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posing, through their Iinvestigations, the
working of the Communist conspiracy within
the United States; and

Whereas, The current expansion of activi-
ties on the part of the Communist Party,
USA, recent revelations by the Director of
the FBI, and the decisions of the Supreme
Court, which emasculated the internal secu-
rity legislation of the United States, have
made even more clear the necessity for con-
tinued action on the part of these Congres-
sional Committees; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, by The American Legion in Na-
tional Convention assembled In Chicago,
Illinois, August 22, 23, 24, 1972, that The
American Legion again express its confidence
in the work of the House Committee on In-
ternal Security and the Senate Internal
Security Subcommittee as important in-
struments for the exposure and eradication
of the Communist menace within our bor-
ders; and, be it further

Resolved, That this organization does urge
the sald committees to continue vigorously
in the work which they have so well under-
taken In the years past; and, be it further

Resolved, That The American Legion peti-
tion the Congress to appropriate sufficient
funds to enable these committees to extend
and expand their activities.
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ResonvrioN No. 102 oF THE VETERANS OF
FoOREIGN WARS

THE DOMESTIC THREAT

Whereas, there exists in these United
States multiple groups of either a perma-
nent or ad hoc character ranging from the
Communist Party, USA (CPUSA), with the
clear and avowed misslon of overthrowing
our free institutions, to groupings of a more
fleeting, single-issue-oriented nature which
seek to embarrass and discredit the United
States; and

Whereas, far too many persons in the com-
munications media have failed to report vio-
lent dissidence and treason “as It is,” but
have extended inordinately respectful cov-
erage to those who have consistently dis-
played hatred and contempt for our country,
our flag and Institutions; and

Whereas, eternal vigilance is the price of
liberty; now, therefore be it

Resolved, by the T4th National Convention
of the Veterans of forelgn Wars of the United
States, that

(a) The Federal Bureau of Investigation
continue and intensify its program of sur-
veillance and reporting upon parties, groups,
and individuals whose actions are inimica-
ble to the domsetic tranquility of the United
States; and
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(b) Since the Subversive Activities Con-
trol Board (SACB) was not fully used by the
Attorney General and has been permitted to
decay and perish, full support must now
be extended to H.R. 6241 (Constitutional
Oath Support Act) which revises and
strengthens America's Federal Civilian Em-
ployee Loyalty-Security Program; and

(c) BSubversive elements attacking the
Armed Forces from within or without be
identified and prosecuted with energy and
dedication; and

(d) All of those so-called groups and
peace activists who by their actions under-
mined our war effort in Southeast Asia and
contributed to their deterioration of the
peace agreements which were established
with the communists, be publicly spotlight-
ed for what they are and subjected to vigor-
ous legal prosecution as they seek to dis-
appear into the wide American SBoclety in the
post-Vietnam era; and

(e) Our Commander-in-Chief commends
the painstaking efforts of the great majority
of the House Committee on Internal Security
(the Ichord Committee) for its fair-minded
and comprehensive efforts to enhance our in-
ternal security without any wvalld “witch
hunting™ charges being bhrought against
them,

SENATE—Friday, March 22,

The Senate met at 9 a.m. and was
called to order by the Acting President
pro tempore (Mr, METCALF).

PRAYER

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

O Lord God of this new day, as the
dawn has grown into the fullness of the
morning, so let Thy light banish all doubt
and fear that we may find and follow
Thy purpose throughout this day. Help
us to use its precious hours in a manner
Thou canst bless and hallow with Thy
presence. May we be strong to do things
worth doing and strong in turning away
from the unworthy, the base, and the
trivial. In these times requiring greatness,
may our dedication to Thee be complete.
And, finally, in our work give us the joy
of those who are workers together with
Thee for a world redeemed and made
ready for Thy coming kingdom.

In the Redeemer’s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Thurs-
day, March 21, 1974, be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that all commit-
tees may be authorized to meet during
the session of the Senate today,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT
OF 1974

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Under the previous order, the Sen-
ate will now resume the consideration of
the unfinished business S. 1541, which
the clerk will state.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

8. 1541, to provide for the reform of con-
gressional procedures with respect to the en-
actment of fiscal measures; to provide ceil-
ings on Federal expenditures and the na-
tional debt; to create a budget committee
in each House; to create a congressional of-
fice of the budget, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The pending question is on agree-
ing to the Nelson-Mondale amendment
No. 1046 which the clerk will state.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

On page 107, on line 6, beginning with the
word “The"”, strike everything through the
word ‘‘completed.” on line 19, and Iinsert
the following: “Rule XXV of the Standing
Rules of the Senate is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new para-
graph:

“8. (a) The Committee on the Budget shall
consist of fifteen members.

“(b) For purposes of paragraph 6, service
of a Senator as a member of the Committee
on the Budget shall not be taken into ac-
count.

“(e) (1) Membership on the Committee on
the Budget shall be divided into three classes
with five seats in each class, The members
first elected to the committee shall, by lot,
determine the class to which their seats are
assigned. Thereafter, members elected to the
committee shall be elected to a seat in one of
the three classes.

“{2) A member serving on the committee
in a seat of the first class during the Ninety-
fifth Congress, or during any third Congress
following the Ninety-fifth Congress, shall not
be eligible to serve on the committee during
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the Congress following such Ninety-fifth
Congress or following any such third Con-
gress, as the case may be.

“(3) A member serving on the committee
in a seat of the second class during the
Ninety-sixth Congress, or during any third
Congress following the Ninety-sixth Congress,
shall not be eligible to serve on the commit-
tee during the Congress following such Nine-
ty-sixth Congress or following any such third
Congress, as the case may be.

“{4) A member serving on the committee
in a seat of the third class during the Ninety-
seventh Congress, or during any third Con-
gress following the Ninety-seventh Congress,
shall not be eligible to serve on the commit-
tee during the Congress following such Nine-
ty-seventh Congress or following any such
third Congress, as the case may be.”,

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, separate and
apart from the unanimous-consent
agreement, there be a brief period for
the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness, with statements therein limited to
3 minutes each.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. For how long a period?

Mr., MANSFIELD. I said a brief pe-
riod. Fifteen minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Is there any morning business?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.

AUTHENTICATED
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INFORMATION
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ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
MONDAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in adjournment until 12 noon on
Monday next.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. MercaLr) laid before the Sen-
ate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF

THE UNITED STATES

A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a list of reports of the General
Accounting Office issued or released in Feb-
ruary (with an accompanying report).
Referred to the Committee on Government
Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report on complications incurred
because of delays in transferring patients to
the VA spinal cord injury treatment cen-
ters, Veterans' Administration, dated March
20, 1974 (with an accompanying report).
Referred to the Committee on Government
Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on problems affecting mail serv-
ice and improvements being taken, U.S. Pos-
tal Service (with an accompanying report).
Referred to the Committee on Government
Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the difficulties of assessing
results of law enforcement assistance ad-
ministration projects to reduce crime, De-
partment of Justice, dated March 19, 1974
(with an accompanying report). Referred to
the Committee on Government Operations,
Prorosep LEGISLATION FroM PENNSYLVANIA

AVENUE DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

A letter from the Chairman, Pennsylvania
Avenue Development Corporation, Washing-
ton, D.C., transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend the act of October 27,
1972 (Public Law 92-578) (with an accom-
panying paper). Referred to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION BY ADMINISTRATIVE

OFFICE OF THE UNITED STATES COURTS

A letter from the Director, Administrative
Office of the United States Courts, trans-
mitting a draft of proposed legislation to
amend the Federal Employees’ Compensation
Acts, as amended, title 5, United States Code,
by adding a new section providing for work
injury coverage of Federal petit and grand
Jurors in the performance of their duties
(with an additional paper). Referred to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

FINANCIAL STATEMENTS FOR UrRANIUM
ENRICHMENT ACTIVITY

A letter from the Assistant General Man-
ager, Controller, Atomic Energy Commission,
transmitting, for the information of the
Senate, copies of the 1973 Financial State-
ments for the Uranium Enrichment Activity
(with accompanying papers). Referred to the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.
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PETITIONS

Petitions were laid before the Senate
and referred as indicated:
By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. METCALF) :
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations:

“ASSEMBLY JOINT RESoOLUTION No. 67

“Urges the President and Congress of the
United States and the Secretary General
of the United Nations to expand the in-
ternational fishing treaty to include all
nations and encourage recalcitrant nations
to sign the treaty
“Encourage the Federal Maritime Admin-

istration to prevent the transfer of regis-

tration to other sovereign nations by Amer-
ican vessels.

“Whereas, The tuna industry is vitally im-
portant to the economic well-being of San
Diego and San Pedro, as well as the State
of California; and

“Whereas, A treaty between the United
States and other countries exists which at-
tempts to limit the fishing in certain areas
in order to protect and insure the future
of tuna fish; and

“Whereas, The practice of overfishing and
out-of-season fishing will do irreparable
harm to the environment, the tuna industry,
and the economy of the State of California;
and

"“Whereas, Some nations are not enforcing
the provisions of the treaty which limits
overfishing and out-of-season fishing, and

Whereas, Some countries have not agreed
to the treaty and thus encourage change of
registration of the fishing boats in order
to circumvent the requirements of the treaty;
now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate
of the State of California, joinily, That the
Legislature of the State of California respect-
fully memorializes the President and Con-
gress of the United States to expand the
treaty to include all nations taking fish from
this area; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Federal Maritime Ad-
ministration, which is part of the Depart-
ment of Commerce, should also be encour-
aged to prevent the transfer of registration
to other sovereign nations by American ves-
sels; and be it further

“Resolved, That the United Nations should
encourage recalcitrant nations to sign the
treaty; and be it further

“Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the
Assembly transmit copies of this resolution
to the President and Vice President of the
United States, to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, and to the Secretary Gen-
eral of the United Nations."

A Joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of California. Referred to the Commit-
tee on Veterans’ Affairs:

“ASSEMBLY JoINT REsSOLUTION No. 40

“Petitions of the President and Congress
to increase educational benefits for Vietnam
veterans.

“Whereas, After World War II, the veterans
of the United States military were eligible
for educational benefits of 75 monthly al-
lowance and an additional $500 a year for
tuition and books; and

“Whereas, Currently, veterans are allowed
only $220 total per month with which to
pursue their education; now, therefore, be
it

“Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate
of the State of California, jointly, That the
Legislature of the State of California re-
spectfully petitions the President and the
Congress of the United States to increase
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educational benefits for Vietnam veterans;
and be it further

“‘Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit copies of this resolution to
the President and Vice President of the
United States, to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, and to each Senator and
Representative from California in the Con-
gress of the United States.”

A joint memorial and a concurrent resolu-
tion of the Legislature of the State of Wash-
ington. Referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations:

“SENATE JOINT MEmoriaL No. 131

“To the Honorable Richard M, Nixon, Presi-
dent of the United States, and to the Presi-
dent of the Senate and the Speaker of the
House of Representatives and to the Sen-
ate and House of Representatives of the
United States, in Congress assembled, and
to the International Joint Commission

“We, your Memorialists, the Senate and
House of Representatives of the state of
Washington, in legislative sesslon assembled,
respectfully represent and petition as fol-
lows:

“Whereas, The International Joint Com-
mission, established by the treaty of 1909
between the United States and Great Britain
to adjust disputes involving the use, obstruc-
tion, or division of the boundary waters be-
tween the United States and Canada and to
adjust other disputes arising along the
boundary between the United States and
Canada, has been conducting a study of the
Point Roberts area, a portion of the state of
Washington contiguous to the Province of
British Columbia, through a body it has
created known as the International Point
Roberts Board; and

“Whereas, The Washington state legisla-
ture commends the attention of the United
States Government to Senate Joint Memorial
69-7 transmitted to the President and Con-
gress in April 1969 requesting formation of
a commission to discuss the problems of
Point Roberts; however, the specific concerns
expressed in that memorial have not been
addressed, nor has the continuing partici-
pation of all affected and interested parties
been realized; and

“Whereas, The Washington state legisla-
ture has not been formally invited to par-
ticipate in the International Point Roberts
Board study; and

“Whereas, No political subdivision of the
state of Washington or loecal government
thereof has been formally invited to partici-
pate in said study, and

“Whereas, The Washington state legisla-
ture is now engaged in a formal study of
the Point Roberts area, as evidenced by the
attached Senate Concurrent Resolution; and

“Whereas, The Washington state legisla-
ture is concerned whether the International
Joint Coemmission is acting properly within
the scope of its treaty powers by considering
a proposal to create an International Park
of three thousand square miles which will
significantly affect the people of the state of
Washington;

“Now, therefore, Your Memorialists re-
spectfully ask that the International Joint
Commission discontinue its study of the fu-
ture of Point Roberts until the authorized
county and state agencies complete the land
use plan actions now in process and the
Washington State legislature submits any
recommendations that may then be deemed
appropriate,

“Be it resolved, That coples of this Memo-
rial and its attached Senate Concurrent Res-
olution be immediately transmitted to the
President of the United States, the President
of the Senate of the United States, the
Speaker of the House of Representatives of
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United States, to each member of Congress
from the state of Washington and to each
member of the International Joint Com-
mission.

“And be it further resolved, That coples
of this Memorial and Concurrent Resolu-
tion be transmitted to the Prime Minister
of Canada and the Canadlian Federal Parlia-
ment, and to the Premier and the Provineial
Parliament of British Columbia.”

“SENATE CONCURRENT REsSoOLUTION No. 144

“Whereas, The International Joint Com-
mission, established by treaty to handle af-
fairs between the United States and Canada,
has been conducting a study of the Point
Roberts area, a portion of the state of Wash-
ington; and

“Whereas, The Washington state legisla-
ture was not formally included in the Inter-
national Joint Commission study; and

“Whereas, Many counties, disrticts, and
communities were not formally contacted
at the consideration stage of the Point
Roberts study; and

“Whereas, The advisory board to the In-
ternational Joint Commission recommended
an international recreational area of three
thousand square miles, including Point
Roberts, and designating Point Roberts as
the administrative headquarters; and

“Whereas, Problems of dual governmental
administration should be carefully consid-
ered; and

“Whereas, There may be many interjuris-
dictional problems, such as the limitations
on governmental health Insurance with re-
gard to Canadian citizens living in Point
Roberts; and

“Whereas, Various agencies are currently
considering plans for private development
of the Point Roberts area which may not be
compatible with the International Point
Roberts Board plan; and

“Whereas, There is the possibility that the
International Joint Commission’s proposals
might impede private development in the
Point Roberts area; and

“Whereas, A proposed private development
in the Point Roberts area to create a com-
munity of twenty thousand people would
mean an increased amount of traffic to the
Point; and

“Whereas, At the present time the only
land access to Point Roberts is by way of
two lane road through British Columbia; and

“Whereas, There exists a problem with
transportation of goods through Canada en-
route to Point Roberts; and

“Whereas, The Province of British Colum-
bla has indicated that it 15 not in favor of
increased traffic by Americans to Point Rob-
erts on Canadian roads; and

“Whereas, Free movement of tradesmen,
their tools, and their supplies through Can-
ada may be questioned; and

“Whereas, There exist problems with the
supply of electrical power, telephone lines,
sewage, and other necessities to the Point;
and

“Whereas, There exists a problem with re-
gard to law enforcement in Point Roberts;
and

“Whereas, Air trafic patterns on two naval
air bases on Whidbey Island have not been
taken into consideration in the International
Joint Commission’s plan; and

“Whereas, The commission report has not
directed itself to the problems of the Lummi
Indian Tribe; and

“Whereas, The existing rights of the fish-
ermen may be adversely affected and are not
guaranteed under the proposal;

“Now, therefore, be it resolved, By the
Senate, the House of Representatives concur-
ring, that the Washington state legislature
establish a select committee to develop sug-
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gested policles which would be in the best
interest of the state of Washington, relating
to the future of the Point Roberts area; and

“Be it further resolved, That the select
committee shall be composed of eight mem-
bers, four appointed by the Lieutenant Gov-
ernor and four by the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, two to be from the re-
spective majority caucuses and two from the
respective minority caucuses.

“Be it further resolved, That the select
committee shall incorporate in the sug-
gested policies the findings, data, and opin-
ions developed from adequate participation
by all affected state and local agencies and
citizen groups and to this end may hold such
hearings as may be necessary; and

“Be it further resolved, That the Office of
the Attorney General is requested to pro-
vide such legal assistance as may be re-
quired to examine the state, local, and In-
ternational legal implications of the sug-
gested policies; and

“Be it further resolved, That such sug-
gested policles shall be presented not later
than January 1, 1975, to the Washington
state legislature for the purpose of consid=-
ering the proposals for formal recommenda~
tion to the International Joint Commission.”

A resolution adopted by the Sacramento
{California) City Council relating to pas-
senger service to the City of Sacramento. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce.

A resolution adopted by the Utah State
Bar, Ogden, Utah, praying for a repeal of the
“grandfather” clause of Bection 3, Public
Law B85-593. Referred to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Resolutions adopted by the Association of
the Bar of the City of New York, New York,
N.Y., praying for the enactment of legislation
to increase the compensation of judges of
the Federal courts. Referred to the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service.

PRESENTATION OF A PETITION

By Mr. PASTORE (for himself
and Mr. PELL) :

A resolution of the House of the State
of Rhode Island and Providence Planfa-
tions. Referred to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs:

House ReEsoLuTioN T4-H 7401
Memorializing Congress to Ration Oil and

Gas Among the States on a Per Caplia

Basis

Resolved, That the house of representa-
tives of Rhode Island and Providence Plan-
tations memorializes congress to ration oil
and gas among the states on a per capita
basis; and be it further

Resolved, That the secretary of state be
and he hereby is authorized and directed to
transmit a duly certified copy of this resolu-
tion to the Rhode Island delegation in con-
gress.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. SPAREMAN, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations, without amendment:

S. 2446. A bill for the relief of Charles Wil-
Ham Thomas (Rept. No. 93-741).

By Mr, HRUSKA, from the Committee on
the Judiclary, without amendment:

S. 3052, A bill to amend the act of October
13, 1972 (Rept. No. 93-742);

H.R. 6274. An act to grant relief to payees
and speclal indorsees of fraudulently negoti-
ated checks drawn on designated depositaries
of the United States by extending the avail-
ability of the check forgery Insurance funds,
and for other purposes (Rept. No, 93-743).
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By Mr. BIBLE, from the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, with an amend-
ment:

S. 2844. A bill to amend the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act, as amended,
to provide for collection of special recreation
use fees at additional campgrounds, and for
other purposes (Rept. No. 93-745).

By Mr. CHURCH, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments:

8. 939. A bill to amend the Admission Act
for the State of Idaho to permit that State
to exchange public lands and to use the pro-
ceeds derived from public lands for mainte-
nance of those lands (Rept. No. 93-744),

By Mr. CANNON, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, without amend-
ment:

S. Res., 286. Resolution authorizing the
printing of additional copies of the com-
mittee print entitled “The Federal Mine
Safety and Health Amendments of 1873 (S.
2117)" (Rept. No. 93-7T46) ;

S, Con. Res. 73. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of additional copies
of a committee print of the Senate Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs
(Rept. No. 748);

H. Con. Res. 78. Concurrent resolution to
authorize the printing of a Veterans' Bene-
fits Calculator (Rept. No, 93-749); and

H. Con. Res. 397. Concurrent resolution
providing for the printing of additional
copies of hearings before the Bubcommittee
on Foreign Economic Policy entitled “Foreign
Policy Implications of the Energy Crisis”
(Rept. No. 93-750).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMIT-
TEES

As in executive session, the following
favorable reports of nominations were
submitted:

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee
on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs;

Garth Marston, of Washington, to be a
member of the Federal Home Loan Bank
Board.

(The above nomination was reported with
the recommendation that the nomination be
confirmed, subject to the nominee’s com-
mitment to respond to requests to appear
and testify before any duly constituted com-
mittee of the Senate.

By Mr. NUNN, from the Committee on
Armed Services:

Col. Edward B. Burdett, Regular Air Force,
to be brigadier general.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first time
and, by unanimous consent, the second
time, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. HRUSEA:

5.8216. A bill to make Level IV of the Ex-
ecutive Schedule applicable to the U.S. at-
torney for the central district of California
and to the U.S. attorney for the northern
district of Illinois. Referred to the Committee
on Post Office and Clvil Service.

By Mr. NELSON (for himself, Mr. HART,
Mr. HarHAWAY, and Mr. MONDALE) :

8. 3217. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to provide assistance to small
business concerns adversely affected by short-
ages of energy and energy-related and other
raw materials and shortages. Referred to the
Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban
Affalrs.
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By Mr. GOLDWATER:

8. 3218. A bill for the relief of Linda
Thomas Bannon. Referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. STEVENSON:

S. 3219. A bill to correct an anomaly in the
rate of duty applicable to crude feathers
and downs, and for other purposes. Referred
to the Committee on Finance,

By Mr. HARTEE:

5. 3220. A bill to establish a Joint Commit-
tee on National Growth and Development
Policy. Referred to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

By Mr. JACESON (for himself and
Mr. METCALF) :

8. 3221. A bill to increase the supply of
energy in the United States from the Outer
Continental Shelf; to amend the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf Lands Act; and for other
purposes. Referred to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. GRAVEL:

S. 3222, A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to convey certain lands in
the State of Alaska. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr, McGEE (for himself and Mr.
HANSEN) :

5. 3223. A bill to expand the Glendo unit
of the Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin program to
provide for the rehabilitation of a road re-
located by the Bureau of Reclamation in
the vincinity of Glendo Dam and Reservoir,
Platte County, Wyo. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. FROXMIRE:

8. 3224. A bill to provide for the charter-
ing of Federal stock savings and loan as-
sociations, and for other purposes. Referred
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs.

By Mr. GURNEY:

8. 3225. A bill to amend the Export Ad-
ministration Act of 1869 to curtail exports
of petrochemical feedstocks. Referred to the
Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs.

By Mr. McINTYRE:

S. 3226. A bill to authorize the payment
of travel expenses of the widow, children,
and parents of certain deceased members of
the Armed Forces whose remains are re-
turned to the United States after March 1,
1974, so as to permit such persons to attend
the burial services of such deceased mem-
bers. Referred to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

By Mr. MONDALE (for himself, Mr,
Brooke, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr. STAFFORD,
Mr. McGEE, Mr. HarT, Mr. GRAVEL,
and Mr. MATHIAS) @

8. 3227. A bill to provide assistance to
encourage States and localities to undertake
comprehensive criminal justice reform in
order to strengthen police protection, im-
prove the prosecution of offenders, expedite
overcrowded court criminal calendars, and
strengthen correctional systems, and for
other purposes. Referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. STEN-
N1s, Mr. Tower, Mr. MATHIAS, Mr,
GrIFFIN, and Mr. DoMENICT) :

8. 3228. A bill to provide funeral trans-
portation and living expense benefits to the
families of deceased prisoners of war, and
for other purposes. Considered and passed.

By Mr. SCHWEIKER.:

8. 3220. A bill to prohibit Soviet energy
investments. Referred to the Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs.

By Mr. MONTOYA (for himself Mr,
DomeNICcI, and Mr. Moss) :

5. 3230. A bill to provide for the efficient
development of the natural resources of the
Navajo and Hopi Reservations for the bene-
fit of its residents to assist the members of
the Navajo and Hop! Tribes in becoming
economically fully self-supporting, to resolve
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a land dispute between the Navajo and Hopi
Tribes, and for other purposes. Referred to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

By Mr. GOLDWATER:

S5.J. Res. 197, Joint resolution to authorize
the designation of the T-day period begin-
ning June 17, 1974, and ending June 23,
1974, as National Amateur Radio Week. Re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. HRUSKA:

S. 3216. A bill to make level IV of the
Executive Schedule applicable to the
U.S. attorney for the Central District of
California and to the U.S. attorney for
the Northern District of Illinois. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I am to-
day introducing a bill, at the request of
the Department of Justice, to raise the
pay levels of the U.S. attorneys for the
Central Division of California—which
includes Los Angeles—and the Northern
District of Illinois—which includes Chi-
cago.

Both of these positions are now at a
level V in the Executive Schedule. This
bill would place these positions at level
IV, the level now applicable to the U.S.
attorneys for the Southern District of
New York and the District of Columbia.
The workloads of the four U.S. attor-
neys’ offices is comparable, and the pay
level applicable to them should also be
comparable. In fiscal 1973, there were
3,766 cases filed in the Central District
of California, 2,216 in the Northern Dis-
trict of California, and 2,612 in the
Southern District of New York. Attor-
neys in the U.S. attorney’s office in the
Central District of California spent 17,-
536 man-hours in court, while attorneys
in the U.S. attorney’s office in the North-
ern District of Illinois spent 16,742 man-
hours in court and those in the Southern
District of New York spent 19,565 hours
in court. Statistics from the District of
Columbia cannot usefully be compared to
those for other districts because of the
role which the U.S. attorney for the Dis-
trict of Columbia plays as local district
attorney as well as U.S. attorney.

Because the Central District of Cali-
fornia and the Northern District of
Illinois consist of two of the great metro-
politan centers of the United States, the
workload of the U.S. attorneys’ offices is
not only heavy but also often involves
extremely complex cases.

The facts indicate that both the size
of the workload and the complexity of
the cases handled by the two U.S. At-
torney’s offices is comparable to those of
the offices of the two U.S. attorneys to
whom level IV of the Executive Schedule
now applies. Accordingly, I introduce this
bill to provide a vehicle for congressional
discussion and consideration of the
equalization of the pay levels applicable
to these U.S. Attorneys.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table outlining the workloads
of the pertinent U.S. attorneys' offices,
together with a copy of the bill and the
Attorney General’s letter of transmittal
be printed in the Recorp at this point.
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There being no objection, the table,
letter and bill were ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

WORKLOAD OF SELECTED U.S. ATTORNEYS' OFFICES

Iinois
northern

California
central

New York
southern

Cases filed.... ...._.
Cases terminated... .
Cases pending..._.__
Grand Jury proceed-
ings..__.

Matters received... ..
Size of workforce.
Manhours in court. . __

78
17,536

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL,
Washington, D.C.
The VicE PRESIDENT,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. ViceE PrEsSIDENT: There is at-
tached for your consideration and appropri-
ate reference a draft bill “To make Level IV
of the Executive Schedule applicable to the
United States Attorney for the Central Dis-
trict of California and to the United States
Attorney for the Northern District of
Illinois.™

The Department of Justice believes that
the present pay levels for the two positions
affected by this legislation are lower than is
warranted by the level of responsibility of
the jobs. Both positions are now Level V
positions, Level IV applies under existing
law to two United States Attorneys, the one
for the Southern District of New York and
the one for the District of Columbia,

However, the workload of the United States
Attorney for the Central District of Cali-
fornia and of the United States Attorney for
the Northern District of Illinois is approxi-
mately the same as that of the United
States Attorney for the Southern District of
New York. In the Southern District of New
York, there were 1,748 criminal filings and
897 civil filings during fiscal 1972, while there
were 2,545 criminal filings and 1,227 civil
filings in the Central District of California
in the same period and 1,041 criminal filings
and 1,098 civil filings in the Northern District
of Tlinois during that time. Attorneys in
the United States Attorney's office in the
Southern District of New York spent 20,252
man hours in court during that time, while
attorneys in the United States Attorney’s
office in the Central District of California
spent 12,908 man hours in court and at-
torneys in the United States Attorney's of-
fice in the Northern District of Illinois spent
19,254 man hours in court. Each of the offices
also has a high number of Assistant United
States Attorneys. The average number dur-
ing fiscal 1972 in the Central District of
California was 66.7, in the Northern District
of Illinois 53.7, and in the Southern District
of New York 86.0.

Accordingly, The Department of Justice
recommends that Level IV of the Executive
Schedule be made applicable to the United
States Attorney for the Central District of
California and to the United States Attorney
for the Northern District of Illinois, just as
that level is now applicable to the United
States Attorney for the Southern District of
New York.

I urge early and favorable consideration
of this legislation by the Congress,

The Office of Management and Budget has
advised that there is no objection to the sub-
mission of this proposal to the Congress.

Sincerely,

Attorney Gef;eral.

S. 3216
A bill to make Level IV of the Executive
Schedule applicable to the United States
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Attorney for the Central District of Cali-
fornia and to the United States Attorney
for the Northern District of Illinois

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That title 5
of the United States Code is amended:

(a) by adding at the end of section 5315
the following new subsections:

“(95) United States Attorney for the Central
District of California.

“(96) United States Attorney for the North-
ern District of Illinois.”;

and

(b) by repealing subsections (115)
(116) of section 53186.

and

By Mr. NELSON (for himself, Mr.
HarT, Mr. HaTHAWAY, and Mr,
MONDALE)

S. 3217. A bill to amend the Small
Business Act to provide assistance to
small business concerns adversely af-
fected by shortages of energy and en-
ergy-related and other raw materials
and shortages. Referred to the Commit-
tee on Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs.

SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1974

Mr. NELSON, Mr. President, the small
businessman is caught today in an ever-
tightening economic vise squeezed on
one side by unfair competition from
monopolistic corporations and on the
other side by bureaucratic redtape and
regulations by the Federal Government.

This squeeze has become especially se-
vere for many small businessmen as a
result of a long winter of crisis, marked
on the one hand by shortages of oil and
other key resources; marked on the other
by grave economic uncertainties brought
on by truck strikes, massive layoffs in
many communities by large corporations,
tight money, questionable foreign trade
policies and unfairly administered wage
and price controls. No one seems to think
of the independent businessman or the
self-employed entrepreneur in times like
this, even though 971% percent of the 12
million enterprises in the United States
could be defined as “small business,” a
figure that includes almost 3 million fam-
ily farms and 1 million independent pro-
fessions. The Internal Revenue Service
tells us that there are about 9.2 million
sole proprietorships, nearly 1 million
partnerships, and 1.7 million corpora-
tions. Every year, some 50,000 new busi-
nesses are launched, of which half can
be expected to survive beyond the first 2
years.

But despite the large number of Amer-
ican businesses, true economic power,
and the resultant influence on govern-
mental policies, seems to lie with a tiny
handful of corporate giants. Just 200
large manufacturing corporations share
well over three-fifths of the total manu-
facturing assets in America. And in 1970
the top 102 corporations—the billion
dollar asset corporations—controlled
nearly half of all U.S. manufacturing as-
sets—48 percent—and took more than
half of all manufacturing profits—53
percent,

Yet, concentrated as the power of big
business is, Government leaders today
forget only at their peril that the small
business community accounts for nearly
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44 percent of total employment in the
economy and 37 percent of the entire
gross national product.

If we are to keep the American econ-
omy healthy, therefore, it is clear we
must insure that the current crisis does
not drag the small businessman into ruin.

To that end, I have today introduced
the Small Business Assistance Act of
1974, which amends the Small Business
Act to authorize emergency loans, or
emergency relief from outstanding loans,
to small businessmen who have been ad-
versely affected by the energy crisis. This
amendment will be aimed not only at
protecting the economic stability of
small businessmen, whose failure could
insure a long, bitter recession for this
country, but of safeguarding the job se-
curity of their employees as well. My bill
would require the Small Business Admin-
istration to give special consideration for
these loans to small businesses located in
areas of high unemployment or in areas
in which the effects of the crisis would be
especially severe, such as areas in which
small businesses rely heavily on tourism
for their economic well-being. Among
other things, the provisions of this bill
would:

First, authorize the Small Business Ad-
ministration to add $100 million to the
$4.3 billion disaster loan fund to pro-
vide loans to assist small businesses “to
adjust to adverse economic effects that
are determined by the administration to
be the direct or indirect result of na-
fional or regional shortages of energy,
energy related raw materials, or other
raw materials or resources” if substan-
tial economic injury to the small business
has or is likely to occur without such
assistance;

Second, authorize the Small Business
Administration to give special considera-
tion for these loans to small businesses
in areas in which unemployment is sig-
nificantly higher or shortages or the ef-
fects of those shortages on small busi-
nesses are more severe than in the coun-
try as a whole; and

Third, require the Small Business Ad-
ministration to transmit to Congress
within 90 days “a comprehensive report
on the direct and indirect effects on small
business concerns of current and future
shortages of energy, energy-related raw
materials or other raw materials or
resources."”

I ask unanimous consent to have the
bill printed at this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

8. 3217
A bill to amend the Small Business Act to
provide assistance to small business con-
cerns adversely affected by shortages of
energy and energy-related and other raw
materials and shortages.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Small Business As-
sistance Act of 1974".

SectioN 1. Section 7 of the Small Business

Act is amended by inserting at the end of
section 7(g) the following new section:

“(h)(1) The Administration is also em-
powered to make such loans (either directly
or In cooperation with banks or other lend-
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ing institutions through agreements to par-
ticipate on an immediate or deferred basis)
as the Administration may determine to be
necessary or appropriate to assist, or re-
finance the existing indebtedness of, any
small business concern to permit such con-
cern to adjust to adverse economic effects
that are determined by the Administration
to be the direct or indirect result of national
or regional shortages of energy, energy-
related raw materials, or other raw materials
or resources, if the Administration deter-
mines that such concern has experienced or
is likely to experience substantial economic
injury in the absence of such assistance.

“(2) For purposes of this subsection, the
Administration shall give special considera-
tion to concerns doing a majority of their
business or intending to locate or relocate
in areas in which—

“(A) the level of unemployment meets the
definition of ‘persistent unemployment’
promulgated by the Secretary of Labor;

“(B) a significant increase in the level of
unemployment or a significant decrease in
the patronage of small businesses has oc-
curred or can be expected to occur as a
direct or indirect result of the shortages
described under paragraph (1) of this sub-
section;

“(C) a shortage in any specific type of
energy, material, or resource is substantially
greater than in the country as a whole; or

“{D) the incidence of failure among small
businesses as a result of the shortages de-
seribed under paragraph (1) of this subsec-
tion is subtantially higher than in the coun-
try as a whole.

“{3) (A) No loan made pursuant to the
provisions of this subsection, including re-
newals and extension therefore, may be made
for a period or periods exceeding 30 years;

“(B) the interest rate on the Administra-
tion's share of any loan made under this sub-
section shall not exceed 3 percent per an-
num;

**(C) the Administration may defer repay-
ment of the principal of any loan made pur-
suant to this subsection for a period not to
exceed 2 years after the date of the loan if he
determines that such action is necessary to
avoid severe financial hardships.

"(4) There is authorized to be appropri-
ated to the disaster loan fund established
pursuant to section 4(c) of this title not to
exceed $100,000,000 solely for the purpose of
carrying out this subsection.”

Sec. 2. (a) Clause (A) of paragraph (1)
of Section 4(c) of the Small Business Act is
amended by striking the word “and” from
between “7 (c¢) (2),” and “T (g)" and insert-
ing “, and T(h)" immediately following “7
2"
(b) Clause (A) of paragraph (2) of Sec-
tion 4(c) of the Small Business Act is amend-
ed by striking the word “and” from between
*“7 (b) (7),”" and “7 (c) (2)"” and inserting *,
and 7(h)"” immediately following “T(g)".

(c) Clause (A) of paragraph (4) of section
4(c) of the Small Business Act is amended
by inserting “7(h),” immediately following
“T(g),".

BSegc. 3. The Small Business Act is further
amended by adding immediately after sub-
section (e) of section 8 the following new
subsection:

“(f) Within ninety days after the enact-
ment of this subsection, the Administration
shall transmit to the Congress a comprehen-
slve report on the direct and indirect effects
on small business concerns of current and
future shortages of energy, energy-related
raw materials, or other raw materials or re-
sources,"”

By Mr. STEVENSON :
S. 3219. A bill to correct an anomaly

in the rate of duty applicable to crude

feathers and downs, and for other
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purposes. Referred to the Committee on
Finance,

Mr, STEVENSON. Mr. President, I am
today introducing legislation to amend
the tariff schedules to suspend the cur-
rent duty on feathers and downs.

The purpose of this legislation is to
suspend to zero the duty on feathers
and downs used primarily in the manu-
facture of finished products, such as
sleeping bags, parkas, and ski jackets.
About 72 percent of the U.S. demand for
feathers and downs is met by imports.

The traditional principle in establish-
ing tariff schedules has been to assess a
higher rate of duty on finished articles
than on the raw materials used in their
production. Under the current tariff
schedules, however, imported feathers
and downs are subject to a 15 percent ad
valorem rate duty, while finished goods
made primarily of feathers are subject
to only a T-percent rate of duty. This 8-
percent difference has created a tariff
disparity which has made foreign pro-
duction of articles like sleeping bags
and parkas more competitive in the U.S.
market. As a result, foreign imports of
these finished articles have increased
their share of the U.S. market from 2 per-
cent in 1970 to 18 percent in 1973. Elim-
inating this anomaly will permit our
domestic industry to compete more fair-
ly and effectively with imports that are
currently subject to a duty rate that is
less than half the rate domestic users
must pay on crude feathers and downs.

In commenting on this legislation, the
relevant executive agencies unanimously
agreed that there was sufficient economic
Jjustification to remove the duty on crude
feathers and downs at this time. The
Special Trade Representative’s endorse-
ment of this bill pointed out that it would
in no way jeopardize any U-S. negotiat-
ing position in the upcoming trade talks
since the proposed legislation would pre-
serve U.S. bargaining power on this par-
ticular tariff item.

Finally, duty-free treatment of im-
ported feathers and downs would not
adversely affect domestic producers of
waterfowl feathers and downs. Accord-
ing to the Department of Commerce,
such growers do not expect the elimina-
tion of duty to reduce sales since the
demand for down-filled sleeping bags
and garments is strong and expanding
rapidly.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

s. 3219

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
o] Representatives of the United States of
American in Congress assembled, That sub-
part B of part 1 of the Appendix to the Tariff
Schedules of the United States (19 US.C.
1202) is amended by inserting immediately
before item 903.90 the following new items:

“Feathers and downs, whether or not on
the skin, crude, sorted (including feathers
simply strung for convenience in handling
or transportation), treated, or both sorted
and treated, but not otherwise processed
(provided for in item 186.15, part 15D, sched-
ulel1):
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“803.70  Not cleaned for
manufacture,

Free Free

On or before
Dec. 31

ec. 31,
1979,

On or before
Dec. 31,
1979.*"

Free No
change.

903.80 Cleaned for

manufacture,

8ec. 2. (a) The amendment made by the
first section of this Act shall apply with re-
spect to articles entered, or withdrawn from
warehouse, for consumption on or after the
180th day after the date of the enaciment
of this Act.

(o) For purposes of any authority that
may be delegated to the President to pro-
claim such continuance of exlsting duty-
free treatment as he determines to be re-
quired or appropriate to carry out a trade
agreement with forelgn countries or instru-
mentalities thereof, the duty-free treatment
provided by items 903.70 and 903.80 of the
Appendix to the Tarif Schedules of the
United States shall be considered as existing
duty-free treatment.

By Mr. HARTKE!:

S. 3220. A bill to establish a Joint Com-
mittee on National Growth and Develop-
ment Policy. Referred to the Committee
on Government Operations.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL GROWTH AND
DEVELOPMENT

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, today 1
introduce a proposal to form a Joint
Committee in Congress on National
Growth and Development Policy.

One of the liabilities of the American
political system is our inability to follow
the progress of Federal programs. Every
4 or 8 years, a new executive enters the
White House. Every 2 years, new Mem-
bers of the Congress are elected. Only in
the appointment of Federal judges and
certain independent agency appoint-
ments is there the continuity of leader-
ship that provides the opportunity for
understanding the long-term conse-
quences of governmental actions.

Today, as progress and events move
faster than our ability to comprehend
them, there is a need for an entity within
our National Government which can
evaluate the spectrum of events that
shape our lives and plan for our future
on a rational basis.

The distinguished majority leader (Mr.
MansrFieLp) seemed to say so himself in
his recent remarks before the Democratic
Conference:

It would be my hope, therefore, that we
will go beyond the energy crisis in the coming
session of Congress. The need is to take a
careful look not only at the immediate
flashing of this or that danger signal but at
the whole integrated switchboard of our na-
tional existence. It may be that it is time
to conslder setting up some organization for
coordinating our thinking as to what is more
important and what is less important to the
nation and its future, for delineating the
durable needs of a decent national survival,

There is a need to give direction to
the Nation's domestic policy, to plan for
future long-term energy needs, long-
term land use needs and, indeed, for all
long-term needs of the American people.
At the present time, there is no such
mechanism to guide the Nation’s plans
for future growth.

In the 92d Congress, I introduced the
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National Growth Policy Planning Act,
S. 3600. In the 93d Congress, I intro-
duced a more comprehensive growth
policy measure, S. 1286. During that same
session I also introduced legislation to
insure that the priorities of any effort
to control domestic growth would ir-
clude a full-employment and land bank-
ing program (S. 1857).

The proposal I introduce today is an-
other step in my efforts to develop a Na-
tional Growth Policy. The creation of a
Joint Committee on National Growth
and Development Policy will enable Con-
gress to regain its role in formulating
domestic policy. Similar efforts have
been offered by Congressman THOMAS
AsuaiLEy of Ohio as an amendment to
land use legislation and by the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
HumrHREY) as part of his proposal on
national growth and development. My
bill combines and refines these two pro-
posals.

A Joint Committee on National
Growth and Development Policy would
help Congress guide and coordinate the
Nation's domestic program and give us
the means to develop domestic policy
alternatives. I am, of course, aware of
current proposals to increase congres-
sional responsibility over the budget on
a year-to-year or 3-year basis. But the
proposal I make today would go beyond
budget planning: to develop social policy,
to provide long-range planning, to co-
ordinate congressional initiatives and to
place an emphasis on those aspects of
our domestic problems which cannot be
solved by money alone. Such a commit-
tee would also provide an interdiscipli-
nary approach not feasible under present
congressional committee jurisdictions.

My bill would place three major re-
sponsibilities in the proposed joint com-
mittee. First, the committee would file
with the House of Representatives and
the Senate, beginning with the second
year of its existence, an annual report
containing its findings and recommenda-
tions with respect to the actions of execu-
tive agencies, States and local govern-
ments that will have a significant impact
on national growth and development.
Second, the committee will provide broad
oversight for all major, federally fi-
nanced programs having a significant ef-
fect on national growth and develop-
ment, To assist this oversight, the Coun-
cil on Environmental Quality will report
to the joint committee each year on the
extent to which executive policy and ac-
tions have been harmonized toward the
development of policies for future na-
tional growth. The joint committee
could call other witnesses from executive
agencies and from the general public as
it deems appropriate to obtain the in-
formation it requires for its report to the
Congress. Third, the committee will un-
dertake special studies to assist the
standing committees of Congress in
determining means for improving and
harmonizing national policies and pro-
grams to achieve more desirable patterns
and practices of national growth and
development.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
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sent that the text of my bill be printed
in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

8. 3220

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Joint Committee
on National Growth and Development Act”.

Sec. 2. (a) There is established a Joint
Committee on National Growth and Develop-
ment Polley (hereinafter referred to as the
“Joint Committee').

(b) The Joint Committee shall be com-
posed of twenty-two members appointed as
follows:

(1) eleven members of the Senate ap-
pointed by the President pro tempore of the
Senate; and

(2) eleven members of the House of Rep-

resentatives appointed by the Speaker of the
House.
Of the members appointed by the President
pro tempore of the Senate, seven shall be
appointed from among the members of the
majority party in the Senate and four shall
be appointed from among the members of
the minority party of the Senate. Of the
members appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, seven shall be ap-
pointed from among the members of the ma-
jority party in the House and four shall be
appointed from among the members of the
minority party in the House.

(b) (1) The Joint Committee shall select a
chairman and a vice chairman from among
its members at the beginning of each Con-
gress in accordance with paragraph (2). The
vice chairman shall act as chairman in the
absence of the chalrman.

(2) The chairman of the Joint Committee
during each odd numbered Congress shall
be selected by the members of the House of
Representatives on the Joint Committee
from among their number and the chairman
be selected by the members of the Senate
on the Joint Committee from among their
number. The vice chairman during each
Congress shall be chosen in the same manner
from that House of Congress other than the
House of Congress of which the chairman is
& member.

(¢) A majority of the members of the
Joint Committee shall constitute a gquorum
for the transaction of business, except that
the Joint Committee may fix a lesser number
as a quorum for the purpose of taking testi-
mony. Vacancies in the membership of the
Joint Committee shall not affect the author-
ity of the remaining members to execute the
functions of the Joint Committee and shall
be filled in the same manner as the original
selection.

(d) The Committee may formulate and
refer to the appropriate legislative commit-
tees of the Congress for their consideration
such proposals or recommendations as will
promote the purposes this Act.

(e) No legislative measure shall be referred
to the Joint Committee, and it shall have
no authority to report any such measure to
the Senate or the House.

(f) Each committee of the Congress to
which the Joint Committee refers a proposal
or recommendation shall endeavor to assure
that such proposal or recommendation
receives prompt conslderation.

