’s per capita in-
come by the number of people in each
household.

ABORTION PROHIBITION: IT WILL
NOT WORK

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from New York (Ms. Aszuc) is
recognized for 20 minutes.

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, last year the
U.S. Supreme Court issued an historic
decision asserting the constitutional right
of women {o choose abortion as a method
of birth control. We are now in the midst
of a high pressure and highly emotional
and well-organized campaign to under-
mine that decision, even though polls
show that a majority of Americans sup-
port the Court’s decision.

Several constitutional amendments
proclaiming the “right to life” have been
introduced, and today hearings on these
proposals were opened by the Constitu-
tional Amendments Subcommittee of the
Senate Judiciary Committee. I was
pleased to have an opportunity to testify
before the subcommittee and at this
point I should like to include in the Rec-
orD the text of my remarks:

TESTIMONY OF BELLA S. ABzUG BEFORE THE
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS S‘BBCOMMIT-
TEE OF THE SENATE JUDICIARY Couunm,
MarCH 6, 1974
I thank you for this opportunity to testify

against approval of abortlon prohibition

amendments to the Constitutlon, which po-
tentially could affect every woman of child-
bearing age in the United States.

I appear before you as a member of Con-
gress, but also as a woman who is aware that
in the consideration of this proposal, the
fate of women is once agaln to be decided by
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men. I re that views both for and
against the right to abortion are found in
both sexes, The fact remains, however, that
these are amendments almed exclusively at
women which have been introduced by men
and submitted to a legislative body consist-
ing entirely of men.

In the other body, women number only 16
out of 4356 members, and if an abortion pro-
hibition should be approved by the Congress,
which I certainly hope will never happen, it
would then be submitted to legislatures that
are now about 83% male In composition.

Women are at your mercy, as they were
during their one hundred year struggle to
win suffrage. I remind you of the inequities
in the present legislative situation not to
make any sweeping prejudgments as to where
individual members of the Senate may stand
on this issue, but so that you may be con-
sclous of your particular responsibility also
to represent women, who in this setting have
no franchise.

I find it significant that not one Senator
spoke out against the Buckley Amendment
to the Soclal Security Amendments of 1973,
which would bar the use of Medicaid funds
for abortion. This was a blatant act of dis-
crimination against poor women, as are all
anti-abortion laws, but to my knowledge no
Senator is on record as opposing this kind
of class legislation,

The Buckley anti-Medicald amendment,
like other amendments attached to other
bills for the purpose of limiting use of fed-
eral funds for abortion, is an attempt to un-
dermine the U.S. Supreme Court’s historic
decision of January 22, 1973 upholding the
Constitutional right to abortion. Now we
see a more frontal attack on the Supreme
Court decision in these legislative attempts
to change the Constitution itself, and in so
doing to violate the spirit and language of
the Constitution and the principles of tol-
erance and respect for individual freedom
upon which our society is based.

As Justice Holmes said in his dissent in
Lochner v. New York (198 U.S. 45, at p. 76)
the Constitution “is made for people of fun-
damentally differing views,” but the Buckley
and Helms amendments seek to lmpose one
view upon an entire people. They would sub-
stitute uniformity for diversity and compul-
slon for the right of the individual to choose.
They might impose a particular religious or
moral ethic upon a nation that at its incep-
tion, by adopting the First Amendment, re-
jected any dogma or creed as mandatory for

I am opposed to compulsory abortion. I am
opposed to compulsory sterllization. I am also
opposed to compulsory pregnancy.

Under the Supreme Court declsion, no
woman anywhere in the United States can
be forced to have an abortion., Neither can
she be forced to have a baby. She is free to
decide, under certain limitations specified by
the Bupreme Court, whether she should give
birth to a child.

Man and woman are equal in the act of
conception, but after that single act has oc-
curred, it ie the woman's body that carries
and nurtures the embryo and the fetus.

It is the woman who experiences the physi-
cal and psychological changes of pregnancy.

It is the woman who has the discomforts
and sometimes the medical complications
that accompany pregnancy.

It is the woman who feels the pain of child-
birth. It is the woman who may have the
postpartum depression.

And In our soclety it is the woman who
bears the major responsibility of caring for
and raising the child and who often must
leave school or her work to do so.

Childbearing and childraising is a great
experience for most women, For some it is
not. For some it is sometimes. The polint is
that 1t is a totally Individusl experience, the
most highly personal process in a women’s
life.

And yet the Buckley and Helms amend-
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ments might mobilize the full power and au-
thority of the state and its legal apparatus
to interfere in this private process, to dictate
to the individual citizen who is a woman
what she is to do with her body and with her
lifa,

I oppose these amendments because I be-
lieve they might create insoluble confiicts
within the Constitution. They could infict
upon us arbitrary legal definitions of physi-
cal processes for which there is no univer-
sarily agreed upon medical definition. They
would produce legal chaos. And they would
not work.

Let us start with the last point first. This
nation has already had the bitter experlence
of another kind of national prohibition as
mandated by the 18th amendment to the
Constitution. We know that not only did
that Prohibition fail to accomplish {its
avowed highly moral purposes, but was re-
sponsible for the lawless and violent era of
the bootlegger and gangster, and the rise of
organized crime which still plagues our
soclety.

We do not have to speculate about whether
a simfilar fajlure would result from the adop-
tion of a Constitutional prohibition of abor-
tion because we already have the answer.

Until the U.S. Supreme Court issued Its
decision last year, most states had antl-
abortion laws. Prior to 1830 there were no
statutes in the U.S. prohibiting abortion.
Between 1830 and 1956, however, virtually
every state adopted laws which prohibited
abortion unless necessary to preserve the
life of the woman.

The main reason for enactment of these
laws was that under 19th Century condi-
tlons, before aseptic surglcal techniques were
developed, abortions were extremely danger-
ous and sometimes fatal, even when per-
formed by physicians. Protection of the
health of the woman was the major concern
behind the enactment of these laws. Today,
however, with a varlety of technlques avail-
able and with abortions more avallable to
women in the early stages of their preg-
nancy, an abortion 1s safer than childbirth.

Even though abortion was outlawed in
most of the states, at least until five or six
years ago, abortions were performed, and
they will continue to be performed whether
the Constitution is amended or not. This is
a fact that no amount of moral wishing can
overcome.

It has been generally estimated that all
throughout the period when anti-abortion
laws were on the books, about one million
American women were having abortions each
year. Illegal abortions were so common and
profitable they were said to be the third
largest source of criminal revenue, following
only narcotics and gambling. (D. Lowe,
Abortion and the Law, cited in The Rights
of Americans, edited by Norman Dorsen, p.
360).

Until some of the states began reforming
their abortlon laws, only about 10,000 of
these one million women succeeded each
year in having abortions performed legally in
a hospital. Most of these, inevitably, were
white, midle class or rich women who had
the money and access to physicians willing to
make the necessary arrangements.

What about the others, the 990,000 young
girls and women, married and unmarried,
who could not obtain legal abortions? Each
one has had to go through the individual
trauma of facing an unwanted pregnancy,
frantically seeking in secrecy for a bootleg
abortionist, paylng exorbitant fees, or in
many cases having to rely on a quack, a
neighbor, a midwife or & home remedy, usu-
ally unsuccessful and often dangerous, Others
have had to go abroad, as in the celebrated
case more than 10 years ago of Sherry Fink-
bein, a young pregnant married woman who
had taken the drug thalidomide and was
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forced to journey to Scandinavia to obtain an
abortion of what proved to be a badly de-
formed fetus,

Each year, before the Supreme Court deci-
sion was handed down, physiclans had to
treat about 350,00 women suffering from
complications arising from illegal abortions.
Each year, it has also been estimated some
400 to 1,000 women died as a result of illegal,
out-of-hospital abortions. Sometimes months
of intensive care would be required to save
& woman's life.

In contrast, the experience in New York
State which has had legalized abortion for
more than three years shows a decline in
deaths assoclated with abortions, a decline
in the maternal death rate, a steep decrease
in the number of infant deaths, and a strik-
ing decline in the numbers of women hos-
pitalized due to botched abortions.

The New York experlence has also shown
& 25 percent decline in the birthrate between
1970 and 1972, a 12 percent decline in the
number of out-of-wedlock births, and a 56
percent decline in the rate of newborn in-
fants left for placement or simply abandoned
in the hallways, doorsteps and other places.

A report by Planned Parenthood Federa-
tion of America, issued December 10, 1873,
which I would like to submit along with
other documents as part of my testimony,
Bays:

“Elimination of dangerous illegal abortion
removed the main single case of maternal
deaths. And women for whom childbirth
would be a high risk—the very young, women
who have had many previous pregnancies or
are nearing menopause, and women with
medical handicaps—now have an alternative.
Of course, availability of abortion alone
doesn't account for declines in the National
Maternal Mortality rates. Effective use of con-
traception is another factor. In fact, the New
York evidence suggests that contraceptive
practice improved markedly, perhaps related
to the contraceptive counseling provided by
facilities performing abortions."

As a result of the legalization of abortion
in some states, more women have been able
to procure abortions durlng the first 12
weeks of pregnancy, the safest period. A one-
year study of almost 73,000 abortions per-
formed in hospitals in five states showed that
75 percent took place during the first 12
weeks of pregnancy and less than three per-
cent took place after the 20th week. The
study shows that late abortions have been
mostly frequent among women under the age
of 18, mothers of six or more children, black
women, and patients in public hospitals.
These are the women who as a result of legal-
ization of abortion now have the personal
security of access to safe procedures and to
contraceptive counseling,

Perhaps the most significant finding in the
Planned Parenthood report was that “about
seven in ten of the legal abortions of New
York residents would have taken place any-
way—most of them illegally—in the absence
of the new law. In other words, the primary
impact of legalizing abortion is to make
safer, less expensive and more open a pro-
cedure which would have taken place any-
wuy'n

Those who would overrule Roe v, Wade
(410 U.S., 113 (1973)) would ignore our ex-
perience with the practical consequences of
attempting to prohibit abortion and the ben-
efits we have seen in terms of Improved ma-
ternal and infant health resulting from legal-
ized abortion. Those who would impose a ban
on abortion in the name of protecting the
rights of the unborn would deprive recog-
nized citizens of their rights under the Pirst
Amendment, which guarantees secular su-
premacy, and their Constitutional right to
privacy.

In its historic Roe v. Wade decision last
year, written by Justice Blackmun and con-
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curred in by six other justices, the Supreme
Court sald that although the right of privacy
is not explicitly mentioned in the Constitu-
tion, the court has recognized that such a
right does exist under the Constitution, in a
line of decisions golng back perhaps as far as
Union Pacific R. Co. v. Botsford, 141 U.S. 250
251 (1891).

In varying contexts, the decision sald, the
Court or individual justices have found at
least the roots of that right in the First
Amendment, in the Fourth and Fifth Amend-
ments, in penumbras of the Bill of Rights
in the Ninth Amendment, or in the concept
of liberty guaranteed by the first section of
the Fourteenth Amendment.

In its decision, the Supreme Court held:
“This right of privacy, whether it be founded
in the Fourteenth Amendment’s concept
of personal liberty and restrictions upon
state action, as we feel it is, or, as the District
Court determined, in the Ninth Amend-
ment's reservation of rights to the people,
is broad enough to encompass a woman's
decision whether or not to terminate her
pregnancy.” (410 U.S. at 153).