DUTIES

SEc. 3. (a) It shall be the duty of the Joint
Committee—

(1) to make a continuing study of mat-
ters relating to the biennial report on uses
of land and current and emerging problems
of land use required under section 404 of
the Land Use Policy Planning Act and the
biennial report on urban growth as reguired

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

by section 103(a) of the Urban Growth and
New Community Development Act of 1870
(42 US.C. 4501);

(2) to study means of coordinating pro-
grams in order to further the policy of thia
Act and part A of the Urban Growth and
New Community Development Act (42 U.B.C.
4502) ;

(3) to act as a guide to the several com-
mittees of the Congress dealing with legis-
lation affecting land use, national develop-
ment and growth, and the conservation of
our natural resources, by submitting not
later than April 30, 1975, and each year there-
after, a report to the Senate and the House
of Representatives contalning the findings
and recommendations of the Joint Commit-
tee with respect to policles, programs, and
actions of the Federal executive agencies,
States, regional, and local governments that
have had and will have a significant impact
on land use, national development and
growth, and the conservation of our natural
resources;

(4) to provide continuing oversight on
behalf of the Congress for all Federal and
federally financed programs which have sig-
nificant impact on land use and national
development and growth, and the conserva-
tion of our natural resources; and

(5) to conduct speclal studies to assist
the standing committees of the Congress in
developing means for improving the coordi-
nation and harmonizing of national policies
and programs to achieve improved land use
planning, to secure the proper allocation of
natural resources, to provide for the pro-
tection and enhancement of the environ-
ment and to assure the achievement of
sound, desirable and balanced patterns of
national growth and development, consistent
with the Nation's economic and social objec-
tives.

(b) To assist the Joint Committee in ex-
ercising its oversight responsibilities, the
Council on Environmental Quality, and that
unit of the Domestic Council or such other
office designated by the President as re-
sponsible for the development of the bien-
nial report on wurban growth shall, either
separately or jointly, report to the Joint
Committee each year on the extent to which
the policies, programs, and actions of the
executive departments, independent agen-
cies, and commissions have been coordinated
and harmonized toward the development of
a comprehensive policy to guide land use,
national development and growth, and the
conservation of our national resources,

ADMINISTRATIVE POWERS

Sec. 4. (a) (1) The Joint Committee, or any
subcommittee thereof, is authorized, in its
discretion (A) to make expenditures, (B) to
employ personnel, (C) to adopt rules re-
specting its organization and procedures,
(D) to hold hearings, (E) to sit and act at
any time or place, (F) to subpoena witnesses
and documents, (G) with the prior consent
of the Federal department or agency con-
cerned, to use on a reimbursable basis the
services of personnel, information, and fa-
cilities of any such department or agency,
(H) to procure printing and binding, (I)
to procure the temporary services (not in
excess of one year) or intermittent services
of individual consultants, or organizations
thereof, and to provide assistance for the
training of its professional staff, in the same
manner and under the same conditions as
a standing committee of the Senate may
procure such services and provide such as-
sistance under subsections (1) and (J), re-
spectively, of section 202 of the Legislative
Reorganization Aet of 1946, and (J) to take
depositions and other testimony.

(2) Bubpoenas may be issued over the sig-
nature of the chalrman of the Joint Commit-
tee or by any member designated by him
or the Joint Committee, and may be served
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by such person as may be designated by such
chairman or member. The chairman of the
Joint Committee or any member thereof may
sdminister oaths to witnesses. The provi-
sions of sections 102-104 of the Revised
Btatutes (2 U.8.C. 192-184) shall apply in the
case of any failure of any witness to comply
with a subpena or to testify when sum-
moned under auhority of this subsection.

(b) With the consent of any standing,
select, or special committee of the Senate
or the House of Representatives, or any
subcommittee thereof, the Joint Committee
may utilize the services of any staff mem-
ber of such House or Senate committee or
subcommittee whenever the chairman of the
Joint Committee determines that such serv-
ices are necessary and appropriate.

(c) The expenses of the Joint Committee
shall be pald from the contingent fund of
the Senate from funds appropriated for the
Joint Committee, upon vouchers signed by
the chairman of the Joint Committee or by
any member of the Joint Committee author-
ized by the chairman,

(d) Members of the Joint Committee, and
its personnel, experts, and consultants, while
traveling on official business for the Joint
Committee within or outside the United
Btates, may receive either the per diem
allowance authorized to be paid to Mem-
bers of the Congress or its employees, or
their actual and necessary expenses if an
itemized statement of such expenses is at-
tached to the voucher.

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself
and Mr. METCALF) :

S. 3221. A bill to increase the supply
of energy in the United States from the
Outer Continental Shelf; to amend the
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act; and
for other purposes. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

ENERGY SUPPLY ACT OF 1974

Mr, JACKSON. Mr. President, it is
clear that the United States can no long-
er afford to rely on foreign sources of
energy. The Senate acted to help relieve
dependence on foreign resources when
it passed the National Energy Research
and Development Policy Act (S. 1283)
last December. In that act we established
as a national objective, ‘“development
within 10 years of the option and the
capability for the United States to be-
come energy self-sufficient through the
use of domestic energy resources by so-
cially and environmentally acceptable
means.” The research and development
program authorized by S. 1283 is de-
signed to help meet that goal in the long
run. However, in the shorter term, we
must develop our domestic energy re-
sources, particularly fossil fuels, more
rapidly. Fortunately, the United States
is blessed with wvast energy resources,
many of which are in the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf.

CRITICAL ROLE OF OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF

During the next decade, development
of conventional oil and gas from the U.S.
Outer Continental Shelf can be expected
to provide the largest single source of in-
creased domestic energy; to supply this
energy at a lower average cost to the U.S.
economy than any alternative; and to
supply it with substantially less harm to
the environment than almost any other
source.

In 1971 the Interior Department esti-
mated that the economic cost—cost ex-
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clusive of land acquisition charges and
royalties, but including a normal return
on capital—for future OCS production
would average $1.61 per barrel.

The environmental risks of OCS pro-
duction are substantial but the probable
impact per barrel of oil or MCF of gas
produced is eertainly orders of magnitude
less than that of coal or oil shale mining,
conversion and combustion, or operation
of onshore stripper wells.

OCS oil and gas and the policy issues
associated with them have been relative-
iy neglected during the recent crisis in
favor of much less promising concerns
such as price incentives for stripper wells
and other marginal onshore production—
whose aggregate potential contribution
to increased output is quite small—or re-
search and development for coal and oil
shale conversion—which are high cost
sources, have long payout times, and pose
very serious environmental problems.
Qur effort to improve the short- and me-
dium-term supply of domestic primary
fuels should be directed first of all toward
increasing the rate of exploration and de-
velopment on the OCS.

The major policy issues concerning the
OCS are the rate and location of leasing,
environmental safeguards, impacts on
coastal States and the bidding system.

OCS OIL AND GAS RESERVES

The U.8. Geological Survey estimates
that there are proved reserves of 2.2 hil-
lion barrels of oil and 2.0 trillion cubic
feet of gas in the OCS off southern Cali-
fornia, and 3.5 billion barrels of oil and
36.8 trillion cubic feet of gas in the OCS
in the Gulf of Mexico off Louisiana and
Texas. This is a total of 5.7 billion bar-

rels of oil and 38.8 trillion cubic feet of
gas.

In addition to the proved, discovered
reserves known to exist on the OCS, the
continental margin of the United States
is believed to contain very large amounts
of undiscovered oil and gas resources.

The presence of these resources has
not actually been demonstrated, nor can
it be determined what portion may prove
to be economically recoverable even if
they are discovered. The figures given
represent those arrived at by geological
inference from indirect evidence. The
distinetion between potential resources
and proved reserves is an important one,
because many billions of dollars of in-
vestment and much effort separate the
one from the other.

Subject to the caveat just given, the
U.S. Geological Survey estimates that
the potential recoverable petroleum re-
sources remaining on the OCS of the
United States out to a water depth of
200 meters are 200 billion barrels of
«ecrude oil and natural gas ligquids and
about 850 trillion cubic feet of natural
gas. For purposes of comparison, the
United States consumed 6 billion barrels
of oil and 23 trillion cubic feet of gas
in 1973.

WHY UPDATE THE OCS ACT?

Because the OSC represents such a
large and promising area for oil and gas
exploration, it is becoming increasingly
clear that the Congress must review the
0OCcsS Act of 1953—which has never
been amended—to determine if it pro-
vides adequate authority and guidelines

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

for the kind of development activity that
probably will take place in the next few
years.

Despite Santa Barbara and the intense
and justified concern of many people
over the potential damage to the environ-
ment from oil and gas development on
the OCS, there is an increasing feeling
that OCS development may well be more
acceptable environmentally than other
potential domestic energy resources such
as massive strip mining for coal and oil
shale.

There are a variety of obstacles to OSC
oil and gas development today. These
include technological, economie, en-
vironmental, legal, and administrative
problems.

I believe that increasing recognition of
the need for rapid and responsible—as
opposed to dquick and dirty—develop-
ment of the OCS requires revision of the
Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act of
1953.

The National Fuels and Energy Policy
Study already has an excellent hearing
record and valuable documentation on
these issues in Outer Continental Shelf
Policy Issues (92-27, parts I-III); Fed-
eral Leasing and Disposal Issues (92-32) ;
and Trends in Oil and Gas Exploration
(92-33, parts I and II).

ERIEF DESCRIPTION OF ENERGY SUPPLY ACT

There are two basic thrusts to my bill.
First, it reasserts Congress’ special con-
stitutional responsibility to “make all
needful rules and regulations respecting
the territory or other property belong-
ing to the United States.” (U.S. Const.
art, IV sec. 3 cl. 2). The 1953 act is es-
sentially a carte blanche delegation of
authority to the Secretary of the In-
terior, The increased importance of OCS
resources, the increased consideration of
environmental impacts and emphasis on
comprehcnsive planning, require Con-
gress to put some “flesh on the bones” in
the form of standards and criteria for
the Secretary to follow in the exercise of
his authority.

Second, the bill gives the Secretary new
authority needed to manage the pro-
grams anticipated in the last third of the
20th century.

SIGNIFICANT PROVISIONS

The following is a brief summary of
the more significant changes which the
Energy Supply Act would make in the
OCS Act.

1. POLICY

The act declares that the OCS is a
vital national resource reserve held in
trust for all the people, which should be
made available for orderly development
subject to environmental safeguards,
when necessary to meet national needs.

2. LEASING PROGRAM

The Secretary is directed to prepare
a comprehensive leasing program de-
signed to carry out the objective of mak-
ing available for leasing by 1985 all OCS
lands geologically favorable for oil and
gas development without environmental
damage. This program would indicate
the size, timing, and location of leasing
activity which the Secretary believes
would meet national energy needs over
the next 10 years. The leasing program
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must be consistent with the following
principles:

First, management of the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf in a manner which con-
siders all its resource values and the po-
tential impact of oil and gas development
on other resource values and the marine
environment;

Second, timing and location of leasing
so as to distribute and decentralize ex-
ploration, development, and production
of oil and gas among various areas of
the Outer Continental Shelf considering:
Existing information concerning their
geographical, geological, and ecological
characteristics; their location with re-
spect to, and relative needs, of regional
energy markets; interest by potential
cil and gas producers in exploration
and development as indicated by tract
nominations and other representations;
an egquitable sharing of developmental
benefits and environmental risks among
various regions of the United States; and

Third, receipt of fair market value for
public resources.

The program would include estimates
of appropriations and staffing required
to prepare the necessary environmental
impact statements, obtain resource data
and any other information needed to de-
cide whetker to issue any lease and to
supervise operations under every lease
in the manner necessary to assure com-
pliance with the requirements of the law,
the regulations, and the lease,

The environmental impact statement
on the leasing program would include an
assessment by the Secretary of the rela-
tive significance of the OCS energy re-
sources toward meeting national de-
mands, the capability of industry to de-
velop those resources, and the relative
environmental hazard of each area pro-
posed to be leased.

There are provisions for public par-
ticipation in the development of the pro-
gram and coordination with the States
which may be impactec by leasing and
with management programs established
pursuant to the Coastal Zone Manage-
ment Act of 1972.

The leasing program would have to be
revised and reapproved periodically.
Once the program has been approved,
no leases would be issued unless they are
for areas included in the program. The
Secretary would be authorized to obtain
from private sources any data and re-
ports which he needed to prepare the
program.

3. FEDERAL OIL AND GAS SURVEY PROGEAM

The Secretary would be directed to
conduct a survey of oil and gas resources
of the OCS. This program would be de-
signed to provide information about the
probable location, extent and character-
istics of these resources. It would provide
a basis for development and revision of
the leasing program and more informed
decisions about fair market value of re-
sources. As part of this program the Sec-
retary would be authorized to purchase
data and conduct drilling on the OCS.
The Secretary would prepare and pub-
lish maps and reports on the OCS.

4. RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
To improve technology used in OCS

development, the Secretary would be di-
rected to carry out a research and de-
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velopment program. This would include
consideration of first, downhole safety
devices; second, methods for reestablish-
ing control of blowing out or burning
wells: third, methods for containing and
cleaning up oil spills; fourth, improved
drilling bits; fifth, improved flaw detec-
tion systems for undersea pipelines;
sixth, new or improved methods of de-
velopment in water depths over 600
meters: and seventh, subsea production
systems.
5, ENFORCEMENT OF SAFETY REGULATIONS

To assure that increased OCS develop-
ment proceeds in as safe a manner as
possible, the Secretary would be directed
to conduct regular inspections and
strictly enforce safety regulations. The
inspections must take place at every
stage of operations which means that
Congress must provide funding and
manpower needed. Penalties for vicla-
tion of the regulations would be in-
creased and lessees would be required to
give the Secretary any information he
needs to assure a safe operation.

6. LIABILITY POR OIL SPILLS

Strict liability for damage from oil
spills would be imposed on all lessees.
9. ASSISTANCE TO THE COASTAL STATES

Since the coastal States are the ones
directly impacted by OCS development,
a portion of the revenues from the OCS
would be made available for grants to
those states to assist them in meeting
the environmental, economic, and social
impacts of OCS development.

B. DEVELOPMENT AND PRODUCTION REQUIRE-
MENTS

The Secretary would be directed to in-
clude a development plan in each lease
which would spell out the work to be per-
formed and a time schedule for perform-
ance. These plans could, of course, be re-
vised in light of changed circumstances.
Unitization or other agreements would
be encouraged to achieve full develop-
ment and maximum production from
leases.

9. REVISED EBIDDING EYSTEMS

There has been considerable public dis-
cussion and debate about the need for
revised bidding systems for OCS leases.
The Department of Interior has an-
nounced that it intends to experiment
with royalty bidding. Others have ad-
vocated work program bidding such as
has been used in the North Sea. My bill
would substitute net profit sharing of 55
percent for the Federal royalty of not
less than 1214 percent. Royalty bidding
would not be permitied.

Cash bonus bidding is in most cases
the best system of—placing acreage in
the hands of responsible, capable and
diligent operators—encouraging early ex-
ploration and development of OCS
leases—maximizing ultimate recovery—
assuring fair market value for the Gov-
ernment,

Royalty bidding—now permitted under
the law as an alternative to bonus bid-
ding, but never used—will result in very
high bids because an operator risks little
with such a bid. At high royalty rates
only the lowest cost oil and gas will be
developed and produced. With a cash
bonus and the present OCS royalty rate
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of 1624 percent, an operator would de-
velop any property for which the cost of
production less royalty was less than 8314
percent of the wellhead price. With a
royalty rate of 75 percent, no oil that cost
more than 25 percent of the wellhead
price would be developed. Perhaps only
half as much oil and gas would be pro-
duced under royalty bidding as under the
present system.

Net profit sharing is a preferable alter-
native and should be tried on an experi-
mental basis.

In addition to changes to the OCS Act,
the Energy Supply Act contains a num-
ber of miscellaneous provisions dealing
with a variety of subjects related to more
rapid development of domestic energy
supply.

Mr. President, I intend to hold hear-
ings on the Energy Supply Act of 1974
and other bills dealing with the OCS in
the very mear future. These include 5.
2672, introduced by Senator CHILES,
8. 2858, introduced by Senator TUNNEY,
8. 2922, introduced by Senator Harma-
way, and S. 2389, introduced by Senator
STEVENS.

In order to make the text of my bill
available to Senators and other inter-
ested parties, I ask unanimous consent
that a brief summary of the bill and its
full text be printed in the Recorp follow-
ing my remarks.

There being no objection, the bill and
description were ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:
BECTION-BY-SECcTION DESCRIPTION OF ENERGY

SuvepLy AcT oF 1974

Section 1 contains the short title and
table of contents.

TITLE I. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES

Section 101 sets out a number of findings
about the current and future energy supply
situation, and the potential role of the oil
and gas resources of the Outer Continental
Shelf (OCS).

Section 102 states the purposes of the
Act. These include increasing production of
oil and gas from the Outer Continental Shelf
in a manner which assures orderly resource
development, protection of the environment,
and receipt of fair market value for public
resources and encouraging development of
new technology to increase human safety and
eliminate or reduce environmental damage.

TITLE II. INCREASED PRODUCTION OF OUTER

CONTINENTAL SHELF ENERGY RESOURCES

“This title contains a series of amendments
to the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act
of 1053 (43 U.S.C. 1831-43) (OCS Act).

Section 201 amends Section 3 of the OCS
Act to add a policy statement that OCS is
held in trust for all the people, and its re-
sources should be made available for orderly
development.

Section 202 adds 11 new sections to the
OCS Act. These are:

(1) Sec. 18 establishes a policy of making
available for leasing by 1985 all OCS lands
determined to be both geologically favorable
for oil and gas and capable of supporting
development without undue environmental
hazard, Tt also directs the Secretary to pre-
pare a 10-year leasing program. It sets out
policies to be followed in preparing the pro-
gram including orderly development of energy
resources, environmental protection, re-
celpt of fair market value, public participa-
tion, and mtergovemme.nm coordination.
All leasing activity must follow the program
after January 1, 1976.

(2) Sec. 19 directs the Secretary to conduct
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a survey of the oil and gas resources of the
OC3. This will be done by the Geological
Survey. It requires publication of topograph-
ic, geological and geophysical maps of and
reports about the OCS.

(3) Sec. 20 mandates a research and devel-
opment program for improved technology
for production, safety, and environmental
protection.

(4) Sec. 21 imposes more stringent require-
ments for environmental protection in reg-
ulations and inspections of OCS operations.

(5) Sec. 22 establishes unlimited strict lia-
bility for damages from oil spills,

(8) Bec. 23 directs negotiation of interim
agreements with coastal states to permit oil
and gas development pending resolution of
jurisdictional disputes.

{7) Bec. 24 directs the President to estab-
lish procedures to settle boundary disputes
with the States, Mexico and Canada.

(8) Bec. 25 establishes a Coastal States
Fund to assist the coastal states to ameliorate
the adverse impacts of OCS oil and gas de-
velopment. The Secretary would make grants
to coastal states for planning, construction
of public facilities and provision of public
services. The Fund would come from OCS
revenues.

(9) Bec. 26 authorizes citizen suits to
enforce the OCS Act.

(10) Sec. 27 directs the Becretary of the
Interior to recommend ways of promoting
competition and maximire production and
revenues from the OCS.

(11) Bec. 28 establishes criminal and civil
penalties for violations of the Act.

Section 203 amends Section 8 of the OCS
Act to provide for competitive leasing on
basis of cash bonus and fixed royalty (pres-
ent system) or cash bonus with payment of
559 of net profits to the United States. Roy-
alty bidding, permitted but never tried un-
der existing law, would be prohibited.

Section 204 amends Section 8 of the OCS
Act to reguire competitive sale of all Fed-
eral royalty oil from future leases.

Bectlon 2056 amends SBection 15 of the OCS
Act to require a more comprehensive annual
report of OCS activity.

Section 206 amends Section 5 of the OCS
Act by adding limitations on extension of
non-producing leases, requirements for de-
velopment plans which must be adhered to,
and a prohibition against flaring of gas from
wells on the OCS.

Section 207 amends Section 11 of the OCS
Act to require permits for geological or geo-
physical exploration on the OCS.

SBectlon 208 amends Section 5 of the OCS
Act to delete provisions made unnecessary by
the new enforcement provisions.

TITLE III. MISCELLANEOUS FROVISIONS

Sectlon 301 directs the Secretary of Trans-
portation to review appropriations and staff-
ing needed to monitor adequately pipelines to
assure that they meet safety standards and
to identify needs for new legislation. It also
directs the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion and the Secretary of Transportation to
report on the adequacy for transportation
facilities for OCS oll and gas.

Section 302 authorizes the Federal Energy
Administration to allocate materials neces-
sary Tor exploration, development, produc-
tion, or transportation of OCS oil and gas re~
sources.

Bection 303 directs the Secretary of Com-
merce to study the need for and availability
of capital to finance exploration, develop-
ment, production, and transportation of do-
mestic energy resources. The study will as-
sess the need for Federal loans, loan guaran-
tees, or other forms of assistance.

Section 304 directs a study of water reser-
voir projects to identify additional hydro-
power capability and a study of the need for
& natlonal power grid.

Section 305 directs a study of means to
maximize resource recovery and minimize en-
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vironmental impact in development of en-
ergy resources.

Section 306 requests the President to nego-
tiate with forelgn countries which have lim-
ited exports of energy development equip-
ment to the United States.

Section 307 calls for identification of po-
tential sites for energy production (refine
ery, generating plants) and transmission on
Federal lands.

Section 308 directs the Secretary to study
methods for expediting Federal energy-re-
lated actions.

Section 309 is a standard severability
clause.

Section 310 defines certain terms used in
the Act.

S. 3221
Ee it enacled by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Energy Supply Act
of 1974".
TABLE OF CONTENTS
Sec. 1. Short title and table of contents.
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TITLE II—INCREASED PRODUCTION OF OUTER
CONTINENTAL SHELF ENERGY RESOURCES

Sec. 201, National policy for Outer Continen-
tal Shelf.

New sections of Outer Continental
Shelf Lands Act.

Revision of lease terms.

Disposition of Federal royalty oil.

Annual report.

Insuring maximum production
from oil and gas leases.

Geological and geophysical explo-
ration.

Sec. 208. Enforcement.

TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

301. Pipeline safety and operation.

302. Materials allocation.

303. Study of need for energy develop-
ment financing.

304. Full wutilization
capability.

. 305. A study of means to maximize re-
source recovery and minimize en-
vironmental impacts in develop-
ment of energy resources.

. 306. Relaxation of import controls on
certain steel drilling and mining
equipment.

307. Energy facilities on Federal lands.

308. Expediting Federal energy-related
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TITLE I—FINDINGS AND PURFPOSES

FINDINGS

Sec. 101. The Congress finds and declares
that—

(1) the demand for energy in the United
States is increasing and will continue to in-
crease for the foreseeable future;

(2) domestic production of oil and gas has
declined in recent years;

(3) the United States has become increas-
ingly dependent upon imports of oil from
foreign nations to meet domestic energy
demand;

(4) increasing reliance on imported oil is
not inevitable, but is rather subject to sig-
nificant reduction by wise cholices in policy;

(6) consumption of natural gas in the
United States has greatly exceeded additions
to domestic reserves in recent years, so that
currently avallable supplies are less than
demand;

(8) technology is or can be made avallable
which will allow sufficient production and
consumption of domestic energy supply to
meet demands consistent with national en-
vironmental poalicies;

. 202,

. 208.
. 204,
. 205,
. 208,

. 207.
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Sec.
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of hydropower
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(7) the Outer Continental Shelf confains
significant quantities of petroleum and nat-
ural gas, which are a vital national reserve
that must be carefully managed in the pub-
lic interest; and

(8) there presently exists a varlety of tech-
nological, economic, environmental, admin-
istrative, and legal problems which tend to
retard the development of the oil and nat-
ural gas resources of the Outer Continental
Shelf.

PURPOSES

Sec. 102. The purposes of this Act are to—

(1) increase domestic production of oil
and natural gas in order to assure material
prosperity and mnational security, reduce
dependence on unreliable foreign sources,
and assist in maintaining a favorable balance
of payments;

(2) make oil and natural gas resources in
the Outer Continental Shelf available as
rapidly as possible consistent with the need
for orderly resource development, protection
of the environment, and receipt by the Gov-
ernment of fair market value for private use
of public resources.

(3) assist in development of other energy
resources; and

(4) encourage development of new and
improved technology for energy resource
production that will increase human safety
and eliminate or reduce risk of damage to
the environment.

TITLE II—INCREASED PRODUCTION OF
OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF ENERGY
RESOURCES

NATIONAL POLICY FOR OUTER CONTINENTAL
SHELF

Sec. 201, Section 3 of the Outer Continen-
tal Shelf Lands Act is revised by adding the
following new subsection (c):

“(e) It is hereby declared that the Outer
Continental Shelf is a vital national resource
reserve held in trust by the Federal Govern-
ment for all the people, which should be
made available for orderly development, sub-
ject to environmental safeguards, consistent
with and when necessary to meet national
needs.".

NEW SECTIONS OF OUTER CONTINENTAL
SHELF LANDS ACT

Sec. 202. The Outer Continental Shelf
Lands Act is hereby amended by adding the
following new sections:

“DEVELOPMENT OF OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF
LEASING FROGRAM

“Sgc. 18, (a) Congress declares that it is
the policy of the United States that prior to
1985 all Outer Continental Shelf lands de-
termined to be both geologically favorable
for the accumulation of oil and gas and
capable of supporting oll and gas develop-
ment without undue environmental hazard
or damage should be made available for leas-
ing as soon as practicable after that deter-
mination is made,

“(b) The Secretary is authorized and di-
rected to prepare and maintain a leasing pro-
gram to implement the policy set forth in
subsection (a). The leasing program shall in-
dicate the size, timing, and location of leas-
ing activity that will best meet national en-
ergy needs for the ten-year period following
its approval or reapproval in a manner con-
sistent with subsection (a) above and with
the following principles:

“{1) management of the Outer Continen-
tal Shelf in a manner which considers all its
resource values and the potential impact of
oil and gas exploration and development on
other resource values of the Outer Continen-
tal Shelf and the marine environment;

“(2) timing and location of leasing so as
to distribute and decentralize exploration,
development, and production of oil and gas
among varlous areas of the Outer Continen--
tal Shelf, considering:

“(A) existing information concerning their
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geographical, geological, and ecological char-
acteristics;

“(B) their location with respect to, and
relative needs of, regional energy markets;

“(C) interest by potential oll and gas pro-
ducers in exploration and development as in-
dicated by tract nominations and other rep-
resentations;

“{D) an equltable sharing of developmen-
tal benefits and environmental risks among
various regions of the United States; and

*(3) receipt of falr market value for public
resources.

“(c) The program shall include estimates
of the appropriations and staffing required
to prepare the necessary environmental im-
pact statements, obtain resource data and
any other information needed to decide the
order in which areas are to be scheduled for
lease, to make the analyses required prior to
offering tracts for lease, and to supervise op-
erations under every lease in the manner
necessary to assure compliance with the re-
quirements of the law, the regulations, and
the lease.

“(d) The environmental impact statement
on the leasing program prepared in accord-
ance with section 102(2)(C) of the Na-
tlonal Environmental Policy Act of 1869,
shall include, but shall not be limited to, an
assessment by the Secretary of the relative
significance of the probable oll and gas re-
sources of each area proposed to be offered
for lease in meeting national demands, the
most likely rate of exploration and develop-
ment that is expected to occur if the areas
are leased, and the relative environmental
hazard of each area. Such environmental im-
pact statement shall be based on considera-
tion of the following factors, without being
limited thereto: geological and geophysical
conditions, blological data on existing ani-
mal, marine, and plant life, and commercial
and recreational uses of nearby land and
water areas.

“{e) The Secretary shall, by regulation,
establish procedures for receipt and con-
sideration of nominations for areas to be of-
fered for lease or to be excluded from leasing,
for public notice of and participation in
development of the leasing program, for re-
view by State and local governments which
may be impacted by the proposed leasing,
and for coordination of the program with
management programs established pursuant
to the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972.
These procedures will be applicable to any
revision or reapproval of the leasing program.

*“(f) The BSBecretary shall publish a pro-
posed leasing program in the Federal Regis-
ter and submit it to the Congress within one
year after enactment of this section.

*“(g) After the leasing program has been
approved by the Secretary or after January
1, 1976, whichever comes first, no leases under
this Act may be issued unless they are for
areas included in the approved leasing pro-
gram.,

*{h) The Becretary may revise and reap-
prove the leasing program at any time and
he must review and reapprove the leasing
program at least once each year.

“(1) The Becretary is authorized to obtain
from public or private sources, any surveys,
data, reports, or other information (includ-
ing, but not limited to, data about the loca-
tion of potential oil and gas reserves) which
may be necessary to assist him in preparing
environment impact statements and making
other evaluations required by this Act.

(1) The heads of all Federal departments
or agencies are authorized and directed to
provide the Secretary with any information
he requests to assist him in preparing the
leasing program.

“FEDERAL OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF OIL AND
GAS SURVEY PROGRAM
“Sec. 19. (a) The Secretary is authorized

and directed to conduct a survey program
regarding oil and gas resources of the Cuter
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Continental Shelf, This program shall be
designed to provide information about the
probable location, extent, and characteristics
of such resources in order to provide a basis
for (1) development and revision of the leas-
ing program required by section 18 of this
Act, (2) greater and better informed com-
petitive interest by potential preducers in
the oil and gas resources of the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf, (3) more informed decisions
regarding the value of public resources and
revenues to be expected from leasing them,
and (4) the mapping program required by
subsection (c) of this section.

*(b) The Secretary is authorized to con-
duct, contract for, or purchase the results of
seismic, gpeomagnetic, gravitational, geo-
physical, or geochemical investigations or
drilling, needed to implement the provisions
of this section.

“(e¢) The Secretary is directed to prepare
and publish and keep current a serles of
detailed topographic, geological, and geo-
physical maps of and reports about the Outer
Continental Shelf which shall include, but
not necessarily be limited to, the results of
seismic, gravitational, and magnetic surveys
on a grid spacing no greater than two kilo-
meters. Such maps shall be prepared and
published—

“(1) no later than July 1, 1976, for any
areas of the Outer Continental Shelf under
oil and gas lease on the date of enactment of
this section or scheduled for lease on or
before June 30, 1977,

*(2) no later than six months prior to the
last day for submission of bids for any areas
of the Outer Continental Shelf scheduled for
least on or after July 1, 1977; and

“(8) in no case later than ten years after
the date of enactment of this section.

*(d) Within six months alter enactment of
this section, the Secretary shall develop and
submit to Oongress a plan for conducting the
survey and mapping programs required by
this section. This plan shall include an iden-
tification of the areas to be surveyed and
mapped during the first five years of the pro-
grams and estimates of the appropriations
and staffing required to implement them.

“(e) On or bhefore the expiration of the
twenty-month period following the effective
date of this title, the Secretary shall submit
a teport to the Congress concerning the
carrying out of his duties under this section,
together with a summary of the initial data
compiled, and shall thereafter, on not less
than an annual basis, submit a report to the
Congress concerning the carrying out of such
duties and shall include as a part of each
such report a summary of the current data
for the period covered by the report.

*“{f) No action taken to implement this
section except the drilling of exploratory
wells for oil and gas shall be considered a ma-
jor Federal action for the purposes of section
102{2) (C) of the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969.

“{g) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as are necessary to
carry -out the purposes of this section during
fiscal years 1975 and 1976.

“(h) The Secretary shall, by regulation,
require that any person holding a lease or
permit for oil or gas exploration or develop-
ment on the Outer Continental Shelf shall
provide the Secretary with any data or in-
formation about the oil or gas resources in
the area subject to the lease or permit.

“RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

“Sec. 20. (a) The Secretary is authorized
and directed to carry out a research and de-
velopment program designed to improve
technology related to development of the oil
and gas resources of the Outer Continental
Shelf including but not limited to—

(1) downhole safety devices,

"{2) methods for reestablishing control of
blowing out or burning wells,

“(3) methods for containing and cleaning
up oil spills,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

“(4) improved drilling bits,

*(5) improved flaw detection systems for
undersea pipelines,

“(6) mew or improved methods of develop-
ment in water depths over six hundred
meters, and

“('7) subsea production systems.

“{b) The Secretary is authorized and di-
rected, after review and comment by the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, to establish safety and environ-
mental standards for all pieces of equipment
used in exploration, development, and pro-
duction of oil and gas from the Outer Con-
tinental Sheif.

“{c) The Secretary shall establish equip-
ment and performance standards for oil spill
cleanup plans and operations, Such stand-
ards shall be coordinated with the National
Otil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Con-
tingency Plan, and reviewed by the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency, the Administrator of the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,
and the Commandant of the Coast Guard,

*“{d) The Secretary, in cooperation with
the Secretary of the Navy and the Director of
the National Institutes of Health, shall con-
duct studies of underwater diving technigues
and equipment suitable for protection of hu-
man safety at depths greater than those
where such diving now takes place.

“ENFORCEMENT OF SAFETY REGULATIONS;

INSPECTIONS

“Sec. 21. (a) (1) The Secretary shall regu-
larly inspect all operations authorized pursu-
ant to this Act and strictly enforce safetly
regulations promulgated pursuant to this
Act and other applicable laws and regulations
relating to public bealth, safety, and environ-
mental protection. All holders of leases un-
der this Act shall allow promptly access at
the site of any operations subject to safety
regulations to any inspector, and provide
such documents and records as the Secretary
or his designee may request.

“{2) The Secretary shall promulgate regu-
lations within ninety days of the enactment
of this section to provide for—

*“{A) physical observation by an inspector
of the installation and testing at least once
each year of all safety equipment designed to
prevent or ameliorate blowouts, fires, spill-
ages, or other major accidents; and

"(B) onsite inspection to assure compli-
ance with safety regulations for at least some
period of time during each important phase
of operations, including but not limited to—

*“{1) exploratory drilling;

“(it) production drilling;

*(iif) well completion and normal produc-
tion of oil and gas;

“(iv) capping or plugging of wells;

“(v) major servicing or repairs of equip-
ment; and

“(vi) laying of pipelines or installation of
storage facilities.

“(3) The Secretary shall make an investi-
gation and public report on all fires and ma-
Jjor oil spillages occurring as a result of oper-
ations pursuant to this Act. For the purposes
of this subsection, a major oil spillage is any
spillage in one instance of more than two
hundred barrels of oil over a perlod of thirty
days: Provided, That the Secretary may, in
his discretion, make an Iinvestigation and
report of lesser oil spillages. All holders of
leases under this Act shall cooperate with
the Secretary in the course of such investi-
gations,

*(4) For the purposes of carrying out his
responsibilities under this section, the Sec-
retary may by agreement utilize with or
without reimbursement the services, person-
nel, or facilities of any Federal agency.

*(b) The Secretary shall make a report to
the Congress within thirty days of the end
of each fiscal year detailing enforcement ac-
tivities under this Act for the previous year,
and giving any recommendations for increas-
ing safety of operations in the Outer Con-
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tinental Shelf or increasing the effective-
ness of enforcement of safety regulations,
Buch report shall state the number of viola-
tions of safety regulations found, the names
of the violators, and the action taken there-
on.
“(¢) The issuance and continuation in
effect of any lease, or of any extension,
renewal, or replacement of any lease under
the provision of this Act, shall be condi-
tioned upon compliance with the safety
regulations issued under this Act.

“(d) The Secretary shsall oconsider any
petition from any person alleging the exist-
ence of a violation of any safety regulations
issued wunder this Act. The Secretary shall
answer such petition no later than ninety
days after receipt thereof, stating whether or
not such alleged viclations exist and, if so,
whai action has been taken.

"“LIABILITY FOR OIL SPFILLS

“Sec. 22. (a) Any person In charge of
any operations or facilities in the Outer
Continental Shelf, as soon as he has knowl-
edge of a discharge or spillage of oil from
an operation, shall immediately notify the
appropriafe agency of the TUnited States
Government of such discharge.

*“{b) (1) Except when the holder of a lease
issued or maintained under this Act can
prove the damages In connection with or
resulting from the discharge or spillage of
ol from an operation in the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf, were caused by an act of
war, or the damaged party, such holder shall
e strictly liable to all damaged parties, public
or private, without regard to fault for such
damages, and without regard to ownership
of any affected lands, structures, fish, wild-
life, or biotic or other natural resources
relied upon by any damaged party for sub-
sistence or economic purposes.

“(2) In any case where liability without
fault is imposed pursuant to this subsection
and the damages involved were caused by the
negligence of a third party, the rules of
subrogation shall apply in accordance with
the law of the jurisdiction where the damage
occurred.

“{c¢) If any area within or without a lease
granted or maintained under this Act is
polluted by any discharge or spillage .of oil
from operations conducted by or on behalf
of the holder of such lease, and such pollu-
tlon damages or threatens to damage aguatic
life, wildlife, or public or private property,
the control and total removal of the pollut-
ant shall be at the expense of such holder,
including administrative and other cosis
incurred by the Secretary or any other
Federal officer or agency. Upon failure of
such holder to adequately control and
remove such pollutant, the Secretary in
cooperation with other Federal, State, or
local agencies, or in cooperation with such
holder, or both, shall have the right to
accomplish the control and removal at the
expense of the holder.

“{d) The Secretary shall establish re-
quirements that all holders of leases issued
or maintained under this Act shall carry in-
surance in an amount sufficient to provide
for cleanup of and adequate compensation
for damages which may result from any dis-
charge or spillage of oil resulting from opera-
tions in the Outer Continental Shelf.

“{e) The provisions of this section shall
not be interpreted to supersede section 311
of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments of 1972 or preempt the field of
strict liability or to preclude any State from
imposing additional requirements.

“NEGOTIATIONS WITH STATES

“SEc. 23. The Secretary is authorized and
directed to mnegotiate with those coastal
States which are asserting jurisdiction over
the Outer Continental Shelf with a view to
developing interim agreements which will
allow energy resource development prior to
final judicial resolution of the dispute.
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“DETERMINATION OF BOUNDARIES

“SEc, 24. Within one year following the
date of enactment of this section, the Presi-
dent shall establish procedures for settling
any outstanding boundary disputes, includ-
ing International boundaries between the
United States and Canada and between the
United States and Mexico, and establish
boundaries between adjacent States, as di-
rected in section 4 of this Act.

“‘COASTAL STATE FUND

“Sec. 25. (a) There 1s hereby established
in the Treasury of the United States the
Coastal States Fund (hereinafter referred
to as the ‘fund’) . The Becretary is authorized
to make grants from the fund to the coastal
States to assist them to amellorate adverse
environmental effects and control secondary
social and economic impacts associated with
the development of Federal energy resources
in, or on the Outer Continental Shelf adja-
cent to the submerged lands of, such States.
Such grants may be used for planning, con-
struction of public facilities, and provision
of public services, and such other activities
as the Becretary may prescribe by regula-
tions. Such regulations shall, at a minimum,
(1) provide that such activities be directly
related to such environmental effects and
social and economic impacts; and (2) require
each coastal State, as a requirement of eligi-
bility for grants from the fund, to establish
pollution containment and cleanup systems
for pollution from energy resource develop-
ment activities on the submerged lands, and
the Outer Continental Shelf adjacent to such
lands, of each such State.

“(b) The BSecretary, in accordance with

the provisions of subsection (a), shall, by
regulation, establish requirements for grant
eligibility: Provided, That no grant shall be
for more than 90 per centum of the activity
or activities to be conducted under such
grant. The Secretary shall coordinate all
grants with management programs estab-

lished pursuant to the Coastal Zone Man-
agement Act of 1972.

“{e) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law, 6 per centum of the Federal reve-
nues from the Outer Continental Shelf Lands
Act, as amended by this Act, shall be
pald into the fund: Provided, That the total
amount pald into the fund shall not exceed
$200,000,000 per year,

“(d) For the purpose of this section,
‘coastal State’ means a State of the United
States in, or bordering on, the Atlantic, Pa-
cific, or Arctic Ocean, the Gulf of Mexico,
or Long Island Sound.

“CITIZEN SUITS

“SEc. 26. (a) Except as provided in subsec-
tlon (b) of this section, any person having
an interest which is or may be adversely
affected may commence a civil action on his
own behalf—

“{1) against any person including—

“(A) the United States, and

“(B) any other governmental instrumen-
tality or agency to the extent permitted by
the eleventh amendment to the Constitu-
tion who is alleged to be in violation of the
provisions of this Act or the regulation pro-
mulgated thereunder, or any permit or lease
issued by the Secretary; or

“{2) apainst the Secretary where there is
alleged a failure of the Secretary to perform
any act or duty under this Act which is
not discretionary with the Secretary.

*(b) No action may be commenced—

*(1) under subsection (a)(1) of this sec-
tion—

“(A) prior to sixty days after the plaintiff
has given notice In writing under oath of
the violation (i) to the Secretary, and (ii)
to any alleged violator of the provisions of
this Act or any regulations promulgated
thereunder, or any permit or lease issued
thereunder;
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“{B) if the Becretary has commenced and
is diligently prosecuting a civil action in a
court of the United States to require com-
pliance with the provisions of this Act or
the regulations thereunder, or the lease, but
in any such action in a court of the United
States any person may intervene as a mat-
ter of right; or

“{2) under subsection (a) (2) of this sec-
tion prior to sixty days after the plaintift
has given notice in writing under oath of
such action to the Secretary, in such manner
as the Becretary shall by regulation pre-
scribe, except that such action may be
brought immediately after such notification
in the case where the violation complained
of, constitutes an imminent threat to the
health or safety of the plaintiff or would
immediately affect a legal interest of the
plaintiff.

*“(e) In any action under this section, the
Secretary If not a party, may intervene as
a matter of right.

“(d) The court, in issuing any final order
in any action brought pursuant to subsec-
tlon (a) of this section, may award costs of
litigation to any party, whenever the court
determines such award is appropriate. The
court may, if a temporary restraining order
or preliminary injunction is sought, require
the filling of a bond or equivalent security
in accordance with the Federal Rules of Civil
Procedure.

“{e) Nothing in this section shall restrict
any right which any person (or class of per-
sons) may have under this or any statute
or common law to seek enforcement of any
of the provisions of this Act and the regula-
tions thereunder, or to seek any other relief,
including relief against the Secretary.

“PROMOTION OF COMPETITION

“Skec. 27. Within one year after the date of
enactment of this section, the Secretary shall
prepare and publish a report with recom-
mendations for promoting competition and
maximizing production and revenues from
the leasing of Outer Continental Shelf lands,
and shall include a plan for implementing
recommended administrative changes and
drafts of any proposed legislation. Such re-
port shall include consideration of the fol-
lowing—

“{1) other competitive bidding systems
permitted under present law as compared to
the bonus bidding system;

“(2) evaluation of alternative bldding sys-
tems not permitted under present law;

“(3) measures to ease entry of new com-
petitors; and

“(4) measures to increase supply to in-
dependent refiners and distributors.

“ENFORCEMENT AND PENALTIES

“Sec. 28. (a) At the request of the Secre-
tary, the Attorney General may institute a
clvil action in the district court of the United
States for the district in which the affected
operation is located for a restraining order
or Injunction or other appropriate remedy
to enforce any provision of this Act or any
regulation or order issued under the author-
ity of this Act.

“(b) If any person shall fail to comply
with any provision of this Act, or any reg-
ulation or order issued under the authority
of this Act, after notice of such failure and
expiration of any period allowed for cor-
rective action, such person shall be llable for
a civil penalty of not more than #5,000 for
each and every day of the continuance of
such failure. The Secretary or the Admin-
istrator may assess and collect any such
penalty.

“(c) Any person who knowingly and will-
fully violates any provision of this Act, or
any regulation or order issued under the au-
thority of this Act, or makes any false state-
ment, representation, or certification in any
apolication, record, report, plan or other
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document filed or required to be main-
tained under this Act or who knowingly and
willfully falsifies, tampers with, or know-
mgly and willfully renders inaccurate any
monitoring device or method or record re-
quired to be maintained under this Act, shall,
upon convietion, be punished by a fine of not
more than $100,000, or by imprisonment for
not more than one year, or both. Each day
that a violation continues shall constitute
a separate offense.

“{d) Whenever a corporation or other
entity violates any provision of this Act,
or any regulation or order issued under the
authority of this Act, any director, officer,
or agent of such corporation or entity who
authorized, ordered, or carrted out such
violation shall be subject to the same fines
or imprisonment as provided for under sub-
section (c¢) of this section,

*(e) The remedies prescribed in this sec-
tion shall be concurrent and cumulative and
the exercise of one does not preclude the ex-
ercise of the others. Further, the remedies
prescribed in this section shall be in addi-
tion to any other remedies afforded by any
law or regulation.”.