The court went on to discuss the hard-
ships a state could impose upon a pregnant
woman by denying her this choice:

“Specific and direct harm medically di-
agnosable even In early pregnancy may be
involved. Maternity, or additional offspring,
may force upon the woman & distressful life
and future. Psychological harm may be im-
minent. Mental and physical health may be
taxed by child care. There is also the dis-
tress, for all concerned, associated with the
unwanted child, and there is the problem
of bringing a child into a family already
unable, psychologically and otherwise, to care
for it. In other cases . . . the additional dif-
ficulties and continuing stlgma of unwed
motherhood may be involved. All these are
factors the woman and her responsible phy-
slcan necessarily will consider in consulta-
tion.” (410 U.S. at 153).

The Court also held that although the
right of personal privacy includes the abor-
tion decision, “this right is not unqualified
and must be considered against important
state interests in regulation.” It sald a state
may properly assert important interests in
safeguarding health, in maintaining medical
standards, and in protecting potential life.
“At some point in pregnancy,” the court con=
tinued, “these respective interests become
sufficlently compelling to sustain regulation
of the factors that govern the abortion deci-
sion.”

Accordingly, the court held that for the
first three months of pregnancy, the abortion
decision must be left to the woman's physi-
clan. In the next stage, approximately the
second trimester, the state, “in promoting
its interest in the health of the mother,
may, If it chooses, regulate the abortion pro-
cedure in ways that are reasonably related
to maternal health."” (410 U.S. at 164). It is
not until the stage subsequent to viability,
which is usually defined as the time when
the born fetus can sustain life outside the
womb of the mother that, according to the
Supreme Court, “the State in promoting its
interest in the potentiality of human life
may, if 1t chooses, regulate, and even pro-
scribe, abortion except where it is neces-
sary, in appropriate medical judgment, for
the preservation of the life or health of the
mother.” (410 U.S. at 164-165).

The high Court’s recognition of the rights
of the woman might be submerged under the
Helms Amendment by language which states
that due process and equal protection shall
be afforded an individual “from the moment
of conception.” Would we have to become
a nation of Solomons in choosing between
the rights of the woman and the rights of
the unborn embryo or fetus?

The Buckley amendment states that the
word “person' as used in the Fifth and Four-
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teenth Amendments (covering the concep-
tlon that no person shall be deprived of life,
liberty or property without due process of
law) shall apply to all human beings, “in-
cluding their unborn offspring at every stage
of their blological development, irrespective
of age, health, function, or condition of de-
pendency.”

The Buckley amendment would contradict
the rights of citizens provided by other sec-
tions of the Constitution, but it also con-
tains an internal contradiction. It would
allow an exception “in an emergency, when
a reasonable medical certainty exists that
continuation of pregnancy will cause the
death of the mother.” In Senator Buckley’s
view, the unborn offspring has an equal right
to life, but it is less equal than that of the
mother's right to 1life.

This leniency on the part of Senator Buck-
ley does not extend to concern for the health,
as distinguished from the life, of the mother
nor for the quality of life the offspring will
have when it is born. Both of these factors
are taken into consideration In abortion re-
form laws adopted by some 15 states in re-
cent years. In these states abortions have
been permitted under one or more specified
circumstances, including pregnancies result-
ing from rape or incest, danger to the physi-
cal or mental health of the mother, and the
possibility of fetal deformation.

The proposed amendments, however, with
the single exception conceded by Senator
Buckley, would ignore the multitude and
diversity of individual circumstances and
reasons that might require a woman to de-
cide to have an abortion. Women anywhere
from the ages of 10 to 11 to past 50 are phys-
ically capable of bearing children. Under
these amendments a young child could her-
self be forced to bear a child. A woman ap-
proaching menopause could be forced to bear
a child. A woman who is seriously ill or psy-
chologlcally disturbed could be forced to bear
a child. A woman who is raped or who is too
young to know how to cope with sexual ad-
vances could be forced to bear a child. A
woman who is poor or without a husband or
without enough food or clothing for her
existing family or who is in circumstances
where her entire life would be drastically and
unacceptably changed by having a child
would be forced to give birth. Women with
no access to contraceptives or who use con-
traceptives that fail would be forced to bear
children against their will. And women ex-
posed to drugs, diseases or inborn genetic
tralts that would result in the birth of badly
deformed, chronically ill or even fatally ill
bables would be forced to bear them even
though medical science has developed tech-
niques such as amniocentesis that in some
cases makes 1t possible to detect before birth
& defective fetus.

What happens even to the well baby born
to a scared, unmarried teenage girl, herself
virtually a child? What happens to the child
born into abysmal poverty or into a family
already too large? Or to the child born to
& sick or disturbed mother?

Although it is certainly not inevitable
that the child unwanted at birth will be
rejected and unloved in life, research into
the etiology of mental iliness, criminality
and mental retardation has singled out pa-
rental deprivation as perhaps the most im-
portant single causal factor. The number of
grossly deprived, abused, and neglected chil-
dren is so large that for every child who may
be helped by the intervention of child wel-
fare agencies, hundreds go undetected until
it is too late. Child abuse, in which children
are beaten, tortured, maimed or even killed
by their parents has become such a wide-
spread problem In our soclety that we have
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even had to enact a national law to attempt
to deal with it.