REVISION OF LEASE TERMS

SEc, 203. Section B of the Outer Continental
Shelf Lands Act is amended by revising sub-
sections (a) and (b) to read as follows:

“(a) The Secretary is authorized to grant
to the highest responsible qualified bidder
by competitive bidding under regulations
promulgated in advance, oll and leases on
submerged lands of the Outer Continental
Shelf which are not covered by leases meet-
ing the requirements of subsection (a) of
section 6 of this Act. The bidding shall be
(1) by sealed bids, and (2) at the dis-
cretion of the Becretary on the basis of a
cash bonus with a royalty fixed by the Secre-
tary at not less than 1214 per centum in
amount or value of the production saved,
removed, or sold, or on the basis of a cash
bonus with a 65 per centum share of the
net profits derived from operation of the
tract reserved to the United States. The
United States’ net profit share shall be
calculated on the basis of the value of the
production saved, removed, or sold, less
those capital and operating costs directly as-
signable to the development and operation
of all oil and gas leases issued under this
Act to the lessee under a net profitsharing
arrangement. No capital or operating charges
for materials or labor services not actually
used on an area leased for oil or gas under
this Act under a net profitsharing arrange-
ment, or allocation of income taxes shall be
permitted as a deduction in the calculation
of net income. The Secretary shall by reg-
ulation establish accounting procedures and
standards to govern the calculation of net
profits. In the event of any dispute between
the United States and a lessee concern-
ing the calculation of the net profits the
burden of proof shall be on the lessee.

“(b) An oil and gas lease issued by the
Secretary pursuant to this section shall (1)
cover a compact area not exceeding five
thousand seven hundred and sixty acres, as
the Secretary may determine, (2) be for a
period of five years and as long thereafter as
oil or gas may be produced from the area in
paying quantities, or drilling or well rework-
ing operations as approved by the Secretary
are conducted thereon, and (3) contain such
rental provisions and such other terms and
provisions as the Secretary may prescribe at
the time of offering the area for lease.”

DISPOSITION OF FEDERAL ROYALTY OIL

Sec. 204, Section 8 of the Outer Continen-
tal Shelf Lands Act as amended by this Act
is further amended by adding a new subsec-
tion (k) to read as follows:

“(k) Upon commencement of production
of oil and gas from any lease, issued after
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the effective date of this subsection, the
Secretary shall offer to the public and sell
by competitive bidding for not less than its
value, in such amounts and for such terms
as he determines, that proportion of the
oil and gas produced from said lease which is
due to the United States as royalty. The
lessee shall take any such royalty oil or gas
for which no acceptable bids are received and
shall pay to the United States a cash royalty
equal to its value, but in no less than the
highest bid.”.
ANNUAL REPORT

SEec. 205. Section 15 of the Outer Continen-
tal Shelf Lands Act is amended to read as
follows:

“ANNUAL REPORT BY SECRETARY TO
CONGRESS

“Sec. 15. Within six months after the end
of each fiscal year, the Secretary shall sub-
mit to the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives a
report on the leasing and production pro-
gram in the Outer Continental Shelf during
such fiscal year, including a detailing of all
moneys received and expended, and of all
leasing, development, and production activ-
ities; a summary of management, supervi-
sion, and enforcement activities; and recom-
mendations to the Congress for improve-
ments in management, safety and amount of
production in leasing and operations in the
Outer Continental Shelf and for resolution
of jurisdictional conflicts or ambiguities.”.
INSURING MAXIMUM PRODUCTION FROM OIL

AND GAS LEASES

Sec. 206. Section 5 of the Outer Continental
Shelf Lands Act is amended by adding the
following new subsections:

“Insuring Maximum Production From Oil
and Gas Leases

“(d) The Secretary shall not extend any
outstanding oil and gas lease or grant a
waiver or extension of any development re-
quirements of such lease unless the Secretary
determines that such extension or walver
is reasonably certain to result in production
of oil or gas within the period of the exten-
sion and until sixty days (not counting days
on which the House of Representatives or
the Senate has adjourned for more than
three days) after notice that such action is
proposed has been published in the Federal
Register and submitted to the Congress.

“(e) Within twelve months after enact-
ment of this section, the Comptroller Gen-
eral shall audit all shut-in wells on the
Outer Continental Shelf and report his find-
ings to the Congress. His report shall indicate
why each well is shut in.

“(f) Within six months after enactment
of this section the Secretary shall review all
outstanding oil and gas leases issued pursu-
ant to this Act and require such unitization
or cooperative or pooling agreements as he
determines are necessary to achieve full de-
velopment of and maximum production from
such leases,

“{g) (1) After enactment of this section
no oil and gas lease may be issued pursuant
to this Act unless the lease reguires that
development be carried out in accordance
with a development plan which has been ap-
proved by the Secretary, and provides that
failure to comply with such development
plan will terminate the lease,

*“(2) The development plan will set forth,
in the degree of detall established in regula-
tions issued by the Secretary, specific work to
be performed, environmental protection and
health and safety standards to be met, and
a time schedule for performance.

“(3) With respect to permits and leases
outstanding on the date of enactment of this
section, a proposed development plan must
be submitted to the Secretary within six
months after the date of enactment of this
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section. Failure to submit a development plan
or to comply with an approved development
plan shall terminate the permit or lease.

‘“(4) The Secretary may approve revisions
of development plans if he determines that
revision will lead to greater recovery of the
oil and gas, improve the efficiency of the re-
covery operation, or is the only means avail-
able to avold severe economic hardship on
the lessee or permittee,

“(h) After the date of enactment of this
section, holders of oil and gas leases issued
pursuant to this Act shall not be permitted
to flare natural gas from any well unless the
Secretary finds that the only practicable
way to prevent flaring would be to shut-in
the well.”

GEOLOGICAL AND GEOPHYSICAL EXPLORATION

Sec. 207. Section 11 of the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf Lands Act is hereby amended
to read as follows:

“Sec. 11. No person shall conduct any
type of geological or geophysical explorations
in the Outer Continental Shelf without a
permit issued by the Secretary. Each such
permit shall contain terms and conditions
designed to (1) prevent interference with
actual operations under any lease main-
tained or granted pursuant to this Act; (2)
prevent or minimize environmental dam-
age; and (3) require the permittee to fur-
nish the Secretary with coples of all data
(including geological, geophysical, and geo-
chemical data, well logs, and drill cores)
obtained during such exploration.”.

ENFORCEMENT

SEc. 208. Subsection 5(a) (2) of the Outer
Continental Shelf Lands Act is hereby
amended by deleting the first sentence.
TITLE III—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

PIPELINE SAFETY AND OPERATION

Sec. 301. (a) The Secretary of Transpor-
tation, in cooperation with the Secretary, is
authorized and directed to report to the
Congress within sixty days after enactment
of this Act on appropriations and stafling
needed to monitor pipelines on Federal lands
and the Outer Continental Shelf so as to
assure that they meet all applicable stand-
ards for construction, operation, and
maintenance.

(b) The Secretary of Transportation, in
cooperation with the Secretary, is author-
ized and directed to review all laws and
regulations relating to the construction, op-
eration, and maintenance of pipelines on
Federal lands and the Outer Continental
Shelf and report to Congress within six
months after enactment of this Act on ad-
Jjuninistrative changes needed and recom-
mendations for new legislation.

(c) One year after the date of enactment
of this Act, the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission and the Secretary of Transportation
shall submit to the President and the Con-
gress a report on the adequacy of existing
transport facilities and regulations to fa-
cilitate distribution of oil and gas resources
of the Outer Continental Shelf. The report
shall include recommendations for changes
in existing legislation or regulations to fa-
cilitate such distribution.

MATERTALS ALLOCATION

Sec. 302. The Administrator of the Federal
Energy Office shall, within sixty days after
the date of enactment of this Act, propose
and promulgate a contingency plan, includ-
ing appropriate regulations, for allocation of
supplies of materials and equipment neces-
sary for exploration, development, produc-
tion, and required transportation of oil and
gas resources of the Outer Continental Shelf.
STUDY OF NEED FOR ENERGY DEVELOPMENT

FINANCING
Sec. 303. (a) The Secretary of Commerce

is authorized and directed to conduct a study
of the need for and availability of capital to
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finance exploration, development, produc-
tion, and transportation of energy resources
in the United States. This study shall in-
clude, but need not be limited to, an assess-
ment of the desirability of Federal loans,
loan guarantees, or other forms of Federal
assistance in obtaining investment capital.

(b) The study required by subsection (a)
of this section shall be submitted to the
President and the Congress no later than one
year after the date of enactment of this Act.

(e¢) There are hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated for the purposes of this section
$500,000.

FULL UTILIZATION OF HYDROPOWER CAPABILITY

SEc. 304, (a) The Secretary, in cooperation
with the Federal Power Commission, the Sec-
retary of the Army, and any other Federal or
State officlals, is authorized and directed to
review all existing water reservoir projects
and identify any additional hydropower ca-
pability. The Secretary shall identify poten-
tial additional capability of each reservoir,
the estimated costs of modifications needed
to utilize that capability, and the effect of
any additional capability on future water al-
locations to various reservoir project pur-
poses, and on the environment.

(b) The Federal Power Commission, in co-
operation with the Secretary, shall study the
need for establishment of a national power
grid, consisting of large electric power gen-
erating facilities, and a system of very high
voltage transmission lines which, to the ex-
tent practicable, shall interconnect generat-
ing facilities and transmission systems in the
various regions of the United States.

(c) The Secretary and the Federal Power
Commission shall submit reports of the re-
sults of their studies to the Congress within
two years after the enactment of the Act.

(d) There are hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated $2,000,000 for the purposes of sub-
section (a) and $1,000,000 for the purposes of
subsection (b) of this section.

A STUDY OF MEANS TO MAXIMIZE RESOURCE RE-

COVERY AND MINIMIZE ENVIRONMENTAL IM-

PACTS IN DEVELOPMENT OF ENERGY RESOURCES

Bec. 305. (a) The Secretary is directed to
contract with the Natlonal Academy of Sci-
ences-National Academy of Engineering for
an in-depth study of technologies for in-
creasing the availability of energy resources
through improved efficiencies in exploration,
development, production, and recycling of
such resources in order to reduce the adverse
economic, social and environmental impacts
of resource utilization.

(b) The study shall, at a8 minimum—

(1) examine improved exploration, devel-
opment, and production technigues includ-
ing the development of new technigues, new
applications of known techniques, and the
differential impacts of these techniques
when practiced in different climates and ter-
rains, when used to recover different types
of minerals, and in the context of a range of
adjacent and subsequent planned land uses;

(2) in each instance, describe the duration
and reversibility of the anticipated adverse
impacts, and discuss ways in which explora-
tion, development, and production tech-
nigues can be adjusted during and after
extraction to minimize the adverse impacts
described; or where alternatives to these
techniques can be used;

(3) identify alternative geographic sources
and exploration, development, and produc-
tion technologies for various specific energy
resources, which make possible resource re-
covery, with the minimum adverse economic,
social, and environmental impacts, The study
shall also describe the costs and benefits as-
sociated with shifting an industry's supply
to such sources or technologies; and

(4) describe the specific measures neces-
sary to fully integrate exploration, develop-
ment, and production activities, both in the
short and long term, with land use manage-
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ment plans and programs on the State and
Federal levels.

(c) After studying the technologies and
impacts set forth in subsection (b) above,
the study shall also examine and research
the development of new exploration, develop-
ment, and production technologies, or other
technological means of increasing substan-
tially the efficacy of exploration, develop-
ment, production, and reclamation. This
study shall also include the best estimate of
the authors as to the earliest date expected
for industrial application of each new tech-
nigque discussed and the net costs and bene-
fits of implementation compared to present
practices.

(d) The study shall examine, for major
commodity classes, a range of alternatives
to primary resource extraction, including the
potential for recycling, salvage, reprocessing,
byproduct recovery, material substitution,
the potential for Federal policy actions to
encourage such actions, and the impact such
practices would have on the need for pri-
mary extraction and the reduction of con-
sequent environmental impacts.

(e) For all of the above, the study will
assess the likely impact of altering present
exploration, development, and production
practices on the supply and demand of
varlous energy resources, on labor and capital
requirements for the various energy explora-
tion, production, and transportation indus-
tries, and for various classes of producers
within those Industries.

(f) The study, together with specific
recommendations for Federal and State
policy needs and for action by the energy
industries, shall be submitted to the Presi-
dent and to Congress no later than three
years from the date of enactment of this
Act. Interim reports shall be submitted at
the end of the first and second years.

(g) There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated for the purposes of this sec-
tion, $5,000,000.

RELAXATION OF IMPORT CONTROLS ON CERTAIN
STEEL DRILLING AND MINING EQUIPMENT

BEC. 306. The Presldent is requested to
enter into negotiations with those foreign
countries which have voluntarily limited
the quantity of steel products which may
be exported to the United States so as to
permit the importation of Increased quanti-
tles of steel pipe, drilling equipment, casing,
and other steel products which the Secre-
tary certifies are in short supply in the
United States and are used In the extrac-
tion, production, or transportation of energy
resources.

ENERGY FACILITIES ON FEDERAL LANDS

SEcC, 307. (a) The Secretary, In cooperation
with other Federal agencies, is authorized
and directed to identify potential sites and
corridors on Federal lands for energy pro-
duction and transmission facilities, including
petroleum refineries, and electric generating
plants (including nuclear generating plants).

(b) No later than elghteen months after
the enactment of this Act, the BSecretary
shall report his findings to Congress together
with recommendations as to whether and
under what conditions any such sites or
corridors should be made available for such
facilities,

EXPEDITING FEDERAL ENERGY-RELATED ACTIONS

Sec. 308. (a) The Secretary is authorized
and directed to study methods of expediting
action by the Federal Government on mat-
ters, including applications for Federal en-
ergy resource permilts or leases, relating to
increasing the domestic supply of energy.

(b) No later than six months after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secre-
tary shall report to the Congress the results
of his study together with administrative
action taken to expedite such actions and
recommendations for legislation.
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BEVERABILITY

Sec. 309, If any provision of this Act, or
the application of any such provision to any
person or circumstance, shall be held invalid,
the remainder of this Act, or the application
of such provision to persons or circumstances
other than those as to which it 1s held in-
valid, shall not be affected thereby.

DEFINTTIONS

Sec. 310. As used in this Act the term—

(a) “Federal lands” means any lands
owned by the United States, including min-
eral deposits owned by the United States
in lands the surface of which is in other
ownership, except (1) lands in the national
park system which on the date of enact-
ment of this Act are not open to mineral
leasing, (2) lands held by the United States
for the use of Indians or Indian tribes, (3)
lands on the Outer Continental Shelf, and
(4) lands in the national wilderness pres-
ervation system except as otherwise provided
in the Wilderness Act; and

(b) “Federal energy resource’” means oil,
gas, coal, oil shale, uranium, and geothermal
energy on Federal lands or the Outer Con-
tinental Shelf subject to permit or lease
under applicable Federal law.

(¢) “Secretary” means the Secretary of the
Interior.

By Mr. PROXMIRE:

S. 3224. A bill to provide for the char-
tering of Federal stock savings and loan
associations, and for other purposes. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking,
Housing and Urban Affairs.

CONVERSION OF SAVINGS AND LOAN
ASSOCIATIONS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I am
offering a bill to provide for the orderly
conversion of mutual savings and loan
associations into stock associations. This
bill is introduced as an alternative to
S. 3132 which was recommended by the
Federal Home Loan Bank Board. Both
my bill and the Bank Board's bill would
authorize de novo stock charters for Fed-
eral savings and loan associations and
would permit existing mutual associa-
tions to convert to stock associations.

The main difference between my bill
and the Bank Board's bill is over what
happens to the proceeds of any stock sale
made by a converting association. Under
the Bank Board's bill, all proceeds
would be deposited directly in the con-
verting association. Under my bill, pro-
ceeds equal to the net worth of the as-
sociation would be deposited in a special
trust fund under the control of the Fed-
eral Home Loan Bank Board. Moneys in
the trust fund would ultimately be used
to further our national housing goals
for low- and moderate-income families
as outlined in the 1968 Housing Act.

The Bank Board would be required to
report its recommendations to Congress
as to precisely how these funds can be
used to improve housing conditions for
low- and moderate-income families. This
report would be due within 1 year. In the
meantime, any funds in the trust fund
would be invested in obligations of the
U.S. Government.

Under my bhill, depositors in the asso-
ciation would still be entitled to their
proportionate share of the association’s
net worth as of the date the conversion
plan was announced should the associa-
tion be liquidated at a later date. Any
such claims would be reduced propor-
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tionately to the extent a depositor re-
duced the amount of funds he had on de-
posit as of the cutoff date.

In order to protect the Interests of
stockholders in the converted associa-
tion, my bill also provides that any as-
sociation would be reimbursed from the
trust fund for any payments it might
make to depositors upon liquidation.

The effect of my proposal is to elimi-
nate any possibility of windfall gain ac-
cruing to the stockholders of a converted
association. Under the Bank Board's pro-
posal, the benefits of a converting as-
sociation’s existing equity would accrue
to the buyers of the newly issued stock.
While it may be theoretically possible
to price the new stock high enough to
eliminate any windfalls, in practice it
would be exceedingly difficult for the
Board to arrive at a fair value. Under
my proposal, there would be no guess-
work. The new stockholders would sim-
ply agree to replace the existing equity
in an association by depositing an equiv-
alent amount into the Housing Trust
Fund.

By eliminating the possibility of wind-
fall gain, my proposal will remove any
artificial incentive for mutuals to con-
vert into stock assoclations simply in
order to recapture a portion of the asso-
ciation’s equity. It also minimizes the
possibility of speculative deposit flows
between stock associations and mutual
associations in anticipation of a conver-
sion. Since any windfall profit element
is taken out of the conversion process,
there would be no reason for depositors
to shift their money from stock associa-
tions into mutual associations. Under the
Bank Board’s proposal, the entire struc-
ture of the savings and loan industry
could be radically transformed through
speculative conversions.

While the windfall element of con-
versions is eliminated by my proposal,
the bill I have introduced still makes it
possible for mutual associations to con-
vert into stock associations whenever the
management of the association feels the
long-term benefits of the stock form of
organization outweigh the advantages of
the mutual form of organization. These
benefits include the ability to raise more
capital, and the ability to offer stock op-
tions to employees as an incentive for
attracting better management.

In addition to eliminating the wind-
fall element of S. & L. conversions, my
proposal will also provide a source of
funds for low- and moderate-income
housing. Thus, instead of windfall profits
accruing to private investors, such prof-
its would be diverted to serving a public
purpose.

Mr. President, the Subcommitiee on
Financial Institutions of the Senate
Committee on Banking, Housing and Ur-
ban Affairs is holding hearings on the
conversion issue on April 8, 9, and 10. I
look forward to these hearings and to a
full discussion of all the alternatives
facing the Congress and the Bank Board
with respect to S. & L. conversions. It
may be that there are some difficulties
with the proposal I have introduced.
Nonetheless, I believe it is an interesting
alternative to the Board's proposal and
that it warrants full discussion by those
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who are interested in the conversion

problem.

By Mr. GURNEY:

S. 3225. A bill to amend the Export
Act of 1969 to curtail exports of petro-
chemical feedstocks. Referred to the
Committee on Banking, Housing and Ur-
ban Affairs.

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, today I
am introducing legislation which would
require the President under section 204 of
the Export Administration Act of 1969,
to establish rules and regulations to limit
the exportation of petrochemical feed-
stocks to an amount which equals an
average of the amount of such materials
that was exported during 1970 and 1971.

On December 18, 1973, I sponsored an
amendment to S. 2776, the Federal Ener-
gy Administration Aet, which requires
the Adminstrator of the FEA, in cooper-
ation with other appropriate agencies,
to within 30 days after its enactment
inform the Congress as to exactly what
economic fate the administration is pre-
dicting for our Nation’s vital petrochem-
ical industry and how that industry is
affected by the rules and regulations es-
tablished by the FEA. At this point, I re-
quest that my remarks at the introdue-
tion of this amendment be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR Epwarp J. GURNEY:
AN AMENDMENT TO B. 2776, THE FEDERAL
ENERGY ADMINISTRATION ACT
Mr, President, I am introducing an amend-

ment to 8. 2776, the Federal Energy Admin-

istration Act, which requires the Administra-
tor of the FEA, in cooperation with other ap-
propriate agencies, to rapidly inform the

Congress as to exactly what economic fate

the administration is predicting for our Na-

tion’s vital petrochemical industry under
which the rules and regulations of our cur-
rent energy crisis.

There is one point on which all of us can
agree—no one put the right information to-
gether fast enough to permit our Nation to
avoid our energy crisis. And I will add that
action, when it has come at all, has been too
little, too late. The amendment I introduce
today will make sure that Congress itself will
be able to make some assessment of where
the administration is leading the petrochem-
ical industry with price controls, surging ex-
ports, and shrinking imports.

Here is what my amendment will do. It re-
quires the Administrator of the FEA, with
the assistance of the Cost of Living Couneil,
the Department of Commerce, and the U.8.
Tariff Commission, to tell Congress, in 15
days, the following information about the
petrochemiecal industry today and in 1974:

1. The effects of price ceilings on export
levels.

2. The effects of those export levels on
domestic supplies.

3. What imports contribute to domestic
supplies.

4. Taking everything into consideration,
what the economic effects of expected levels
of supply will be on the petrochemical in-
dustry.

Furthermore, I ask for a detailed account-
ing of data available to the Government on
the petrochemical industry. I think Congress
should know how the administration arrives
at its conclusions about this Industry.

Mr. President, the plastics industry feed-
stocks make up less than one and a half
percent of the total domestic oll and natural
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gas usage, The entire petrochemical indus-
try consumes between five and six percent
of the U.8. supply of natural gas and petro-
leum products. But the sales of the petro-
chemical industry, which are almost as large
as those of the petroleum refining industry,
are vitally dependent upon these petroleum
and natural gas raw materials.

Petrochemieal industry sales have in-
creased at an average annual growth rate of
7.3%. This growth which is more rapid than
that of the entire chemical industry, con-
tributes to the extension of the U.S. natural
resources base in the production of synthetic
plastics, fibers and rubbers. These products
make major reductions in our dependence
on foreign sources of natural products other
than petroleum and natural gas.

Mr. President, as pleased as I am that we
are finally going to have centralized Federal
decision-making during our energy crisis, I
feel that as of today, too little attention is
being given to the economic consequences of
the petroleum shortage. Most of the atten-
tion seems to be focused upon fuel needs. I
am fearful that in the rush to make major
shifts in refinery output, we may uninten-
tionally cut short raw material supplies to
the petrochemical industry. Many of our
nation’s businesses, small and large, seem to
be being made victims of a classic case of
the Government’s right hand not knowing
what the left hand is doing.

For instance, price controls have been im-
posed upon the petrochemical industry since
August 15, 1871. Meanwhile, with worldwide
shortages and rising demand, the world
prices for petrochemicals have soared. Dom-
estic producers understandably have moved
to export markets,

Comparing January through August of
1972 with the same time period for 1873,
exports of polyester resins increased from
27,881,471 pounds to 34,939,857 pounds; and
exports of polypropylene resins (except for
protective coatings) increased from 102,572,-
734 pounds to 196,356,789 pounds. Toluene
exports increased from 14,402,878 pounds to
50,151,441 pounds.

On December 13, Secretary of Commerce,
Frederick Dent, moved to curb petroleum
exports by requiring exporters, starting the
next day, to get licenses to ship oil and other
petroleum products out of the country.
But the products included do not impact sig-
nificantly upon petrochemical exports.

On the other hand, the price controls on
domestic petrochemical sales remain in ef-
fect. Do we really know what is going to hap-
pen to domestic supplies? If we impose ex-
port controls, what will happen then—will
producers start hoarding, will black markets
develop? How will the government make
sure that supplies will be available to meet
the new mandatory allocations for petro-
chemicals, which are now suggested as 120%
of 1972 supplies? Exactly what do those in
control of our economy during this energy
crisis expect is going to happen? Based on
the record to date, I think Congress itself
should have the answer to that question
as quickly as possible.

Mr. President, I am talking about an in-
dustry which is vital on its own terms as
well as for the economy as a whole. It is an
industry which faces a double threat from
the petroleum shortage because it uses petro-
leum and natural gas hydrocarbons both
as a fuel and as the primary raw material or
feedstock for its plants., It includes such
major areas as automobile parts, packaging,
textiles, organic chemicals, furniture, con-
struction, pharmaceuticals, agriculture,
phonograph records, toys, plumbing fixtures
and materials and sail and power boats, just
to name a few. And if the petrochemical in-
dustry is defined to include just the produc-
tion of basic and intermediate organic
chemicals and the plants which produce syn-
thetic fibers, synthetlc rubbers and plastic
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resins, and to exclude all downstream fabri-
cating steps, the industry represents sales
of more than $20 billion, and employment of
some 320,000 people in 1800 plants in the
United States.

One industry expert recently testifying be-
fore the Senate Joint Economic Committee,
a Mr. George B. Hegeman of Arthur D.
Little, Inc., concluded that the petrochemical
industry is so closely related to the econ-
omy as a whole, that a sustained 15% re-
duetion in the output of the organic chemi-
cals industry could result in a loss of 1.6
to 1.8 million jobs in consuming industries
and a loss of domestic production value of
$65-870 billion annually.

Mr. President, with experts making predic-
tions like that, Congress should immediately
ask the administration for its best estimate
of the fate of petrochemlical Industry.

I ask unanimous consent that my pro-
posed amendment be inserted in the Cown-
GrEssIoNAL Recorp following these remarks.

Mr. GURNEY. As I pointed out in De-
cember, the petrochemical industry is
vital to the total economy of this Nation.
Shortages in petrochemical feedstocks do
not only adversely affect the petrochemi-
cal producers but also such major indus-
tries as textiles, construction, pharma-
ceuticals, automobile parts—and the list
continues. Unfortunately, the petro-
chemical situation in this country has
not improved since December. Neither
placing petrochemical feedstocks under
mandatory allocation nor removing the
price controls from them has resulted in
the hope for increases in feedstock sup-
plies. Instead, supplies are still short, re-
sulting in an external industry cutback,
continuing “black market” trading in
feedstocks and increased unemployment
in “downstream” industries which are
dependent upon petrochemicals for pro-
duction of their products.

Mr, President, as these shortages con-
tinue it is apparent that mandatory al-
location of petrochemicals is not enough
to solve the problem. In looking deeper
into this problem of petrochemical feed-
stocks, we see the phenomenon of in-
creased exports of these vital materials
from the country at a time when hun-
dreds of small businesses are closing be-
cause of the lack of this material being
supplied to them.

Mr. President, an example of this is
an industry in Fort Lauderdale, Fla.,
which relies upon resins to produce a
plastic which resembles glass. These
products are used in homes and indus-
tries largely because of their safety
features.

This company, up until last week, em-
ployed 293 persons. Because of the prices
and the lack of supplies of this commod-
ity, they have had to cut their overhead
by 50 percent. The president of this com-
pany has informed me that he can pos-
sibly hold out 1 month more, but not
much longer, and that he must be able
to find somebody that will be able to
give him some kind of answers to his
problems or at least be able to go to an
agency that can help keep his doors
open. Mr. President, this is a sad situ-
ation for a small businessman to be fac-
ing and it is one which we cannot allow
to continue.

Therefore, I feel that it is necessary
for the passage of this legislation to give
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the President the authority to reduce ex-
ports of petrochemical feedstocks in
order to increase the domestic supply of
these materials to our small businesses.
This bill hopefully will roll back the ex-
port of petrochemical feedstocks to a
reasonable level—one that will redirect
necessary feedstocks back into our small
businesses and at the same time allow the
exporters to maintain a profitable ex-
porting business.

Mr. President, I believe that the leg-
islation I am proposing today, in con-
junction with the legislation which has
recently been offered to mandatorily al-
locate plastic feedstocks, will enable the
petrochemical processors to resume full
production and thereby alleviate the cur-
rent shortage.

Mr. President, at the conclusion of my
remarks, I request that this bill be print-
ed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

8. 3225

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
204 of the Export Administration Act of 1969
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following:

“(f) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, the President shall prescribe such
rules and regulationx as may be necessary
to prohibit the exportation from the United
States, its territorles, or its possessions of
an amount of petrochemical feedstocks dur-
ing the twelve-month period which begins
on the first day of the first month beginning
after the date of enactment of this subsec-
tion, and during each succeeding twelve-
month period, which exceeds the average
annual amount, of such materials which was
exported during calendar years 1970 and
1971."

By Mr. McINTYRE;

S. 3226. A bill to authorize the payment
of travel expenses of the widow, children,
and parents of certain deceased members
of the Armed Forces whose remains are
returned to the United States after
March 1, 1974, so as to permit such per-
sons to attend the burial services of such
deceased members. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, an
article in today’s Washington Post brings
to light another tragic facet of the after-
math of the Vietnam War.

In the last 2 weeks, the North Vietnam-
ese have released the remains of 23
American POW's who died while im-
prisoned. Under existing law, the Gov-
ernment will pay funeral benefits to the
next-of-kin, or provide burial without
charge in military cemeteries. However,
there is no provision for transportation
of the immediate family to the burial
site.

This may seem a small matter, but
consider the plight of Cecile Abbott,
widow of Navy Capt. John Abbott. Her
husband's body will be interred in Ar-
lington Cemetery. Since she lives in Sac-
ramento, Calif., she will have to pay a
considerable sum for transportation for
herself and her son to the funeral.

Transportation expenses have not been
provided to families of deceased service-
men in the past, but this is not the usual
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situation. Many of these POW families
spent years of uncertainty and mental
agony, not knowing whether their loved
one was dead or alive. Mrs. Abbott, for
example, had no word of her husband’s
fate from 1966, when she received noti-
fication he had been shot down, until
1973, when the Paris peace accords were
signed. Under circumstances like this, we
should do everything in our power to
lessen the suffering of these families.

According to the Post article, negotia-
tions are still being conducted for the re-
lease of the bodies of 32 other American
servicemen who had been imprisoned in
South Vietnam.

Mr. President, at a small cost to the
taxpayer, we can take a giant step toward
honoring the memories of those brave
men who made the supreme sacrifice.
Further, we will honor the courage and
strength of the families who exhibited
such emotional stamina during a most
difficult period. It is the least we can
do for them.

Therefore, I am introducing for ap-
propriate reference legislation to correct
the existing situation and provide for
payment of transportation for the
widows, children, and parents of these
POW's to attend their funerals. I hope
and expect that we can get wide support
and prompt consideration of this
measure.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill, and the article, en-
titled “Widow Must Pay Way to POW
Burial”, by Ron Shaffer, in the March 22,
1974, Washington Post, be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the bill and
article were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 3226

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the
Secretary of Defense is authorized and di-
rected to pay, in the case of the widow and
children and parents of any deceased mem-
ber of the Armed Forces of the United States
who died in Southeast Asia during the Viet-
nam era and whose remains are returned to
the United States after March 1, 1974, the
reasonable trausporta.tlon expenses incident
to attending the burial services for such de-
ceased member,

(b) Travel experses authorized under this
Act shall include travel to and return from
the place where the remains of the deceased
member are to be buried. The Secretary of
Defense is authorized to furnish Govern-
ment transportation service in lieu of travel
expenses if he determines such action to be
in the best interests of the United States.

(c) In carrying out the provisions of this
Act, the Secretary of Defense Is authorized
to use any funds available to the Department
of Defense for the payment of travel ex-
penses.

(d) As used in this Act the term “Vietnam
era” shall have the same meaning as pre-
scribed in section 101 (29) of title 38, United
States Code.

Wmow Must PAY WAY T0O POW BURIAL
(By Ron Shaffer)

If Ceclle Abbott of Sacramento, Calif. and
her 12-year-old son make it to the Arlington
Cemetery graveside for the burial of her
POW husband, U.8. Navy Capt. John Abbott,
whose body was recently released by North
Vietnam, it will only be because she paid the
cost of getting there.

Mrs. Abbott thinks that's unfair, since the
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government spent so much money 14 months
ago to bring relatives of 556 returning live
POWSs to stateside hospitals for reunions. And
later the government spent more to bring
over 500 POWs and relatives to the White
House for a Presidential reception.

“I got to thinking about it,” Mrs. Abbott
sald yesterday, "and it seemed inequitable
that President Nixon could fly POWs and
their wives to Washington for a big wing-
ding at the White House, but someone at the
top could not provide travel for 23 families
of (dead) men returning from Vietnam."

Capt. Abbott died in captivity in North
Vietnam, and in the last two weeks Hanoi
released his remains along with those of 22
other imprisoned American servicemen who
died there.

“Just because men come home in a coffin
does not make them any less heroes than the
ones who came back allve,” said Mrs. Abbott.

A Navy spokesman who refused to be
identified because of what he termed the
sensitive nature of the problem, explained
that the law does not allow the military to
provide transportation for the families of
men who died while in the service. “The law
didn't allow us to do it for 55,000 men who
died in Vietnam and we can’t do it now.”

The spokesman said he sympathized with
the relatives of these 23 familles—"I know
what they're faced with and we would like
to make It as easy as possible for them,
but we're kind of tied down in this.”

Mrs. Abbott, he said, would have been
accorded the same treatment as the other
families if her husband had come back
alive.

Although the law is specific about what
can be provided for relatives of men who die
in the service, no one should begrudge the
special treatment accorded to the POWs who
returned safely, the Navy spokesman sald.
“After all,” he sald, “those POWs were some-
thing special to all of us.”

Mrs, Abbott, 43, had just celebrated her
10th wedding anniversary when she received
word that her husband had been shot down
while flying his A—4 jet attack alrcraft over
North Vietnam. The military told her that a
parachute had been sighted, but that a
gearch and rescue team sent to the area re-
ported no signs of the pilot.

That was April, 1966.

8he heard nothing more until Jan. 27,
1973, the day the peace accord was signed in
Paris. Then the North Vietnamese informed
her that her husband had died after seven
days in captivity.

Last week she recelved word from the
military that the North Vietnamese said they
were releasing the remains of her husband.
There have been no other details about his
death.

Capt. Abbott had enlisted in the Navy just
before the end of World War II, Mrs. Abbott
sald. “He was a test pllot at one point, and
he flew in Korea, and he had a chestful of
medals.”

Now, she says, with the latest message
about her husband it's as if she is goiny
through his death for the third time. “But
I'm greatly relieved that finally we can bury
his body on home soil.”

The remains of the 23, all officers, accord-
ing to the Pentagon, were taken to an Amer-
ican base in Thailand for identification after
Hanol released 12 bodies on March 6 and 11
on March 13. Negotiations are still under
way for the 32 other Americans who Hanoi
sald died in captivity In South Vietnam.

The remains of six of the 23 released this
month arrived at Travis Alr Base Iin Cali-
fornia yesterday. A Defense Department
spokesman said their identities could not be
divulged pending final identification work
at the Oakland Army Terminal mortuary.

No timetable has been set for burial of any
of the 23, or the return of the other 17 bodies
from Thailand, according to a Defense De-
partment spokesman.
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Relatives of deceased servicemen are en-
titled to government transportation of the
remains to a burial site selected by the next
of kin, and up to $625 for interment costs in
a private ceremony, depending on the type
of funeral. A military ceremony is provided
without charge upon request.

The next of kin of all men who die during
military service receive a death gratuity of
from $800 to $3,000, depending upon rank.
This money can be used any way the family
sees fit, including for funeral travel expenses,
according to a Pentagon spokesman.

A serviceman's government-sponsored in-
surance provides $15,000 to beneficiaries, and
the next of kin of men killed in action con-
tinue to receive full medical, commissary
and exchange privileges unless the widow re-
marries. The children continue to receive
those benefits until they are 21, unless they
are adopted.

By Mr. MONDALE (for himself,
Mr. BroOKE, Mr. EAGLETON, Mr.
STAFFORD, Mr. McGEE, Mr. HART,
Mr. Graver, and Mr, MATHIAS) :

5. 3227. A bill to provide assistance to
encourage States and localities to un-
dertake comprehensive criminal justice
reform in order to strengthen police pro-
tection, improve the prosecution of of-
fenders, expedite overcrowded court
criminal calendars, and strengthen cor-
rectional systems, and for other pur-
poses. Referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. BROOKE), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. EacLeETon}, the Senator
from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD) , the Sena-
tor from Wyoming (Mr. McGee), the
Senator from Michigan (Mr. Hart), the

Senator from Alaska (Mr. GrRaveL), and

the Senator from Maryland (M.
MaTtHIAS), I am pleased to introduce the
Model Criminal Justice Reform Act of
1974,

It is clear that Americans regard street
crime as one of the most pressing issues
facing our country. It is an issue which
keeps tens of million of Americans in
daily fear for their lives and property. It
is an issue which results in billions of dol-
lars a year in property loss, and in
tragic—though not similarly quantifi-
;li)le—losses in human freedom and dig-

ty.

Early in 1973, a Gallup poll revealed
that more than one in every five people
across the country had been victim-
ized by erime in 1972. And over half of
those questioned said they felt that there
was more crime in their area than there
had been a year ago.

In 1968, 31 percent of respondents to a
Gallup poll said they were afraid to walk
in their own neighborhood at night. By
the end of 1972, the figure had risen to
42 percent. By 1972, Gallup found that
one person in six did not feel safe in his
own home at night.

The trend of public opinion is unmis-
takable.

And in our large cities, the public’s con-
cern is even clearer. A Gallup survey
taken in early 1973 indicated that among
residents of cities over 500,000 popula-
tion, erime was regarded as far and away
the top concern. Crime was named as
their eity’'s worst problem by 22 percent
of those surveyed, twice the percentage
of the next most important problem—
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transportation and traffic. This was a
startling change from a similar survey of
large cities in 1947, which showed that
only 4 percent regarded crime as their
city’s worst problem.

In short, the fear of crime in the public
mind is growing steadily. And the over-
whelming probability is that it will con-
tinue to grow unless there is real evi-
dence that State and local governments,
where primary responsibility for fighting
crime undoubtedly lies, mount more ef-
fective efforts against street crime, To do
this, they will need more Federal help.
And without a different type of Federal
help—focusing more on the need for to-
tal eriminal justice system reform—the
likelihood of reducing crime, and the
public fear of ever-increasing crime, is
virtually nonexistent.

The public’s belief in the increasing
danger which crime poses to the average
citizen 1is, unfortunately, very well
founded. The long-term trend in the
number of crimes reported to the police
is on the rise, with no peak yet in sight.
From 1960 to 1971, the rate of violent
crimes rose by an astounding 168 per-
cent. Robberies were up by almost 260
percent, rape by 146 percent, murder by
over 95 percent, and aggravated assault
by 139 percent.

In 1972, the FBI reported the first de-
crease—of 2 percent—in serious erime in
17 years and the administration hoped
that the worst of the crime rise had been
seen. In the first 6 months of 1973, how-
ever, the jump upward began again, with
the violent erime rate up 4 pereent in the
first 6 months of the year, and with
murder up by 9 percent. Significantly,
the rates of increase for murder and rape
were highest not in the large cities, but
in cities under 10,000 and in rural areas.
And in other areas of crime as well, a
trend which seems to have been emerging
within the past 2 years once again proved
true, as crime increased more rapidly
overall in suburban and rural areas than
in the major urban centers of our Nation.

In short, the crime problem which
millions of Americans once thought was
primarily a problem of the central city,
has truly become national, threatening
the health and security of every Ameri-
can.

And significantly, studies sponsored by
the Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-
istration reveal that even the astronom-
ical rates of reported crimes, as pub-
lished by the FBI's Uniform Crime Re-
ports, may reveal only the tip of the
iceberg. This preliminary study, under-
taken to gage the true measure of crime
in America, indicates that the number
of crimes actually committed could run
as high as five times the number offi-
cially reported by vietims. For rapes and
robberies, the number actually expe-
rienced was approximately twice the
number reported, and for aggravated as-
saults the ratio of crimes committed to
crimes reported was 5 to 1. This type of
study, which will become a regular quar-
terly report in the near future, provides
us with the first glimpse behind the
facade of official statistics and into the
real world of crime’s impact on the citi-
zen. It reveals that even the more than
3 million violent crimes and burglaries
reported to the police in 1971 vastly un-
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derestimates the seriousness of the prob-
lem confronting us.

In this area, the Federal response must
match the severity of the problem. The
principle must remain that eriminal jus-
tice is primarily the responsibility of
State and local governments; but the
Federal Government can play a vital role
in encouraging and financing reform.

The need for a new attack on crime is
clear.

In 1967, the President's Commission on
Law Enforcement and Administration of
justice made this gloomy assessment of
crime in America:

There is much crime in America, more
than ever is reported, far more than ever is
solved, far too much for the health of the
Nation. Every American knows that. Every
American is, in a sense, a victim of crime,
Viclence and theft have not only injured,
often irreparably, hundreds of thousands of
citizens, but have directly affected everyone.
Some people have been impelled to uproot
themselves and find new homes. Some have
been made afraid to use public streets and
parks. Some have come to doubt the worth
of a society In which so many people behave
50 badly. Some have become distrustful of
the Government's ability, or even desire, to
protect them.

The situation is no better today. Each
year, crime in America takes its toll in
lives, injury, and tension. It has been
estimated that crime costs our country
between $50 and $100 billion every year.

We have been aware of these frighten-
ing facts and statistics for some time.
But despite our knowledge, the crime
rate continues to spiral.

There are no quick and easy solutions.
The causes of crime are complex, and no
single proposal will eliminate erime.

Most authorities do agree, however,
that crime could be substantially re-
duced with more well-trained and bet-
ter-paid police, speedy and efficient dis-
position of criminal cases, and correc-
tions programs which rehabilitate of-
fenders. In short, fundamental improve-
ments in the entire eriminal justice sys-
tem of our States and localities would
have a direct and dramatic impact on
the crime rate in this country.

But the failures and inadeqguacies of
the criminal justice system in meost
States have been well documented.
_'The report of the President’s Commis-
sion on Law Enforcement and Adminis-
tration of Justice noted this failure:

The inereasing volume of crime in America
establishes conclusively that many of the
old ways are not good encugh. Innovation
and experimentation in all parts of the crim-
inal justice system are clearly imperative.
They are imperative with respect both to
entire agencies and to specific procedures.
Court systems need reorganization and case-
docketing methods need improvement; po-
lice-community relations program are needed
and so are ways of relleving detectives from
the duty of typing their own reports; com-
munity-based correctional programs must
be organized and the pay of prison guards
must be raised. Recruitment and training or-
ganization and management research and
development all require re-examination and
refarm.

A 1969 staff report to the National
Commission on the Cause and Prevention

of Violence contains the following crit-
ical—but I believe accurate—portrayal
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of the criminal justice process in many
States:

A system implies some unity of purpose
and organized interrelationship among com-
ponent parts. In the typical American city
and state and under federal jurisdiction as
well, no such relationship exists. There is
instead, a reasonably well-defined criminal
process, a continuum through which each
accused offender may pass from the hands
of the police, to the jurisdiction of the
courts, behind the walls of a prison, then
back into the street. The inefficiency, fall-
out, and failure of purpose during this pro-
cess is notorious. ..

If any one part of the ecriminal justice
system functions badly, the entire sys-
tem will be adversely affected. An excel-
lent police force is hampered in prevent-
ing crime if there are long delays in
bringing a defendant to trial; speedy
disposition of criminal cases will not
prove effective if a convicted defendant
is sent to a prison which is only a breed-
ing place for more crime.

As a former State law enforcement
official, I realize that most of the crime
plaguing this country falls within the
jurisdiction of State and local govern-
ments—and that the responsibility for
law enforcement and the maintenance of
an effective criminal justice system be-
gins and ends with those State and local
governments. I am firmly committed to
the principle that law enforcement must
remain a State and local responsibility.

It is difficult to carry out this respon-
sibility, however, without adequate funds,
and it is clear that most States and cities
simply do not have the resources for
meeting the increasingly complex de-
mands being placed on them—irom pre-
venting crime to eliminating pollution.
Consequently, Federal financial assist-
ance to States and their cities is essen-
tial in combating erime. This principle
was recognized with the passage of title
I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe
Streets Act of 1968.

Unfortunately, title I of the Safe
Streets Act was not designed to remedy
the basic defects of the criminal justice
system as it exists in most States. The
fractionalization and the strong tenden-
cies to resist comprehensive reform have
not been significantly aided by LEAA,
largely stemming from the mandate and
administrative structure which it was
given.

Today, we are spending almost $10 bil-
lion on crime prevention at all levels of
government. The Federal Government
alone is spending almost $1 billion per
yvear through LEAA as its share in this
effort. Attempts have been made to im-
prove the functioning of LEAA, and in
certain areas improvements have already
taken hold. But the present legislative
directive to LEAA means that it will
probably continue to be a relatively minor
foree in providing leadership and direc-
tion toward truly comprehensive crimi-
nal justice system reform.