Unfortunately, we are not a child-orlented
society and respect for the right to life does
not necessarlly extend beyond the time when
the child emerges from the womb. Millions
of children In our country have malnufrl-
tion, grow up in poverty, are abandoned, or
left to vegetate In foundling homes. Millions
go without proper medical care. Serlously
handicapped bables and children are con-
signed to institutions where they exist under
horrible conditions that are periodically ex-
posed In the press or on TV and then
promptly forgotten. A comprehensive child
care and development bill enacted by the
Congress was vetoed by President Nixon,
and even the totally Inadequate child care
facllities that we have are under attack and
have been cut back by Presidential and Con-
gressional act.

None of these factors is taken into con-
sideration in the proposed amendments,
which assume a reverence for life that reso-
lutely ignored the problems of the real world
or the quality of life.

The core of these amendments is the con-
cept that the zygote, embroyo or fetus is
& human being indistinguishable from hu-
mans who have been born. The significance
of birth itself might be wiped out by these
amendments, with staggering implications
for our society. Both amendments seek to
define the unborn as a person. Helms would
stretch this definition to the “moment of
conception,” and the Buckley amendment
more circuitously speaks of “unborn offspring
at every stage of their biological develop-
ment.” In attempting to write language into
the constitution which determines when a
human being becomes a human being, the
authors of both amendments rush in where
wiser persons have feared to tread.

The Supreme Court decision says on this
point: “We need not resolve the difficult
question of when life begins. When those
trained in the respective disciplines of medi-
cine, philosophy and theology are unable to
arrive at any consensus, the judiciary, at this
point in the development of man's knowledge,
is not in a position to speculate as to the
answer.”

Yet if these amendments were adopted,
the courts would be involved in unending
speculation on this very question. Does Sen-
ator Buckley's phrase about every stage of
biological development take us back to the
sperm and the egg? It very well might. When
does the “moment of conception” referred
to by Benator Helms take place? Does it be-
gin with fertilization or the process of im-
plantation in the uterus, which occurs some
five to eilght days after the process of fertili-
zation has been completed? And how could
one possibly ascertain that legally? The state
of pregnancy itself cannot be determined
with certainty until some three weeks after
implantation has occurred.

There can be no sensible or generally
accepted legal determination of what the
Supreme Court called in its decision “this
most sensitive and dificult question.” It
pointed out that there has always been strong
support for the view that life does not be-
gin until Hve birth. This was the belief of
the Stoics and it appears to be the predom-
inant, though not the unanimous, attitude
of the Jewish faith. It is the bellef widely
held by large segments of the Protestant com~-
munity. Common law held that abortion per-
formed before quickening—the first recogniz-
able movement of the fetus in wutero, ap-
pearing usually from the 16th to the 18th
week of pregnancy—was not an indictable
offense. Physiclans often focus upon the
point at which the fetus becomes “viable”,
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that is, suficlently well developed to live out-
side the mother's womb, albeit with artificial
ald, Aristotle held a three-stage theory of life,
in which the vegetable stage was reached at
conception, the animal stage at animation,
and the rational stage soon after live birth.
St. Augustine, who made a distinction be-
tween embryo inanimatus, not yet endowed
with a soul, and embryo animatus, at one
point expressed the view that human powers
cannot determine the polnt during fetal de-
velopment at which the critical change oc-
curs.

These theories of “medlate animation” and
ensoulment held sway throughout the Mid-
dle Ages and the Renalssance in Europe and
was officlal Roman Catholic dogma until the
19th Century. The bellef that life begins
from the moment of conception is now the
official view of the Catholic Church and it
is also held by many others on moral rather
than religious grounds,

One can respect the right of the Catholic
Church and many other sincere and earnest
Americans to hold this belief without writing
it into the basic secular law of our land. In-
deed, if the Buckley and Helms views were to
be accepted as mandates, we would have to
call upon medical sclence to develop elec-
tronic spies or other devices, possibly placed
within the body of the woman, to determine
precisely when the sperm fertilized the egg,
when the egg attaches itself to the wall of
the uterus, and so forth. This would, of
course, be the utimate invasion of privacy,
but one can ask what is the point of making
a constitutional reference to the “moment
of conception” without considering how that
is to be determined.

The Supreme Court decision held that a
fetus is not a person within the meaning of
the Fourteenth' Amendment. It noted that
those sections of the Constitution which re-
fer to “person” have application only post-
natally. “None indicates, with any assur-
ance,” said the Court, “that it has any pos-
sible prenatal application.”

In view of this firm high court decislon,
the Buckley and Helms amendments are in-
tended to change the constitution and to
confer some uncertaln measure of person-
hood upon the zygote, embryo or fetus in
accordance with their vague definitions.

As a lawyer, I can assure you that if either
amendment were added to the Constitution,
our entire system of laws would become a
chaotic mess and the only ones who would
benefit would be the army of fetal protection
lawyers that would undobutedly rush to the
courts with thousands of mischievous law=-
suits.

Let us consider some of the possibilities.

All Americans could claim that they have
instantly aged by seven to nine months. This
would affect everything from birth certif-
fcates to death certificates, age of majority,
entrance into school, voting age, eligibility
for Congress and the Presidency, retirement,
pension systems, Social Security, insurance
policies, actuarial tables, and every aspect of
our very complex soclety in which age is a
factor.

Moreover, if the fetus 1s to be recognized
as a human being, the census would have
to be retaken and all laws and practices that
relate in any way to size of population
would have to be changed, for example. The
“one man, one vote" principle would have
to be changed, for example. The pregnant
women would count for two, but vote for
one. The entire nation would have to be re-
districted for purposes of Congressional
representation, and this would have to be
done repeatedly as the rates of pregnancy
declined or rose.

Revenue sharing, formula grants, school
taxes and all federal laws in which taxation
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or appropriations or allocations are related
to the number of human beings involved
would all have to be changed.

In eriminal law, the possible complications
are as infinite as the ingenuity of a lawyer's
mind, Would anyone committing a lesser
crime that incidentally results in the miscar-
riage of a woman be ty of murder under
the so-called felony murder rule which clas-
sifies as murder the killing of a person in the
course of a lesser crime? Would anyone
charged with criminal recklessness that re-
sulted in a miscarriage be found gullty also
of the crime of manslaughter?

What about the responsibility of the preg-
nant woman? Could a pregnant woman be
sent to prison for any reason if this would
result in the incarceration of the presum-
ably innocent fetus person? Would she have
to account legally for any action she took
that might result In a miscarriage? Would
the woman be prevented from using a con-
traceptive such as the Intrauterine device
(IUD) which may have the effect of dislodg-
ing a fertilized egg?

The consequences to every pregnant wom-
an have been spelled out in a memorandum
on the Helms-Hogan amendment prepared
by attorney Harriet Pilpel. “If the fetus were
a person entitled to constitutional guaran-
tees from the moment of conception, every
pregnant woman would constantly be act-
ing at her peril. . . . Presumably the state
could enjoin a safety regimen on every wom-
an from the moment she conceived (assum-
ing anyone could figure out what that
moment was) and could hold her account-
able criminally and civilly for any injury
the fetus suffered. . . . Perhaps every wom-
an would be required to register the fact of
her pregnancy with an appropriate fetus-
protective state authority. Every aspect of
her life would be the potential subject of
state inspections, regulation and control,
For pregnant women living under (this)
amendment, the conditions described in
George Orwell’s 1984 would be a paradise of
freedom by comparison.”

In general tort law, chaos would also en-
sue. If a pregnant woman were in an auto-
mobile or airplane accident, could the fetus
sue for negligence? Could the fetus sue for
negligence if the mother contracted Ger-
man measles, took a harmful drug or had an
accident? Could totally unrelated persons
have themselves declared “guardians” of the
fetus, as happened in the Byrn case in New
York State, and Interfere in the personal
lives of pregnant woman?

What about inheritance? As legal persons,
unborn fetuses might inherit property, even
if never born alive. This could increase estate
taxes, since property passing through the
fetal estate might be taxable. Estate tax re-
turns might have to be filed on behalf of
fetuses that have miscarried. Increased risks
to the life of & pregnant woman might re-
sult because doctors might hesitate to use
life-saving medical procedures that might
abort the pregnancy.

Other legal disputes would develop. Would
the fetus be ccunted as a dependent for
tax purposes? How would the Internal Reve-
nue Service determine the validity of such
a clalmed deduction? What would be the
status of a fetus conceived in the United
States by non-citizens? As the law now
stands children born in the United States
to aliens, even those here temporarily, are
eltizens. Would this have to be extended to
include all children whom the parents claim
were conceived in the United States? Could
& pregnant woman be deported if the
“moment of conception” occurred in this
country?

These are only a few of the questions
raised by constitutional lawyers. Some may
seem absurd, but all of them stem logically
from these ambigously worded proposed Con-
stitutional amendments and would create the
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utmost confusion at every level of our legal
system and involve us in a nightmare of end-
less litigation.

I make these points not to question or
impugn the motives of those proposing or
supporting these so-called “right to life"
amendments, but to point out that their
moral and religlous concerns are not subjects
that can be reasonably or appropriately dealt
with in legal terms,

‘We are all concerned with the right to life.
We must also be concerned with preserving
the essence of our democratic soclety which
allows all viewpoints to flourish and compete
for support.

Those who agree with Senators Buckley
and Helms are perfectly free to model their
own lives on these precepts. They are also
free to state their views publicly, to argue,
to seek to persuade other Americans of the
rightness of their morelity or dogma. But
they have no right to demand that all Amer-
icans conform to their particular beliefs.

And they have given us no reason to believe
that a ban on abortions would be any more
workable than a ban on sexual intercourse.
The only result would be to turn women
unwillingly into lawbreakers.

We have already seen the traglc results of
laws that deny women access to legal, safe
abortions. We also know that over the years
millions of women have been forced to resort
to abortion because men and women were
denied access to contraception. Even now,
many states have laws proscribing the sale
of contraceptives to teen-agers. These laws
exists even though it is generally recognized
that we must have population control if our
planet is to be able to sustain life.

I belleve that abortion is the latest desir-
able method of birth control. No woman pre-
fers it. It is generally regarded as a method
of last resort. Hopefully, there will be fewer
abortions as women and men gain more fa-
miliarity with and access to contraceptives.
But safe and legal abortion must be available
to any woman who finds herself pregnant and
for any one of & multitude of reasons does
not want to have a child then. It must be
available to the poor and to the very young,
who traditionally have been the main victims
of anti-abortion laws.

The Supreme Court has held that the Con-
stitution liberates women from the indigni-
ties, terrors and dangers to thelir health of 11~
legal abortions. We also recognize the hypoc-
risy of mandating anti-abortion laws which
are only randomly enforced but that make
women feel like eriminals, To propose, in this
year of 1974, that women be dellvered back
into the hands of bootleg abortionists and
extortionists is unconscionable, and I urge
you to reject these amendments.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to extend their
remarks on the special orders today of
the gentleman from California (Mr.
RoussEror) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. BELL).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Minnesota?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. Derroms (at the request of Mr.
O'NEemLL), for today, on account of illness.

Mr. McKInNEY (at the request of Mr.
RuODES), after 3:30 today and for March
7. on account of death in the family.
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SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr, Bararis), to revise and ex-
tend their remarks, and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. RaiLseack, for 5 minutes today.

Mr. Conaere, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Grover, for 10 minutes, today.

Mr. PEYSER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Hanna, for 15 minutes today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Ginn) and to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extran-
eous matter:)

Mr. Minisy, for 10 minutes today.