Unless new legislation is enacted, which
provides the type of focused and directed
Federal incentives needed to break the
hold of the present system, it is unlikely
that true reform will occur. Without this
type of incentive, basic reforms which
most experts agree are essential may not
be implemented in most States.
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As the President’s Crime Commission
observed:

Many of the criminal justice system's dif-
ficulties stem from its reluctance to change
old ways, or to put the same proposition in
reverse, its reluctance to try new ones.

It is my belief that with a sufficient
financial incentive for undertaking these
reforms, some States and their localities
would be willing and eager to overhaul
their criminal justice system. That is why
I have introduced this legislation.

The aim of this legislation is to estab-
lish model and experimental programs
in more than six States to determine
the effect of full-scale and comprehen-
sive reform of the criminal justice sys-
tem on the crime rate in those States.
The program is, of course, completely
voluntary and no State will be affected
by this legislation if it does not choose
to enter the program.

THE LEGISLATION

Central to the concept of improving
the crime situation in America is the
concept of total reform of the criminal
justice system—attempting to relate each
aspect of the system to the others and
to arrive at a sound overall system which
will aid the safety of the individual and
improve the functioning of the criminal
justice process.

The National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals,
in its final report in 1973, noted the im-
portance in its plan of a unified, systems-
oriented approach to improving the crim-
inal justice system.

The plan also emphasizes the need for
all elements of the criminal justice sys-
tem to plan and work together as a
system and to plan and work together
with the social service delivery system.
The plan emphasizes the need for greater
community support of the police and for
the police patrolman to strengthen his
ties to the community and to be given
greater responsibility and authority for
preventing and reducing crime in the
community. The plan emphasizes the
need for the prosecutor, defender, and
judiciary to work toward insuring speed-
ier trials while still protecting funda-
mental rights. The plan also emphasizes
the need for corrections to develop ef-
fective programs and procedures for rein-
tegrating offenders into the community
as soon as possible consistent with the
protection of the community.

The legislation I am introducing today
attempts to bring this type of total sys-
tem approach to the area of criminal
justice reform. It uses the recommenda-
tions of the President's Commission on
Law Enforcement and the Administra-
tion of Justice, the National Advisory
Commission on Criminal Justice Stand-
ards and Goals, and a variety of other
commissions and agencies as the basis
for the comprehensive standards which
form the heart of the bill.

These standards, of course, may not
prove to be the total answer. But they
represent the considered thinking and
judgment of two separate commissions
under two different national administra-
tions. They encompass a wide variety of
standards and goals which individual
States and localities would be able to im-
plement.

March 22, 197}

These standards are very broadly
drawn—in such a way that the specifics
of implementation must be left to the
States. And different States can qualify
under the bill's standards by implement-
ing entirely different reforms—suited to
the particular problems in those States.

For example, the standard for speedy
disposition of criminal cases simply es-
tablishes a 60-day limit in which a trial
must be commenced. To meet this stand-
ard some States may hire court adminis-
trators to make their court system more
efficient; others might find it necessary
in their plan to call for additional
judges and court personnel. But what-
ever the actual reforms, they will be
chosen by the State and they will be
uniquely designed to solve that State’s
problems.

In short, most of these standards are
goal-oriented and can be accomplished
by individual States and localities in a
variety of ways. But taken together, they
represent the comprehensive approach
without which real reform can probably
not be achieved.

Under this legislation, a new program
of grants and technical assistance to
states and localities would be initiated
for a period of 7 fiscal years, beginning
with July 1, 1974.

A State or locality would be eligible to
receive assistance under the act only if
the Administrator of LEAA approves a
comprehensive criminal justice system
reform plan submitted to him pursuant
to the act. In order to gain approval, this
plan would have to establish the reason-
able likelihood of substantial and funda-
mental change in the criminal justice
system of a State or locality within 4
years after the enactment of the act.

In order to foster the goals and stand-
ards which two Presidential commissions
have recommended over the past 7 years,
the Administrator would be required to
give priority consideration in approving
plans to those States which, in submit-
ting their comprehensive State plans, in-
cluded a variety of provisions relating to
every major element of the criminal jus-
tice system.

LAW ENFORCEMENT

In the law enforcement area, these
provisions would set uniform standards
throughout each State seeking to par-
ticipate in the program. The need for
such uniform standards was endorsed by
the task force on the police of the Presi-
dent’s Commission on Law Enforcement
and Administration of Justice:

Many (police) departments provide little
or no training, use ineflfectual selection and
screening techniques, and have no organized
recruiting Programs. This results in sub-
stantial variation in the quality of police
service, not only in different areas of the
country, but within the same State.

The bill also calls for appropriate edu-
cational requirements for advancement
which are uniform throughout each
State. Linking education with promotion
will simultaneously encourage police
officers to pursue advanced education
and improve the quality of the upper
ranks of the police service. The Presi-
dent’s Commission on Law Enforcement
and Administration of Justice recom-
mended this approach to improving the
auality of law enforcement personnel,
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Another important standard would
provide for beginning compensation and
increases in compensation which are
appropriate for a professional—con-
sidering the size of the community for
law enforcement personnel and the cost
of living in the community in which such
individuals serve.

Other standards in the area of police
and law enforcement personnel include
a uniforim, statewide retirement and
pension system; to the extent possible,
uniform promotional policies and stand-
ard operational procedures throughout
the State; lateral entry between law
enforcement agencies within the State
and between Federal, State, and local
law enforcement agencies located
within the State; facilities offering
short-term mandatory training for all
police personnel; programs to increased
use of civilian personnel; veolunteer
neighborhood security programs, where
feasible, and community crime preven-
tion units; and policing programs to
insure stability of assignment in given
geographic areas for individual patrol
officers.

For most of these standards, significant
changes will be needed in the police
practices and standards now in place in
most jurisdictions within the country.
This is the intent of this legislation—to
act as a Federal incentive to undertake
the type of systemic changes which will
help bring about more effective law
enforcement in the States participating
in the demonstration program estab-
lished by this legislation.

DISPOSITION OF CRIMINAL CASES

The bill contains one basic standard
designed to accomplish the speedy dis-
position of criminal cases in those States
participating in the program. This
standard calls on a State—and its local-
ities—to implement whatever reforms
necessary to insure that the trial of all
criminal cases will be commenced no
later than 60 days from the date of a
defendant’s arrest or the initiation of
prosecution whichever oceurs first.
Failure to meet this standard will result
in dismissal with prejudice of the
charges against the defendant.

The administrator of this program will
specify those periods of delay to be ex-
cluded in computing the time for com-
mencement of a trial. For example, de-
lays due to the absence or unavailability
of a defendant or hearings on defense
motions would probably be excluded from
this 60-day limitation.

Underlying this basic standard is the
need for States and localities to reform
their judicial system in whatever way
they deem appropriate to meet the 60-
day deadline. Some States might have
to increase the number of judges and
clerks, and build more courthouses; other
States might be able to reach this goal
by streamlining their judicial system
through the use of professional court ad-
ministrators and more efficient court
procedures. Increasing personnel en-
gaged in prosecuting criminal cases and
defending indigents may be another
means of reaching this goal.

In any event, the administrator of this
act would simply determine whether a
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State’s reform proposals were adequate
to insure a speedy trial; the Federal Gov-
ernment would not be dictating a par-
ticular scheme for reform.

The speedy disposition of criminal
cases is one of the most vital reforms in
this bill.

A speedy trial eliminates the unfair-
ness inherent in the lengthy pretrial de-
tention of a defendant—presumed in-
nocent under our system—who cannot
raise bail or who is denied bail. Pretrial
detention often hampers a defendant in
adequately preparing his defense, and
while awaiting trial he will usually be
confined in an overcrowded institution.

But far more than unfairness to in-
dividual defendants results from long de-
lays in disposing of eriminal cases. It is
clear that such delays are a major cause
of our increasing crime rate.

Long delays in bringing a defendant to
trial often make it more difficult for the
Government to obtain a conviction, Wit-
nesses tend to be less reliable after such
delays, and some witnesses are no longer
available. And it is the repeat criminal
offender who is usually aware of the ad-
vantages of a long delay between arrest
and trial.

Studies have shown that the longer it
takes to bring to trial a defendant out
on bail, the more likely it is he will com-
mit a crime while awaiting trial. The
pressure for some form of preventive de-
tention would be reduced by more speedy
trials.

Finally, it is a truism of criminology
that the surest deterrent to crime is the
knowledge that its commission will be
followed by swift and appropriate
punishment. The delays in most judicial
systems have obviously negated the im-
pact of this important type of deter-
rence,

Chief Justice Burger, recognizing the
link between increasing crime and court
delays, has also recommended a 60-day
limit for the commencement of all crim-
inal trials.

I cannot think of any judicial factor more
important than delay and uncertainty. It's
always difficult to assign priorities in this
sort of thing, but I know of none I can think
of more important than the absence of the
sure knowledge that a criminal act will be
followed by a speedy trial and punishment.
And that's why I have said that if we could
have every criminal trial ready to be pre-
sented within 60 days after the arrest or the
charge, I think you'd see a very, very sharp
drop in the crime rate. It would surely put
an end to the large number of crimes com-
mitted by men out on bail waiting six
months to 18 months to be brought to trial.

As the Chief Justice pointed out:

We cannot blindly cling to methods and
forms designed for the 17th and 18th cen-
turies.

Also in the area of disposition of erim-
inal cases, the bill recommends the es-
tablishment of family courts with juris-
diction over all legal matters related to
family life. This recommendation of the
National Advisory Commission on Crim-
inal Justice Standards and Goals would
help integrate the entire system of jus-
tice as it relates to the family, so that
the juvenile court does not continue to
be a distinct entity which largely ignores
the many close relationships between de-
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linquency and other family problems.
This concept, as now used in New York,
the District of Columbia, and Hawaii,
would be a valuable addition in aiding
the courts to deal with problems of the
family unit effectively.

Finally, the bill recommends the im-
plementation of standards leading to the
reduction of plea negotiations between
defendants and prosecutors, on an ex-
perimental basis, to determine the im-
pact of such reductions on the eriminal
Jjustice system and the goal of reducing
the time between arrest and trial.

The National Advisory Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals
has recommended that plea negotiations
be abolished by no later than 1978. The
Commission felt strongly that plea nego-
tiations, in the manner in which they
are presently being carried out—espe-
cially in large metropolitan areas—posed
a major threat to the public and the
defendant. The public is threatened be-
cause of the increased use of light, plea-
negotiated sentences, and defendants’
rights may be threatened because of the
tendency of some defense attorneys to
engage in plea negotiations primarily to
expedite the movement of cases.

Cleariy, the goal of reducing the time
between arrest and trial—which is the
principal aim of this section of the bill—
may be at odds with the elimination of
plea bargaining. In fact, the widespread
growth of plea bargaining is largely the
result of burgeoning caseloads and in-
adequate personnel to handle them.
Nevertheless, the legislation seeks to en-
courage States and localities to try—on
an experimental basis—a reduction in
plea bargaining, in an attempt to learn
more both about the effects of such a
reduction on the criminal justice system
and on the goal of speedy trials.

By not requiring a specified reduction
or the elimination of plea bargaining, it
is my hope to prod the States and local-
ities participating in this act to under-
take as much of a reduction as is possi-
ble consistent with the goals of the aet,
in a concerted attempt to insure the
public that eriminals are not routinely
given light, plea-bargained sentences
merely because of the lack of adeguate
personnel, and to insure criminal de-
fendants that their rights to trial will be
fully protected.

CORRECTIONS

As the President’s Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of Jus-
tice observed:

For a great many offenders . . . correc-
tions does not correct. Indeed, experts are
increasingly coming to feel that the condi-
tions under which many offenders are han-
dled, particularly in institutions, are often
a positive detriment to rehabilitation.

But in corrections, just as in other
aspects of the criminal justice system
the recognition of major defects does not
automatically lead to meaningful re-
form.

The President's Crime Commission
and other experts have called for the de-
velopment of a far broader range of
allernatives for dealing with offenders.
As the Commission points out:

‘While there are some who must be com-
pletely segregated from society, there are
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many instances In which segregation does
more harm than good.

For the incorrigible offender who
poses a clear danger to society, maxi-
mum security prisons are necessary. But
it makes no sensc to build an entire
prison system designed to serve only the
most hardened criminals, thereby forc-
ing all other classes of inmates to adapt
to such an institution.

The importance of properly classify-
ing offenders was underlined by the dis-
turbing finding of the President’s Crime
Commission:

That approximately one-fourth of the
400,000 children detained in 1965—for a
variety of causes but including truancy,
smoking, and running away from home—
were held In adult jalls and lockups, often
with hardened criminals.

As the President’'s Commission and
others have emphasized, a variety of
penal institutions and programs are re-
quired to meet the special needs of var-
ious types of offenders. In particular the
development of community-based cor-
rectional facilities—designed to avoid the
use of far-removed and isolated institu-
tions—is considered an extremely valu-
able rehabilitation tool.

But regardless of how an inmate is
classified, it is important that institu-
tions be adequately equipped and staffed
to treat the inmates assigned there.

Therefore, the bill stresses the devel-
opment of facilities and programs to
match the type of corrections treatment
to the age, abilities, and particular prob-
lems of the inmate. The bill’s standards
also stress the need for improving the
working conditions of and establishing
minimum standards for parole and pro-
bation officers, and for facilitating the
improvement of employment opportu-
nities for ex-offenders.

Specifically, the standards in the area
of corrections would call on the States
to:

Establish a system for classifying per-
sons charged with or convicted of, crimi-
nal offenses so as to permit individualized
treatment and security standards appro-
priate to the individual;

Establish a range of correctional fa-
cilities that are adequately equipped and
staffed to treat the particular classifica-
tions of inmates assigned there;

Provide comprehensive vocational and
educational programs designed for the
special needs of rehabilitating each class
of persons charged with or convicted of
criminal offenses;

Provide separate detention facilities
for juveniles, including shelter facilities
outside the correctional system for aban-
doned, neglected, or runaway children;

Establish standards applicable
throughout the State for local jails and
misdemeanant institutions to be enforced
by the appropriate State corrections
agency,

Provide parole and probation services
for felons, for juveniles, for adult mis-
demeanants who need or can profit from
community treatment, and supervisory
services for offenders who are released
from correctional institutions without
parole;

Establish caseload standards for parole
and probation officers that vary in size
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and in type and intensity of treatment
according to the needs and problems of
the offender;

Establish statewide job qualifications
and compensation schedules for correc-
tional officers, including probation and
parole officers, along with a mandatory
system of in-service training;

Develop and operate programs of
treatment and rehabilitation for per-
sons suffering from alecoholism and drug
abuse, available both to inmates and as
an alternative to incarceration;

Facilitate the improvement of employ-
ment opportunities for ex-offenders, in-
cluding the repeal of all mandatory pro-
visions in law or civil service regulations
that deprive such ex-offenders of op-
portunities for employment; and

Unify within the executive branch all
non-Federal correctional functions and
programs for adults and juveniles.

OTHER PROVISIONS

In the area of administration, the bill
calls on the State applying for assistance
under the bill to study the consolidation
of law enforcement agencies within the
State and to report its findings to the Ad-
ministrator of LEAA within 2 years.

In addition, the State would study the
application of the criminal laws and the
propriety of the application of such laws,
to a variety of “victimless” crimes, in-
cluding aleoholism and drunkenness;
gambling; vagrancy,; disorderly conduct;
and other appropriate areas. And, nar-
cotics addiction and drug abuse would be
similarly studied, with the results of all
these studies to be reported to the Ad-
ministrator within 2 years.

Finally, the State would be called on
to create a permanent criminal law re-
view commission to review legislative
proposals bearing eriminal penalties, and
to propose suitable legislation to correct
functional gaps in the statutes of the
State as they relate to criminal law en-
forcement.

FEDERAL FUNDING

In order to provide strong incentives
for States and localities to undertake the
type of comprehensive criminal justice
system reform envisioned in the bill, the
Federal share of funding needed to un-
dertake these reforms would range from
50 to 80 percent, depending on the parti-
cular nature of the program involved.
For those standards set forth in the bill
which are part of an approved State plan
and which do not require the enactment
of new legislation or ordinances, the Fed-
eral share would be 75 percent. For those
standards which require such legisla-
tion, the Federal share would increase to
90 percent. And, for those elements of an
approved State plan which are not enu-
merated in the standards of the bill, the
Federal share would be 50 percent.

These funding levels are specifically
set in order to encourage States and
localities to undertake the most thorough
and comprehensive criminal justice sys-
tem reform possible. By placing priority
in Federal funding on those longer-term
proposals which require new legislation,
it is my hope that we can encourage the
States to begin quickly the type of vevi-
sion in State lew which will be needed
in order to reduce crime and improve the
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quality of service by the criminal justice
system to both the public and those in-
volved in the system.

Since much of this bill seeks to use a
comprehensive, demonstration project
approach to the total criminal problem,
funding would be made available for a
maximum of six States. The legislation
would direct the Administrator of LEAA
to disburse the recipient States geograph-
ically, to the maximum extent feasible,
although the principal criterion for ap-
proval would remain the extent to which
the individual State included in its plan
the reforms specifically designated in the
bill.

In addition, the bill provides for Fed-
eral payments of 50 percent of the cost
of preparing State plans for submission
to the LEAA Administrator, and con-
tains strong safeguards to insure that
moneys expended under the legislation
are properly used, and are employed to
supplement—rather than supplant—ex-
isting Federal efforts in the area of the
criminal justice system.

Mr. President, we must recognize that
State and local governments have and
should continue to have the primary re-
sponsibility in dealing with the problems
of crime. But we must also recognize the
general feeling of public dissatisfaction
with the overall erime-fighting effort at
every level of Government, We must
avoid turning all law enforcement into
the responsibility of the Federal Govern-
ment, But if this is to be avoided, it is
imperative that State and local govern-
ments begin the job of reforming their
outmoded criminal justice systems.

This bill, then, is not an effort to make
the Federal Government responsible for
all law enforcement. Instead, it is based
on the assumption that the States and
localities—with substantial Federal as-
sistance—can sharply reduce their crime
rate by comprehensive criminal justice
reforms.

Justice Felix Frankfurter reminded us
some years ago that—

There is no inevitability in history except
as men make it.

And yet, for too long, Government has
acted as if an increasing rate of crime
was inevitable and beyond its reach. We
have been overwhelmed by the apparent
complexity of the problem, ignoring the
obvious relationship between rising
crime, on the one hand, and low police
salaries, long court delays, and disgrace-
ful prisons on the other.

Many of the reforms which this bill
seeks to encourage are relatively easy to
implement; others will take time and re-
quire the investment of money and other
resources.

But we clearly have the means to carry
through all of these reforms and to make
them work.

Rising crime need not be a fact of life
during the next decade. Only our in-
action and inertia will make it so.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of this legislation and
a section-by-section analysis appear in
the Recorp at the conclusion of my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the bill and
analysis were ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:
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Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Model Criminal
Justice Reform Act of 1974,
DECLARATION OF POLICY

Sec. 2, The Congress hereby finds that—

(1) the ever-increasing number of serious
crimes committed in the United States, the
backlog of criminal cases in the courts, and
the overcrowded and inadequate conditions
of correctional institutions require that only
comprehensive reform can achieve a truly
adequate system of criminal justice in the
United States;

(2) effective control and prevention of
crime can best be attained if States and
localities adopt comprehensive criminal jus-
tice reforms, including reforms in recruit-
ing, training, compensating, and supervising
police and other law enforcement personnel,
expediting and improving criminal court
procedures, and strengthening correctional
systems;

(3) the recommendations of the President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and the
Administration of Justice, and the National
Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice
Standards and Goals, together with the
planning and recommendations of a number
of State planning agencies and commissions
and other agencies, provide an excellent basis
for the adoption of such reforms;

(4) the responsibility for law enforcement
and the administration of criminal justice
is essentially the responsibility of State and
local governments, but the Federal Govern-
ment has a responsibility and a unique op-
portunity to provide financial and technical
assistance to encourage demonstration proj-
ects leading to comprehensive criminal jus-
tice reform; and

(5) adoption of a demonstration approach
to such comprehensive reform will prove use-

ful in establishing the most effective means
to implement fundamental change in the
criminal justice system.

DEFINITIONS

SEec. 3. As used in this Act—

(1) “Administration” means the Law En-
forcement Assistance Administration;

(2) "“Administrator” means the Adminis-
trator of Law Enforcement Assistance Ad-
ministration;

(3) “criminal offense” includes juvenile of-
fenses, except as otherwlse specified;

(4) “locality” means any city or other
municipality (or two or more municipalities
acting jointly) or any county or other po-
litical subdivision or State (or two or more
acting jointly) having general governmental
powers;

(5) “Federal agency” means any depart-
ment, agency, or independent establishment
in the executive branch of the Government,
including any wholly owned Government
corporation; and

(6) “State” means each of the several
States of the Union, and the District of
Columbia.

FROGRAM AUTHORIZED

Sec. 4. The Administrator is authorized to
make grants and provide technical assistance
to States and localities for demonstration
projects in accordance with the provisions of
this Act, beginning July 1, 1974, and ending
June 30, 1981.

ELIGIBILITY FOR ASSISTANCE

Sec. 5. (a) A State or locality is eligible for
assistance under this Act only if the Ad-
ministrator determines, pursuant to regula-
tions established by him under section 8,
that a plan for comprehensive criminal jus-
tice system reform submitted to him pur-
suant to this Act establishes the reasonable
likelihood of substantial and fundamental
change in the criminal justice system of such
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State or locality within four years after the
enactment of this act.

(b)In approving State plans for compre-
hensive criminal justice system reform pur-
suant to this Act, the Administrator shall
glve priority consideration to those States
which, in submitting such plans, include the
following provisions:

(1) The State (and, where appropriate, any
locality within such State eligible to receive
assistance under this Act) will establish, with
respect to police and other similar law en-
forcement personnel—

(A) standards for recruitment which are
uniform throughout the State;

(B) appropriate educational requirements
for advancement which are uniform through
the State;

(C) beginning compensation and in-
creases in compensation which are appro-
priate for a professional, considering the size
of the community and the lost of living In
the community in which such personnel
serve;

(D) a retirement system that is uniform
throughout the State, and a statewide pen-
sion plan for such personnel;

(E) to the extent possible, uniform promo-
tional policies for such personnel through-
out the State;

(F) to the extent appropriate, standard
operational procedures for such personnel
throughout the State;

(G) lateral entry between law enforcement
agencies of each locality within the State and
between Federal, State, and local law en-
forcement agencies located within the State,
with appropriate conditions on the period
of initial service for such personnel; and

(H) facilities offering short-term manda-
tory training for all such personnel within
the State;

(I) programs to Increase use of civilian
personnel in all police tasks suitable for per-
formance by such personnel;

(J) volunteer neighborhood security pro-
grams, where feasible, and crime prevention
units to work with the community in re-
ducing criminal opportunities; and

(K) policing programs to insure stability
of assignment in a given geographic area for
individual patrol officers who are opera-
tionally deployed.

(2) The State and any locality within
such State having jurisdiction over the trial
of eriminal offenses will implement such nec-
essary reforms as will insure that (A) the
trial of all such offenses (excluding juve-
nile offenses) will be commenced no later
than sixty days from and date on which the
defendant was arrested or from the date on
which the defendant was charged by the au-
thorities with such offense, whichever occurs
first, and (B) the charges will be dismissed
with prejudice for failure to comply with
the requirements of this paragraph, except
that the Administrator shall, by regulation,
provide for the exclusion from such sixty-
day perlod of any perlods of delay that he
designates as may reasonably be necessitated
in the interest of justice; and reforms under
this paragraph may include, without limita-
tion—

(1) increasing the number of judges try-
ing criminal offenses;

(ii) improving the efficiency of criminal
court procedures;

(ii1) appointing professional court admin-
istrators;

(iv) increasing personnel engaged in pros-
ecuting and defending criminal cases;

(v) diverting, In appropriate circum-
stances, of offenders into noncriminal pro-
grams before formal trial or conviction;

(vi) implementation of standards leading
to the reduction of plea negotiations between
defendants and prosecutors, on an experi-
mental basis, to determine the impact of
such reductions on the criminal justice sys-
tem and the goals of this paragraph; and
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(vii) establishment of family courts with
jurisdiction over all legal matters related to
family life.

(3) The State and, where appropriate, each
such locality within such State eligible to
receive assistance under this Act—

(A) will establish a system for classifying
persons charged with, or convicted of, erimi-
nal offenses s0 as to permit individualized
treatment and securlity standards appropri-
ate to the individual;

(B) will establish a range of correctional
facilities that are adequately equipped and
stafled to treat the particular classifications
if inmates assigned there, including small-
unit, community based correctional Insti-
tutions;

(C) will provide comprehensive vocational
and educational programs designed for the
special needs of rehabilitating each class of
persons charged with or convicted of crimi-
nal offenders;

(D) will provide separate detention facili-
ties for juveniles, including shelter facili-
ties outside the correctional system for aban-
doned, neglected or runaway children;

(E) will establish standards applicable
throughout the State for local jalls and mis-
demeanant Institutions to be enforced by
the appropriate State corrections agency;

(F) will provide parole and probation
services for felons, for juveniles, for adult
misdemeanants who need or can profit from
community treatment, and supervisory serv-
ices for offenders who are released from cor-
rectional institutions without parole;

(G) will establish caseload standards for
parole and probation officers that vary in
size and in type and intensity of treatment
according to the needs and problems of the
offender;

(H) will establish statewide job gqualifica-
tions and compensation schedules for cor-
rectional officers, including probation and
parcle officers, along with a mandatory sys-
tem of in-service training;

(I) will develop and operate programs of
treatment and rehabilitation for persons suf-
fering from alcoholism and drug abuse,
available both to inmates and as an alterna-
tive to incarceration;

(J) will facilitate the improvement of em-
ployment opportunities for ex-offenders, in-
cluding the repeal of all mandatory provi-
sions in law or civil service regulations that
deprive such ex-offenders of opportunities
for employment; and

(K) will unify within the executive branch
all non-Federal correctional functions and
programs for adults and juveniles,

(4) The State will study, through an ap-
propriate and responsible group, the consoli-
dation of law enforcement agencies within
such State, as best suited to the particular
needs of that State; and will report to the
Administrator on its findings not later than
two years following the approval of its State
plan under this Act.

(5) The State (and each locality eligible
to receive assistance under this Act) will
study through, an appropriate and respon-
sible group, the application of the eriminal
laws, as well as the propriety of the applica-
tion of such laws, to—

(A) alcoholism and drunkeness;

(B) narcotics addiction and drug abuse;

(C) gambling;

(D) vagrancy and disorderly conduct; and

(E) such other related areas which the
State deems appropriate
and will report to the Administrator on its
findings with respect to such matters not
later than two years after the approval of
its State plan.

(6) The State will create a permanent crim-
inal law review commission to review legis-
lative proposals bearing criminal penalties,
and to propose suitable legislation to correct
functional gaps in statutes of that State as
they relate to criminal law enforcement,
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(e) Pursuant to regulations which he shall
promulgate, the Administrator shall classify
the provisions of subsection (b) of this sec-
tion in the following manner—

{1) phase one-All provisions (A) which
the State can meet without the enactment of
legislation of general applicability for such
State or the enactment of ordinances by the
governing body of the appropriate locality
within such State, or (B) which the Admin-
istrator determines can be met within a rela-
tively short period of time; and

(2) phase two-All provisions (A) which
will require the enactment of legislation of
general applicability for such State or by
the enactment of ordinances by the govern-
ing body of the appropriate locality within
such State, or (B) which the Administrator
determines will require more time than is
specified under paragraph (1) of this sub-
section.

STATE PLANS

Sec. 6. (a) Any State desiring to receive
assistance under this Act shall submit a
State plan consistent with such regulations
as the Administrator may establish under
section 8. Each such plan shall—

(1) provide for the administration of such
plan by the chief executive of such State or
by a public agency which is designated, es-
tablished, or created for the purposes of this
Act in accordance with State law;

(2) set forth a comprehensive statewide
criminal justice reform program which in-
corporates, to the maximum extent feasible,
the provisions set forth in section 5, in-
cluding such assurances as may be neces-
sary for the Administrator to determine the
Federal share of the cost of any portion of
such program;

(3) with respect to any State project, serv-
ice, or activity which is substantially similar
to any such project, service, or activity for
which a locality within such State is eligi-
ble under this Act, set forth provisions
identical to the provisions of the application
required under section T;

(4) set forth policies and procedures which
assure that Federal funds made available
under this Act for any fiscal year will be so
used as to supplement, and to the extent
practical, increase the level of funds that
would, in the absence of such Federa! funds,
be made available by the State for the pur-
poses for which the State plan is submitted,
and in no case supplant such funds;

(5) provide that such fiscal control and
fund accounting procedures will be adopted
as may be necessary to assure proper dis-
bursement of and accounting for Federal
funds paid to the State, including funds paid
to localities by such State under this Act;

(8) provide that no application by a lo-
cality will be denied without first affording
the agency submitting such an application
reasonable notice and opportunity for a
hearing; and

(7) provide that the State will make to
the Administrator—

(A) periodic reports evaluating the ef-
fectiveness of payments received under this
Act in carrying out the objectives of this
Act; and

(B) such other reports as may be reason-
ably necessary to enable the Administrator
to perform his functions under this Act, in-
cluding such reports as he may require to
determine the amounts which localities of
that State are eligible to receive for any
fiscal year, and assurances that such State
will keep such records and afford such ac-
cess thereto as the Administrator may find
necessary to assure the correctness and veri-
ficatlon of such reports.

(b) The Administrator shall, initially and
annually thereafter (subject to limitations
contained in section 11 of this Act), approve
a plan which meets the requirements speci-
fied in subsection (a) of this section and
he shall not finally disapprove a plan ex-
cept after reasonable notice and opportunity
for a hearing to such State.
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APPROVAL OF FROJECT APPLICATIONS

Sec. 7. (a) A grant under this Act pur-
suant to an approved State plan for crimi-
nal justice reform may be made, upon ap-
plication, to the appropriate State at such
time or times, in such manner, and con-
taining or accompanied by such informa-
tion as the Administrator deems necessary.
Such application shall—

(1) provide that the activities and serv-
ices for which assistance under this Act
is sought will be administered by or under
the supervision of the applicant;

(2) set forth a program for criminal jus-
tice reform which is consistent, to the maxi-
mum extent feasible, with the provisions
set forth in section & with respect to the
applicant;

(3) set forth policies and procedures which
assure that Federal funds made available
under this Act for any fiscal year will be so
used as to supplement and, to the extent
practical, increase the level of funds that
would, in the absence of such Federal funds,
be made avallable by the applicant for the
purposes described in the application and in
no case supplant such funds;

(4) provide, in the case of an application
for assistance under this Act which includes
a project for the conmstruction, remodeling,
or renovation of necessary facilities, satis-
factory assurance that—

(A) upon completion of the construction,
title to the facilities will be in a State or
loeal publie or private nonprofit agency;

(B) in developing plans for such facilities
due consideration will be given to excellence
of architecture and design, and efficiency of
energy usage;

(C) the requirements of section 156 will be
complied with;

(6) provide for such fiscal control and
fund accounting procedures as may e neces-
sary to assure proper disbursement of and
accounting for Federal funds pald to the
applicant under this Act; and

(6) provide for making an annual report
and such other reports, in such form and
containing such information, as the Admin-
istrator may reasonably require to carry out
his functions under this Act and to deter-
mine the extent to which funds provided
under this Act have been effective in carry-
ing out the policy of this Act, and for keep-
ing such records and for affording such
access thereto as the Administrator may find
necessary to assure the correctness and veri-
fication of such reports.

(b) An application by a locality for a
grant under this Act may be approved by a
State only if it is consistent with the appli-
cable provisions of this Act, and

(1) meets the requirements set forth in
subsection (a); and

(2) such State has on file a State criminal
justice reform plan approved by the Ad-
ministrator.

(c) Any locality deniled approval under
subsection (b) of this section, may within
ten days file a written appeal with the
Administrator. Upon a determination that
the denial was unreasonable or not con-
sistent with terms of the applicable State
criminal justice reform plan, the Adminis-
trator shall negotiate a resolution of the
differences between such State and locality
on which the denial of such application was
based.

(d) Amendments of applications shall,
except as the Administrator may otherwise
provide, be subject to approval in the same
manner as original applications.

REGULATIONS

Sec. 8. As soon as practicable after the
enactment of this Act, the Administrator
shall issue such regulations as may be neces-
sary to implemnt sections 5, 6, and 7. In
establishing regulations under this section
the Administrator shall consider the recom-
mendations of each of the States and the
purposes of this Act.
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FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE FOR PLANNING COMPRE=-
HENSIVE CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFORM PLANS
SEc, 9. (a) The Administrator is authorized

to make grants to, and to contract with,

States and localities to pay 50 per centum

of the costs of planning and developing

State plans and project applications under

this Act.

(b) Financlal assistance will be provided
under this section only if—

(1) the application for such assistance has
been approved by the chief executive of the
State, and

(2) the Administrator has determined that
there exists administrative machinery
through which coordination of all related
planning activities of localities can be
achieved.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

Sec. 10, The Administrator is authorized
to undertake such activities as he determines
are necessary to provide, either directly or by
way of grants, contracts, or other arrange-
ments, technical assistance to States and
localities in the planning, developing, and
administering of comprehensive criminal
justice reform programs for which assistance
is provided under this Act.

PAYMENTS

Sec. 11. (a) The Administrator shall pay
in any fiscal year to each State which has a
plan approved pursuant to this Act for that
fiscal year that Federal share of the cost
of such plan as determined by him, provided
that such plans shall be approved for no
more than 6 States, and that in approving
such plans, the Administrator shall attempt,
to the maximum extent feasible, to provide
for representation of different geographical
regions of the United States.

(b) The Federal share of programs and
projects covered by the State plan which are
in phase one under the provisions of section
5(c) of this Act shall be 756 per centum for
any fiscal year. The Federal share for pro-
grams and projects covered by the State plan
which are in phase two shall be 80 per centum
for each fiscal year. The Federal share of pro-
grams or projects covered by the State plan
which are not enumerated in section 5(b)
of this Act shall be 50 per centum for any
fiscal year.

(¢) The Administrator shall pay to each
applicant which has an application approved
pursuant to section 10, 756 per centum of the
cost of such application,

(d) Payments under this section may be
made in installments, in advance or by way
of reimbursement, with necessary adjust-
ments on account of overpayments or under-~
payments,

(e) Grants made under this section, pur-
suant to a State plan, for programs and
projects in any one State shall not exceed
in the aggregate 26 per centum of the ag-
gregate amount of funds authorized to be
appropriated under section 17.

WITHHOLDING OF PAYMENTS

Sec. 12. Whenever the Administrator, after
reasonable notice and opportunity for a
hearing to any State, finds—

(1) that there has been a failure to com-
ply substantially with any requirement set
forth in the plan of that State approved un-
der section 6; or

(2) that there has been a failure to comply
substantially with any requirement set forth
in the application of a locality approved
pursuant to section 7; or

(3) that in the operation of any program
or project assisted under this Act there is
a fallure to comply substantially with any
applicable provision of this Act;
the Administrator shall notify such State of
his findings and that no further payments
may be made to such State under this Act
{or, in his discretion, that the State shall
not make further payments under this Act
to specified localities affected by the fallure)
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until he is satisfied that there is no longer
any such failure to comply, or the noncom-
pliance will be promptly corrected. The Ad-
ministrator may authorize the continuance
of payments with respect to any program or
project assisted under this Act which is being
carried out pursuant to such State plan and
which is not involved in the noncompliance.
RECOVERY OF PAYMENTS
Sec. 13. If within twenty years after com-
pletion of any construction for which Fed-
eral funds have been paid under this Act—
(a) the owner of the facility shall cease
to be a State or local public agency; or
(b) the facility shall cease to be used for
the purposes for which it was constructed,
unless the Administrator determines there
is good cause for releasing the applicant or
other owner from the obligation to do =o;
the United States shall be entitled to recover
from the applicant or other owner of the
facility an amount which bears to the then
value of the facility (or so much thereof
as constituted an approved project or proj-
ects) the same ratio as the amount of such
Federal funds bore to the cost of the facility
financed with the aid of such funds. Such
value shall be determined by agreement of
the parties or by action brought in the
United States district court for the district
in which the facility is situated.
REVIEW AND AUDIT
Sec. 14. The Administrator and the Comp-
troller General of the United States, or any
of their duly authorized representatives, shall
have access for the purpose of audit and ex-
amination, to any books, documents, papers,
and records of a grant recipient that are
pertinent to the grant received.
LABOR STANDARDS
Sec. 15. All laborers and mechanics em-
ployed by contractors or subcontractors on
all construction projects assisted under this
Act shall be paid wages at rates not less than
those prevailing on similar construction in
the locality as determined by the Secretary
of Labor in accordance with the Davis-Bacon
Act, as amended (40 US.C. 2Ta-2T76a-5). The
Secretary of Labor shall have with respect to
the labor standards specified in this section
the authority and functions set forth in Re-
organization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 (15
F.R. 3176) and section 2 of the Act of June
13, 1934, as amended (40 U.8.C. 276¢).
SAVINGS PROVISION
SEc. 16. Nothing contained in this Act shall
be construed to prevent or impair the admin-
istration or the enforcement of any other
provision of Federal law.
AUTHORIZATION OF APPFROPRIATIONS

Sec. 17. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the purposes of this Act.

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS: MODEL CRIMI-
NAL JUsTICE REFORM ACT OF 1974

Section 2. Declaration of policy.

Section 3. Definitions.

Section 4. Authorization of program.

The Administrator of the Law Enforcement
Assistance Administration is authorized to
make grants and provide technical assist-
ance to states and localities for demonstra-
tion projects in accordance with terms of
the Act over a seven-year perlod beginning
July 1, 1974 and ending June 30, 1981.

Section 5. Eligibility for assistance.

{a) States are eligible for assistance if the
Administrator determines that a plan for
comprehensive criminal justice system reform
submitted to him under the Act establishes
the reasonable likellhood of substantial and
fundamental change in the criminal justice
system of the state and its localities within
four years after the date of enactment.

(b) In approving state plans for compre-
hensive criminal justice system reform, the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Administrator must give priority considera-
tion to states which include the following
provisions in their applications.

(1) With respect to police, that the state
will establish:

1. uniform recruit standards throughout
the state;

2. appropriate educational requirements
uniform throughout the state;

3. beginning compensation and increases in
compensation appropriate for a professional,
considering the size of the community and
the cost of living in the relevant commu-
nity;

4, uniform statewide retirement systems
and pension plans;

5. to the extent possible, uniform promo-
tional and operational procedures;

6. lateral entry between local law enforce-
ment agencies within the state and between
Federal, state and local law enforcement
agencies located within the state;

7. facilities offering short-term mandatory
training for all such personnel within the
state;

8. programs to increase use of civilian per-
sonnel in all police tasks suitable for per-
formance by such personnel;

9. volunteer neighborhood security pro-
grams, where feasible, and crime prevention
units to work with the community in reduc-
ing eriminal opportunities; and

10. policing programs to Insure stability
of assignment in a given geographic area for
individual patrol officers who are operation-
ally deployed.

(2) With respect to the courts, that the
state will establish whatever reforms are
necessary, including increases in court per-
sonnel, to insure that trials of all criminal
offenses (excluding juvenile offenses) are
commenced within 60 days from the date of
arrest or charge, whichever comes first. Pro-
vision must be made to insure that failure
to commence trial, in the absence of excep-
tions spelled out initially by the Adminis-
trator, will result in a dismissal of the case
with prejudice.

States may also implement standards lead-
ing to the reduction of plea negotiations be-
tween defendants and prosecutors on an ex-
perimental basis, to determine the impact
of such reductions on the criminal justice
system and the goals of the bill.

(3) With respect to the corrections sys-
tem, that the state will establish

1. a system for classifying persons charged
with or convicted of criminal offenses;

2. a range of adequately equipped and
staffed correctional facilities to treat the
various classifications of inmates assigned
there, including community-based correc-
tional centers;

3. a comprehensive vocational and educa-
tional program designed to accommodate
the needs of each class of criminal offenders;

4. separate detention facilities for juveniles
including shelter facilities outside the cor-
rectional system for abandoned, neglected,
or run-away children;

5. standards applicable (statewide) for
local jails and misdemeanant institutions to
be enforced by the appropriate state correc-
tions agency;

6. parole and probation services for felons,
juveniles and adult misdemeanants who need
or can profit from community treatment;
7. caseload standards for parole and pro-
bation officers based on the needs and prob-
lems of the offenders;

8. statewide job qualifications and com-
pensation schedules for correctional officers
and probation and parole officers, along with
a mandatory system of in-service training;

9. treatment and rehabilitation programs
for persons suffering from alcoholism and
drug abuse. These programs must be avail-
able both to inmates and as an alternative
to incarceration;

10. means to facilitate the Improvement
of employment opportunities for ex-offend-
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ers, including the repeal of all mandatory
provisions in law or civil service regulations
that deprive such ex-offenders of opportuni-
ties for employment; and

11, methods to unify within the Executive
branch all non-federal correctional functions
and programs for adults and juveniles,

(4) That the state will study the consoli-
dation of low enforcement agencies within
the state, as best suited fo the particular
needs of the state, and report to the Ad-
ministrator on its finding within two years.

(6) That the state will study the applica-
tion of the criminal law—and the propriety
of such application—to alcoholism and
drunkeness; narcotics addiction and drug
abuse; gambling; vagrancy and disorderly
conduct; and other areas the state deems
appropriate. The state must report to the
Administrater on its findings within two
years.

(6) That the State will create a permanent
criminal law review commission to review
legislative proposals bearing criminal pen-
alties, and to propose suitable legislation to
correct functional gaps in statutes of that
state as they relate to criminal law enforce-
ment.

(c) The Administrator must classify the
specific reform elements of subsection (b)
in the following manner:

(1) phase one-—all provisions which the
state can reasonably assure will be met with-
out the enactment of legislation (ordinances
where appropriate) or those which the Ad-
ministrator determines can be met in a rela-
tively short period of time,

(2) phase two—all provisions which will
require the enactment of legislation (ordi-
nances where appropriate) or those which
the Administrator determines will require
more time than is specified for phase one.

Section 6. State plans.

(a) A state desiring assistance under the
Act must submit a state plan consistent with
appropriate regulations issued by the Ad-
ministrator. Each plan must

1. provide for the administration of such
plans by the chilef executive of such State
or by a public agency designated, established
or created for the purposes of this act;

2. set forth a comprehensive program
which incorporates to the maximum extent
feasible, the provisions set forth in section
5, including the assurances enabling the Ad-
ministrator to determine the federal share
for the cost of any portion of such program;

3. with respect to any State project, serv-
ice, or activity. which is substantially simi-
lar to any such project, service, or activity
for which a locality within such State is eli-
gible under this Act, set forth provisions
identical to the provisions of the application
required under section 7.

4. set forth policies and procedures which
assure that the federal funds will be used
to pay the cost of reform beyond those funds
that, in the absence of federal funds, would
be made available by the state for the pur-
poses for which the state plan is submitted;

5. provide for the appropriate fiscal con-
trol and fund accounting procedures;

6. provide reasonable notice and an oppor-
tunity for a hearing to localities before an
application is denied; and

7. provide that the state will make periodic
reports to the Administrator evaluating the
effectiveness of the payments received and to
enable the Administrator to perform his
functions under the Act. A state must also
assure that it will keep records that are made
accessible to the Administrator for the pur-
pose of verifying such report.

(b) The Administrator shall approve a
plan, initially and annually thereafter, which
meets the requirements of subsection (a) of
this section. He cannot disapprove a plan
except after reasonable notice and an oppor-
tunity for a hearing to such State.

Section 7. Approval of project applications.

(&) Grants may be made pursuant to an
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approved state plan and wupon application
by the state. The application must

1. contain assurances that the applicant
will supervise the administration of the ac-
tivities and services for which assistance un-
der this Act is sought.

2, set forth a program consistent, to the
maximum extent feasible, with the provisions
of section 5.

3. set forth policles and procedures that
will insure that federal money will only be
spent on the cost of reform.

4, provide that, in the case of construction
projects,

(A) title will be in a state or local public
Rgency;

(B) consideration will be given to excel-
lence of architectural design;

(C) the requirements of section 15 will be
complied with;

5. provide for appropriate fiscal control
and fund accounting procedures,

6. provide for making an annual report and
such other reports containing sufficient in-
formation to enable the Administrator to
evaluate the effectiveness of the Act.

(b) An application by a locality may be
approved by a state only if it is consistent
with this Act and;

1. they meet the requirements of sub-
section (a); and

2. such state has on file a state criminal
justice reform plan approved by the Ad-
ministrator.

(c) If approval is denled to a locality under
subsection (b), the locality may file a writ-
ten appeal within 10 days with the Adminis-
trator. If it is determined that the denlal
was unreasonable or inconsistent with that
state’s criminal justice reform plan, the
Administrator shall negotiate a resolution
of the differences between such state and
locality on which the denial was based,

(d) Amendments of applications shall, ex-
cept as the Administrator may otherwise
provide, be subject to approval in the same
manner as original applications,

Section 8. Regulations.

The Administrator is required to issue the
appropriate regulations. Under this section
the Administrator shall consider the recom-
mendations of each of the states and the
purposes of this Act.

Section 9. Financial assistance for plan-
ning comprehensive criminal justice reform
plans.

(a) The administrator is authorized to pay
509% of the costs of planning and develop-
ing state plans and project applications under
this Act.

(b) Financial assistance will be provided
under this section only if—

(1) the chief executive of this state has
approved such application, and

(2) the Administrator has determined that
sufficlent administrative machinery exists
through which the coordination of all re-
lated planning activities of localities can be
achleved.

Section 10. Technical assistance.

The Administrator is authorized to make
arrangements, financial and otherwise, for
technical assistance to states and localities
in the planning, developing and adminis-
tering of their programs,

Section 11. Payments.

(a) The Administrator must pay to each
state with an approved plan the federal share
of the cost of such plan as determined by
him. Such state plans may be approved for
no more than six states, and in approving
such plans, the Administrator must attempt,
to the maximum extent feasible, to provide
for representation of different geographical
regions of the country.

(B) The federal share of programs and
projects covered by the state plan which are
determined to be in phase one as outlined
in section 6(c) shall be 75% for any fiscal
year. The federal share for programs and
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projects covered by the state plan which are
in phase two shall be 90%. The federal share
of programs and projects which are included
in an approved state plan, but whici. are not
listed in section 5(b), shall be 50%.

(¢) The Administrator shall pay 76 percent
of the technical assistance applications that
have been approved under section 10.

(d) Payments under this section may be
made in installments, in advance or by way
of relmbursements, with necessary adjust-
ments on accounts c¢” overpayments or un-
derpayments.

(e) Grants made under this section pur-
suant to a state plan shall not exceed 257
of the aggregate amount of funds authorized
to be appropriated under sec'ion 17.

Section 12. Withholding of payments.

The Administrator may withhold grants
for so long as, after reasonal’'e opportunity
for a hearing, he finds

(1) Failure to comply with any part of the
state plan, or

(2) Fallure to comply with any require-
ment set forth in the application of a lo-
callty, or

(3) Fallure to comply with any applicable
provision of the Act.

Sectlon 13. Recovery of payments.

Federal recovery of payments used for
construction of facilitles for the purpose of
the Act shall be permitted within 20 years
where the facility Is no longer being used in
accordance with the Act.

Section 14. Review and audit.

The Administrator and U.S. Comptroller
General shall have power to review and audit
any records of grant recipients,

Section 15. Labor standards.

Fair labor standards shall be met in the
construction of facilitles under the Act.

Section 16. Savings provision.

Nothing in the Act shall be construed to
prevent the administration of any other pro-
vision of Federal law.

Section 17. Authorlzation of appropria-
tions,

Such sums as may be necessary to carry
out the Act are authorized to be appropri-
ated,

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I am
pleased to join with Senators MoNDALE,
Brooke, and STtarrForp in sponsoring,
once again, the “Model Criminal Justice
Reform Act.”

This bill originated 3 years ago when
it was first introduced by Senators Mon-
DALE, BROOKE, Saxbe, and myself, each
of us having formerly been the attorney
general of his home State. Senator Sax-
be, of course, is now U.S. Attorney Gen-
eral Saxbe and I am very gratified that
he recently restated his support for the
concept embodied in this bill; that is, the
establishment of a series of goals for all
elements of the criminal justice system
and the provision of Federal financial
support, on a demonstration basis, to aid
States in achieving these goals.

We are indeed fortunate to have the
distinguished Senator from Vermont
(Mr. StarFrorp), also formerly the at-
torney general of his home State, join
in place of former Senator Saxbe, thus
maintaining the bipartisan sponsorship.

I am also pleased that each of the
sponsors is joining today in cosponsoring
of my bill, S. 1114, the Criminal Justice
Reform Act, which I introduced on
March 6, 1973. S. 1114 is itself modeled
on the bill we are offering today except
for a revision of the State plan require-
ments. It is in many respects the twin
of this bill and I am confident that the
bipartisan support for these bills will
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ultimately be manifested in the enact-
ment into law of the concept contained
in them.

By MR. MONTOYA (for himself
Mr. DoMmeNIcI and Mr, Moss) ;

5. 3230. A bill to provide for the efficient
development of the natural resources of
the Navajo and Hopi Reservations for
the benefit of its residents, to assist the
members of the Navajo and Hopi Tribes
in becoming economically fully self-sup-
porting, to resolve a land dispute between
the Navajo and Hopi Tribes, and for
other purposes. Referred to the Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I am
pleased to submit today, on behalf of
my fellow Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. DoMENICI) our neighbor and col-
league to the northwest (Mr. Moss) and
myself, a bill offering a solution to the
Navajo-Hopi land dispute, and providing,
at the same time, for the economic devel-
opment of the Navajo and Hopi Reserva-
tions.

The Navajo-Hopi land dispute has
been before committees of the Congress
with increasing frequency since 1958.
Previous attempts to reconcile conflicting
claims have failed, but now the Congress
seems determined to provide a final solu-
tion to the problem. In the coming weeks,
I will be inserting into the ReEcorp back-
ground material on the dispute as well as
on the need for economic development
of the region. Today, however, my com-
ments will be relatively brief.

For years now the time which mem-
bers of the congressional Interior Com-
mittees have devoted to a consideration
of the problems of the Navajos and Hopis
has largely been allocated to one sub-
ject: The land dispute between the Nav-
ajos and Hopis. Yet, in spite of allega-
tions to the contrary, the people of the
two tribes have been, aside from occa-
sional unrelated altercations, at peace
with each other. The “dispute” has been
raging in the Congress and in congres-
sional hearings.

One reason why the people themselves
have not been “disputing” is that they
are preoccupied with the hard task of
eking out a meager living under very
difficult circumstances. For, as distinct
from the manmade argument over real
estate, there are serious problems which
nature poses to the people who want to
live on the Navajo and Hopi Reserva-
tions. These are the problems with which
the inhabitants of the area must deal
on a day-by-day basis. They are prob-
lems which can be solved. The area can
be made economically viable and its resi-
dents self-supporting. But to accomplish
these goals requires foresight, imagina-
tion and—congressional assistance.

If we strip away from the present legis-
lative controversy over Hopi-Navajo af-
fairs the legalisms, the preoccupation
with real estate titles, the reliving of 19th
century ethnic disputes, if our focus of
attention were to shift from official
spokesmen to just plain people, Navajo
and Hopi herdsmen and farmers, we
would see the following: Thousands of
men and women, working hard to sup-
port themselves on what is now a totally
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inadequate economic base. For the short-
age in this area is not a shortage of liv-
ing space. There would be plenty of
room for tens of thousands additional
Hopis and Navajos. The shortage is a
shortage of blades of grass.

This shortage is not limited to the
area in controversy between the Hopis
and Navajos on which congressional at-
tention has focused. It extends to the
entire reservation area. To be sure, it
has been pointed out over the years that
Hopis engage in good conservation prac-
tices and that Navajos tend to overgraze.
The finger has been pointed at the Na-
vajos time and again for following a
pattern of land utilization which will in-
creasingly turn their reservation into a
desert.

But the people at whom the finger is
thus pointed are not afiluent ranchers,
who are being called upon to reduce the
profit margin of their interprise. They
are families living on a bare subsistence
level. What they are doing, as they in-
crease their herds, is to provide sus-
tenance for their families in the only
way they know.

For the reservation population is in-
creasing at an accelerated rate. The one
Government program which has un-
questionably been effective in the Indian
country has been the health program.
Infant mortality has dropped sharply,
tuberculosis has been all but stamped
out, and the incidence of mortality from
infections diseases has been substantially
reduced. Yet, the birth rate has not as
yet adjusted to these new conditions and
the population curve is now shooting
upward.

But available opportunities to earn
a livelihood have not increased propor-
tionately. The agricultural base, which
was able to sustain a much smaller pop-
ulation, is shrinking and the various pro-
grams to provide alternative modes of
employment have fallen far short of
closing the gap. Relocation of the sur-
plus population of Indian reservations
to urban centers was once advocated and
encouraged by Government programs.
Yet, the overcrowding of our metropoli-
tan areas has caused the Government to
abandon this approach, which, at any
rate, had never been popular with the
Indian people.

Thus, on this reservation area, which
stretches from New Mexico to Arizona
and Utah, the Indian population con-
tinues to increase at a rapid rate while
the available supportive resources lag
further and further behind. Government
and tribal service programs, the plough-
ing back into the economy of mineral in-
come, make a situation which would
otherwise be desperate just barely toler-
able,

There has, to be sure, been a great
deal of conversation about economic de-
velopment. The concept has enthusiastic
verbal support in all interested circles.
But when one tries to determine to
what extent words have been translated
into reality, one discovers that only a
pitifully small start has been made to
build a healthy economic base for these
Indian reservations. A vast rural slum for
over 100,000 people is in the making,
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It is the problems of poverty, of a rap-
idly expanding population on a shrink-
ing economic base which are the frue
problems of this area. These are the
problems which should take the time
and attention of the Congress.

As yet the situation is not as bleak as
it could become. The traditional social
fabric still exists. Family ties are strong.
‘We do not encounter here the symptoms
of total social disorganization so prev-
alent in some of the other areas of eco-
nomic deprivation. People’s spirits have
not as yet been broken. Chronic depend-
ency has not yet been created. A vigor-
ous economic development effort could
succeed here better and faster than it
might in many other places.

But this effort should be undertaken
without further delay. The totally dis-
organized and haphazard expenditure of
funds on Federal programs and feder-
ally financed tribal programs—depend-
ent as they are not on what the tribe
believes it needs but what the Federal
Government is prepared to fund—should
be replaced by a deliberate, purposeful
effort to build a self-supporting economic
structure, to turn an economic liability
of the Southwest into an economic asset.

The last decade has taught us that
not all social problems are amenable to
solution “by throwing money at them.”
But that does not mean that sound eco-
nomic planning cannot serve to reduce
unemployment and dependence and thus
help avoid the creation of serious social
problems. A comprehensive, unified ef-
fort to improve the economic base on the
Navajo and Hopi Reservations could
have a multitude of benefits for the peo-
ple directly affected, for the States in
which they live, and for the country as
a whole.

But any attempt to improve the eco-
nomic base of the Navajo Reservation
and the lives of its residents would be
hindered significantly by an approach to
the Navajo-Hopi land dispute which
woud uproot upward of 6,500 Navajos and
cause their opportunity to earn a liveli-
hood to be totally destroyed. The results
of this upheaval are not only going to
affect the people who would be moved,
but also those reservation communities
which will have to take the expellees in
and will have to provide for them.

The bill which we are introducing to-
day provides for a resolution to the land
dispute based both on human compas-
sion and a concern for the taxpayer's
dollar. It is also a solution which is in
keeping with precedents set by Congress
over and over again in similar situations.

What we find here is a situation in
which certain land has for generations
been used and occupied by Hopis while
other land has been used and occupied
by Navajos. We say that the Hopis should
be given a clear interest in all the land
which they have used and occupied and
are now using and occupying and that
the Navajos should be granted the same
right in the land which they have been
using and occupying. We also say that
each tribe should be granted easements
on the land of the other tribe for any
ceremonial or other traditional uses they
may have made of that land.
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Under our solution, the Navajos would
be authorized to buy out the Hopis’ vested
interest in the surface of some of the land
on which these Navajos have lived for
generations. That vested interest was
created by an act of Congress passed as
recently as 1958.

If private land were involved here, the
Navajos would long ago have acquired it
under adverse possession. If they were
non-Indians having a long-term resi-
dence or making long-term use of Indian
land, we would provide for a buyout, as
we did in passing such laws as the Pueblo
Lands Act of 1924, the Ute Jurisdictional
Act of 1938, the Indian Claims Commis-
sion Act of 1946, and the Alaska Native
Claims Settlement Act of 1971. We sug-
gest that the same policy be applied here,
that we do not discriminate against the
Navajos by applying a different policy to
them from that which we would apply if
they were non-Indian settlers who had
lived on a tract of Indian land for a
century.

To sum up, a permanent solution to the
problem confronting the Navajo and
Hopi Reservations must be based on two
equally important components. The ap-
proach must be one which leads to a
condition of economic self-support for
the two reservations. But it must also be
an approach which permits the resolu-
tion of the Navajo-Hopi land dispute in
a manner which recognizes and respects
human needs, and which does not visit
upon thousands of Navajos the devastat-
ing economic and social dislocation that
inevitably will result from a program of
massive removal and relocation.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr President, I am
extremely pleased to join today with the
distinguished senior Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. MonTOoYa) in introducing
legislation designed to finally put to rest
the problem of land use and occupancy
which exists between the Navajo and
Hopi tribes.

The history of this problem is one of
which no one can be proud, especially
the U.S. Government and the Congress
of the United States. The problem has
its roots in Government actions and it
owes its longevity to continued Govern-
ment failure to establish and follow pol-
icies to equitably settle the resultant
dispute.

I will say no more about the history
of this problem since it is well recorded
in congressional documents and well
known by many Members of the Con-
gress. I feel it is sufficient to say that
the time is well past due for resolution
of a problem which had its origin in 1882.

My distinguished colleague from New
Mexico has addressed himself eloguently
to the broader aspects of the relations
between the Navajo and Hopi tribes and
to some of the problems which plague
both tribes—problems this bill attempts
to address through the creation and op-
eration of the Navajo-Hopi Development
Commission. Among the major functions
of that Commission would be those
which would contribute toward making
the entire area economically viable and
self-supporting. I associate myself with
those remarks and I hope the concept
and programs proposed in titles I and II
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will receive full examination and consid-
eration as part of the legislative process.

My remarks, Mr, President, are di-
rected primarily at the proposals in this
bill designed to finally settle the land
interests of the Navajo and Hopi people.
For reasons I will outline, I feel this bill
would provide a fairer solution than any
other settlement proposal I am aware of.

On the reservation in question it is an
established fact that land use and oc-
cupancy of long duration are at con-
flict with asserted legal interests of ques-
tionable validity. It, therefore, becomes
the duty of those who have the power to
do so, to provide an equitable means to
resolve for all time the conflicting inter-
ests. The power and the obligation to de-
velop and institute that resolution is in
the Congress.

This bill breaks the land area involved
down into three major categories, all
three of which are definite, identifiable
geographic areas within the larger Na-
vajo Reservation One area is that which
is for the exclusive use of the Hopi Tribe
and this bill confirms that separate, ex-
clusive use by the Hopis.

The second area is one designated in
the bill as “the joint use area” because
in that area it is recognized that the
Navajo people and the Hopi people have
a joint, equal and undivided one-half
interest. This bill would settle the con-
flicting claims of Navajos and Hopis by
having the Commission referred to pre-
vously identify and dispose of three sub-
categories of land, depending on land
use as of July 27, 1958, This date is pro-
posed since it is the date of the Navajo-
Hopi Jurisdictional Act which repre-
sents the last statutory attempt to settle
conflicting claims of land interest be-
tween the two tribes. The three subcate-
gories of land and the disposition of each
category would be as follows:

First. Land which on July 22, 1958, was
used by Hopi Indians for residential or
agricultural purposes—to be held in trust
for the Hopi Indian Tribe.

Second. Land which on July 22, 1958,
was used by Navajo Indians for residen-
tial or agricultural purposes—to be held
in trust for the Navajo Tribe of Indians.

Third. Lands identified under the sec-
ond subcategory in the joint use area
which on July 22, 1958, were used by Hopi
Indians for certain specific purposes, in-
cluding ceremonial and hunting pur-
poses—to be subject to easements in
favor of the United States in trust for
the Hopi Indian Tribe according to the
specific uses made on or about July 22,
1958.

It is anticipated that the value of the
surface interests which would be identi-
fied in subcategory 1 to be held in trust
for the Hopis, would be less than one-
half the value of the surface interests of
the total area of joint use. This bill pro-
vides that the Navajos would pay the
Hopis from a Government loan the dif-
ference between one-half the total sur-
face interest and the total surface value
of lands to be held in trust for the Hopis.
This would compensate the Hopi people
for having received in actual land less
than one-half of the area of present joint
use and would require very little, if any,
dislocation of Indian families.

This method would also be the less ex=
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pensive to the taxpayer since relocation
allowances would be held to a minimum
and since the Navajo Tribe would repay
the Government loan from proceeds it
will receive from its part of funds derived
from the sale of minerals.

It should be noted that all these pro-
visions in the joint use extend only to
surface rights and maintain equal rights
of the two tribes to all minerals in the
joint use area.

The third category of land interests
recognized by this bill covers the area
related to the act of 1934. In this area,
known as the Moencopi Area, the bill
would authorize a judicial determination
of the interests of the two tribes. The bill
provides for addition to the Navajo Res-
ervation of all land which the court de-
termines Navajos have exclusive interest
in and addition to the Hopi Reservation
all land where the Hopis have exclusive
interest,

For that land which the court deter-
mines that there is a joint or undivided
interest, this bill provides for judicial
partitioning in accordance with the prin-
ciples of fairness and equity. The two
tribes would be authorized to exchange
lands which are part of their respective
reservations.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I state
with firm conviction that this bill pro-
vides reasonable means to finally deter-
mine the land interests of the Navajo
Tribe and the Hopi Tribe.

In addition to being logical and reason-
able, it is fair and honest and recognizes
all legitimate interests whether predi-
cated on law or usage. I, therefore, urge
its swift enactment into law.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

8. 1114

At the request of Mr. MoNpALE, for Mr.
EacrLeTOoN, the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MoNDALE), the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. Brooke), and the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD) were
added as cosponsors of S. 1114, to au-
thorize assistance for demonstration
projects designed to develop reforms in
the eriminal justice system in the United
States.

S. 3136

At the request of Mr. DomEenIcr, the
Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 3136, the
American Arts and Handerafts Act.

5. 3043

At the request of Mr. NeLson, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. MonNDALE) and
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
McGovern) were added as cosponsors
of 8. 3043, the Federal Citizens Appeal
Act of 1974,

5. 3056

At the request of Mr. HaskeLL, the
Senator from Wyoming (Mr, McGeg)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 3056, to
authorize the Secretary of Agriculture
to amend retroactively regulations of the
Department of Agriculture pertaining to
the computation of price support pay-
ments under the National Wool Act of
1954 in order to insure the equitable
treatment of ranchers and farmers.
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5. 3064

At the request of Mr. ABOUREZK, the
Senator from Florida (Mr. GURNEY) was
added as a cosponsor to S. 3064, to amend
section 111 of title 38, in the United
States Code, relating to the payment of
travel expenses for persons traveling to
and from Veterans’ Administration fa-
cilities.

1974

5. 3095

At the request of Mr. HasgeLL, the Sen-
ator from New Jersey (Mr. Casg), the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr., Mc-
INTYRE), the Senator from California
(Mr. CraNSTON ), the Senator from Illinois
(Mr. STEVENSON) , the Senator from Ne-
vada (Mr, Camnon), and the Senator
from California (Mr. TUNNEY) were
added as cosponsors to S. 3095, to deny
treatment as a foreign tax payment, un-
der the Internal Revenue Code, to any
royvalty payment made in connection
with the extraction of oil or gas from a
foreign country.

8. 3123

At the request of Mr. HuMpPHREY, the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 3123, to
establish a universal school food service
for children.

S. 3134

At the request of Mr. HasxEeLL, the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire (Mr. Mc-
InTYRE) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3134, to impose an excess profits tax on
the excess petroleum profits income of
certain domestic corporations engaged in
multinational operations.

5. 3168, 5. 3169, AND B. 3170

At the request of Mr. Tower, the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 3168, to amend
title IT of the Social Security Act to per-
mit the payment of benefits to a married
couple on their combined earnings rec-
ord; S. 3169, to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to provide that an
insured individual otherwise qualified
may retire and receive full old-age insur-
ance benefits, at any time after attaining
age 60, if he has been forced to retire at
that age by a Federal law, regulation or
order; and S. 3170, to amend title II of
the Social Security Act to provide that
any individual who has 40 quarters of
coverage whenever acquired, will be in-
sured for disability benefits thereunder.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 196

At the request of Mr. NeLson, the Sen-
ator from Iowa (Mr. HucHEs) and the
Senator from Delaware (Mr. RoTH) were
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint
Resolution 196, designating the week of
April 21-28, 1974 as Earth Week 1974.

SENATE RESOLUTION 298—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION EXPRESS-
ING THE SORROW OF THE SENATE
IN RESPECT TO THE DEATH OF
FORMER SENATOR B. EVERETT
JORDAN
(Considered and agreed to.)

Mr. ERVIN (for Mr. Cannon) (for
himself, Mr. PELL, Mr. RoBerT C. BYRD,
Mr, ALLEN, Mr, WiLriams, Mr, Coox, Mr.
HueH ScotTt, Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. HATFIELD,
Mr. Ervin, and Mr, HeLms) submitted a
resolution expressing the sorrow of the
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Senate in respect to the death of former
Senator B. Everett Jordan.

(The resolution is printed in full later
in the Recorp, when it was adopted.)

SENATE RESOLUTION 299—ORIGI-
NAL RESOLUTION REPORTED RE-
LATING TO THE PURCHASE OF
CALENDARS (8. REPT. NO. 74T

(Placed on the calendar.)

Mr. CANNON, from the Committee on
Rules and Administration, reported the
following original resolution:

B. RES, 299

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules
and Administration is authorized to expend
from the contingent fund of the Senate, upon
vouchers approved by the chairman of that
committee, not to exceed $12,8756 for the
purchase of twenty-five thousand seven hun-
dred and fifty calendars. The calendars shall
be distributed as prescribed by the commit-
tee.

AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL ELEC-
TION CAMPAIGN ACT OF 1971—
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENTS NOS, 1058 THROUGH 1065

(Ordered to be printed, and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. ALLEN submitted eight amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him, to
the bill (S. 3044) to amend the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 to provide
for publie financing of primary and gen-
eral election campaigns for Federal elec-
tive office, and to amend certain other
provisions of law relating to the financing

and conduct of such campaigns.
AMENDMENT NO. 1066

(Ordered to be printed, and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. HATHAWAY submitted an
amendment, intended to be proposed by
him, to Senate bill 3044, supra.

NOTICE CONCERNING A NOMINA-
TION BEFORE THE COMMITTEE
ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the
following nomination has been referred
to and is now pending before the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary:

Willlam 8. Schloth, of Georgia, to be U.S.
attorney for the middle district of Georgla for
the term of 4 years (reappointment).

On behalf of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, notice is hereby given to all per-
sons interested in this nomination to file
with the committee, in writing, on or be-
fore Friday, March 29, 1974, any repre-
sentations or objections they may wish to
present concerning the above nomina-
tion, with a further statement whether it
is their intention to appear at any hear-
ing which may be scheduled.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

MR. PETERSEN REPLIES

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, yester-
day I spoke in the Senate about the
pending investigation by the Department
of Justice into an alleged violation of
section 205, title 18 of the United States
Criminal Code. The investigation relates
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to suits brought against the Federal Gov-
ernment on behalf of a Member of Con-
gress br a member of his staff who is an
attorney admitted to practice in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Those remarks appear
in the ConcressioNaL REcorp for March
20, 1974, at page S4117.

I provided Mr. Petersen, Assistant At-
torney General in charge of the Crim-
inal Division, with a copy of my remarks
on yesterday. Late yesterday Mr. Peter-
sen responded with a letter which I ask
be printed in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD
al this point.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
Washington, D.C,, March 21, 1974.
Hon. LEE METCALF,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnaTor: I have your letter of March
21, 1974 enclosing a copy of a speech which
you have by this time made on the Senate
Floor and entered in the Congressional Rec-
ord. I want to thank you for your courtesy
and thoughtfulness In giving me an advance
copy of your remarks.

I should say, however, that in my judg-
ment your indignation, if indignation it be,
is premature, The facts may be as you as-
sume them to be, Unfortunately for me I can-
not assume the facts. All that we have taken
upon ourselves to do is the minimum that
can be expected of those who are charged
with enforcing the law. To be explicit we have
taken two facts that were brought to our
attention by the Civil Division of this De-
partment which suggest the possibility that
an individual employed by the Congress may
be in violation of the law. No determination
has been made—no determination will be
made until the facts are developed by the
preliminary investigation requested. To sug-
gest Intimidation does a disservice not only
to the Department of Justice but to the law-
yers employed here. I trust that we will ar-
rive at a falr and reasonable conclusion. In
accordance with the request made by Mr.
Kovac's counsel, a full opportunity will be
given to him through his counsel to advance
his point of view in the event we reach a con-
clusion that would be adverse to Mr. Kovac's
interest. More than that I cannot do—more
than that it would be wrong to do. I trust
you will accord us in the Justice Department
the same courtesy that I have observed all
members of Congress accord to each other,
that is, without evidence, not to guestion
our motives.

Sincerely,
Henry E. PETERSEN,
Assistant Attorney General.

FACT-FINDING MISSION TO SOUTH
VIETNAM

Mr., GOLDWATER. Mr. President, an
independent factfinding mission to South
Vietnam, cosponsored by the American
Security Council and the Vietnam Coun-
cil on Foreign Relations, was completed
on January 22, 1974. Although the report
is rather voluminous, I think it is of
such interest that Members of Congress
should read it because we are now begin-
ning to hear strange tales of lament as
the opposition forms to oppose any help
to our allies, the South Vietnamese.

I think Ambassador-at-Large Bunker
summed the whole thing up in his open-
ing remarks serving as a preface to this
work when he said:

But I belleve history will determine that
it has not been in vain.
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I ask unanimous consent that this re-
port be printed at this point in my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Viernmam ReporT: “Nor IN Vain" -,

“The costs of the struggle, in which we
were joined, have been huge—in lives, In
treasure, In the destruction of homes, people
uprooted, In the divisions in our own country.

“But I belleve history will determine that
it has been not in vain. One small country
has gained a chance at self-determination.
Other natlions nearby have gained the time
to create a more stable Asia. The U.S. has
demonstrated to other natlons that it had
the will to accept the responsibilities of
power and to assure the credibillty of its
commitments.

“And the great powers of the world have,
through this war, evolved a way to replace
confrontation with diplomacy.”—Ambassa«
dor-at-Large ELLSWORTH BUNKER.

I, VIETNAM MISSION: THE OBJECTIVES

More than 650,000 Americans died in de-
fense of South Vietnam. More than 130 bil-
lion dollars were spent In support of that
objective.

Has the pursuit of that objective been in
vain? The facts Indicate quite the opposite,
Today, more than one year after the Paris
peace agreement and the final withdrawal
of all American forces, South Vietnam re-
mains a free soclety, even though massive
problems persist,

Due to the sacrifices of the seven million
Americans who served there, the 18 million
people of Bouth Vietnam have gained a fair
chance to preserve thelr independence. The
South Vietnamese have been tralned and
equipped and encouraged to defend them-
gelves—to “go it alone.”

That they are now trying to do. From all
indlcations, South Vietnam today stands
on the threshold of viability, of being able
truly to “go-it-alone.” Its armed forces ap-
pear to be holding their own, or better,
against continued Communist aggression.
Morale is up, desertions, though still a prob-
lem, are down. For the first time, there are
signs that a nation is emerging, with a unity
of purpose and of leadership and with an
Increasing degree of popular participation.

South Vietnam's survival, however, is still
in question. The withdrawal of U.S. forces
left a vacuum and the economy is suffering.
‘World-wide Infilation, and energy shortages,
have left thelr mark; prices went up 64 per-
cent last year, and are still rising. An acute
shortage of fertilizer threatens the nation's
life-sustaining crop, rice. As elsewhere, oil
is in eritical short supply.

The South Vietnamese are tightening thelr
belts and learning to live with less, a great
deal less. To survive, they need continued
help, just as the nations of Western Europe
needed help to recover from the ravages of
World War 2 and to rebuild their defenses
against the threat of Communist aggression.

The next two years will be crucial years.
If the South Vietnamese can be helped to
fill the vacuum left by the departure of more
than half a milllon American troops and to
strengthen their defenses and economy and
political and social life, they will have a
better than even chance to endure and to
prosper in the years to come,

It can be assumed that a great majority
of Americans support these objectives. It is
not in the American character to abandon a
struggle within reach of success, or to desert
a friend in need.

Yet, this is what a small minority of critics
of American policy in Vietnam would have
us do. Not content with the total withdrawal
of U.S. forces, and Congress’ denial of further
direct active military support for the em-
battled free nations of Indochina, these




7860

critics now demand a total cut-off of all U.8.
military and economic support.

They would, in effect, snatch failure from
the jaws of success, and deliver South Viet-
nam and its 18 million people to the Com-
munists by default.

Since South Vietnam stands steady on the
battle front, its enemies have mounted new
attacks on another front—Washington.

The government of South Vietnam, and its
elected leader, President Nguyen Van Thien,
are portrayed far and wide as corrupt and
oppressive and thereby unworthy of con-
tinued U.S. support.

These verbal assaults have reached & cres-
cendo unparalleled since the days of the
Vietnam “moratorium” and the march on the
Pentagon. Familiar voices that once de-
manded U.S. withdrawal from Vietnam now
denounce any and all U.8. aid to Saigon.

Jane Fonda and Tom Hayden set up shop
in Congress and openly lobby for the aban-
donment of South Vietnam. A three-week
anti-Vietnam seminar is organized in a com-
mittee hearing room of the U.S. House of
Representatives. Remnants of the “Vietnam
Veterans Against the War” invade and briefly
seize the Information offices of the South
Vietnamese Embassy in Washington.

“Study groups,” composed of articulate
and well-known propagandists against U.S.
policy in Indochina, visit Vietnam and fe-
turn with shocking new tales of torture and
imprisonment of tens of thousands of inno-
cent “political prisoners.” Their views and
expressions are afforded prominence before
committees of Congress and in the news
media with scant attention to their creden-
tials or credibility.

Volumes of testimony and statistics recite
a long litany of alleged savagery and wrong-
doing by “General Thieu and his henchmen.”
By sheer weight of words, the professional
Vietnam critics seek to confuse, confound
and wear down their opposition.

Taken alone, such organized efforts to in-
fluence U.S. foreign policy could be dis-
missed as so much propaganda. But in an
America weary of war and preoccupied with
newer problems of inflation, energy and Wa-
tergate, the critics of Vietnam have gone
largely unchallenged and their allegations
mostly unanswered.

Without rebuttal, there is a danger that
the views of these critics in time could gain
acceptance, through repetition if for no other
reason.

To afford Congress and the American peo-
ple an opportunity to hear from both sides
and to reach reasoned judgements based on
all the facts, the American Security Council
in cooperation with the South Vietnamese
Council on Foreign Relations sponsored a
private, non-partisan fact-finding visit to
South Vietnam.

The mission was headed by Ambassador
John Moore Allison (Ret.), former Assistant
Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs,
whose distingulshed diplomatic career in-
cluded Ambassadorships in Japan, Indonesia
and Czechoslovakia.

Other members included:

Congressman Philip M. Crane (R-IIL),
member of House Committees on Banking
and Currency and House Administration. A
former history professor at Indiana and Brad-
ley Universities, Congressman Crane has vis-
ited Indochina on several occasions and con-
ducted a special investigation of prison con-
ditions on Con Son Island for a report to
Congress.

Richard W, Smith, Chairman, National
Federation of Young Republicans, who also
serves as Administrative Assistant to the
Minority Leader of the Florida State Senate.

Dr. Anthony Kubek, Research Professor,
University of Dallas, author, lecturer and
former visiting professor at three Chinese
universities, He has traveled extensively in
Asia and presently serves as consultant to
the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee.
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Ambassador Elbridge Durbrow (Ret.),
Director of Freedom Studies Center, Boston,
Virginia, and former Ambassador to South
Vietnam (1957-61), whose 38-year diplomatic
career included extended tours of duty in
Moscow, Warsaw, Bucharest, Rome, Singa-
pore, Lishon and with the NATO Council in
Paris.

Charles A. Stewart, Director of Communi-
cations, Institute for American Strategy, and
Director of Broadcast Communications,
American Security Council.

Philip C. Clarke, correspondent and com-
mentator, Mutual Broadcasting System, and
Capitol Editor of the American Security
Council’s Washington Report. Clarke, a jour-
nalist for 35 years, served as an AP foreign
correspondent and Newsweek General Editor.

Accompanying the group as an observer
was veteran correspondent James Cary, Wash-
ington Bureau Chief, Copley Press. (Texts of
Cary's published dispatches from Vietnam
are included in this report’s appendix.)

The group traveled by plane, helicopter
and jeep from BSaigon to Quang Tri in the
far North, and from the Mekong Delta to
Con Son Island off the southeast coast of
South Vietnam. It witnessed soldiers guard-
ing the ceasefire lines, peasants harvesting
rice, village schools in session, government
officials at work, and a host of other activi-
ties that comprise a nation striving to sur-
vive in the twilight of an undeclared war
thrust upon it by an aggressor that still aims
at total conquest.

There were lengthy private meetings with
President Nguyen Van Thieu in the Presiden-
tial Palace in Saigon; Hoang Duc Nha, Min-
ister of Information; with Foreign Minister
Vuong Van Bac; Pham Kim Ngoc, the former
National Commissioner for Planning; Nguyen
Duc Cuong, Minister of Trade and Industry;
Ton That Trinh, Minister of Agriculture;
Pho Ba Quan, Special Assistant to the Min-
ister of Finance; and with the Commander
of the National Police, Brig. Gen. Nguyen
Khae Binh.

There were meetings also with leading
members of the South Vietnamese National
Assembly, with private business and profes-
sional men, and with students, shopkeepers,
and workers. In the countryside, there were
briefings by Corps Commanders in Military
Regions 1 and 4, and inspection trips of de-
fense lines, Provineial representatives afforded
visits to community centers, banks, and irri-
gation projects.

U.S. Ambassador to Saigon, Graham Mar-
tin, conducted an extensive personal briefing,
along with members of his stafl, and there
was a detailed review from Maj. Gen. John
E. Murray, who heads the U.S. Defense At-
tache mission in South Vietnam.

While the fact-finding group claims no
“instant expertise” or easy answers to the
many complex problems of Vietnam, it did
reach a number of conclusions hased on first-
hand observations.

II.—"POLICE STATE'! WHAT THE FACTS SHOW

Charges that South Vietnam, with U.S. fi-
nancial and technical support, has become a
“‘police state" are not supported by the facts.
South Vietnam's 122,000-man national police
force has the function of preserving law and
order in both the cities and the countryside;
it is a vital element in the government’s ef-
forts to provide greater safety and security
agalnst terrorist attack, kidnapping, assas-
sination, and sabotage. Since its reorganiza-
tion in 1971, it has become an Increasingly
efficient force in securing areas that before
were easy prey to guerrilla raids, infiltration
and intimidation. By its nature, this fight
against subversion is almost certain to lead
to some abuses. But there is a definite effort
to improve procedures and safeguard in=
dividual rights.

As in the U.S., the police operate under
the law and arrests are made only for viola=-
tions of the law. Rather than serving only
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to protect the government and suppress polit-
ical opposition, as alleged by critics, the na-
tional police are welcomed by most South
Vietnamese as a protector. In hundreds of
remote hamlets, the gray-uniformed police-
man is the lone symbol of authority and, as
such, often a prime target of communist
assassination squads. The courage and hero-
ism of the policeman is legendary in many
rural areas, as it is in the refugee-created
cities.

Much of the progress made by the national
police is due to the advice and training pro-
vided at modest cost by U.S. experts under
the Office of Public Safety (OPS), a branch
of the State Department's AID program of
assistance to foreign governments at their
request. Although this ald-and-training pro-
gram was ended in South Vietnam wunder
terms of the Paris peace agreement, a hand-
ful of US. civilian techniclans continue to
provide advice in the operation of a newly-
installed computer system which keeps tabs
on more than 10 million South Vietnamese.
Far from being a secret police device to op-
press the populace, as charged by critics,
the new computer system is used primarily to
curb crime and enforce the law, just as in
most advanced countries, including the U.S.
And through frequent checking of I1.D. cards,
the South Vietnamese police are able to spot
lawbreakers as well as enemy agents, thereby
preventing large-scale infiltration of highly-
trained saboteurs, sappers and spies into the
cities such as occurred during the '68 Tet
offensive.

Despite such achievements, OPS itself is
now a favorite object of attack by opponents
of U.S. foreign assistance who charge that
it promotes “oppressive police states.” The
record shows quite the opposite is true. In
South Vietnam, it seems that leftist prop-
aganda attacks against the police are in-
creased in almost direct proportion to the
improvement of police efficlency and effec-
tiveness.

I1—"POLITICAL PRISONERS"; FACT VS. FICTION

Charges that the South Vietnamese gov-
ernment has jalled tens, even hundreds, of
thousands of “political prisoners” are in
variance with the facts,

Following recent allegations that the
Thieu government was holding up to 202,000
bolitical opponents in barbarous captivity,
the U.S. Embassy in Saigon undertook what
it described as “an exhaustive and pains-
taking analysis utilizing all available
sources, including the personal knowledge
of U.S. police advisers who had been on the
scene until early 1873. The results of this
official U.S. Embassy survey, comprising 15
closely typewritten pages, covers every
penal institution in South Vietnam, from the
four national prisons and 35 provincial jails
to local police lockups where suspected erim-
ingls are held for up to five days before
disposition of their cases.

The Embassy survey reached “the firm
conclusion that the total prisoner and
detention population in South Vietnam in
the July-August, 1973, period (when the
check was conducted) was 35,139, This figure
comprises civilian prisoners of all types, not
just ‘political prisoners,” however defined.”

The U.S. Embassy placed the total capacity
of South Vietnam's prison and detention
system at 51,941 as of December 31, 1972,
The total prison occupancy on that date was
43,717, and less since then.

The Embassy said that its survey ‘con-
clusively refutes the widely-spread charge
that South Vietnam government jails harbor
‘200,000 political prisoners.’"” And it found
no evidence whatsoever that large numbers
of persons had been jalled solely for their
political opposition to the present govern-
ment.

The allegation that the Salgon government
harbors 202,000 political prisoners” was
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found to have originated with a well-known
government opponent, Father Chan Tin, a
Parls-educated Redemptorist priest who
seems to put the human suffering he en-
counters among his parishioners in class
struggle terms, He also heads an organiza-
tion he calls “Committee To Investigate Mis-
treatment of Political Prisoners”—which he
defines, very broadly, to include arrested
communist cadre.

In his latest statement, Father Tin lists
prisons that allegedly contain many thou-
sands more prisoners than possibly could
be physically accommodated.

Yet, apparently without checking into
Father Tin’s background or supposed sources,
a member of Congress recently inserted Tin’s
202,000 political prisoner” figure in the Con-
gressional Record.

Interestingly, Father Tin still puts out his
story and continues to attack the govern-
ment without interference from the authori-
ties—a fact that seems to disprove the fa-
miliar charge that Saigon jails all its op-
ponents.

A study group composed of five Vietnam
critics who were also briefed on the Embassy
“political prisoners” survey, recently returned
from BSaigon, claiming on TV and in press
conferences that "“the jails of SBouth Vietnam
are full of political prisoners.”

As U.S. Ambassador Graham Martin con-
cedes: *(Our) report will not convince those
who believe only what they wish to believe.
It will, I think, be convincing to those rea-
sonable and objective persons who are still
concerned with the truth—and fortunately,
the majority of the cltizens of the United
States still come within this category.”

IV—"TIGER CAGES"”: A MYTH DEMOLISHED

Charges of wldespread tforture and mis-
treatment of “political prisoners” by the
South Vietnamese government lack substati-
ation and appear to be false or grossly ex-
aggerated.

While it would be virtually impossible for
any one private Investigative group to per-
sonally inspect all the prison facilitles in
South Vietnam, U.S. Public Safety Advisers
who did work closely with the South Viet-
namese over the past several years report no
proof of any systematic lll-treatment of in-
mates, Obviously, given the enmity aroused
by a quarter of a century and more of con-
flict and strife, there undoubtedly have been
isolated instances of cruelty and ill-treat-
ment. But nowhere Is there any evidence of
the obvious and systematic brutality prac-
ticed against Americans and South Viet-
namese prisoners of war by their North Viet-
namees and Vietcong captors.

One of the highlights of the fact-finding
mission was a day-long visit to Con Son
Island where the group was allowed to vislt
the entire prison facility and to talk freely
with both officials and with Vietcong pris-
oners. More than an hour was spent inspect-
ing the so-called “‘tiger cages,” no longer in
use but still employed by propagandists to
belabor the South Vietnamese as cruel and
oppressive.

Actually, as the fact-finding group de-
termined, these prison cells, built by the
French In 1941 as punishment cells for
unruly prisoners, were a good deal larger
and airier than had been depicted in the
famous July 17, 1970 Life Magazine “expose."”

The Life story was based on a report by
photographer Tom Harkin, a Congressional
staff aide, and Don Luce, then an executive
secretary for the World Council of Churches
and a leading peace activist, Luce was
brought along to Con Son Island by Harkin
who was accompanying two congressmen—
Willlam R. Anderson of Tennessee and
Augustus F. Hawkins of California.

The story claimed that the so-called
“tiger cages” were hidden away in a secret
area of the island (The ASC fact-finders
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found it clearly out in the open behind high
white walls), and implied that the cells were
underground (they were, in fact, above
ground with open grates at the top and with
a roof some 15 feet above the cells to protect
them from sun and rain and individual doors
leading to an open courtyard). The Harkin-
Luce story also told of prisoners *‘crouched’
in the cells. The cells were, in fact, 10 feet
from celling to the top grate and 6’3’ wide
and 10'6’’ deep—far larger than comparable
isolation “punishment cells” in most stand-
ard U.S. prisons).

Contrary to the Life story, which has been
endlessly repeated and enlarged upon by
anti-Vietnam critics in the nearly four years
since publication, the ASC group found no
hard evidence of systematic mistreatment of
prisoners on Con Son Island. And there was
no indication that any of the prisoners in
the cells, (the Life photos show from two to
four inmates in each cell) had been shackled.
Indeed, it would have been physically im-
possible to *suspend” any of the inmates
from the top grate, as has been charged.

Of the 5,739 prisoners now on Con Son
Island, a majority have accepted the stand-
ing offer of the authorities to work daily
on one of the vegetable farms, or in the pig
farm, brick factory, machine shop or wood-
working shop. These “trustees,” numbering
some 3,000, were under minimal guard and
showed no evidence of strain or hardship.
Of the 6500 VC's who refused to cooperate and
who remained in the large (50 inmates each)
barred compounds, there was no visual indi-
cation of malnutrition, disease, or mistreat-
ment, despite the complaints of some of the
VC. (An interview with an English-speaking
spokesman for one hard-core VC group is in-
cluded in the appendix that follows.)

As just one example of prisoner treatment
on Con Son Island, the hard-core ‘‘uncoop-
eratives’ receive 570 grams of rice a day—
more than can be spared for war refugees in
many resettlement camps on the mainland.
And as an example of how U.B. prison train-
ing-and-aid has helped, the per capita death
rate among inmates is now .38 per 1,000,
compared to 1.56 per 1,000 before the aid
program began.

There were, of course, many other impres-
sions of South Vietnam and its people,
gained through hours of observation and
conversation and close study.

Militarily, the South Vietnamese were
cautiously optimistic about their ability to
withstand any new North Vietnamese offen-
sive, despite the fact that the Paris Agree-
ments did not require the 100,000-odd North
Vietnamese forces in the South to go North
and despite the continued infiltration of
Hanol's troops (130,000 by conservative esti-
mate), tanks (some 600), long-range artil-
lery and rockets, and anti-alrcraft batteries
plus the installation of twelve airfields, a new
highway complex and a major oll pipeline—
all within the South Vietnamese border.

The South Vietnamese thus far have been
able to beat back fierce probing attacks, some
supported by Soviet-made tanks, in vulner-
able border areas in the Central Highlands
and along the approaches to Saigon. And as
yet the North Vietnamese and Vietcong have
falled to conguer a single provinclal capital
or significant population center.

If anyone doubts still the courage and
fighting ability of the South Vietnamese
binh si, or GI, he should walk through what
remains of Quang Tri the northernmost pro-
vinclal capital, as did members of the fact-
finding mission, Not a structure remains,
Yet, amid the jagged shards of concrete and
twisted steel, soldiers of the ARVN 1st Divi-
sion and crack Marine and Ranger units hold
foxholes and gunposts and fly their red-and-
yellow flag above what once was the Citadel,
recaptured in 1972 as the North Vietnamese
“Eastern Offensive” was bloodily repulsed.