Mr. BrapEMmas, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Gowzarez, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. Dices, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. RosTENKOWsKI, for 5 minutes
today.

Mr, MaTsunaca, for 20 minutes, today.

Mr. RaNGEL, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. Aszue, for 20 minutes, today.
HMr. Fascerr, for 60 minutes, on April

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
I';g\?tse and extend remarks was granted

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Bararis) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. ESHLEMAN,

Mr. SANDMAN.

Mr. SHOUP,

Mr. HoGaN.

Mr. HUDNUT.

Mr. QUIE.

Mr, SARASIN.

Mr. CLEVELAND.

Mr. Kemp.

Mr. SmiteH of New York.

Mr. HosMmer in two instances.

Mr. Wyman in two instances.

Mr. SEBELIUS.

Mr, Symms.

Mr. DErwInsKI in two instances.

Mr. MARAZITT,

Mr. Youne of South Carolina.

Mr. GOODLING.

Mr. Parris in four instances.

Mr. Hueer in two instances.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Gmwn) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr, Curver in six instances.

Mr. TeacuE in six instances.

Mrs. Bogas.

Mr. Fraser in five instances.

Mr. GonzaLez in three instances.

Mr. Rarick in three instances.

Mr. Dices in three instances.

Mr. ROYBAL.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee.

Mr. SHIPLEY.

Mr. BrownN of 'California in 10 in-
stances.

Mr. LEGGETT.

Mr. Eopwarps of California.

Mr. Gaypos in 10 instances.

Mr. MURTHA.

Mr, HENDERSON.

Mr. OBeY in three instances.
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Mr, Mrrrorp in three instances.
Mr. Rem in two instances.

Mr. CONYERS.

Mr. HarRrRINGTON in two instances.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. HAYS, from the Committee on
House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 8245, An act to amend Reorganization
Plan Numbered 2 of 1973, and for other
purposes,

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 27 minutes p.m.),
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, March 7, 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:

1991. A letter from the President of the
United States, transmitting a proposed sup-
plemental appropriation for fiscal year 1974
for the Federal Trade Commission (H. Doc.
93-227); to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and ordered to be printed.

1992. A letter from the President of the
United States, transmitting proposed supple-
mental appropriations for fiscal year 1974 for
the Department of Justice (H. Doc. No. 83—
228); to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.

1893. A letter from the President of the
United States, transmitting a proposed sup-
plemental appropriation for fiscal year 1974
for the U.S. Information Agency (H. Doc. No.
$3-229); to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.

1904, A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Navy (Installations and Loglstics),
transmitting a report of the facts and justi-
flcation for the transfer of the Fleet Missile
Systems Analysis and Evaluation Group,
Corona, Calif., pursuant to section 613(a) of
Public Law 89-568 (10 U.8.C. 2662, note); to
the Committee on Armed Services.

1965. A letter from the Administrator, U.S.
Small Business Administration, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to amend the
Small Business Act; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

1086, A letter from the Administrator,
Small Business Administration, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to clarify the
authority of the Small Business Administra-
tion and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

1997. A letter from the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to amend the Juvenile
Delinquency Prevention Act to establish a
new program of research and demonstrations,
with particular emphasis on problems of
runaway children, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

1998. A letter from the Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting a report on study of &
90-mile segment of the Clarion River in
Pennsylvania recommending against its in-
clusion in the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System, pursuant to B2 Stat. 908; to
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the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

1999. A letter from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting copies of
orders entered in the cases of certain aliens
under the authority contalned in section
13(b) of the act of September 11, 1857, pur-
suant to sectlon 13(c) of the act [8 US.C.
1265b(c) ]; to the Committee on the Judici-
a

ry.

2000. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting the Annual Report of
the Economic Development ‘Administration
for fiscal year 1973, pursuant to 42 U.S.C.
3217; to the Committee on Public Works.

2001. A letter from the Fiscal Assistant
Becretary of the Treasury, transmitting the
third annual report on the financial condi-
tion and results of the operation of the Air-
port and Airway Trust Fund, pursuant to
section 208(e) (1) of the Alrport and Airway
Revenue Act of 1970, as amended (H. Doc.
No. 93-230); to the Committee on Ways and
Means and ordered to be printed. *

RECEIVED FROM TEE COMPTROLLER GENERAL

2002, A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting a
report on the supply and demand conditions
for teachers and the implications for Fed-
eral programs; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr., ANDERSON of California:

HR. 13271. A bill to amend the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act of 1970; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. CAREY of New York (for him-
self, Mr. Bapmro, Mr. BaraLris, Mr,
BELL, Mr, BRowN of California, Mr,
Cray, Ms. Corrins of Illinois, Mr,
CrONIN, Mr, pE Luco, Mr. EILBERG,
Mr. FascELL, Mr. Forp, Ms. GREEN of
Oregon, Mr. Hawkins, Mr. HeLsTto-
SEI, Mr, Hicks, Ms. HOLTZMAN, Mr.
EKocH, Mr. MADDEN, Mr, MOAKLEY,
Mr. MurrHY 0of New York, Mr. MUR-
THA, Mr. PEPPER, Mr. ROSENTHAL, and
Mr. SARBANES) :

HR. 18272. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for the estab-
lishment of a Natlonal Institute of Aging
to the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce.

By Mr. CAREY of New York (for him-
self, Ms. GrAsso, Mr. SToKEs, Mr.
TERNAN, Mr, Warsa, Mr. WoLrF,
Mr. Won PaT, and Mr. YATRON) :

HR.13273. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to provide for the estab-
lishment of a Natlonal Institute of Aging;
to the Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce,

By Mr. COLLIER:

HR.13274. A bill to exempt parts and ac-
cessories to be used on local transit buses
from Federal excise tax; to the Committee on
mittee on Veterans' Affalrs.