It does come as a jolt to helicopter over
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wide areas of northern “Eye Corps” and gaze
down at now abandoned fire-bases—Camp
Nancy, Camp Carroll, “Bastogne,” and others.
Only piles of used shell casings and scat-
tered bomb craters mark the barren, clay-
yellow plains where U.8. Marines once fought
and died to hold off human-wave attacks
from the jungled mountains to the north
and west.

The ARVN defenders, sparser in men, guns
and ammunition, have devised new tactics.
Batterles of 105's are wheeled into gullies
and crevices ready to fire and move. Rather
than expending men and materiel to defend
fixed positions, the ARVN strategy is to bend
and stretch but not break, So far, it seems to
be working and such population centers as
Hue and Danang appear relatively secure.

In recent weeks, South Vietnam’s fledgling
air force (more than half of its pilots are
still In training, most in the U.S.) has car-
ried out bomb-and-strafe attacks against
North Vietnamese infiltration routes and
troop movements. As President Thieu ex-
plains: “We are trying to prevent the enemy
from building up for a new all-out offensive
and a new war that could last ten years.”

Ironically, the river border at Quang Tri
is the only place along the ceasefire line that
is not being subjected to Intermittent Com-
munist artillery and mortar fire. The reason
is clear: In a small clearing in the rubble of
Quang Tri camps a unit of the otherwise
impotent ICCS—International Commission
of Control and Supervision.

Economically, there is deep strain. The
treasury is down to 120 million dollars in
cash reserves, inflation is rampant (64 per-
cent last year) and the cost of scarce imports
such as oll and fertilizer are skyrocketing.
Yet, there is solid hope for the future; ex-
ports have risen from 8§13 million in 1971
to a projected $85-100 million in 1974. In
June, the first test drilling for oil will take
place in an offshore area believed to contain
large reserves of this precious commodity.
There also is the possibility of oil being dis-
covered in the Delta.

Land reform has advanced more rapidly
than even the most optimistic observers had
hoped: More than 1,300,000 hectares dis-
tributed to 800,000 formerly landless tillers
of the soil. And at least 200,000 more are
expected soon to receive titles to tracts rang-
ing from 1 to 3 hectares.

Salgon and other large cities are still se-
verely overcrowded, and thousands of refu-
gees remain to be resettled. But there are
few signs of hunger, as in such chronically
over-populated places as India. And here and
there in the capital, Saigon, handsome new
skyscrapers have shot up—monuments to the
confidence of at least some businessmen.

In the Delta, the rice harvest was full and
the peasants and villagers appeared content
and well-fed. Groups of young children
played barefoot in the dusty roads. Among
them here and there, were a few half-Ameri-
can youngsters, obviously accepted by the
others.

Much of South Vietnam's natural re-
spurces remain to be developed. The country
has vast stores of valuable timber and there
are indications that tin and other minerals
may abound. The fishing industry, second
after lumber, easily could flourish. (South
Vietnam's third largest export: Scrap metal,
left from the war.)

Even tourism could be developed. What
GI doesn't recall the wide, golden beaches
at Vung Tau and Nha Trang, or the cool,
green highlands of Dalat, Vietnam’s
“Shangri-La?"

Yet, for reasons not clear, OPIC—Overseas
Private Investment Corporation—does not
insure private U.8., investments in South
Vietnam, Insurance it readily grants investors
in the Philippines, Chile and dozens of other
less developed natlons. And this despite
South Vietnam's newly-adopted tax and
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profit concessions which are among the most
generous in the world.

Politically, South Vietnam is not yet a
model of American-style democracy. Nor 1s
it ever likely to be—glven age-old Vietnamese
family, village and ethnic soclal structures.
In this, Vietnam does not differ from other
countries of Southeast Asla, including the
Philippines where the U.S. spent filly years
trying to instill the fundamentals of Ameri-
can-type democracy. But it is grossly incor-
rect to regard South Vietnam as an oppressive
dictatorship.

Indeed, there can be little doubt that the
18 million people of South Vietnam, desplte
wartime conditions, today enjoy far more per-
sonal freedom and political participation
than most developing nations in Southeast
Asia and elsewhere around the world. Not
only Father Chan Tin, but such rivals for
power as Marshal Ey and “Big Minh" live
freely and well while continuing freely to
criticize Thieu.

While President Thieu is reviled by ene-
mies of his government as a corrupt dicta-
tor, he moves almost daily among the people
with only a minimum of personal protection.
The son of a humble fisherman from the cen-
tral coast, he talks the language of the peo-
ple and is accepted by them. Thieu scoffs at
the notion he covets power, saylng: “If the
people or the army would want me to go, I
would go.” So far, there is no other leader
in South Vietnam who comes anywhere close
to Thieu in popularity—and that popularity
appears to be solid, despite the severe eco-
nomic hardships brought on by the U.S.
withdrawal.

Thieu is determined to continue the strug-
gle to preserve his country's independence
and freedom from Communist takeover “un-
1il,” as he says, “the last bullet.” It is this
staunch anti-Communist attitude that has
rendered Thieu anathema to the Communists
and their backers, in Hanoi and elsewhere,

“The American people and Congress should
realize that the Vietnamization task has been
successful,” says the President. “You may
report back to the United States that we
have done everything we can here to continue
to survive on our own and to defend our free-
dom, The most important thing we need is
guaranteed peace.”

Supporters of Thieu have succeeded in
amending the Constitution to enable him to
run in 1975 for a third term. Aside from some
angry anti-Thieu speeches in parliament,
and a few critical editorlals in some of Sai-
gon’s 16 dally newspapers, the fact-finding
group witnessed no popular protests. And if
Thieu decides to run for re-election next
year, he is almost certain to win big, even if
the Vietcong should end its boycott of elec-
tions and vote,

Corruption is still a problem, as it is in
most Asian and many other countries, But
Thieu has replaced several of his military
leaders and provineial chiefs who were caught
grafting or stealing, and he is cracking down
hard on others.

The ASC’s fact-finding group was partic-
ularly impressed by the youth, intelligence
and apparent dedication of government cab-
inet ministers and department experts. The
average age of Thieu's cabinet is under 50;
in Hanol, the average age of the Politburo
members is 66.

Impressive also was the concern shown by
military leaders in the provinces for the wel-
fare of the communities under their protec-
tion, especially for war victims living In
resettlement centers. Strenuous efforts are
continuing to return peasants to the land
and to give them security against terrorist
attack.

When conditions permit, plans call for
soldiers to spend one-third of their time
working the land, helping with the crops.

Ambassador Allison, who once served as
U.S. Ambassador in Communist Czechoslo-
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vakia, observed: “People In the cities and in
the countryside give no evidence of serious
repression or of living in a police state, par-
ticularly In comparison to the people of
Eastern Europe.”

One fact alone provides clear proof that
President Thieu and his government have
the support of an overwhelming majority of
the South Vietnamese people. In addition
to the regular national military forces, num-
bering more than 500,000, the government
has armed the Reglonal and Popular Forces—
assigned to defend their own regions and
numbering more than 548,000—with M-16
rifles and M79 grenade launchers and other
weapons. What is perhaps even more signifi-
cant is that President Thieu has distributed
World War II type weapons to the local part
time militia (People's Self-Defense Forces)
to defend their villages and families against
communist attacks, In other words, the
number of weapons now in the hands of the
ordinary South Vietnamese people, apart
from the national regular forces, is well over
1 million. Dictators don't do this. Thus, if
the people preferred the Vietcong to the
present government, all they would have to
do would be to turn their weapons “the
wrong way" for a few hours. This, of course,
has not happened, nor is it likely to happen.
It is also significant that despite the war
weariness of the South Vietnamese, thou-
sands of young men are drafted into the
armed forces each year and continue to fight
and die to prevent a communist takeover.
This, too, should refute the "“police state”
allegations of anti-Vietnam critics.

And whenever there is fighting, the refugees
still flee South, never North.

V.—CONCLUSIONS

South Vietnam has proven iteelf to be a
reliable ally and a sound investment in the
cause of freedom in Southeast Asia. Given
peace and continued stability, it could in
time become a model of Asian-style democ-
racy, vigorous, prosperous and above all, free,

It would be a mistake of historic pro-
portions should Congress accept now the
argument of critics who contend that the
U.8. participation in the defense of South
Vietnam was all wrong and that the US.
should cut its losses and abandon the South
Vietnamese as a hopeless cause,

Congress should give close scrutiny to the
latest outpouring of propaganda, charging
the SBalgon government with harboring “po-
litical prisoners” by the hundreds of thou-
sands. It should loock closely also at the
familiar purveyors of such bias to determine
(1) their ulterior motives, if any, and (2)
their financial support and whether, as some
members of Congress believe, they should
register as agents of foreign governments,

Not only members of Congress, but all
thoughtful Americans, should examine the
facts—all the facts—before making up their
minds. Americans have a natural aversion to
being “sold a bill of goods.” Yet, today, it
is clear that many of our citizens are being
decelved by organized propagandists who seek
elimination of all U.S. support for South
Vietnam, thus enabling the North Vietnam-
ese and thelr Vietcong allies to do what they
cannot do on the fighting front—take over.

The critics complain that the U.S. is now
spending over 2 billion dollars a year to sup-
port Bouth Vietnam. Actually, funds appro-
priated for U.S. ald for the fiscal year 1974
amount to $813 million for the military and
$525 milllon for economic purposes Includ-
ing AID and PL 480.

The achievements of a multitude of Amer-
ican assistance programs, though largely un-
noticed by the news media, have brought
about  truly revolutionary changes in
Vietnam.

In education, for example, U.S. ald has
helped the South Vietnamese government de-
velop necessary facilities and staff so that
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college enrollment has increased by ffty per-
cent, secondary school enrollment by nearly
100 percent in the past five years. And more
than 80 percent of the approximately three
milllon children age six to twelve are now
in school.

Thanks largely to the U.S. sponsored in-
troduction of advanced '"miracle rice"” varie-
ties, rice production has increased forty per-
cent since 1968.

Important and enduring institutions, such
as the National Center of Plastics and Re-
constructive Surgery and the National In-
stitute of Administration, have been
launched with U.S. help and are making sig-
nificant contributions to healing the wounds
of war and building foundations for further
progress.

Such development has taken place despite
the disruptions of war and such immedi-
ate problems as the caring for and resettle-
ment of some one million refugees created by
the Communists’ 1972 Easter Offensive.

Members of the American Security Coun-
cil-South Vietnamese Council on Foreign Re-
lations fact-finding group strongly believe
that U.S. ald should be continued in the
amount necessary to provide South Vietnam
with the weapons and economic support
needed for survival, and that private U.S.
investments should be encouraged. Our mis-
sion also supports efforts being made to
grant Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion insurance to private U.S. investments
in South Vietnam. We endorse Ambassador
Graham Martin's carefully considered re-
quest for supplemental aid to provide addi-
tional economic help and military replace-
ments needed to counter Hanol’s infiltration
of long-range artillery and other sophisti-
cated new weaponry. The mission applauds
President Nixon's advice to Congress in his
“State of the Union” message which urges
that funds be provided "to maintain strong,
self-reliance defense forces” in South
Vietnam.

To do less would be to dishonor the 50,000
Americans who dled in the Vietnam War and
to discredit the United States in the eyes of
the world. To abandon our commitments to
that embattled nation—after having sup-
plied it with the means and encouragement
to fight for its freedom—would be to desert
America’s principles of liberty and human
rights.

Rather than complaining only about the
alleged wrongdoings of the South Vietnam-
ese, would it mot he more appropriate for
the critics to call attentlon to the many open
violations of the Paris peace accords by Ha-
nol and the Vietcong, to their continued ag-
gression against the civilian population and
to their systematic murder of innocent men,
women and children?

Why, we ask, were there no expressions of
outrage when Communist gunners recently
ambushed an unarmed U.8.-South Vietnam-
ese helicopter crew, on a clearly authorized
mission to search for the remains of Ameri-
cans killed in a wartime crash? An American
officer, hands raised, was cold-bloodedly shot
and killed by the Communist ambushers.

And why do not the critics complain at
still another Communist violation of the
Paris peace agreement: refusal to allow in-
ternational search teams to determine the
fate of more than 1,300 Americans still listed
as MIA—Missing in Actlon—so that the long
and torturous doubts and anxieties of their
loved ones could at last be put to rest?

Nor do we hear the critics protest the ruth-
less terror shelling of Pnom Penh, the capi-
tal of neighboring Cambodia, by Hanoi-
backed communist insurgent forces,

There is reason for concern that the Con-
gress, preoccupied with problems closer to
home, might succumb to the pressures of the
anti-Vietnam propagandists. Recently, the
U.S. Senate, in a shocking retreat from re-
sponsibility, voted 60 to 33 to cut off military
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shipments of oll to South Vietnam. This de-
spite the fact none of South Vietnam’'s oil
came from domestic U.8. stocks, and would
in any case represent only two-tenths of 1
percent of U.S. domestic requirements.

Had the actlon later not been modified, it
possibly could have meant the end of free-
dom in South Vietnam within a matter of a
few weeks.

Other actlons taken or pending would cut
deeply into other U.S. ald programs for South
Vietnam and serlously affect its ability to
withstand continued pressure from Hanoi,
amply supplied with arms and economic
muscle by an ever-generous Moscow and Pe-
king.

It is, in summation, the conviction of the
fact-finding group that the struggle for
South Vietnam ultimately may be decided
not on the battlefield but by the false facts
and wrong impressions given to Congress and
the American public by anti-Vietnam
propagandists,

As Ambassador Allison stated on conclu-
sion of the mission: “The South Vietnamese,
both civillan and military, are confident they
can stand up to the Communists—provided
the U.S. continues to give them the economic
aid and military equipment they need.”

Congressman Crane put it this way: “There
is this concern that the United States, at
this eleventh hour, might be guilty of turn-
ing its back on a commitment that we made
quite a number of years ago that came to
represent literally billions and billions of dol-
lars, not to mention the blood that we sac-
rificed, on behalf of trying to help a peo-
ple who want to remain free from Com-
munist domination.

It would be a great tragedy—a personal
tragedy to the United States and also per-
haps to the entire Free World—if we did not
go that last five yards and give them (the
South Vietnamese) the economic and mili-
tary assistance they need now to absolutely
assure their independence.”

Some non-Americans are asking why they
are given such a totally negative picture of
the situation in South Vietnam. Excerpts
from an article dated September 8, 1973, sent
by a Danish correspondent to his paper in
Copenhagen, is included in this report's ap-
pendix. It quotes the observations of a Polish

member of the International Commission
for Control and Supervision (ICCS) and it
differs sharply from the views of anti-Viet-
nam eritics in the U.S.

Similar observations are found in the final
report of Canada's delegation, issued after it
withdrew from the ICCS in disillusionment
and frustration. (A summary of the Cana-
dian report s included in the appendix.)

Perhaps the most eloquent appeal to rea-
son came from a deeply concerned American
ohserver with 27 years of service abroad, the
past two in Vietnam. Speaking from experi-
ence and knowledge, he told the visiting
Americans:

“After a quarter of a century of terrible
suffering and sacrifice and by the extra-
ordinary courage and resilience of the Viet-
namese people, we have finally come to the
point where this is a united nation built on
concepts of individual and national freedom
and having the ability to defend itself
against an aggressor who has been truly
barharic.

“We have come to the time when this
country can build a happy and prosperous
future for itself and make a significant con-
tribution to peace and well-being in the
area.

“Now we find some leaders of opinion and
some in influential positions in our Govern-
ment prepared to walk away.

“They cower before the Don Luces and
Jane Fondas of this world and let stand un-
challenged the gross lies spread by Hanoi to
discredit South Vietnam and to undermine
the support of responsible friends which
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Vietnam deserves and which we ought to
give in our own interests.”

It is to challenge these untruths that the
foregoing report is issued.

Our report seeks to promote no special in~
terest other than of our nation and the cause
of freedom in Vietnam.

It tries not to bedazzle with impressive-
sounding statistics or to persuade with un-
supported allegations from questionable
sources,

It depends, rather, on the reasoned advice
of trained government specialists with long
“in-country” experience, and on honest
Judgments honestly arrived at from personal
observation on the scene.

In the end, we have faith that the truth
will prevail.

Ambassador John M. Allison, (Ret.), Hono-
lulu, Hawall.

Congressman Philip M. Crane, Illinois.

Philip C. Clarke, Washington, D.C.

Dr. Anthony Eubek, Dallas, Texas.

Amb. Elbridge Durbrow, (Ret.), Washing-
ton, D.C.

Richard W. Smith, Fort Lauderdale, Flor-
ida.

Charles A. Stewart, Washington, D.C.

February 26, 1974.

WE BELIEVE

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, the
working man and woman have been the
backbone of this country since its first
days. It has been their faith in our social
and political and economic systems
which has made it possible for the
dreams of the Founding Fathers to be
pursued.

Mr. President, recently there appeared
in Time magazine an advertisement
which reaffirms the basic belief in Amer-
ica held by the labor movement. I ask
unanimous consent that the text of that
advertisement sponsored by the Com-
munications Workers of America be
printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the adver-
tisement was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[Advertisement]
WE BELIEVE

The Communications Workers of America
belleves the American system, in spite of
its defects—political, economic and social-—
can be the fairest ever devised by man.

We speak from experience. We are more
than 575,000 members who live in 10,000
communities across this land. We're a big
union. Although we're among the youngest,
we are one of the most important and pro-
gressive unions in the American labor move-
ment.

We are men and women of all races, ages
and beliefs. We perform all kinds of jobs—
public and private—in all types of institu-
tlons, large and small. We are the people
who make it possible to transmit an idea
from one person to another by whatever
means.

In everything from higher wages to safer
working conditions, to better retirement
benefits, we realize our system of govern-
ment can be made to serve the interests of
all people while preserving and expanding
those individual freedoms which make this
nation unique.

Our form of government is certainly not
perfect. These days, with our economy in
chaos, an energy crisis, and corruption from
the White House to the soap box derby, our
faith is tested.

We believe that just as the problems con-
fronting us are the result of the human

condition, so are the solutions within the
grasp of the human spirit . . . if we believe.
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CWA will continue its commitment to help
solve our country’s problems. We will work
for good laws to insure a more just life for
all Americans.

We will work to see that this country gets
and keeps the best leadership ... in gov-
ernment, labor and business. We reject the
notion that all politiclans are alike. There
are some good, and some bad.

‘We promise to work for political solutions,
for economic solutions, but most of all for
basic human solutions to the problems that
beset us.

We do it because unions are people, con-
cerned with human wvalues. We measure
progress by how much we improve the gqual-
ity of life for all Americans, That's what
CWA is all about.

And when new problems arise, we'll work
to solve them too. Because we believe in con-
tinuing and advancing the ‘great experiment’
that began almost 200 years ago.

A NATIONAL UNION IN THE NATIONAL INTER-
EST—COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF AMERICA,
AFL~CIO

JosEPH A, BERNE, President,
GLENN E. Warrs, Secretary-Treasurer.

THE 56TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE
DECLARATION OF INDEPENDENCE
OF BYELORUSSIA

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, 56 years ago,
the Byelorussian people proclaimed their
national independence and regained their
freedom which was lost to czarist Russia
at the end of the 18th century. However,
the newly created Byelorussion Demo-
cratic Republic soon became one of the
first victims of Bolshevik expansionism.
Today, Byelorussia is administered by
Moscow as a puppet state, the Byelorus-
sian Soviet Socialist Republic.

For more than a half century, the
colonialist Soviet regime has tried to
erode Byelorussian traditions and cul-
ture and has exploited the Byelorussian
people. In spite of Soviet harassment, the
Byelorussian people, being of strong
character and principle, have managed
to bravely keep alive their hope of free-
dom and eventual restoration of their
land.

On March 25, 1974, Americans of Bye-
lorussian descent will be observing the
56th anniversary of the proclamation of
independence of the Byelorussian Demo-
cratic Republic. Today, March 25 is a
symbol of a dynamic spiritual force for
Byelorussian independence which unites
all Byelorussians wherever they may be.
Let us take this occasion to salute and
support the cause of this captive nation.

RAIL SERVICE IN THE NORTHEAST

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, this month
we witnessed the beginning of important
undertakings leading to a restructured
railroad system in the Northeast and
Midwest of our Nation.

In accord with provisions contained in
the historic legislation we approved in
December at the conclusion of the first
session of the 93d Congress, the Regional
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973, hear-
ings have been held in a number of cen-
ters, including Boston, Mass.

The Honorable Philip W, Noel, Gov-
ernor of Rhode Island, testified at these
hearings on behalf of his State and mine
and as cochairman of the New England
Regional Commission.
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In his statement before the Rail Serv-
ices Planning Office of the Interstate
Commerce Commission, Governor Noel
stressed the need for preserving and
maintaining rail lines in Rhode Island
which formerly served our naval installa-
tions. These installations were, in my
judgment, heartlessly and misguidedly
closed down by this administration. That
is a most unfortunate chapter of past
history. Now these installations are be-
ing considered for other uses advanta-
geous to our State and our economy. I
believe rail service to be an essential
element in any conversion of these fa-
cilities. Certainly, at this time, we should
keep every option open.

For many years I have believed in the
validity and effectiveness of improved
rail service, and since the start of my
first term as a Senator from Rhode Is-
land I have worked to achieve this goal.

As I have stated previously to the Sen-
ate, I am delighted that the legislation
we passed last December contained im-
portant new provisions for improved
high speed rail passenger service in the
Northeast Corridor—a concept which has
long been of particular concern to me.

Freight service is also of great impor-
tance to Rhode Island, as we seek to
bolster our economy so damaged by the
closing of the naval bases at my home
city of Newport and at Quonset.

Proper freight service is needed

throughout the State. To suggest—as has
the Department of Transportation—that
freight service in the westerly area, for
example, be curtailed is shortsighted and
without logic. We should be looking
toward the needs of tomorrow, toward a

growing economy, toward a revitalized
railroad system which today and for the
future has a special relevance to both
ecological considerations and to fuel con-
servation, and the most economic use of
energy.

Highway vehicles emit up to 27 times
more pollutants than railroads on a com-
parable basis and consume up to 5
times more fuel.

Thus any so-called final system plan,
as called for by this legislation, should
be most carefully determined, with fu-
ture projections of need clearly set forth.
A final system plan without these cri-
teria should be viewed as obsolete by the
Congress when we consider its ultimate
adoption or rejection more than a year
from now.

Mr. President, because it is so well ex-
pressed and germane to these remarks of
mine, I ask unanimous consent that the
statement of Governor Noel, to which I
have referred, be printed in full in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE PHILIr W,
Noer, GovERNOR OF RHODE IsSLAND

I am pleased to have the opportunity to
come before the Rail Services Planning Of-
fice of the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion to comment on the February 1, 1974,
report by the Secretary of Transportation on
rail service in the midwest and northeast
region which was required by the Regional
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-
236).
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I am appearing before you as the Governor
of Rhode Island and as state cochairman
of the New England Regilonal Commission.
The New England Regional Commission was
formed under title V of the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965. The
membership of the commission consists of
the governors of the states of Connecticut,
Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Ver-
mont, Rhode Island and a federal cochair-
man appointed by the President.

The purpose of the commission is to
foster regional economic development. The
governors have determined that a vital ele-
ment of this effort is transportation. The
commission, accordingly, has devoted sub-
stantial effort and resources to transporta-
tion projects.

Thus, I bring to you both an individual
state’s and the New England Region's per-
spectives on the secretary’s report and related
matters.

A modern, efficient rail transportation sys-
tem is essential to the continued economic
health and growth of the individual States
and the New England region.

The interdependence of the region’s rail
transportation system with the balance of
the nation's rail network is clearly evident.
This fact demands nothing less than the
active leadership of the Federal Govern-
ment called for by PL 93-236 in revitalizing
and insuring the growth of this seriously
troubled industry.

We, in New England, are especially pleased
with the law’s requirement that the long-
delayed Northeast corridor high speed rail
passenger service project move forward. We
support the Depariment of Transporta-
tion in the start of the detailed engineering
studies which are prerequisites to actual con-
struction of the corridor improvements.

I look forward to riding the inaugural
train long before 1978.

The commitment of the region’s governors
to sound rail service in New England is de-
scribed in detail in the commission resolu-
tions which I am submitting as a part of my
prepared testimony. They should leave no
doubt that New England governors intend
to do whatever may be necessary to insure
that our reglon has a rail system which meets
our future needs.

The Commission’s New England regional
railroad project confirms that this region
will not simply react to the recommenda-
tion of others regarding our essential trans-
portation needs. We intend to take the initi-
ative—although we would prefer that the
process of design and analysis be a joint
effort of all who have responsibility for the
development of a sound rail system, rather
than an adversary process,

I know that the secretary's report is a
first “cut” In the much longer and more de-
tailed system design process. It did cause a
good deal of unnecessary but perhaps un-
avoidable concern. This has been reduced
considerably by the recent announcements of
the Department of Transportation correct-
ing obvious errors.

Experience to date leads me to caution
against falling into the trap of having this
preliminary exercise in analysis of the prob-
lem become a convenient excuse for inac-
tion by the system planners.

There is a very substantial job to be done
if the mandate of Congress and the vital
needs of the northeast are to be met.

I am frankly concerned that, with the
act almost two months old and the final
system plan to be submitted to the Congress
approximately one year from now, the
United States Rallway Association is not a
going concern. As far as I know, the associa-
tion, which is an essential element of the
planning process, has little more than three
out of eleven directors and a very meager
staff.

Things must begin to move more guickly.
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The planning effort must reflect not only
the complexity of the task to be performed
by the association—it must also reflect the
potential for profoundly impacting our
region’s total transportation system.

The minimization of adverse economic im-
pacts which would result from the loss of
rail service is one of the eight specified
goals to be achieved in the design of the
northeast rall system. It demands serious
consideration.

As a specific example—I am deeply con-
cerned by the designation, as potentially ex-
cess, of rail lines in Rhode Island (and
Massachusetts) serving military bases whick
are presently in the process of being con-
verted to other uses. Conversion strategies
for these facilities have been developed, and
implementation will take place as soon as
possible in order to mitigate the severe
economic consequences of the closure deci-
slon.

The potential of these facilities is great.
Rall service, as an element of the overall
system, Is a must. I believe that our con-
version efforts will produce sufficient traffic
on these lines to qualify them as econom-
lcally viable, and I urge that these lines be
removed from the excess category.

Another example concerns the secretary’s
recommendation of competitive East-West
rail freight service. This will constitute an
essential part of the region's rail system.
Competition would be assured, however, by
having two main East-West lines, instead of
a single, jointly used line as suggested by
the secretary.

The Providence and Worcester Rallroad is
directly affected by this decision because it
provides a link between the East-West links
and the State of Rhode Island.

Environmental impacts of the rail sys-
tem as part of the overall transportation
system are another area of concern. This
element is difficult to measure, however I
urge that every consideration be given to
it, specifically relating to rail system plan-
ning in densely populated areas. In addi-
tion, I urge that the energy efliciency of
rail be considered in the design of the plan.

Through the mechanism of the New Eng-
land Regional Commission, we have devel-
oped a methodology for measuring the
viability of rail lines in the region. Our
experience in a recent comprehensive study
of the Boston and Maine railroad indicates
that the viability of rail lines can be assessed
on a system-wide basis.

A rigorous, analytic examination of the
total Northeast system is clearly required
in order to identify a truly viable system and
a system which comes close to meeting our
needs. We have recently undertaken such an
analysls at the reglonal level of the portion
of the system within the six States in order
to provide each member State with the data
and information necessary for their partici-
pation in the restructuring process.

The information will also provide a basis
for the development of regional policy posi-
tions. I urge that this approach be used at
the Federal level as well.

As a final point, it is my view that, during
the restructuring process, emphasis should
be placed on holding a system together
than dismantling one. Proposed abandon-
ments should be evaluated in the context of
their economic and environmental impacts
as well as their relationship to the overall
rail system. In addition, conslderation
should be given to the impacts of using
alternative modes of transportation, and
the effects this would have on other trans-
portation facilities,

The restructuring process, If properly car-
ried out, can yleld an economically viable
and effective rail system. Constructive and
continuing State and regional input is
most important to the realization of this
goal.




March 22, 1974

I would apppreciate your permission to
submit additional and more detalled state-
ments on behalf of the New England Re-
gional Commission and the State of Rhode
Island for the record.

TRUE PUBLIC SERVICE

Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. President, too
often, “public service” is thought of as a
job performed by “public officials.” It is
good, therefore, to learn that private
citizens who have contributed their time
and talents to better their communities
have been honored for their magnanim-
ity.

Recently, in Hagerstown, Md., a testi-
monial of appreciation was given to mark
the 40 years of dedicated service that
Mr. Thomas Benton Cushwa has ren-
dered to the Washington County Free Li-
brary. An article in the Hagerstown
Herald of March 12, 1974, recounts this
event and the achievements of this out-
standing American, not the least of
which is the esteem and friendship with
which so many Marylanders regard him.

I ask unanimous consent that this ar-
ticle be printed at this point in the Rec-
orp to show that the service of private
citizens does not go unrewarded.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

LierARY HONORS TRUSTEE FOR 40 YEARS OF
SERVICE
(By Ora Ann Ernst)
~ A testimonial of appreciation for 40 years
of dedicated service to the Washington
County Free Library was given recently to
honor Thomas Benton Cushwa, a member of
the Board of Trustees of that institution.

Mr. Cushwa, prominent citizen of Hagers-
town, has served as a trustee since February
26, 1934 and as treasurer of the board for
the same period of time.

A reception planned by the Board of Trust-
ees and the Staff Association was held in
the Western Maryland Room of the Wash-
ington County Free Library on South Poto-
mac Street. In attendance were political and
civic dignitaries of the community as well
as family and close friends of the honoree.

Tea was served from the beautifully ap-
pointed massive memorial table in the room
that stores historical records and informa-
tion. Pouring were Catherine O'Connell, head
of the library's adult services; Mrs. Albertus
Healey, extension Ilibrarian; Mrs, Theron
Rinehart, trustee; Mrs, Richard Grumbacher,
Mrs. Atlee Eepler and Mrs. Irvine Rutledge,
wives of members of the board.

PRESENTED PLAQUE

Mr. Cushwa was presented an engraved
and framed silver plaque testifying to his
“dedicated service to the Washington County
Free Library, 1934-1974." In addition he was
glven a copy of the original “swearing-in"
declaration which he signed in 1934 and a
present-day certificate of qualification pre-
pared by Vaughn J, Baker, clerk of the county
circuit court.

The presentations were made by Edward
Cooey, president of the library's board of
trustees, who emphasized that the recog-
nition celebration is not of a “retirement”
nature but an expression of appreciation at
a fitting time to a *“very wonderful person
who has been very faithful in attendance and
service.”

As treasurer for 40 years, Mr. Cushwa has
served as chalrman of the budget and finance
committee and has handled mechanics of in-
vestments. He has also served more than 12
years as a member of the Board of Trustees

of Washington County Hospital, including a
three-year term as president.
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FAMILY BUSINESS

Now B2 years of age and retired, he is the
former president of Victor Cushwa & Sons, &
coal, plaster, cement and brick business
founded in the 1800s by his grandfather and
continued by his father, Victor Monroe, and
uncle, David K.

Thomas B., as the oldest of the nine chil-
dren of Victor Monroe and Mary Susan Fech-
tig Cushwa, early assumed family business
responsibilities that precluded a college edu-
cation. But it can be said that he graduated
from high school twice, first in 1908 from
the old Hagerstown Academy and then in
1910 from Surrey Boys High School where
he had enrolled for commercial training. At
Surrey he played on the football team that
was captained by Willlam Preston Lane who
later became governor of Maryland. “T. B."
has received his primary education from the
Catholic “Sisters’ School."”

He jolned the U.S. Army during World War
I as a motorcycle dispatch driver but, because
of his business quallfications, was trans-
ferred in France to the office of the division
adjutant,

He was affiliated with the family corpora-
tlon for 58 years, retiring in 1968. Since that
time he has been kept busy answering vari-
ous clvic demands for his abllity and experi-
ence,

Surprised by the recognition given him by
the leaders of the library he said that he al-
ways felt his rewards were greater than his
services and that he 1s proud to be affiliated
with a library that he considers one of the
finest in the country.

POLITICS OF JUSTICE

Mr. HART. Mr. President, last month,
I had the privilege of hosting a 3-day
conference on the “Politics of Justice,”
convened by the Committee for Public
Justice.

The conference was chaired by our
former colleague from New York, Charles
Goodell. Participants included eminent
law professors, political scientists and
past Justice Department officials, includ-
ing Attorney General Ramsey Clark.

The Committee on Public Justice has
already contributed enormously to our
understanding of some problems in this
area with previous conferences on the
FBI, and on national security classifica-
tion and secrecy.

The politics of justice conference was
wide-ranging. It covered such diverse
areas as antitrust enforcement, civil
rights, national security law, and polit-
ical surveillance. Many proposals for im-
proving the delivery of impartial justice
were made, including congressional over-
sight on a systematic basis and a perma-
nent Office of Special Independent Pros-
ecutor. Transcripts of these proceedings
eventually will be available to congres-
sional committees and individual mem-
bers. In the meantime, the organizers of
the conference have prepared an inter-
esting summary of the proceedings and
recommendations. I ask unanimous con-
sent that this summary report be printed
in the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

Some of tlie conference's conclusions
will find wide acceptance. Others will be
sharply debated. But they provide pro-
vocative ideas for new paths to improve
the appearance and the reality of justice.

There being no objection, the summary
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:
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THE POLITICS OF JUSTICE: AN INQUIRY
INTC THE JUSTICE DEPARTMENT

A Conference Sponsored by the Committee
for Public Justice. A major inqguiry into the
functioning of the Department of Justice
concluded that important changes in the
structure and operations of this key govern-
mental office were necessary. The scholarly
three-day conference on ‘the Polities of
Justice” sponsored by the Committee for
Public Justice and held in Senate Hearing
Rooms in Washington, D.C. on February 7,
8, and 9th, 1974, suggested that:

1. A permanent special prosecutor office
should be created with authority to investi-
gate and prosecute violations of election
law and vioclations of law by federal officers
including wviolatlons of the civil rights law.

2. Continued and thorough oversight was
required by a permanent staff either from
a joint House-Senate Committee or a spe-
clal non-partisan agency such as the GAO.

3. An ongoing citizens review board was
necessary to alert the public as to over-
reachings by the Justice Department.

Ten sessions were held with the partleci-
pation of constitutional specialists, former
Department officials, experienced government
personnel, adversary attorneys and other ex-
perts.

Chairman of the Conference was former
Senator Charles Goodell. Moderators in-
cluded Telford Taylor, Professor of Law and
former U.S. Chief Prosecutor at the Nurem-
burg Trials; Charles Goodell and Norman
Dorsen, author of many books and Professor
of Law at New York University Law School.

The basic papers were presented by John
T. Ellff, William Taylor, Philip Hirschcop,
Monreoe Freedman, Victor Navasky, Frank
Donner, Mark Green, Daniel Freed, Walter
Pincus and Lloyd Cutler. Panelists included
Armand Derfner, Burke Marshall, Congress-
man Robert Drinan, Ralph Temple, Kenneth
Tapmen, Duane Lockard, Jack Levine, Wil-
liam Bender, Doris Peterson, Morton Stavis,
Leonard Weinglass, Rhonda Schoenhbrod,
Morton Halperin and Vietor Kramer.

Subjects studied and discussed were: Im-
proper Justice Department Activities since
1918; The Justice Department and Race, The
Justice Department and the Anti-War move=
ment; The Justice Department and the
Ethical Problems of the Prosecutor; The
Justice Department and the FBI after
Hoover; Internal Security; The Justice De-
partment and Big Business; The Criminal
Justice Bystem—LEAA; The Justice Depart-
ment and Watergate, and Structural
Changes in the Justice Department.

Due to limitations of time, only specific
subject areas of the many aspects in the
history and contemporary operations of the
Department of Justice were explored in what
was, historically speaking, the very first
sustained inquiry into the Department in
the 103 years of its existence.

Host for the conference was Senator Philip
A. Hart, and encouragement for the Commit-
tee for Public Justice which planned and
sponsored the studies, came from Senator
Edward M. Kennedy (who also participated
in the session on “The Justice Department
and Civil Rights") and from various mem-
bers of Congress, including Congressman
John Conyers, Jr.

Congressional aides and observers for sev-
eral federal agencies were present and ob-
server-participants from a number of inter-
ested national organizations indicated that
they would attend including: The National
Urban League, The United Auto Workers,
The United Mine Workers and others.

The complete transeript of the proceed-
Ings will be avallable for use by the mem-
bers and committees of the House and Sen-
ate, according to Charles E, Goodell, Chair-
man of the Committee for Public Justice,
who also stated that it will be made publie
as a book. The Committee for Public Justice
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has ilso agreed to cooperate with any Con-
gressional hearings by testifying.

Organized several years ago, the Commit-
tee for Public Justice is made up of over 150
members who include constitutional authori-
ties, historians, research scholars, lawyers,
scientists, authors and others proeminent in
many sections of public life including edu-
cation, religion, business and labor.

In an effort to develop a broad first study,
the Conference invited representatives of the
United States Department of Justice to par-
ticipate officlally in every panel and also
offered the Department a major place in the
proceedings by inviting a top-ranking official
to present a paper that would provide the
Department's basic clarification of its funec-
tioning In the area of Internal Security. At-
torney General William B. Saxbe gave en-
couragement of such participation in a letter
to Chalrman Charles Goodell, dated Janu-
ary 2, 1974, in which he stated: "It is my
hope and expectation that the members of
the Justice Department to whom you have
issued invitations will respond and partici-
pate to the extent that their time and sched-
ules permit.” Also, he wrote, “I will look for-
ward to reviewlng the conclusion that the
Committee for Public Justice draws at the
completion of the hearlngs.” One Assistant
Attorney-General, one Deputy Attorney-
General and the head of an important office
accepted and were scheduled. However, to
the Conference's disappointment, not one
participated.

The need for this inguiry has been under-
scored by the appointment of a special “in-
dependent” prosecutor in the Watergate in-
vestigation, in addition, substantial segments
of the public have lost confidence in the in-
tegrity of the Justice Department and its
capacity to enforce the law thoroughly and
impartially. The appointment and dismissal
of Special Prosecutor Archibald Cox, the res-
ignation of Attorney General Elliot Richard-
son and his deputy William Ruckelshaus,
and the difficulties in appointing a new spe-
cial prosecutor have all emphasized the prob-
lem of separating politics from the rule of
law. The Watergate Investigations suggest

. that some officlals of the Justice Department
were improperly influenced by political op-
eratives at the White House.

The conference reached the following con-

" clusions about the functions, activities and
abuses of this key department of the federal
government:

1. In recent years we have not had a Jus-

_tice Department which can be considered a
house of law,.
|+ 2. We have not had a Justice Department
which can be considered politically neutral
" in erucial decisions that it has made.
3. We have not had a Justice Department
. which has inspired confidence in the in-
tegrity of its operations or in its capacity to
enforce the law thoroughly and impartially.

Of course, there have been Attorneys-Gen-
eral in the past who have compromised the
rule of law through personal ambition, par-

‘ tisan favoritism, submission to political pres-
sure or outright corruption.

A. Mitchell Palmer may have been moti-
vated to initiate the Red Scare raids because
of his hopes for the Presldential nomination.
Herbert Brownell's accusation against Harry
Dexter White was a dramatic example of par-
tisanship. Francis Biddle has described how
he was pressured by Franklin Roosevelt into
bringing sedition indictments against a
group of right-wing fanatics and Tom Clark’s
Smith Act cases may have been inspired by
a political strategy determined by Clark Clif-
ford. And some high Justice Department
figures such as Harry Dougherty and T.
Lamar Caudle were indicted for eriminal ac-
tivity.

. There may also be a compromise of the
rule of law through the misapplication of
resources, that is, by marshalling manpower
(within the Department to secure indictments
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against particular people rather than picking
cases that need to be prosecuted. The Hoffa
case may be an example.

On the other hand, it is important to dis-
tinguish politics from policy. Particular ad-
ministrations may have sought to advance
certain interests and benefit certain groups
as a matter of policy which we may now
question, But that is different from permit-
ting partisan factors to dictate key decisions
in the Department.

Recent events in the Justice Department
illustrate these themes. The Watergate events
are different in quality from the compromises
of previous administrations but they had
their roots in the problems of the past. In
Watergate we had a Justice Department
which refused to recognize or consider that
its superiors’ in the Executive Department
may have been guilty of criminal behavior.
It reported the result of its investigations
of wrong~-doing to those who may have
planned and participated in the crimes and
in this way contributed to the obstruction of
justice.

But there have been other guestionable
actions and non-actions by the Department
in recent years. In the field of civil rights, the
Justice Department has gone beyond merely
implementing a new policy of the admin-
istration, but it has effectively nullified Con-
gressional enactments in some areas through
tactics of non-enforcement. While its recent
actions on voting rights and employment may
have been vigorous, (although it opposed
extension of the Voting Rights Act in 1870),
its nonactivity in education and housing are
in violation of Congressional requirements.
It has also shown its disregard of Constitu-
tional requirements by a conscious policy of
restricting the rights of demonstrators in the
Nation's Capital.

A more fundamental problem arises in the
misuse of the concept of national security.
Of course the problem has been present in
the FBI for over thirty years. A substan-
tial argument can be made that the FBI has
usurped the power to engage in domestic
intelligence since 1839. While its power to
investigate crimes is clear, the Presidential
directives on which the Bureau has relied to
check into “subversive activities” do not ap-
pear to grant the power it has claimed. Nor
do any statutes grant it such intelligence
authority. Its extraordinary intelligence ac-
tivities, its extensive files, its direct avenues
to Congress has rendered it impregnable over
the years. And it has used this power for di-
rect political purposes. It has tried to con-
vince the public that movements for change
were inspired by subversives or were the prod-
uct of agitators, or that the nation should
not move for reform of basic Institutions be-
cause the Soviets would rejoice. It created
and expanded its jurisdiction to implement
the political ideology which Hoover endorsed.

The problem of the recent Justice De-
partment has been that it has been infected
by the FBI abuses of the Hoover years. The
Justice Department has found a new and
more effective device to gather intelligence
from those it considered its enemies—namely,
the grand jury. It has taken over the FBI's
concept of national security and foreign in-
telligence and used them to justify wiretaps,
infiltration, and surveillance of political dis-
idents. Its conspiracy indictments have em-
braced the cold war terminology and ldeology
of Hoover. Obviously, it has done nothing to
check into the FBI's expansion of power. The
experience of the FBI and the Justice De-
partment in recent years has been that il-
legality breeds deception and deception
breeds illegality.

These problems transcend most of the re-
cent concerns about partisan infuence in the
Justice Department. Obviously there are ser-
ious inroads into the rule of law when par-
tisan political input is the erucial factor in
prosecutorial decisions. Anti-trust enforce-
ment, for example, has been compromised
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for decades because powerful interests have
been able to exert pressure on both Demo-
cratic and Republican administrations to in-
fluence antl-trust declsions. One would hope
that it would be possible to minimize this
problem by requiring disclosures of all con-
tacts between the decision-maker in the De-
partment and all outsiders who ask about
particular cases—including legislators, White
House figures or the parties themselves. But
the line between economic policy and par-
tisan politics may blur in this area and the
best safeguard is to appoint people of in-
tegrity to positions of responsibility.

To the extent that one views the problem
as that of Watergate or of partisan political
pressure the answer may not require signifi-
cant structural changes in the Justice De-
partment, Ramsey Clark told us that prose-
cution is, and should be an executive func-
tion. Basic policy decisions reached through
the political process should find their way
into law enforcement. But there should be
men of law in the Department. Persons in-
volved in the political process as candidates
or managers should not be appointed to high
positions in the Department for two years.
They should not speak for political candi-
dates or collect funds for political campaigns.
It might be desirable to have persons of the
opposite party appointed to a certain num-
ber of positions in the Department, includ-
ing the criminal division.

In addition, no one, not even the Presi-
dent, should interfere with individual cases.
If he doesn’t like what his Attorney General
is doing, he should fire him. In England it is
clear that the Attorney General has the final
word on all prosecutorial decisions.

Above all, there must be people of integ-
rity in the Department who believe in the
rule of law.

However, the way to deal with the mis-
use of power in the natlional security area
is to take steps to eliminate the practice
directly, not through structural changes in
the Department. Mail drops, Pen registeres,
wiretaps must be eliminated or greatly cur-
talled except where necessary to uncover the
commission of a crime. Other abuses con-
nected with the collection or dissemination
of data must be dealt with by specific
legislation.

There has been an almost total vacuum of
oversight over the Justice Department and
the FBI in terms of who is indicted, what
techniques have been used, and what illegal
actions have been perpetrated by govern-
ment agents. The courts have not been help-
ful in checking the Department. Congress
has abdicated its oversight function. A citi-
zens panel that can explore these kinds of
over-reaching on a continuous basis is ab-
solutely necessary.

In addition, a permanent special prose-
cutor's office is desirable. Lloyd Cutler out-
lined the main features of that plan:

1. A special prosecutor would be appointed
for a six-year term with the advice and con-
sent of the Senate,

2. A deputy might also be appointed who
would be of the opposite political party of
the special prosecutor.

3. Removal would be possible only for in-
capacity or misconduct.

4, The special prosecutor would have juris-
diction over all (a) electlon law crimes, (b)
violations of federal criminal law by present
or former government officials, or national
political party figures, (¢) lobbying offenses.

5. The special prosecutor would be able to
use all the investigative resources of the
FEBEI and could prosecute all cases within his
jurisdiction.

The plan has the value of providing a
check on over-reachings by government
officials, particularly Justice Department fig-
ures and FBI agents when they interfere
with the civil rights of citizens by illegal
surveillance, wiretapping and similar crimes.

Pro and con views were expressed in vir-
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tually all panels and yet the sense of the
gessions clearly indicated agreement that in
recent years whatever roots of impropriety
had existed in the past, have been trans-
formed into a new dangerous quality by the
sheer massive and pervasive use of power for
partisan executive programs, and that it 1s
now urgent for the Congress and the people
to inquire into the entire matter in order io
create secure safeguards for Constitutional
law and the Bill of Rights.

It was felt that areas of Congressional
inquiry very properly include certain fields
of Senate oversight interests and most co-
gently the concerns of the House Judiclary
Committees Nos. 3, 4, 5§ and 6, which deal
with the administration of justice, civil lib-
erties and justice; ecivil rights oversights,
Constitutional rights; crime; and monop-
olies.

Indeed it was viewed that an inguiry by
the House Judiciary Committee itself should
be considered and certainly if this is not
feasible at present, that steps be taken by
the said sub-committees as soon as possible.

The Conference views also showed a de-
termination to develop more wide-spread
public education on the problems dealt with
and the findings, and to take part in helping
to create or support an ongoing citizens re-
view board for the Department of Justice
and the Federal Bureau of Investigation.

The Conference is merely a first step in
providing information to the Congress and
the public on the operations of the Justice
Department., It 1s hoped that similar eon-
ferences and further public education will
take place in the future on other phases of
the Justice Department,

CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEE
HEARINGS

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, on Febru-
ary 5, 1974, Senator GoLowATER spoke to
the board of directors of the American
Iron and Steel Institute. In his speech
he pointed out, in connection with con-
gressional committee hearings, that—

Too many of the business spokesmen that
I see testify that members of Congress know
little or nothing at all about the subject at
hand.

This may, in all probability, be true,
but what they overlook is that the ques-
tions put to them will be questions pre-
pared by young staff members who mis-
trust or totally disbelieve the attributes
of the free enterprise system.

It almost seems as though many business
heads do not understand that the news
media contains some people who do not un-
derstand nor trust the free enterprise sys-
tem and delight in presenting business testi-
mony in an embarrassing testimony in an
embarrassing or detrimental light.

I wish to take this opportunity to
demonstrate the perception of Senator
GOLDWATER's statement. Specifically, I
will demonstrate how, apart from legiti-
mate staff activities such as the prepa-
ration of cross-examination, -certain
committee staff members have abused
their positions by pursuing a course of
apparently deliberate withholding of in-
formation from Members and providing
Members with false information. Such
abuses can only lead to unjust and in-
equitable action on the part of the Con-
Bress.

The first example is the telegram
inviting representatives of the major
oil companies to testify before the Senate
Permanent Subcommittee on Investi-
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gations. The telegram requested repre-
sentatives authorized to speak on supply
and transportation aspects of those
companies’ business, and that is the type
of witness that a number of companies
sent, However, at the hearing those
witnesses were expected to make policy
statements on matters ranging far afield
from supply and transportation. These
questions were, of course, prepared by
staff, and, when several witnesses were
unable to answer complex questions of
corporate financial policy, for example,
they were subjected to ridicule and scorn.

The second example is considerably
more serious, for it involves the villifica-
tion of a specific individual. I refer now
to the personal attack on Federal Power
Commissioner Rush M. Moody, Jr., at
oversight hearings conducted before the
Senate Commerce Committee in Feb-
ruary, 1974.

Commissioner Moody was challenged,
based on Commerce Committee staff
briefings, for his participation in an FPC
decision because one of the parties had
been represented by Commissioner
Moody while in private practice on a
matter unrelated to the FPC. This attack
was, in my view, wholly unjustified.

The ¢laim was made that Moody had
presented to the committee that he
would disqualify himself in any case that
involved former clients or former law
firms., That claim was absolutely un-
justified, as Moody clearly stated in writ-
ten questions and answers addressed to
the distingished chairman of the Com-
merce Committee on July 30, 1971, dur-
ing hearings on his nomination, that he
would automatically rescue himself in
any case in which he had participated
or in any case in which his former law
firms had been employed while he was
a member of, or associated with, either
such firm. This information was readily
available to the Commerce Committee
staff from committee files.

It should be noted that Moody's posi-
tion in that record was required by no
Federal law, but that it was clearly with-
in both the letter and the spirit of canon
2 of the Canons of Judicial Ethics. It is
also notable that, although Chairman
Joseph Swidler of the New York Public
Service Commission is a frequent and
welcome witness before many congres-
sional committees, he is never challenged
about his membership in a law firm that
represented Consolidated Edison after he
was Chairman of the FPC and before he
became chairman of the State commis-
sion that regulates Con Ed.

Although Commissioner Moody's let-
ter of July 30, 1971, was in the possession
of members of the Commerce Committee
staff, it was somehow not included in
the hearing record on Moody’s nomina-
tion. It is to correct the Recorp that I
request that letter, Moody's letter of
February 22, 1974, and an article from
the Washington Post on February 23,
1974, by Morton Mintz, be reprinted in
the CoNcressioNaL Recorp. This last
item is offered to demonstrate, when
compared to Moody's position—of which
Mintz had full knowledge—the extreme
bias of that writer and his willingness to
undertake unjustifiable personal attacks
on those with whom he disagrees.
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There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Jury 30, 1971.
Hon. WaRreN G. MAGNUSON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR MaAGNUsoON: Pursuant to in-
structions to me at the Committee's hear-
ings concerning my nomination as Commis-
sioner of the Federal Power Commission on
July 29, 1871, I respectfully respond to the
written questions propounded to me by you:

Question: Chairman Nassikas in recent
testimony before the House Small Business
Subcommittee investigating concentration
in the raw fuel industries indicated that the
Federal Power Commission does not presently
have facts essential for making a full con-
sideration of an anti-competitive effects of
inter-fuel acquisitions in the energy indus-
try since the Commission has no regulatory
role in several key areas of the energy in-
dustry.

Would you feel that the Congress should
assign such responsibility to the Federal
Power Commission?

Answer: I have not reviewed what Chalr-
man Nassikas said in recent testimony
before the House 8mall Business Subcommit-
tee, and it is difficult to respond to this ques-
tion without knowing the alternatives. How-
ever, with regard to any competitive effects
of inter-fuel acguisitions in the energy in-
dustries, it would seem to me that the anti-
trust division of the Department of Justice
and the Federal Trade Commission all ready
are assigned these responsibilities. With re-
gard to whether the Federal Power Com-
miszion should have a regulatory role in
several key areas of the energy industry,
and whether the Congress should assign
these responsibilities to the Federal Power
Commission, I regard this as a decision for
the Congress. If these responsibilities are
assigned to the Federal Power Commission
by the Congress, I will execute these new
responsibilities.

Question: Some economists have indicated
that one of the principle reasons that en-
vironmental considerations do not get full
play in energy determinations is the energy
pricing structure. At present, the large user
of energy frequently receives his energy
at 8 reduced rate per unit. Would you favor
a pricing structure which would provide
the lowest rates for individuals (the amount
necessary for a family unit), and an in-
creased rate for high volume? Thereby
providing funding for the increased facili-
ties necessary to produce large volumes of
energy by allocating to them the cost of
capltal development.

Answer: The Commission, as I understand
it, only sets wholesale rates, and thus would
not structure rates for individuals. As I
understand it, the State Commissions have
their responsibility. However, with regard
to rates at the wholesale level, I further
understand that rate design is an issue
which must be resolved on the record in in-
dividual cases, and thus I do not belleve
that I can prejudge this issue. I can state
that I have no preconceived notlon as to
the merits of any rate design theory.

Question: Section 14b of the Natural Gas
Act provides that “[t]he Commission may
after hearings, determine the adequacy or
inadequacy of gas reserves held or con trolled
by any natural gas company or anyone on
its behalf.”

The adequacy or inadequacy of gas re-
serves is a very important aspect of deter-
mination of rates. Recently the American
Public Gas Association and the Consumer
Federation of America appeared before the
House Select Committee on Small Business
and complained that the procedures used by
the Federal Power Commission in determin-
ing the adequacy of reserves did not pro-
vide for a full record review. In the past
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the Federal Fower Commission has relied
upon the AGA intra-industry committee re-
port on gas reserves and the Commission has
indicated that due to the confidential na-
ture of reserve data it was unwilling to de-
termine the adequacy of reserves by the
hearing process. However the AGA commit-
tee is composed of the principal competi-
tors in the gas business. The only persons
not privy to the “confidential data” are the
public who must therefore pay the prices
based upon the adequacy or inadequacy of
gas reserves. Would you be inclined to favor
increased public participation in a determi-
nation of all factors involved in setting rates
including full access to all industry reserve
data?

Answer: I cannot comment on the pre-
amble to this question, since I have not
reviewed the referenced Congressional Hear-
ing materials, T do support full public par-
ticipation in a determination of all factors
involved in setting rates, including full ac-
cess to all relevant industry reserve data not
privileged by law.

Question: I note that Mr. Gordon Gooch,
General Counsel of the Federal Power Com-
mission has provided the Committee with a
letter stating that he has reviewed your
financial statement. That review indicated
that you own directly and indirectly both se-
curities and land interests which fall within
the conflicts of interest prohibitions of the
FPC regulations, However, Mr. Gooch notes
that your statement indicates you Intend to
divest yourself of all securities and land in-
terests which involve the oil and gas in-
dustry.

Your statement actually says '“‘upon con-
firmation, I intend to dispose, either by gift
or sale, all of my holdings which would cre-
ate conflict of interest problems.” Since the
regulations of the Commission would pro-
hibit the ownership of these securities by
any member of your immediate family, I
would appreciate knowing to whom you in-
tend to transfer these holdings by gift.
Would these gifts be revokable in any way?

Answer: I will sell all such properties.

Question: I also note that you make a
disclosure of your holdings in your financial
statement, but no mention is made of the
holdings of your wife or other members of
your family. Does your wife have any hold-
ings in firms which are subject to regula-
tion by the Commission, or in real property
which involves mineral interests?

Are your children the owners, directly or
indirectly of any such interests?

Do any other members of your immediate
family have such holdings?

Answer: No.

Question: I note that you have provided us
with & listing of the cases involving gas and
oil interests which you have closed and billed
in the last several years in your law firm.
Would you provide us with a similar list of
the clients in the gas and oil industry for
whom you are now working and whose cases
have not yet been closed?

Do any of these open cases involve matters
which may come before the Commission? If
so what action do you intend to take?

If any members of your present law firm
or your former firm, Baker, Botts appear be-
fore the Commission do you intend to par-
ticipate in the decision of the Commission
in those cases, or do you intend to disqual-
ify yourself.

Answer: The pending cases which I am
handling which include oil and gas law, or
in which I represent clients with substan-
tial oil and gas interests are as follows:

1, Forest Oil Corp.—Haby vs; suit filed to
declare lease terminated for failure to pro-
duce.

2. Skelly Oil Co—Stewart vs; suit for dam-

age to land based on a claim of improper salt
Lwa.t.er disposal,
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3. Phillips Petroleum Co., et al.—Martin vs;
suit for damage to land based on a claim of
improper salt water disposal.

4, American Petrofina vs Bryan Bros. Oil
Co.; suit for debt and forecolseure of liens.

5. Monsanto Oil—Couch vs; suit to declare
an oil and gas lease terminated for failure
to develop.

6. Texaco Inc.—Baxter vs; suit for damages
to oil and gas lease allegedly caused by
Texaco Water flood operation.

7. Permian Corp., et al.—Coffee vys; suit
for damages for violation of Federal Securi-
ties Act,

8. D. A. and 5. Well Service Inc.—suilt by
ex-employee for damages allegedly caused by
“black-listing” conspiracy in violation of the
employee'’s civil rights.

9. J. C. Barnes 0Oil Co.—Walker vs; suit
for damages to land based on a claim of im-
proper salt water disposal.

10. Major, Giebel and Forster—Boren vs;
suit for damages based on breach of con-
tract for sale of producing properties.

11, Atlantic- Richfield—Cobra OIil vs; suit
to declare validity of mineral awards from
the State of Texas.

12, Phillips Petroleum Co.—Hardin vs; suit
for damages resulting from pipeline explo-
slon.

13. Tidewater Oil Co. vs Hart ei al.; suit
for imposition of constructive trust on oil
and gas lease,

14. Ford Chapman—Wright Well Service vs;
suit for debt and foreclosure of liens.

None of these cases involve matters which
may come before the Federal Power Commis-
sion.

I would not feel disqualified in cases in
which Baker, Botts appears before the Com-
mission. I have had no connection with this
firm for better than ten years. If, of course,
a case involved any matter with which I
dealt while with Baker, Botts, I would dis-
qualify myself.

I feel I should disqualify myself from
participating in Commission action in cases
in which Stubbeman, McRae, Sealy, Laugh-
lin & Browder appears before the Commission
in which the firm was employed in 1060
through 1971. Additionally, I would, of course
feel disqualified in any case handled by this
firm which involved any matter I dealt with
while with the firm. In any other matter
handled before the Commission by the Mid-
land firm, I would need to examine the par-
ticular issues and circumstances to deter-
mine if a need for disqualification was
presented.

Question: In your statement you indi-
cate that you have had several clients each
year in the gas and oll industry. What type
of matters have you handled for these
clients? Have you ever handled any mat-
ters before any state or federal regulatory
agency on their behalf? If so would you
please furnish the Committee with a list of
the clients, the agency and the date the deci-
sion was filed in the matter?

Answer, My personal statement outlines in
some detall the nature of the litigation I have
handled during the years 1968-1871 that re-
late to oll and gas matters, During prior years
the types of cases handled by me were (1)
actions for debt, plaintiff and defendant; (2)
actlons to secure access rights to mineral
properties; (3) suits to clear title, plaintiff
and defendant; (4) suits for cancellation of
oil and gas leases and mineral deeds; (6) sults
for breach of contract; (7) suit for damages
and injunction because of geophysical tres-
pass; and (8) an action to enjoin construc-
tion of a gas gathering line.

I have not handled any matters before state
or federal regulatory agencles, except as noted
on pages 6—7 of my personal statement.

Question: Your statement indicates that
you are a partner in your present law firm
and that the firm has both holdings and sub-
stantial accounts receivable in and from com-
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panies in the gas and oil industry. How do
¥you intend to dissolve your relationship with
your present law firm?

Do I understand that your compensation
will be independent of any future earnings
of the firm, and that your relationship with
the firm will be completely and irrevocably
terminated?

Answer: I will withdraw as a partner from
the firm, Our partnership agreement provides
for certain sums to be paid in cash upon
withdrawal, but after withdrawal I will have
no further interest in the firm, its assets or
receivables.

My relationship with the firm will be com-
pletely and irrevocably terminated, and other
than payments made at the time of with=-
drawal, I will receive no compensation from
the firm, and I will have no interest in the
firm's future earnings.

Question: In your preliminary financial
statement furnished to the staff last week
you indicated that you had holdings in the
Lone Star Gas Company, but no mention is
made of that firm in your list of assets in
¥your final statement. When and to whom did
you dispose of these interests?

Answer: I owned 500 shares of Lone Star
Gas Co. common stock which I sold at the
market price to Charles L. Tigh of Midland,
Texas, on July 26, 1971.

Question: Are you now, or have you ever
been, an officer or director of any corpora-
tion? If so, would you please furnish for the
record a list of the firms, the positions held,
the dates of office?

Answer: I have never been an officer or
director of any corporation, except St.
Michaels Episcopal Church Foundation, Inec.,
a non-profit corporation.

Question: What Is the significance of the
royalty deed appended to your financial
statement?

Answer: The royalty deed was appended to
my financial statement to provide a specific
description of the fractional mineral inter-
est which I own through a Stubbeman, Mc-
Rae, Sealy, Laughlin & Browder joint ven-
ture; this interest, like all others which I
now own, will be sold outright upon con-
firmation.

Question: In schedules of your financial
statement you indicate that your interest in
the securities listed is a proportional share
of the total value.

On what basis was your Interest calcu-
lated—acquisition value or market value?

Answer: Market.

I appreciate the opportunity to respond
to your questions.

Very truly yours,
RusH Moobpy, Jr.
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., February 22, 1974.
Hon. WaARREN G. MAGNUSON,
U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: At the oversight
hearing chaired by Senator Pastore on Feb-
ruary 19 and 20, 1974, concerning Federal
Power Commission policies and procedures,
certain questions were asked of me by Sen-
ators Pastore and Stevenson which reflected,
I believe, a misunderstanding of the record
made during my confirmation hearings be-
fore the Commerce Committee in July of
1971.

It is important that this misunderstanding
be straightened out promptly, and to this
end, I am taking the liberty of offering this
letter to you and to each member of the
Committee who was in attendance at the
oversight hearings.

At the oral hearings on my confirmation
held on July 29, 1971, the following ques-
tions were asked and answered:

“Senator HARTKE. You have also submitted
a listing of the cases involving the oil and
gas industry which you have closed and
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billed in the last several years in your law
firm, which is rather detailed.

“I wonder, do any of these open cases in-
volve matters which in your opinion would
come before the Commission?

“Mr. Moop¥. No, sir. None of them do. I
have engaged in no regulatory work and none
of the matters which I am handling at this
time involve matters which would fall with-
in FPC jurisdiction.

“Senator HarTkE., Do any members of the
present law firm ¢~ which you are a member,
or your former firm, intend to participate
in any decisions of the cases pending at the
present time or whick might come before the
Commission?

“Mr. Moopy. I am unaware of anything
with one possible exception., Our firm has
represented the Permian Basin Petroleum
Association in a Permian Basin area rate
matter which is still pending before the Fed-
eral Power Commission.

“Senator Corron, Will you draw that mi-
crophone a little closer to you?

“Mr, Mooby. Yes, sir.

“Senator CorroN. Thank you.

“Mr. Moopy. That is one matter that is
still pending that would involve—

“Senator HarTke. This is what type of
case?

“Mr. Moopy. Permian Basin area rate case,
T believe it is called. It is an area rate pro-
ceeding.

“Senator HarTKE. Do you intend to partic-
ipate in any decision made? How would you
handle it?

“Mr. Moopy. I believe because of my firm's
participation I would be disqualified from
participating as a member of the Federal
Power Commission.

“Senator Corron. Would you voluntarily
disqualify yourself?

“Mr. Mooby, Yes, sir.

“Senator CorroN. On any matter that was
participated in by your former associates?

“Mr. Moopy. Yes, sir.”

At the conclusion of the hearing, Senator
Hartke, who was presiding stated:

“Mr. Moody, there are also some gquestions
which were in a statement by Senator Mc-
Intyre, which I am going to submit to you
and ask that you return to the committee.
When your response has been received they
will be distributed to the rest of the mem-
bers and included in the committee record.

“There are also some questions submitted
by the chairman, Senator Magnuson, and by
a member of this committee, Senator Hart,
and in like fashion these will be submitted
to you.”

On July 29, 19871, I was furnished with
certain questions propounded by BSenators
Magnuson, Cotton, Hart and MelIntyre. On
July 30, 1971, I forwarded my response to
those questions to Mr. Frederick J. Lordan,
Stafl Director of the Committee, by letter
of transmittal, a copy of which is attached.

In my July 30, 1971, responses to Senator
Magnuson was a statement of my position
of areas of disqualification which might af-
fect my work as a Commissioner, The ques-
tlons asked and answered were as follows:

Question: I note that you have provided
us with a listing of the cases involving gas
and oll interests which you have closed and
billed in the last several years in your law
firm. Would you provide us with a similar
list of the clients in the gas and oil indus-
try for whom you are now working and whose
cases have not yet been closed?

Do any of these open cases involve mat-
ters which may come before the Commission?
If so what action do you Intend to take?

If any members of your present law firm
or your former firm, Baker, Botts appear be-
fore the Commission do you intend to par-
ticipate in the decision of the [sic] Com-
mission in those cases, or do you intend
to disqualify yourself.

Answer: The pending cases which I am
handling which include oll and gas law, or
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in which I represent clients with substantial
oil and gas interests are as follows:

1. Forest Ofil Corporation.—Haby vs; suit
filed to declare lease terminated for failure
to produce.

2, Skelly Oll Co—Stewart vs; suit for
damage to land based on a claim of im-
proper salt water disposal.

3. Phillips Petroleum Co., et al.—Martin
vs; suit for damage to land based on a claim
of improper salt water disposal.

4. American Petrofina vs Bryan Bros, Oil
Co.; suif for debt and foreclosure of liens.

5. Monsanto Oil—Couch vs; sult to de-
clare an oil and gas lease terminated for
failure to develop.

8. Texaco Inc.—Baxter vs; sult for dam-
ages to oll and gas lease allegedly caused
by Texaco Water flood operation.

7. Permian Corp., et al.—Coffee vs; suit
for damages for violation of Federal Securi-
tles Act.

8. D, A, and 8. Well Service Inc.—suit by
ex-employee for damages allegedly caused by
“blacklisting’ conspiracy in violation of the
employee's civil rights.

9. J. C. Barnes Oil Co.—Walker vs;, suit
for damages to land based on a claim of
improper salt water disposal.

10. Major, Gilebel and Forster—Boren vs;
suit for damages based on breach of contract
for sale of producing properties.

11. Atlantic-Richfield—Cobra Oil vs; suit
t0 declare valldity of mineral awards from
the State of Texas,

12, Phillips Petroleum Co.—Harding vs;
sult for damages resulting from pipeline ex-
plosion,

13. Tidewater Oil Co. vs Hart et al.; sult
for imposition of constructive trust on oil
and gas lease,

14, Ford Chapman-Wright Well SBervice vs;
suit for debt and foreclosure of liens.

None of these cases involve matters which
may come before the Federal Power Com-
mission.

I would not feel disqualified in cases in
which Baker, Botts appears before the Com-
mission. I have had no connection with this
firm for better than ten years. If, of course,
a case involved any matter with which I
dealt with with Baker, Botts, I would dis-
quallfy myself,

I feel I should disqualify myself from par-
ticipating In Commission action in cases in
which Stubbeman, McRae, SBealy, Laughlin &
Browder appears before the Commission in
which the firm was employed in 1960, through
1971. Additionally, I would, of course, feel
disqualified in any case handled by this firm
which involved any matter I dealt with while
with the firm. In any other matter handled
before the Commission by the Midland firm,
I would need to examine the particular issues
and circumstances to determine if a need for
disqualification was presented.

I believe that this response clearly indi-
cated my understanding, that disqualifica-
tion was not anticipated as a matter of course
in cases flled with the Commission after the
date of my assuming office, unless (1) the
case involved matters concerning which I had
prior personal knowledge or (2) the case was
one in which my former Midland law partners
appeared and for which that firm was em-
ployed prior to the time of my dissolution of
the partnership. I believe it also clear that as
to other new matters, such as cases involving
matters about which I had no personal
knowledge, I did not feel that general dis-
qualification was necessary or appropriate.

This was also my understanding of Senator
Cotton's inguiry at the July 29 hearing, which
was, I thought, asked in the context of mat-
ters coming before the Commission after I
assumed office which were begun while I was
still a member of the Midland firm,

I would not, under any -circumstance,
choose to be cast in the role of violating a
pledge made during the course of my con-
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firmation hearing, and certainly I do not
perceive that I have done so. I trust that
review of the entire confirmation record, and
particularly my July 30, 1971, letter to Sen-
ator Magnuson, would support this belief.

The confirmation hearings dealt only with
questions of disqualification arising in Com-
mission cases where my former partners and
associates were participating; my answers
were given in this context. This does not
mean, of course, that disqualification might
not be necessary in other circumstances. In
any matter coming before me, I would per-
sonally feel disqualified if either (a) I had
any financial interest, direct or indirect, pres-
ent or future in the outcome, or (b) I felt a
personal relationship with one party—
whether by friendship or prior representa-
tion—which precluded equal treatment of
that party, or (c¢) a familial relationship
existed, or (d) I felt, for any reason, that I
could not be objective about the case.

I trust and belleve that these are fully
acceptable standards, and I hope, after a full
review of the confirmation record, you will
agree,

Very truly yours,
RusH Moopy, Jr.

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 23, 1974]
FPC AmE UNDER FIRE
(By Morton Mintz)

A Federal Power Commissioner's vote to
give a record price for natural gas to a com-
pany he once represented has set off an angry
dispute with the congressional committee
that had confirmed him for the regulatory
post,

The commissioner, Rush Moody Jr., de-
fended Mallard Petroleum Co. in a 1966 court
case, At that time he was a partner in a
law firm in Midland, Tex.

Two weeks ago, Moody voted to let Mallard,
Exxon and five other companies in a joint
venture sell gas from a new Alabama field at
556 cents per 1,000 cubic feet—the highest
price for interstate gas in FPC history. The
decision is expected to be the forerunner
of multi-billlon-dollar price increases for
40 million consumers.

President Nixon nominated Moody to the
FPC in 1971. At the time, the law firm was
representing a party in an FPC proceeding.
If confirmed, Moody pledged, he would take
no part in the proceeding. He also pledged
to—and did—sell his partnership on being
confirmed.

“Would you voluntarily disqualify your-
self?"” Sen. Norris Cotton (R-N.H.) asked at
the confirmation hearing,

“Yes, sir,” Moody replied.

“On any matter that was participated in
by your former associates?” Cotton asked.

““Yes, sir,” Moody replied.

This framed the issue for a Commerce
Committee hearing Wednesday: Did “any
matter” include Mallard?

Last year, Mallard Exploration, as it now
called, and its assoclates asked the FPC
to approve the 55-cent price—more than
twice that in other Alabama fields.

The commission staff recommended 35
cents, saying that would yleld a just and
reasonable return of 15 per cent. FPC Chair-
man John N. Nassikas and Commissioner
Willlam L. Springer recommended 41 cents.
An administrative law judge recommended
50 cents.

As of Jan. 31, Moody now has disclosed, two
commissioners—apparently himself and Al-
bert B, Brooke Jr.—favored giving Mallard
what it asked. The fifth member Don 8.
Smith, was on the fence.

That day at 2:18 p.m. each commissioner
got a telegram that Sen. John O. Pastore
(D-R.I.) has termed “a threat."

The telegram was sent by Southern Nat-
ural Gas Co,, the pipeline seeking approval
to buy gas from the Mallard group for sale
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in Southern states. The commission did not
disclose the telegram at the time.

Asserting that some members of the Mal-
lard group had canceled contracts to sell it
gas, Southern Natural warned the commis-
sloners that unless they act “either today or
tomorrow . . . we have every reason to be-
lieve we will lose this supply . . ., and this
project will abort.”

Chalrman Nassikas then set a speclal,
closed meeting for the next day, Feb. 1.
Moody came armed with an opinion, pre-
pared well in advance, approving the 55-
cent price. Brooke jolned him. Smith pro-
vided the swing vote.

“You may not be guilty of a erime,” Sen.
Adlai E, Stevenson III (D-I1l.) told Moody
at a Commerce Committee hearing called by
Pastore “but you are guilty of extremely
bad judgment.”

And Pastore, who had conducted the 1971
hearing, told Moody that as Mallard’s former
attorney he was at least as obligated to dis-
qualify himself as he was in the case where
his firm was involved. Moreover, Pastore pro-
tested, the law firm—Stubbeman, McRae,
Sealy, Laughlin and Browder—also had rep-
resented Mallard Exploration's co-venturer
Exxon.

Moody insisted that “a fair reading” of the
confirmation hearing transcript would show
he had offered to disqualify himself only in
the FPC proceeding.

He followed up yesterday with a letier to
the committee intended to prevent "a mis-
understanding” of what he had meant by
“any matter” when he replied to Cotton’s
guestion in 1971.

MILITARY AID TO SOUTH VIETNAM

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, the ad-
ministration has requested an additional
$474 million authorization for military

aid to South Vietnam during the current
fiscal year. On March 19, I appeared he-
fore the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee to oppose this new authorization,
and ask unanimous consent that the text
of my remarks be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorb, as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR VANCE HARTEE

I am here today to oppose the request of
the Department of Defense for an increase
of $474 million on the ceiling level for money
which it may grant to South Vietnam's
Armed Forces, This request is morally wrong
and flies in the face of Congressional intent,
since Congress cut Just such an amount from
the Department’'s 1974 budget request.

We have seen what more than one year
of “peace” in Southeast Asia can bring. We
can all be grateful that American soldiers
are no longer being killed; but we can take
no pride in the fact that this country is
fueling a war which continues to kill others,

The commitment which was made by both
the United States and South Vietnam in
the Paris Accord was a commitment to estab-
lish peace. During the past year, more than
fifty thousand Vietnamese were killed and
over eight hundred thousand became refu-
gees in South Vietnam alone.

After a year, there should have been prog-
ress in bringing this conflict from the battle-
fields to the conference table, but there has
been no such progress, There should have
been progress toward ending dictatorship in
South Vietnam, but political prisoners have
not been released and no national elections
have been held.

For ten years, I spoke out against Ameri-
can military involvement in Indechina; but
it was not until Congress made the decision
to cut off funds that the Administration
brought that direct involvement to an end.
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Now the Thieu regime Is in the same position.
They will not move toward peace so long as
they think that the United States will con-
tinue to support their efforts to achieve a
military conquest. We are the maln source
of support for that corrupt government—
not the people of South Vietnam—but the
Government of a country thousands of miles
away which is bent upon ignoring the lessons
of the past decade and perpetrating the kill-
ing and the maiming and the destruction of
other people. This country is subsidizing
death and political oppression.

Nineteen seventy-six is only two years
away. More and more, the American people
will be called upon to remember their past
and to strive to extend in the future the
democratic principles upon which this coun-
try was bulilt. How can we justify our in-
volvement in Southeast Asia with our his-
toric love of peace and our bellef in indi-
vidual freedom? The answer is that there
is no way to rationalize that discrepancy.

Congress acted to force an end to the tak-
ing of Amerlcan lives In Vietnam; we must
act now to end all American military involve-
ment in that country once and for all. Clear-
ly, the American people want no part of
that war; yet the Administration has pro-
posed major increases in military aid to both
South Vietnam and Cambodia. Once before,
it required a decade of slaughter before Con-
gress was compelled to act. We cannot afford
to wait another decade before Congress acts
again.

I, therefore, urge this committee to rec-
ommend that the Defense Department’s re-
quest for supplemental funds for military
assistance to Bouth Vietnam be denied in its
entirety.

PITCH IN WITH THE POLICE

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the
Menorah Lodge of B'nai B'rith in Balti-
more, Md., annually sponsors an ‘“‘Opera-
tion Friendship” project to emphasize
that all faiths can live harmoniously and
peacefully side by side.

As part of its 1973 “Operation Friend-
ship,” the lodge conducted an essay con-
test revolving around the theme “Pitch
in With the Police for People Protec-
tion.” The wining essay was written by
O. Dean Cook, of 3502 Fourth Street,
Baltimore, and I believe his brief essay
should be of interest to my colleagues.

I ask unanimous consent, therefore,
that it be printed at this point in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the essay
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as folows:

TexT oF Essay BY A. DEan Coox

I'm sure a public opinion poll would prove
that most people take their freedom for
granted. If each of us would stop and thinik,
we'd realize how much of our ability to act
stems from the fact that we are protected
by a seen or unseen Police Force. This group
is composed of dedicated men whose round-
the-clock vigil shields us from daily intimi-
dation and injury, and whose care allows us
to pattern our lives, for the most part, to
travel an unblocked road .

All of us are called on to perform wvarious
roles in our lifetime . . . to wear many hats,
while a policeman wears only one . . . that
of “our protector.”

Let’s toss our hat in the ring. All of us
can help him in so many small ways, if not
by physical assistance, at least by moral sup-

rt.
poBe proud of your policeman (he's really
a friend of the first order). Don't “badger”
the badge . . . brag about. Each one of
us should adopt the motto . . . “Help your
police force . . . help yourself!”

March

Your police force is the best friend your
family ever had. Think about it . . ., and do
something about it. Treat them like a friend.

Pitch In with the Police for People Pro-
tection . . . you're only helping yourself!
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PAUL H. NITZE

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, this
morning’s New York Times carries an
article about the possible nomination of
Mr. Paul H. Nifze to the position of
Assistant Secretary of Defense for In-
ternational Security Affairs. According
to this article, Secretary Schlesinger has
recommended the nomination to the
White House, but some of the President’s
advisers are deeply troubled by Senator
GOLDWATER's announced opposition to
Mr. Nitze. The allegation is made that
these advisers are concerned primarily
that to push through the Nitze nomina-
tion might so alienate Senator Gorp-
WwATER and possibly other conservative
Senators that it would affect their judg-
ment on the issue of the President’s
removal from office.

Mr. President, I have known Senator
Gorpwater for a long time, and it is un-
thinkable that he would ever allow his
judgment on an issue of such import—
the President’s possible removal from
office—to be influenced by his personal
disagreement on any policy issue or pro-
posed nomination. If Senators are ever
called upon to vote an impeachment trial,
they will have to make the most judicious
and thorough explanation of that vote.
They will have to consider not only the
evidence of Presidential misconduct, but
also the difficult gquestion of the proper
grounds for impeachment. I know of no
Senator who would ever consider that a
proposed nomination—however ada-
mantly he may oppose that nomination—
is an appropriate reason for removing the
President from office.

If members of the White House staff
believe the President’s defense can be
conducted by a purely political strategy
in the Congress, they are badly under-
estimating the quality of the Members
of Congress and the deep sense of con-
stitutional responsibility which all of
us will feel when and if we are called
upon to vote on impeachment or con-
viction,

Mr. President, I would also like to add
a word about the particular issue of Mr.
Nitze’s nomination. Paul Nitze, during
a long and distinguished career of Gov-
ernment service, has had the unusual
distinction of arousing criticism and
opposition from both the left and the
right. In his most recent position as the
representative of the Secretary of De-
fense on the SALT delegation, he has
been criticized by many liberal
observers for his advocacy of the "bar-
gaining chip"” approach to the negotia-
tions, and his reputation as an especially
tough and unyielding negotiator with
scant faith in Soviet assurances of their
peaceful intentions.

I have had occasion during the SALT
talks to be briefed by Mr. Nitze and
other members of the delegation in the
Arms Control Subcommittee of the For-
eign Relations Committee, which I chair.
I have had my disagreements with Mr.
Nitze on matters of negotiating strategy, |
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and I would not be surprised to find some
of my liberal colleagues joining Senator
GOLDWATER in opposition to the Nitze
nomination should it come before the
Senate,

For my part, I would support this
nomination, and I hope the President
will forward it to the Senate for our con-
sideration. I would support Mr. Nitze for
this post not because I agree with his
stand on particular issues for foreign
policy and defense, but rather because
he is among the most distinguished, ex-
perienced, and able individuals who have
served in this administration. At a time
when there is great uncertainty at home
and abroad about the strength, stability,
and integrity of our political leadership,
it is essential to have men of the caliber
of Secretary of State Kissinger and Sec-
retary of Defense Schlesinger advising
the President on our Nation's foreign
policy and defense. Paul Nitze is a
needed addition to our foreign policy and
defense leadership foday, and I hope
the White House will have the courage
to allow this nomination to come to the
Senate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article appearing in this
morning’s New York Times be printed
in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:
IMPEACHMENT

PoriTics May Cost NITZE

PENTAGON PosT
(By John W. Finney)

WasHINGTON, March 21.—B8ix weeks ago it
appeared all but certain that Paul H, Nitze,
& former Deputy Secretary of Defense, would
be appointed to a high Pentagon post. Now
it appears that Mr. Nitze has become a casu-
alty of impeachment politics.

Defense Secretary James R. Schlesinger’s
personal recommendation that Mr, Nitze be
made Assistant Secretary of Defense for In-
ternational Security Affairs was submitted
to the White House in late January, Thus
far, the White House has not sent the nomi-
nation to the Senate, and there is growing
doubt in Pentagon circles that it will,

The White House delay on the nomination
does not stem from any personal objections
to Mr. Nitze, whom the Nixon Administration
has previously endorsed by making him a
senior member of the United States delega-
tion to the strategic arms talks with the
Soviet Union. Rather, the delay, according
to officials, grows out of a White House con-
cern to preserve a one-third minority in the
Benate that could block the conviction of
President Nixon if he is impeached by the
House.

GESTURE TO GOLDWATER

Maintaining that blocking minority de-
pends upon keeping the Senate conserva-
tives in line behind the President. One of the
key conservatives, particularly now that Sen-
ator James L. Buckley, Conservative-Repub-
lican of New York, has jumped the traces
and demanded the resignation of Mr. Nixon,
is Senator Barry Goldwater, Republican of
Arizona.

The first indication that the Nitze nomi-
nation was running onto the shoals of im-
peachment politics came about three weeks
ago when Senator Goldwater issued a state-
ment saying he was “unalterably opposed”
to Mr. Nitze, whom he identified with “a
group interested in bringing about our uni-
lateral disarmament."”

In retrospect, Defense officials acknowl-
edged that Mr, Schlesinger probably miscal-
culated in not first checking out the Nitze
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nomination with Senator Goldwater, but they
also point out that impeachment politics was
far removed from the Defense Secretary’s
mind when he proposed that Mr. Nitze be
head of what is known as the Pentagon's
“little State Department.”

But after the Goldwater statement, accord-
ing to officlals, the implications of the Nitze
nomination on the Impeachment proceed-
ings were raised by the White House, In par-
ticular by Bryce N. Harlow, a Presidential
counselor who is coordinating the White
House's Congressional strategy during the
Watergate affairs.

As a member of the Senate Armed Services
Committee Senator Goldwater probably does
not command the votes to block the Nitze
nomination. If the White House wanted,
therefore, it could probably push the nomi-
nation through.

But, according to officials, the White House
calculates that the political price it would
have to pay would be the potential aliena-
tion of Senator Goldwater and some of his
conservative colleagues on the impeachment
issue. As analyzed by White House officials,
Senator Goldwater is so strongly opposed to
Mr, Nitze that he could well switch on the
impeachment issue if the White House in-
sisted on proceeding with the nomination.

The difficulties with the Nitze nomination
are cited by some high-ranking officials as
an example of how the Watergate affair has
circumsecribed the Administration’s political
latitude on Capitol Hill and, in turn, en-
hanced the bargaining power of the conserva-
tives.

Mr, Schlesinger, for example, finds himself
caught in this political bind as he attempts
to defend his defense budget in Congress.

Mr. Schlesinger, according to assoclates,
still wants Mr, Nitze, who he feels would re-
vitalize the Pentagon's “little State Depart-
ment” and take some of the burden of inter-
national policy issues off his shoulders.

But Mr. Schlesinger has his own problems
defending his budget and, according to as-
sociates, does not want to expend too much
political capital on the Nitze nomination,
particularly if it means alienating the con-
servatives who form the hard core of sup-
port for the Pentagon.

At the same time, the conservatives have
found that they can increase their demands
on the Pentagon. One political straw in the
wind was the way Senator Goldwater hinted
this week that he might oppose an increase
in milltary ald to South Vietnam, which the
Pentagon has insisted is urgently needed.

BAN ON RUSSIAN ENERGY DEAL

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I
have asked the U.S. Attorney General to
support the recent ruling of the Comp-
troller General declaring that Export-
Import Bank transactions with the Soviet
Union have been contrary to law.

I have been fighting the Eximbank on
this issue because of my opposition to
two Russian energy deals: a pending
$49.5 million loan application for natu-
ral gas exploration in the Yakutsk field
in eastern Siberia, and credits at 6 per-
cent interest to help finance the $7.6
billion North Star gas development proj-
ect in western Siberia.

If our taxpayers are going to subsidize
energy development, the improvement
should be made here, not in Siberia, so
that we reap the benefits of the invest-
ment, and so we do not subject ourselves
to future risks of being cut off from for-
eign energy supplies.

I am also concerned with this being
vet another example of usurpation of
congressional power by an agency of the
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executive branch. The GAO ruling is
quite clear on the language and origi-
nal intent of the law requiring the Presi-
dent to make a determination that each
Export-Import Bank transaction with a
Communist nation is in the national
interest.

Recently, two newspaper editorials
have endorsed these specific points with
respect to the Russian energy deals.

The Washington Post this morning
said, about the Eximbank transactions:

For this bank to furnish credits, which
are after all a form of subsidy, for energy
development projects in the Soviet Union is
quite another matter. Such investments
would only be secured by Soviet good faith
which these days is, unfortunately, in short
supply.

Similarly, the Los Angeles Times, on
March 13, said:

When Radio Moscow as recently as this
week urged the Arabs to continue their oil
embargo against the United States, one has
to wonder whether Soviet gas supplies may
also be cut off at times of political tension.

I ask unanimous consent that my let-
ter to Attorney General Saxbe, the
Washington Post editorial, “Investing in
Soviet Gas,” and the Los Angeles Times
editorial, “Loans for the Red Bloc,” be
printed at this point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

MarcH 19, 1974.
Hon. WiLLIAM B. SAXBE,
Attorney General, Department of Justice,
Washington, D.C.

DeEar MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: I under-
stand that your office is being asked to con-
sider the legal questions arising from the
Comptroller General's determination that
Export-Import Bank lending procedures to
the Soviet Union violate exlsting law.

I strongly urge you to support the Comp-
troller General’s ruling, and recommend Ex-
ecutive Branch compliance with the Exim-
bank law.

I am unable to understand the bewilder-
ment and confusion of the Eximbank in con-
nection with this ruling. The law could not
be more explicit. Compliance with the law
simply requires the President to advise the
Congress that any transaction proposed with
& Communist country is in the national in-
terest. I was shocked by the statement of an
Eximbank representative, quoted in the
press, that compliance with the law would
be a “burdensome and time-consuming’ bu-
reaucratic procedure.

In view of our present energy situation,
certalnly no responsible government official
can find it “burdensome and time-consum-
ing” to receive the President’s determination
that any proposed American subsidy of en-
ergy exploration in Siberia is in the national
interest as required by law.

I have enclosed for your background a copy
of the Comptroller General's ruling, together
with a statement of my position on this is-
sue, If I can be of further assistance, please
let me know.

Sincerely,
RICHARD S. SCHWEIKER,
U.S. Senator.

INVESTING IN SovIET Gas

In the afterglow of the first Soviet-
American summit, it was easy to imagine
vast multi-billion-dollar natural gas and
oil deals with the Soviet Union, but Soviet
conduct since then has made it increasingly
hard to justify any American investment at
all in Sovlet energy resources. The Kremlin
and, more lamely, the administration are
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still trying to cultivate an atmosphere in
which such deals can be considered. And it
is no doubt wise to keep the door open, if
only as an incentive of sorts for a more re-
sponsible Soviet policy in the Mideast. But
no one should be sanguine.

The key economic consideration is the
worldwide rise in the price of oil and gas
since last October. The price is now high
enough to make feasible high cost production
within the United States. The Russians sell
oil and gas abroad at world prices, even
though costs in their own insulated economy
are considerably lower. The Russians have
profited greatly from the oil cartels price
increases, as locked-in Soviet consumers in
Europe know all too well. Energy investments
made within the United States, furthermore,
create jobs for Americans.

The key political consideration is the grave
doubts which the Russians have created since
October about their own reliability as energy
suppliers. Hardly a day has passed since the
last Mideast war when they have not urged
the Arabs to use the “oil weapon' against
the United States. Currently, they are exhort-
ing Arabs not to lift the embargo simply
because a Mideast disengagement process is
under way. This attitude on the part of the
Soviet government is hostile to the point of
malice, Quiet American protests against it
seem to have been entirely ignored. For the
Russians to ask others to cut off oil to the
United States for political reasons, while ex-
pecting Americans to believe they themselves
would be reliable suppliers, is farcical. The
special nature of energy investments, more-
over, accentuates the risk: all the investment
goes in before any of the return (the gas
or oil being produced) comes out.