By Mr. DORN:

H.R. 13275. A bill to amend title, 38 United
Btates Code, to extend eligibility for auto-
moblle adaptive equipment to certaln addi-
tional veterans; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

H.R. 13276. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide an annual clothing
allowance to certain veterans who, because of
a service-connected disabllity, wear a pros-
thetic appliance or appliances which tend to
wear out or tear their clothing; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 18277. A bill to amend title 38, United
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States Code, to liberalize the provisions for
payment of educational assistance benefits
to certaln disabled veterans; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans' Affairs.

H.R. 13278. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to liberalize the provisions for
special emphasis in employment of disabled
veterans; to the Committee on Veterans'
Affairs,

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho:

H.R. 13279. A bill to suspend for a tempor-
ary period of time the provisions of section
27 of the Merchant Marine Act, 1920, in
order to permit, under certain circumstances,
vessels of foreign registry to transport ferti-
lizer necessary to the production of agricul-
tural commodities from Alaska to the west
coast of the United States; to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisherles.

By Mr. HENDERSON:

H.R. 13280. A bill to insure that reciplents
of veterans’ pension and compensation will
not have the amount of such pension or
compensation reduced, or entitlement there-
to discontinued, because of Iincreases in
monthly social security benefits; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. EEMP:

HR.. 13281. A hill to amend the Natural
Gas Act to extend its application to the
direct sale of natural gas in interstate com-
merce, and to provide that provisions of the
act shall not apply to certain sales in inter-
state commerce; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

H.R. 13282. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to eliminate the per-
centage depletion allowance and the option
to deduct intangible drilling and develop-
ment costs in the case of any oil or gas well
located outside the United States, and to
deny a foreign tax credit with respect to the
income derived from any such well; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LEHMAN:

H.R. 13283. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 18564 to provide a 20-percent
tax credit for individuals for home improve-
ments, home repairs, furnishings and appli=
ances; to the Committee on Ways and Meanna

By Mr. MINISH:

HR. 13284. A bill to amend the Publio
Health Service Act to improve the national
cancer program and to authorize appropria=
tions for such program for the next 3 fiscal
years; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. MOAKLEY:

H.R. 13285. A bill to amend title 4, chap-
ter 4, section 4-004 of the District of Colum-
bia Code in order to eliminate additional un-
compensated work time of the officers of the
Metropolitan Police Department; to the Com-~
mittee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. OBEY:

H.R. 13286. A bill to remove Senators and
Representatives from the application of sec-
tion 225 of the Federal Salary Act of 1967
pertaining to the Commission on Executive,
Legislative, and Judicial Salaries, to provide
for cost-of-living adjustments in the salaries
of such officials, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Bervice.

By Mr. PEPPER:

H.R. 13287. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to increase the limitations with
respect to direct loans to veterans from
$21,000 to $25,000; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.

H.R. 13288. A bill to expand the authority
of the Veterans' Administration to make
direct loans to veterans where private capi-
tal is unavailable at the statutory interest
rate; to the Committee on Veterans” Affalrs,

By Mr. REID:

HR. 13280. A bill to provide financial as-
assistance to the States for improved edu-
cational services for handicapped children;
to the Committee on Education and Labor,
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By Mr. REUSS:

HR. 13290. A bill to provide that the
money designated on 1972 tax returns to be
made available to a specified politica] party
which (after such designation) has been
directed by law to be used otherwise, shall
remain in the general fund of the Treasury
unless redesignated to the Presidential Elec-
tion Campaign Fund by the taxpayer; to the
Committes on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROUSH:

HR. 13291. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow the rapid
depreciation of expenditures to rehabilitate
low-income rental housing incurred after
December 31, 1974; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROYBAL:

H.R. 13202. A bill to amend title IT of the
Social Security Act to Increase to $3,600 the
amount of outside earnings which (subject
to further increases under the automatic
adjustment provisions) is permitted each
year without any deductions from benefits
thereunder; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Ms. SCHROEDER (for herself and
Mr. Evans of Colorado):

H.R. 13293. A bill to provide that the proj-
ect referred to as the Chatfield Dam and
Lake on the South Platte River, Colo., shall
hereafter be known and designated as the
“Edwin C. Johnson Dam and Lake”: to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. STEELMAN:

H.R. 13294. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to clarify the
authority of the Secretary of Health, Educa~
tion, and Welfare with respect to foods for
speclal dletary use; to the Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr, STEED:

HR. 13205. A bill to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
19656 to extend the authorizations for a 5-
year period, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mrs. SULLIVAN (for herself, Mr.
Craex, Mr. AsHLEY, Mr. DrngeELL, Mr,
DownNiNG, Mr, STUBBLEFIELD, Mr,
MurrHY of New York, Mr, JoNES of
North Carolina, Mr, ANDERsON of
California, Mr. EKvyros, Mr, Eck-
HARDT, Mr. GINN, Mr., Stuops, Mr.
GroVvER, Mr. MosHER, Mr. Lorr, and
Mr. PRITCHARD) :

H.R. 13206. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the fiscal year 1975 for certaln
maritime programs of the Department of
Commerce; to the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisherles,

By Mr. SYMMS (for himself, Mr.
TEAGUE, Mr. SeBELIUS, Mr. FLYNT,
Mr., DeviNg, Mr. CoLrLINs of Texas,
Mr. BAUMAN, Mr. STEIGER of Arizona,
Mr. PriceE of Texas, Mr. IcHORD, Mr.
BARER, Mr. Z1oN, Mr. BRINKLEY, Mr.
Moor=EAD of California, Mr. FROEH-
LIcH, Mr, LusaN, Mr. BLACKBURN,
Mr. DAN DawniEL, Mr. Youna of
South Carolina, Mr. SATTERFIELD,
Mr. CoLLIER, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. SHUS-
TER, Mr, TAYLOR of Missour!, and Mr,
DEeL CrLAawsonw) :

HR. 13297. A bill to repeal the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor,
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By Mr. TIERNAN (for himself, Mr.
BapiLrLo, Mr. BERGLAND, Ms. CoLLINS
of Ilinois, Mr. CorMAN, Mr, EDWARDS
of California, Mr. HoGaN, Ms. HoLTZ~
MAN, Mr. MoAKLEY, Mr. PFPPER, MT.
RIEGLE, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. Sar-
BANES, Ms. ScHROEDER, and Mr,
VIcoRrITO) :

HR. 13298. A bill to protect the environ-
ment and conserve natural resources by stim-
ulating the recovery, reuse, and recycling of
waste materials and by decreasing the quan-
tity of materials moved in commerce which
must be disposed of ultimately as waste; to
promote and regulate commerce by identify-
ing and establishing standards and gulde-
lines for the proper management of waste
which poses a substantial hazard to human
health or the environment, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate
and Forelgn Commerce,

By Mr. TIERNAN (for himself, Mr.
BapiLrLo, Mr. BUcCHANAN, Ms, COLLINS
of Illinois, Mr. CormaN, Mr. Ep-
warps of California, Mr. HoGaN, Mr.
PEPPER, Mr, RIEGLE, Mr. ST GERMAIN,
Mr. SarBaNES, Ms., BcHROEDER, Mr.
Symincrow, and Mr. ViGorITo) @

HR, 13209. A bill to protect the environ-
ment and conserve natural resources by
stimulating the use of recycled or recyclable
materials by effecting rate changes in the
movement of these materials by common
carrier, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. STUBBELEFIELD:

H.R. 13300. A bill to amend the Federal
Trade Commission Act (15 U.S.C. 41) to pro-
vide that under certain circumstances ex-
clusive territorial arrangements shall not be
deemed unlawfui; to the Committee on In=-
terstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mrs. BOGGS:

H.R, 13301. A bill to establish a trust fund
in the Treasury of the United States to be
known as the National Elderly and Handi-
capped Housing Load Pund, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr, COLLINS of Texas:

HR. 13302. A bill to amend section 1201
of title 18 of the United States Code to im-~
pose penalties on the acceptance of a benefit
extorted through kidnaping and on assist-
ing in the distribution of such a benefit; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. KOCH:

H.R. 13303. A bill to amend title 5, United
States Code, to provide that persons be
glven access to records concerning them
which are maintained by Government
agencles; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

H.R. 13304. A bill to amend title 5, United
BStates Code, to provide that persons be
given access to records concerning them
which are maintained by Government
agencies; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

By Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 13305. A bill to authorize the disposal
of graphite from the national stockpile and
the supplemental stockpile; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

By Mr, NIX:

HR. 13306. A bill to amend the Food
Stamp Act of 1964, as amended, and for
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other purposes; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

H.R. 13307. A bill to require filing of do-
mestic food price impact statement in con-
nection with exports of U.S. commodlties; to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. REID:

H.R. 13308. A bill to investigate the rela-
tlonships between those persons engaged in
the provision of accounting services to ma-
Jor oil companies and said companies, to re=-
quire integrated major oil companies to file
with the Federal Trade Commission account-
ing reports for each and any of their four
levels of operation, and for other purposes;
to the Committees on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

By Mr. ROE:

H.R. 13309. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to expand the definition of small
business concern to include agribusinesses;
to the Commititee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. HOSMER:

H.R. 13310. A bill to establish a national
policy for a comprehensive program of re-
search and development in energy sources
and energy utilization technologies; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HUBER (for himself, Mr.
DevinNe and Mr, GUYER) :

H. Con. Res. 441, Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress with respect
to the missing in action in Southeast Asia;
to the Committee on Forelgn Affairs.

By Mr. DIGGS:

H. Res. 957. Resolution to provide funds
for the expenses of the investigations and
stiidies authorized House Resolution 162;
to the Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. McKINNEY:

H. Res. 958. Resolution disapproving the
recommendations of the President with re-
spect to the rates of pay of Federal officials
transmitted to the Congress In the budget
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1975;
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

868. By the SPEAEKER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the Senate of Colorado, relative
to the observance of Veterans Day on No-
vember 11; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

360. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Georgia, relative to a constitu-
tional amendment guaranteeing legal protec-
tion to the unborn; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. STUBBELEFIELD:

HR. 13311. A bill for the relief of Yan

Ewong Yuen,; to the Committee on the Judi-

By Mr. DOWNING:
H.J, Res. 931, Joint resolution restoring
citizenship posthumously to Gen. R. E. Lee;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

SENATE—Wednesday, March 6, 1974

The Senate met at 10 am. and was
called to order by Hon. Sam NUNN, a
Senator from the State of Georgia.

PRAYER

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

Eternal God, our Father, in these
strange and troublous days, demanding
great leadership, may we in this place
be very conscious of the clear and un-
mistakable leadership of Thy spirit.
When we are unsure, may we seek Thy
guidance and inwardly hear Thee say,
“This is the way, walk ye in it.” And

hearing Thy voice grant us the will to
obey Thee. Help us always as servants
of all the people to choose the highway
which leads to justice and peace. May we
come to the close of the day with a
richer experience of Thy presence, a surer
mastery of ourselves and a deeper sym-
pathy with struggling humanity.
In Christ's name we pray. Amen.
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