At the moment the Export-Import Bank
is not processing any new applications for
loans and credit guarantees in the Soviet
Union, Poland, Yugoslavia and Romania.
This is the result of a technicality: the
Comptroller General found the President
was not complying with a provision of the
law requring him to certify that each Ex-Im
Bank deal with the countries cited was in the
“national interest.” Among the deals being
held up is the first stage of what would be
the first big American investment in Soviet
natural gas—the so-called North Star project
in Siberia.

Presumably, the technical requirements of
the law can be satisfied. All mormal busi-
ness transactions should then he promptly
resumed with Yugoslavia and Romania—
these countries are not controlled by Moscow.
Normal Ex-Im Bank services supporting
American exports to all four affected coun-
tries should also be resumed. But for this
bank to furnish credits, which are, after all,
a form of subsidy, for energy development
projects in the Soviet Union is quite another
matter. Such investments would only be se-
cured by Soviet good faith which these days
is, unfortunately, in short supply.

LoANsS FOR THE RED Broc

The U.S. Export-Import Bank has one over-
riding purpose: to facilitate the foreign pur-
chase of U.S. goods through the extension of
credits competitive with those offered by
other export-minded ecountries. Besides pro-
viding jobs and profits for workers and com-
panies that get the export business, such
loans frequently are intended to serve the
ends of U.S. foreign policy.

The current controversy over the bank's
credits for the Soviet Union is awkward for
the Administration, which sees expanded
trade between the two great powers as impor-
tant in its efforts to build a lasting detente.
The controversy serves a useful purpose, how=-
ever—focusing attention on gquestions that
should be examined carefully before any
large-scale loans are made.

The General Accounting Office has ruled
that the bank's extension of credits to the
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Soviet Union thus far has been illegal because
President Nixon submitted only a blanket
declaration to Congress that such loans were
in the national interest. The law, according
to the GAO, requires a separate declaration
for each specific project.

In response, the bank has suspended action
on loan applications for Poland, Yugoslavia
and Romania, as well as the Soviet Union.

Once it finishes pouting, the Administra-
tion will surely comply with the ruling. Any
other course would invite lawsuits and in-
definite suspension of credits to Communist
countries, And wholesale suspensions of that
sort would not be in the national interest.

The GAO ruling was requested by Sen.
Richard 8. Schweiker (R-Pa.), who stands
opposed to credits by the bank fo assist two
huge natural gas developments in Siberia.
The senator argues that the money should
be applied instead to the costly quest for new
energy sources in the United States.

The national energy policy guestion is cer-
tainly important. There is an cbvious need
to develop energy sources within the United
States. But we do not think this need deter
American participation in energy develop-
ment abroad. The Soviet proposal, in general
terms, has a double attraction: It would pro-
vide needed gas to the United States while
the Soviet Union would be spending the gas
revenues in the United States for the pur-
chase of equipment and technology.

There are other troubling questions, how-
ever, The Soviet gas reportedly will be ex-
pensive, much more so than domestic Ameri-
can gas. There Is a question about reliability
of the Soviet gas supply. The Russians have
not provided the detalled data on the Si-
berian gas reserves that the Export-Import
Bank normally requires in determining eco-
nomic feasibility of a project. And, when
Radio Moscow as recently as this week urges
the Arabs to continue their oil embargo
against the United States, one has to wonder
whether Soviet gas supplies may also be cut
off at times of political tension.

These questions are not arguments against
loans and credits for Communist nations.
But they illustrate the importance of know-
ing all the facts, and weighing the economic
and foreign policy implications, before mak-
ing a decision. Clearer answers may be en-
couraged by the strict enforcement of the
law now required by the GAO finding.

TWENTY-FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF
THE LEADERSHIP CONFERENCE
OF CIVIL RIGHTS

Mr. HART, Mr. President, this year
marks the 25th anniversary of the Lead-
ership Conference on Civil Rights. That
probably makes the conference the oldest
coalition of its kind in this country. It has
coordinated the efforts of its participat-
ing organizations—which now number
135—in support of every major civil
rights bill and most of the major social
welfare bills that Congress has enacted
during the quarter of a century of its
existence. Roy Wilkins, national director
of the NAACP, is chairman of the confer-
ence. Clarence Mitchell, director of the
Washington office of the NAACP, and
one of the most eminently respected lob-
byists on Capitol Hill, serves as chairman
of its legislative committee. These men,
together with men and women represent-
ing most of the major civil rights, labor,
religious, women's, and civic organiza-
tions in the country have played a major
role in the ongoing fight to win equal
rights for all.

I took the occasion of the conference's
25th anniversary to express my admira-
tion for this unique organization, saying:
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For two decades, the Leadership Confer-
ence on Civil Rights has guided us in the
pursuit of justice for all Americans, Its voice
is patient but persistent—in times of prog-
ress and in times of danger to our common
goals. Its role has been crucial in the enact-
ment of every plece of recent civil rights leg-
islatlon.

Yet the Conference is far more than a
uniquely effective lobby. It is, in truth, the
voice of conscience in the nation’s Capital.
On its twenty-fifth anniversary, the Confer-
ence deserves the gratitude of all Americans.”

Many others who have worked with the
conference, Members of Congress, and
present and former Government officials
also extend their best wishes.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the letters of con-
gratulation that the conference has
received:

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Dear Mg, MrrcaeELL: I join other Ameri-
cans in offering congratulations to the Lead-
ership Conference on Civil Rights as it marks
its 25th Anniversary.

During this important period of transition
in our country, the Conference has helped
lead the way and has been a bulwark of
strength for the American minorities whe
seek equality, respect and dignity.

The untiring efforts of the Conference and
its members have begun to bear fruit, Al-
though we still have a long way to go, free-
dom and justice and equal opportunity for
all men, women and children of all races and
of all backgrounds are beginning to become
realities. This, in itself, is a tribute to the
fine work that the Conference has done,

I express my gratitude to the Conference
for the achievements it has made in bringing
about a better life for all of us.

Sincerely,
WaLTER E. WASHINGTON,
Mayor-Commissioner,

Dear Mr, MircHELL: It is no ceincidence
that the Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights illusirious 25-year history spans the
greatest period in American history for ad-
vancing the civil rights of all Americans. The
Conference’s strong commitment has greatly
influenced the passage of every recent civil
rights law and has augmented government
efforts to secure full and equitable imple-
mentation of those laws.

By unifying the combined effort of more
than 120 national organizations the Leader-
ship Conference on Civil Rights has pro-
vided strong, eflective, and responsible lead-
ership, always emphasizing constructive,
peaceful action, I salute the able leaders of
the Conference upon their outstanding dedi-
cation and leadership and wish the Confer-
ence continued success in the months and
years ahead.

Sincerely,
CARL ALBERT,
The Speaker.

Dear CLARENCE: Congratulations on the
25th anniversary of the Conference.

What a pair Clarence Mitchell and Joe
Rauh have proven to be in the quest for
equal justice! The Leadership Conference on
Civil Rights has been the single most effec-
tive organization in this noblest of modern
American dreams. They have been its prin-
cipal agents.

Even in this hour of anguish over the force
of our national moral purpose we know the
dream can and must be fulfilled. To abandon
the effort for equality 1s to abandon
America,

Sincerely,
RAMSEY.
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DeaR CLaRENCE: Congratulations on the
Twenty-fifth Anniversary of the Leadership
Conference on Civil Rights.

For twenty-five years the Conference has
been in the vanguard of the fight for progress
in America. No organization has been more
consistently effective in the struggle for
equal rights for all Americans. Again and
again the Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights has been instrumental in overcoming
seemingly insurmountable odds to insure
Justice,

With warm personal regards,

Bincerely,
BircH BayH,
U.S. Senator.

As a Commissioner of the United States
Commission on Civil Rights, now entering
my tenth year of service with the Commis-
sion, I can testify to the support this govern-
ment agency has always enjoyed from the
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights. The
Leadership Conference has always been in
the forefront on five different occasions to
support the extension of the life of the Civil
Rights Commission, and the Conference has
given assistance to our efforts to bring to the
attention of the President, the Congress and
the American public the massive distance
that still exists between the American prom-
ise and its practices.

When the Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights was organized in 1949 not one of the
Civil Rights Act now on the books had been
passed by the Congress of the United States.
The organizations that came together in
1949—far fewer than the more than 135 now
participating in the Leadership Conference—
formed the phalanx that accelerated the
movement toward a more equitable society
for America's minorities.

There is not today, nor has there ever been
in American history, an organization as broad
in its membership, regardless of its mission,
as is the Leadership Conference. The Leader-

ship Conference remains today the only orga-
nization on the American scene whose par-
ticipating organizations cover such a broad
spectrum of the American people. With rep-
resentatives from Labor, Religion, fraterni-
tles, sororities, blacks, Chicanos, Asian Amer-

fcans, white ethnics, Jews, gentiles and
Catholics, men’s and women’s organizations,
groups representing youth and senior citi-
zens, farm workers to steel workers, doctors,
dentists and newspaper employees, bar-
tenders and postal workers, from B'nal B'rith
Women to the National Coalition of Ameri-
can Nuns—the Leadership Conference has
them all!

The Conference has used its influence well
during its existence. It has not only been the
national watchdog, ever vigilant against leg=
islative acts and executive policies inimical to
the best interests of minorities and women,
but it has also played the important role of
promoting positive and significant movement
on the part of the legislative, executive and
Judicial branches of government.

On the occasion of its 256th Anniversary, I
humbly salute our partners in the continuing
struggle to make America free.

FRANKIE MUSE FREEMAN,
Commissioner,

DEar CLARENCE: It has come to my atten-
tion that on the coming January the Lead-
ership Conference on Civil Rights will be
a quarter of a century old. During that span
of time I have served as a principal officer
of several natlonal Civil Rights organiza-
tions, directed a principle domestic program
for the state of New York and the United
States government, and written in the fields
of social problems and human rights. This
experience has permitted me to observe first
hand the work of the Leadership Conference.
I think its record has been superb under your
enlightened chairmanship. The Committes
has identified basic issues, organized and gal-
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vanized those concerned with equality of op-
portunity and Civil Rights, and made itself
felt on the Hill and in the executive depart-
ments of the Federal Government. I know
from personal experience that without the
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights many
of the significant elements of the Great So-
ciety's legislative programs could not have
been enacted. Congratulations to you as
Chairman of the Legislative Committee, to
Roy Wilkins as Chairman of the Leadership
Conference on Civil Rights, and to your capa-
ble and dedicated associates.
Sincerely yours,
ROBERT C. WEAVER,
Dear CrLarewnce: For twenty-five years, the
Leadership Conference on Civil Rights has
been on the forefront of the battle to secure
justice and equality for all Americans, It
has brought together a diverse group of or-
ganizations to strive for an America faith-
ful to the principles upon which this Coun-
try was founded. I salute the Conference for
its many momentous accomplishments and
I wish it God-speed on the road we have yet
to travel before we become land with liberty
and justice for all.
All best wishes.
Cordially yours,
(Rev.) Treooore M. HeseurcH, C.S.C.,
President.
Dear CrLarRenceE: We all know the para-
mount role that the Leadership Conference
has played in the long struggle for the en-
actment of the Civil Rights Act and for the
protection of civil liberties during the quar-
ter century of its history. Although it may
be impossible to properly detail that contri-
bution in a few words, one can nevertheless
say that the Leadership Conference was
uniquely successful in coalescing the moral
conscience of the nation in an effort which
brought the nation closer to an understand-
ing of its purpose, and revitalized millions
of individual lives. This work Berves as a
landmark to the value of coperative action in
the guest for human dignity and personal
development. It will also serve for genera-
tions to come as a beacon and guide to those
who must continue the task of guarding and
enlarging our basic freedoms.
Very sincerely,
HoearT TAYLOR, Jr.
The work of the Leadership Conference on
Civil Rights was the single most important
factor in the passage of every civil rights act
of modern times, Its ability to coordinate
and orchestrate the efforts of sympathetic
organizations and Iindividuals transformed
good intentions into effective legislative and
political action. Its leaders’ single minded
devotion to the great cause gave constant
and essential encouragement to those who
fought on the actual legislative and politi-
cal fields of battle,
Representative RicHARD BOLLING.

Dean CLARENCE: Over the years, your orga-
nization has accomplished a great deal in the
enactment of civil rights legislation and the
expansion of protection and freedom for all
minority groups throughout the country.
Your Leadership Conference on Civil Rights
has been in the forefront of the difficult task
of educating millions of people throughout
the country to the necessity for recognition
of all our citizens and their rights under the
Constitution which our nation adopted
almost two centuries ago.

In January, 1938, when I took over the
County Treasurer's office in Lake County, and
three Treasurers’ offices in Gary, Hammond,
and East Chicago, Indiana, I appointed Linkie
Jacobs, a Tuskegee graduate, as Assistant
Cashier in the Gary Treasurer's office. This
was the first appointment in the history of
the State of Indiana of a black person to a
so-called "white collar” position in any pub-
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lic office throughout the state, by either
Democrats or Republicans.

I remember the letters, telephone calls,
and other criticism I received from some of
the bigots of those days, including remnants
of the old Eu Klux Klan. Two years later a
Republican Mayor of Gary was elected and
he appointed the second minority jobholder,
in the City Comptroller's office across the
hall from the Treasurer's office. Today, we
have black officials elected to public office,
both state, county, and municipal, through-
out the State of Indiana which had the un-
fortunate reputation of being the home of
the now defunct Eu Klux Klan.

Thanks to organizations such as yours, we
have risen out of those dark days of bigotry
and ignorance and look forward to great
expansion of the freedom of our citizens.

With kindest personal regards, I am

Sincerely yours,
RaY J. MappeEN, M.C.

Dean CraRence: The Leadership Confer-
ence on Clvil Rights is truly unique, not just
in its composition but also in its durability.
It has nurtured an enduring fellowship to
which I am happy to belong.

With warm regards,

Sincerely,
CriFrorp P. CasE,
U.S. Senator.

SENATOR Epwarp M. KENNEDY

The accomplishments of the Leadership
Conference on Civil Rights are the accom-
plishments of all Americans, In the past 25
years, the Conference has done more to ex-
tend the ideals of all of us who work for an
integrated, democratic society—a society in
which every individual may participate on
an equal level, independent of race, religion,
ethnic origin or sex.

Acting as an umbrella organization for
over 130 groups, the Leadership Conference
has been a liaison among all its members, a
speakers bureau, a clearinghouse for infor-
mation and research assistance, and has kept
its member groups aware of the legislative
situation in Congress as well as suggesting
areas in which various constituencies can be
of assistance to its efforts.

I want to congratulate the Leadership
Conference on this historic milestone. The
Conference has made many contributions
of which it can be proud, and I know that
the next 25 years will be equally successful,

DEear CLARENCE: No single organization in
America could have had the enormous im-
pact the Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights has had on legislation for over two
decades. The Congressional Black Caucus has
benefited greatly from the support of its
leglslative initiatives by the Conference. The
commitment of the Conference to equal
rights, equal opportunities and equal justice
has resulted In significant legislative achleve~
ments affecting millions of Americans,

Louis STOKES,
Chairman Congressional Black Caucus.
Sincerely,
Louis STOKES,
Member of Congress.

SENATOR HUBERT HUMPHREY

I have always regarded the Leadership
Conference on Civil Rights as the driving
force behind landmark legislative achieve-
ments by Congress in the protection of the
civil rights of all Americans and in pro-
moting the social and economic welfare of
millions of our citizens who would other-
wise be without an advocate before their
government.

It has been my privilege over the years
to work closely with Roy Wilkins and Clar-
ence Mitchell and other members of the
Leadership Conference staffi toward the ac-
complishment of these legislative objectives,
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in a spirit of mutual respect and firm friend-
ship. As Senate floor manager on the Civil
Rights Act of 1964, I felt the supportive
efforts of the L.C.C.R. were absolutely es-
sential to the successful enactment of this
historic legislation. Again, through the pro-
vision of dependable statistical, factual, and
legal information, the mobilization of citi-
gen groups across America to contact their
elected representatives in Washington, and
& sustained lobbying campaign in the halls
of Congress, the Leadership Conference was
a primary force toward securing passage of
vital legislation on fair housing, on the pro-
tection of voting rights, and on measures
to advance equal educational opportunities
for all our children. And, its membership
took & major part in stimulating adminis-
trative and legal measures for the enforce-
ment of these laws.

On the occasion of the 25th anniversary
of the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights,
I welcome the opportunity to applaud its
major contributions to making ours a better
Nation for all, and its firm commitment to
continue in the cause of full equality.

BENATOR JACOB JAVITS

The Leadership Conference on Civil Rights
has been a working conscience in the power
center of America.

I commend the many groups who have
worked together for so long on so many
vital questions.

You are an example of how an aroused
public opinion can make our system work.

Dear Mr. MiTcHELL: For 25 years the Lead-
ership Conference on Civil Rights has been
a respected, effective voice in Congress. It
has been the leader in the fight to enact
major civil rights legislation and is continu-
ing in this great effort.

I salute the Conference as it begins its

second quarter-century of dedicated service
on behalf of human equality and civil liberty.
Very truly yours,
Parsy T. MINK,
Member of Congress,

REPRESENTATIVE PETER RobIiNO

I share in a special way in this landmark
25th Anniversary of the Leadership Confer-
ence on Civil Rights, for its founding in 1949
coincides with my first year of service in
Congress. In 1850 I became a member of the
House Judiciary Committee, and from that
time on my assoclation with the Leadership
Conference has been a close and most
rewarding one. The Leadership Conference
has been a consistent source of strength and
an effective and inspiring partner to those
of us who have sought, during the last two
turbulent decades, the enactment of mean-
ingful civil rights legislation. And now, be-
yond enforcement of the laws, we must strug-
gle to develop the economic and social condi-
tions that will make the goal of equality for
all a reality. I look forward to continue work-
ing closely with the Leadership Conference
in our mutual commitment to this cause.

DEAR CLARENCE: The Leadership Confer-
ence on Civil Rights has done & monumental
job in advancing the rights of Blacks and
other minorities through its twenty-five years
of continuous efforts.

We of OIC, the Opportunities Industrial-
ization Centers of America, salute the Lead-
ership Conference on Civil Rights and wish
you well in all your future undertakings, as
you strive to make America truly America
for everyone,

Sincerely,
Leow H. BULLLIVAN,
Chairman, Opportunities Indusirializa-
tion Centers of America.
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Dear Crarence: For Twenty-Five years
the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights
has served as an ever-present conscience in
the struggle for a truly equal America.

I pray that your contributions to equal
rights legislation in all fields will continue
unabated.

I look forward to working closely with you
in these efforts.

With best wishes, Tam

Sincerely,
EpwArD W, BROOKE,

Dear CLARENCE: When one looks over the
record of accomplishment of the Leadership
Conference on Civil Rights, it is amazing
to discover that the organization is only 25
years old. Its accomplishments are enough
to have satisfied many organizations for a
full century. The dedication and the effort
and the leadership invested in and by this
organization should be an inspiration to all
Americans,

It is one of the ironies of our history that
a nation that grew out of the great princi-
ples enunciated in the Declaration of Inde-
pendence and the Bill of Rights should have
had need at all for the Leadership Confer-
ence on Civil Rights. The ideas of the Lead-
ership Conference are simply the ideals of
this nation, The great contribution you and
the Leadership Conference have made has
simply stimulated the United States of Amer-
ica to reach up to its own principles and be
worthy of its own greatness.

Best wishes to you always.

Sincerely,
CarL D. PEREINS, M.C.

The Leadership Conference on Civil Rights
has become an institution in the United
States. Through its twenty-five years of
existence, it has served to make this nation
and this nation’s governmental leadership
not only aware of changing times, but has
served so often as the stimulus prompting
that leadership to act.

I am indeed proud to have had the op-
portunity to work with the conference over
many of these years, and extend best wishes
for many more fruitful years to come.

SHIRLEY CHISHOLM,
U.S. Congresswoman.

DeAr CLARENCE: It is indeed an honor dur-
ing this quarter century anniversary for me
to salute the Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights. Over the past 25 years I have had
the opportunity to work with virtually every
organization that composes this distin-
guished coalition. I am delighted to add my
applause to a group that has worked so
diligently to accomplish so much,

The Conference’s dedicated efforts and con-
stant pursult of equality in America have
been rewarded a hundredfold through legis-
lation and changing public opinion.

It is personally gratifying to see the
progress of this “great human experiment”
which has brought dignity to so many Amer-
icans, When I first started fighting inequity
in Philadelphia over thirty years ago, I had
only the faintest hope that a dream could
become reality. It has. I am proud to have
worked with the LCCD in promoting every
piece of civil rights legislation since I have
been in Congress.

Numerous battles have been won, but the
war is not over. Our battle against hunger,
poverty and disregard has many sweet vic-
tories ahead. You can always count on my
active support. We shall overcome.

I am confident that if your past achieve-
ments are any indication, I can anticipate
continued progress in the fight for human
equality throughout America.

With best wishes for a joyous celebration,

Sincerely,
HucH Scorr,
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate.
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DeAr CLARENCE: Please accept my con-
gratulations as the Leadership Conference
on Civil Rights celebrates its 26th birthday.
Over these 215 decades, the Conference has
been a strategic force behind the coordinated
campaign to make civil rights a reality for
all Americans.

Its contributions in the legislative arena
have been widely known and appreciated.
But for me, a truly outstanding characteris-
tic of the Conference—and one not always
fully appreclated—is its quiet display of
technical competence in the pursuit of sub-
stantial legislative goals. While many orga-
nizations can—and do—march and demon-
strate, the Conference has always realized
that the critical test of leadership is the
mastery of the technical underpinning on
which new laws and new programs must
necessarily rest. The Conference has also
realized that once a program is launched, its
performance has to be monitored continu-
ously.

As we look ahead, the Leadership Confer-
ence will be needed as much as it ever was.
I look forward to the opportunity to con-
tinue to work with you.

Sincerely yours,
ANDY.

REPRESENTATIVE PARREN J. MITCHELL

A Nations' greatness is Inextricably linked
to the citizens who are committed and in-
volved in preserving and strengthening the
moral fibre of the Nation. For twenty-five
years the Leadership Conference on Civil
Rights has fought an unrelenting, success-
ful battle against racism, prejudice, segre-
gation and discrimination in America, Amer-
ica, despite the present stress, is stronger in
every respect than it was twenty-five years
ago because the citizens who make up the
Conference have an unyielding allegiance to
the cause of a common humanity.

SENATOR WALTER F, MONDALE

Throughout its 256 year history, the Lead-
ership Conference on Civil Rights had led the
struggle in Washington to achieve equal jus-
tice and a decent chance in life for those
who bear the unfair burdens of poverty and
discrimination,

I know that in its next 256 years this re-
markable coalition will continue to serve
as the volce of the American consclence.

SenaTor PHILIP A. HART

For two decades, the Leadership Confer-
ence on Civil Rights has guided us in the
pursuit of justice for all Americans. Its voice
is patient but persistent—in times of prog-
ress and in times of danger to our common
goals. Its role has been crucial in the enact-
ment of every plece of recent civil rights leg-
islation.

Yet the Conference is far more than a
uniquely effective lobby. It is, In truth, the
volce of conscience in the nation's Capital.
On its twenty-fifth anniversary, the Confer-
ence deserves the gratitude of all Americans.”

DEear Mr. CAPLAN: As the nation approaches
its 200th birthday we still have people who
have not accepted the Constitution, All eiti-
zens are indebted to the Leadership Confer-
ence on Civil Rights for its vigilance and
efforts.

Sincerely,
BoB ECKHARDT,

HISTORIC HOTEL PRESERVED

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, those of
us who are citizens of Wyoming take
tremendous pride in our heritage as a
State. Therefore, we are particularly
gratified when people from outside our
State share in their concern over our
heritage.
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In the March 17 edition of the Wash-
ington Star-News, there appeared an
article written by Bob Wiedrich, a
Chicago Tribune correspondent on the
historic Sheridan Inn, built in 1893. As
the writer noted, Mrs. Neltje Kings saved
the inn from extinction when she pur-
chased the building for renovation in
1967. Mrs. Kings, who hails from Long
Island, N.Y., is now a resident of
Sheridan.

We appreciate very much her interest
and concern for the many things we
cherish in our State, and welcome her
decision to reside in Sheridan. I ask
unanimous consent that the article be
printed in the REcoRD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the RECorD,
as follows:

HisToric HoTeEL PrRESERVED: A HoME WHERE
BurraLo BiLL RoAMED

(By Bob Wiedrich)

SHERIDAN, Wyo—If you'd like & ham-
burger steeped in history, try the Sheridan
Inn dining room here.

It was Buffalo Bill who led the grand
march to open the hostelry in 1893 and Pres-
idents Teddy Roosevelt, William Howard
Taft, and Calvin Coolidge left their imprints
on goosedown mattresses while just plain
folks like Calamity Jane, Will Rogers and
Ernest Hemingway whooped it up at the
bar.

In its heyday, a Great Flains gourmet
could wrestle with the likes of a haunch
of venison, fox squirrel, mountain sheep or
opossum at the Sheridan Inn.

And if those Western delicacies did not
please his palate, there were gobs of meadow
lark in timbals, wild goose, quail on toast,
or civit of grouse, all to be washed down
with a Wyoming Slug, a dulcet blending of
champagne and wild, wild whiskey, as wild
as Col, Willam F. Cedy, who got his name
from the herds of buffalo he slaughtered for
the railroad construction crews.

Once in a while, a cowpoke would get stiff
and ride his horse onto the frcnt porch and
into the bar. Or, there’d be some shooting and
everybody would duck beneath the heavy oak
tables in the dining room.

But generally, the Sheridan Inn was noted
as a gracious place and the finest hotel be-
tween Chicago and San Francisco soon after
its presence brought the finest bathtubs
end electric lighting to the town settled in
the early 1880s by ploneer drop outs from
the Bozeman Trial.

In 1974, some 81 years later, the Sheridan
Inn is a national historical landmark owned
and presided over by Mrs. Neltje Doubleday
Sargent Kings, a $10 million publishing for-
tune heiress from Long Island who eight
years ago gave up the jet set life for some-
thing more durable.

Mrs. Kings maintains a handsome menu
in the dining room, although she has
deserted much of the continental cooking
she sought to return to this community
once she purchased the inn in 1967 and
reopened it a year later.

8he kept Crepes Lorraine on the bill of
fare for six months with no takers, but that
changed once she changed the label to
chicken in a pouch. The same goes for Eggs
a la Russe, which became an overnight favor-
ite as an Annie Oakley Salad.

And she finally has mastered the Bavarian
Cream Salad made with 184 eggs for 150
banguet guests, an effort that flopped in her
then inexperienced hands after the chef got
drunk and she and five ranch field hands
took over the kitchen.

However, these have been the agony and
the ecstacy of the well heeled lady who pre-
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viously never had to wash a dish. And the
hotel purchase and renovation have been
a rewarding exercise for both herself and
the Sheridan County Historical Soclety,
which so desperately had sought to save the
hotel from being razed for a gasoline station,

Mrs. Kings first moved here as a perma-
nent resident in 1966. The following year,
just as the June 19, 1967, deadline for saving
or demolishing the Inn approached, she tele-
phoned her decision to buy the inn while
on vacation in Hawail. At the time, she had
never set foot in the place.

But she already had written a letter to a
local editor declaring the Sheridan Inn was
a symbol of the heritage of thé American
West and that the best of the past must be
preserved for the present.

So Mrs. Eings put her money where her
heart was—about $135,000 of it—and then
invested some several hundred thousand dol-
lars more In a historic renovation. For six
months, her anonymity as purchaser was
preserved.

When local residents discovered a fancy
dude from down East had bought the place,
they were both amazed and gratified. Neltje
Kings became an instant citizen of Sheridan.

Measured by today’s standards, the 64 tiny
bedrooms under the 69 gables of the three-
story frame hotel would hardly qualify even
as a flophouse. But in their prime they were
the best in the West. And the 200 electric
lights, powered by a discarded steam
threshing machine, were a wondrous sight
in a land still peopled by Indians.

Built for about $25,000 at a time when a
buck went a long way, the Sheridan Inn fea-
tured three native cobblestone fireplaces,
40-foot hand hewn, unsupported ceiling
beams, and separate staircases for male and
female guests to the two upper floors.

These remain to this day. But the up-
stairs rooms have been gutted and no de-
cision made on their future. Eighty-one
years ago a ticket for 21 meals cost §7 and
room and board was $2.26 a day. A coach
hauled folks to town a mile away. And the
Burlington Railroad brought you right to
the door.

In 1965, the Sheridan Inn closed its doors,
not to reopen until millionairess Neltje
Kings came riding out of the East astride a
jet plane.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN V.
TUNNEY, BEFORE THE SUBCOM-
MITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS

Mr. ABOUREZE. Mr. President, last
summer the subcommittee on Indian Af-
fairs held field hearings in California.
Senator TuNNEY was one of the wit-
nesses and I would like to insert his ex-
cellent statement in the Recorpn. To
me, it indicates not only a great deal of
knowledge of where the wrongs and er-
rors have been committed, but a great
deal of compassion and understanding of
what needs to be done to correct those
eITors.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT OF HoON. JoHN V. TUNNEY, A U.S.

SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Senator TuNNEY. Thank you very much,
Mr. Chairman. Let me say, speaking for my-
self and for many friends of mine who are
Indians in California, that I and we deeply
appreciate the energy you have shown since
you have taken over as Chairman of the In-
dian Affairs Subcommittee. I cannot remem-
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ber if the Senate Indlan Affairs Subcommit-
tee has ever held a field hearing in California.
If 1t has held such a hearing it has been a
long, long time ago and I think that the ded-
ication and the zeal which you have shown
since you have taken over the Chairmanship
is something that has been desperately
needed by the Indian people of our couniry,
and these few hearings which you are hold-
ing during the recess, where you could have
been vacationing, are demonstrative of your
very sincere and compassionate interest in
the problems of the Indian people and I want
to thank you very much for giving me the
opportunity to share a thought with you to-
day.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to begin my
remarks by saying that I think that not only
have you demonstrated leadership in bring-
ing the hearings out to the field, giving the
Indian people an opportunity to testify, but
I also am strongly supportive of two pleces
of legislation which you have introduced.
One is the Resolution to create a study com-
mission to study Indian problems for two
years and then make recommendations to
the Congress as to what ought to be done.
It has been many years since such a study
has been achieved by the Congress and I
think one is desperately needed.

I think that what is needed with this
study is one which represents the input of
the Indian people rather than a study by
bureaucrats in which bureaucrats talk to
bureaucrats and decide among themselves
what would be good for the Indian people.
I recognize many problems in our country
have been studied and restudied and re-
studied with no action being taken. But I
think a study in this particular case is neces-
sary so that we know where we are going.

I think with the kind of leadership you
are going to provide in the Senate that out
of this study we will be able to fashion legis-
lation which will be truly meaningful for
the Indian people.

I sat for 6 years on the Indian Affairs Sub-
committee in the House of Representatives
and the thing that bothered me was when
decisions were being made for Indians at the
Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Interior
Department, and they were developing & pro-
gram for the Indians, the Indians were
always the last to be consulted. A blueprint
would be made up and the Indians would
be called back to Washington and they would
be asked to ratify the proposal. I always felt
that was a ridiculous way of proceeding.

Senator ApovrEzx. I agree with exactly
what you say, Senator Tunney. The Resolu-
tion you speak of, the Study Commission, is
not one intended to delay the problem as a
great many studies are. It is an honest effort
on the part of this committee to try to find
legislative solutions. I frankly don't know
the answers. I would be the first to admit
that. I want the smartest Indian consultants
in the country. We want them to say what
is wrong. For too long that kind of input has
been lacking.

Senator TunNNEY. Well, I want to thank you
for your interruption because I think it is
indicative of the problem that Indians feel
isolated and left out and thereby frustrated.

SBecondly, the bill that you introduced to
require the Bureau of Indian Affairs and In-
dian Health Service to receive their author-
ization for 2 years rather than having an
open ended authorization, I don’t see how
we are going to develop any kind of mean-
ingful oversight control over these two agen-
cies unless we have this kind of review that
would occur every other year. I am appre-
ciative of the fact that it is a little bit more
effort for the Congressional committees to
have this kind of oversight review, but this
is a function of individuals that serve on the
committees and not of the system itself.

The system should work if the members
of the committee are prepared to truly take
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those responsibilities serlously. I must say
that with you serving as the Chairman of the
Indian Affairs Subcommittee I think that
the Indians are incredibly lucky to have had
the good fortune to have such leadership at
this time because I happen to know the kind
of person you are, the kind of diligence with
which you pursue your work and I think a
2 year authorization in that kind of a review
15 desperately needed. I think it is about time
the Bureau of Indian Affairs justified their
existence before a Congressional Committee
every 2 years with some really hard-hitting
questions. Hard-hitting questions prepared
by the committee trying to dig into the ac-
tivities of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, dem-
onstrating what it is they are doing for the
Indian people rather than demonstrating
what they are doing for themselves to main-
tain themselves as a bureaucracy. That is
what we have had too much of in Washing-
ton recently. Too many people on the Federal
payroll think their only justification for go-
ing to work In the morning is to receive the
paycheck rather than to represent the people
in the country they are paid to represent.

Well, I would like to get on with my testi-
mony, Mr. Chairman.

Harland James sald, “I'd like to get out of
this dump—mainly because of it being, it
isn't our land where we're living.”

Andy Garrison sald, “All the houses all our
people live in now are not a house—a shack.
Our houses are so small that large families
sleep out in summertime and in winter we
move in and are close like sardines. We can
feel each other breathe."

Eenneth Kizer sald: “When the wind blows
it goes right through the house.”

Elmer Dick said, “We're drinking ditch
water—there might be dead cows, or some-
thing bathing in it—"

And Wesley Dick said, “A ditch, mind you,
which is so dern polluted that no white man
would survive or even drink this water. The
way we have been neglected is something the
Government should be ashamed of.”

These people are not characters from a
cheap dust bowl novel, but native Ameri-
cans living in Coleville, Calif.

Mr. Chairman, Wesley Dick is right. The
Government should be ashamed.

The rights of native Americans steadily
have been eroded by illegal treaties, disease,
war, manifest destiny and down-right de-
ception. The sanctimonious expressions of
shame by the Government demonstrate no
more than gross national hypocrisy. It 1is
time to quit entertaining the romantic
museum-oriented concept of the Indian and
start responding to native American rights.

The Snyder Act of 1921 is the legal base on
which the Bureau of Indian Affairs predi-
cates most of its services to Native Americans.
It is important to take special note of the
wording of that act. It states quite clearly
that the Bureau is to “benefit, care for and
assist Indians throughout the United States.”

But the Bureau has ignored that mandate.
The reason—on paper, at least, is money. The
Federal Government benefits most, it be-
lieves, when it provides the fewest services.
Hence, the smaller the client group, the lower
the cost. That's a pretty simple formula. But
by that formula, Indians simply disappear.
That is why there are urban Indians and
gtate Indians and terminated Indians and
landless Indians.

Whatever convenient adjective is used, the
Native American is the ultimate loser.

Harland James and Andy Garrison and
Kenneth Kizer and Elmer Dick and Wesley
Dick are among those losers. Their words,
which I used at the beglnning of my state-
ment describe what happens when the Fed-
eral Government abdicates its trust respon-
bility to the Indian people.

I have been trying since April of this year
to persuade the Bureau of Indian Affairs to
apply for and hold in trust 38 units of Fed=-
eral surplus housing—and I underline the
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words “surplus housing”—for this small
group of Paiutes near Coleville, These houses
could significantly improve their standard of
living. In addition, I have requested that the
Forest Service relinguish the land they own
which surrounds the houses.

Both have refused. BIA states it is not au-
thorized to act on behalf of 38 landless In-
dians, Once again the Government applied its
simple formula of declassifying Native Amer-
icans to a conveniently ineligible category. I
might say that housing 1s sitting right there.
It is abandoned by the military services. It
is standing there, Indians need a place to live
but they are not going to live there apparent-
1y unless we can get some action by the Con-
gress to make this possible.

The Government seems to have forgotien
that the only reason Native Americans are
landless is because the Federal Government
cheated them out of their land base. From
1851 to 1858 the Government negotiated 18
treaties with California Indians. These
treaties were never ratified; therefore, the
Indians could not stay where they were, nor
go back to their homes,

The landless Ione Miwaks share this prob-
lem. They were scattered throughout Amador
County and moved to their present loecation
because BIA promised a Rancheria. A mort-
gage on the land, and the subsequent bank-
ruptey of the owner prove«. to be more than
BIA could cope with, so title and reservation
status never materialized, So the Iones con-
tinued as squatters with three houses, a
trailer and land that was promised to them
in 1915.

Fifty-seven years later, with the help of
California Indian Legal Services and the
California Land Project, the Iones obtained
title and a new promise from the Secretary
of the Interlor for reservation status. So far,
nothing,

The Jamul Dieguenos are not so fortunate
as the Iones, They are squatting on a piece
of land with few houses, a totally inadequate
water supply system, poor sanitation facilities
and no job opportunities. Here, title might
serve to make things worse. Although they
lack the basic necessities of life, the Jamul
Dieguenos have mansaged to maintain a
strong traditional culture and sense of com-
munity. I believe it is the only community
where Diegueno is the first language spoken.
In this case, recognition would mean facing
the inevitable problems of taxes, speculators,
used car dealers—all of which might tend
to threaten the culture and break up the
community.

The so-called “urban Indians" suffer a
similar plight. In most cities there is an
overt attempt to proceed as though Indians
do not exist. Programs for hiring and train-
ing Native Americans in the inner cities are
virtually non-existent. One of the primary
needs of urban Native Americans is more par-
ticipation at the federal and state levels—
and not as tokens.

Mr. Chairman, the quintessential impor-
tance of Indian-owned natural resources—
land, water and minerals—in the struggle
for economic development has been docu-
mented so thoroughly elsewhere that I need
not reiterate it here. It is enough to say that,
without these resources, most Indian reser-
vations in the Western United States are un-
inhabitable, simply enonomically incapable
of supporting life. The Government of the
United States for 100 years has been engaged
in a consclous and effective scheme to usurp
the natural resources which Native Ameri-
cans need to survive,

The plight of the Pyramid Lake Tribe of
Paiute Indlians is well known. The tribe owns
Pyramid Lake, and it is not only thelr most
valuable resource, it is indeed the ver - means
of livelihood for this fisherman-tribe. Yet the
Bureau of Reclamation, acting in the name
of the United States, has for 70 years diverted
huge quantities of water from the Truckee
River, which f{eeds into Pyramid Lake. At
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times the diversions have completely stopped
all inflow into this huge lake, and they have
consistently run as high as 50-60 percent of
the total flow of the river. The diverted water
is transported in a primitive and wasteful
canal to support the Newlands Reclamation
Project in central Nevada, which has been
cited as the most wasteful, economically in-
efficient reclamation project in the entire
United States.

So Pyramid Lake is dying, and with it the
hopes of the Tribe for economic development
and prosperity. This beautiful desert lake has
declined a foot every year, over T0 feet since
the project was built in 1806, because there
is no longer enough water feeding into it to
support it. A study by the Bureau of Outdoor
Recreation several years ago found that Py-
ramid Lake is the single greatest remalining
undeveloped recreational resource in North-
ern California and Nevada. Potentially, if
properly developed, the lake could provide
millions of dollars in income to the Tribe,
and boundless recreational opportunities to
millions of people in the San Francisco, Sac-
ramento and Northern Nevada metropolitan
areas,

Instead, the lake gradually but inexorably
declines. It is an alkaline lake, and so the
increasing salinity levels caused by the re-
duced inflow of fresh water has drastically
reduced the productivity of a once bounti-
ful fishery, the present and traditional means
of livellhood for the Tribe.

Now, granted the reclamation project, duly
authorized by Congress, deserves some water.
But hydrological studies suggest that the
overall efficiency of the transport and irriga-
tion system is less than 40 percent. More
than 60 percent of this precious desert water
is wasted. This is a violation of the Western
common law doectrine of beneficlal use of
water. It is a violation of the clear terms of
the so-called Orr Water Ditch Co. decree and
the olpine decree. It Is a violation of which
the Commissioner of Reclamation and the
Secretary of the Interior are aware, and yet
which they continue to countenance.

Last year the Pyramid Lake Tribe won an
injunction in the Federal District Court for
the District of Columbia, directing the Sec-
retary of the Interior to improve the eficlency
of the Newlands Project and increase the
inflow into Pyramid Lake., But it is an indi-
cation of the Interior Department's posture
that the Pyramid Lake Tribe had to go to
court to sue the Secretary of the Interior,
their supposed trustee, in order to slow down
the theft of their water.

Other equally egregious examples abound
in California, Mr. Chalirman. For example,
the Quechan Tribe of Indians on the Fort
Yuma Reservation In Yuma and Imperial
Counties, provides a tragic case study for
the Committee to consider.

In 1893 a fraudulent, forged and altogether
unconscionable “arrangement” was forced
upon the Quechans by the Colorado River
Irrigation Company, with the connivance of
the Department of the Interior, for construe-
tion of an irrigation canal and diversion of
Colorado River waters, At the time the
Quechan negotiators could neither read nor
write nor understand English. Yet, this
“agreement” which purports to suthorize
the robbery of their water and the use of
Indian land has been solemnly enforced and
upheld by the Secretary of the Interior.

The Pechanga and Cahulilla Bands of Mis-
slon Indians also in San Diego County, pro-
vide another bizarre case of bureaucratic in-
justice.

The Indians on the Reservations share
water rights in the Santa Margarita River
and the underlying groundwater basin with
a huge residential development of the Aetna
Corporation, Ranch California. There has
been extensive litigation and there are de-
talled court decrees governing rights to the
use of water by the Pechangas and Rancho
California. Yet the decrees have been wholly
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ignored by the Department of the Interior.
Rancho California has far exceeded its de-
creed rights in diverting water from the
Santa Margarita River to irrigate their well-
kept golf course, supply their man-made
lake, and generally maintain their 100,000
acre development. Rancho California has
also pumped water out of the groundwater
basin, to the point where a spring which was
the reservation’s sole source of water, went
dry. Consider the irony of this. The Pechan-
gas, who have court-decreed rights to use
of the water, now have to haul water In bot-
tles in order to sustain life on the reserva-
tion., They have been robbed of their water
and the Department of Interior has con-
sistently refused to exercise its right to pre-
vent unreasonable extractions from the
groundwater basin, or to protect Indian in-
terests. Even worse, the Department now
proposes to construct the Santa Margarita
Project, a vast reclamation project, which
will further exploit that scarce water, to en-
rich private individuals at the expense of
the Pechangas and Cahuillas.

These stories could go on for the rest of
the week—a litany of shameful indifference
and illegality in which the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, Department of Interior and Depart-
ment of Justice have been historic actors.

Under the circumstances, Mr. Chairman,
I think it would be disingenuous to hold out
the hope that these agencies of government
will suddenly experience a re-awakening of
conscience. The bureaucratic recalcitrance
is s0 deeply ingrained that we would do well
to regard the BIA and Interior Department
simply as adverse parties and establish In-
dian policies accordingly.

A number of general policy proposals have
been advanced, with which I am in complete
accord, including the immediate creation of
an independent Indian Trust Counecil Author-
ity, an independent Indian Affairs Office op-
erating out of the Executive Office of the

President, independent Indian lawyers, solic-
itors, hydrologists and technical staff, and so
on. In addition, there are numerous specific
proposals that will help individual tribes:
Congressional opposition to the proposed Cal-
ifornia-Nevada Interstate Compact, which
would freeze into law the inequities which

are now destroying Pyramid Lake; with-
drawal of Congressional authorization for
the Santa Margarita Project, unless there is
full Indian participation in the benefits of
that project; and many others. However, I
would like to devote the balance of my pre-
pared statement to briefly outlining two pro-
posals which I think would greatly help the
landless, executive-order and treaty-reserva-
tion Indians to establish their rights and
protect their interests.

First, the Congress should focus immedi-
ate and critical attention on the voluminous
report of the National Water Commission,
and reject those proposals which are destruc-
tive of Indian interests and inconsistent with
federal trust responsibilities. To take just
one example, Recommendation 14-6 of that
Report, at page 482, suggests that the United
States should compensate non-Indian users
of water which by treaty and right belongs
to Indian tribes. The objective is laudable:
to ameliorate the conflict between potential
Indian uses of water and present non-Indian
uses, The problem is that this is no solution
at all.

In the first place, there simply is no alter-
native source of unclaimed water; the
streams are over-appropriated already. In the
second place, the compensation of non-
Indian users for the impairment of their
present water use—to which they have no
legal right—would place impossible demands
on the Federal treasury. The problem, Mr,
Chairman, is simply that there are not
enough resources, fiscal and water, to sat-
isfy everyone.

When such problems of scarcity arise, our
society traditionally resorts to strict rules
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of law to protect citizens’ rights and provide
certalnty, and Western water law is no ex-
ception. The Water Commission recognizes
candidly that many non-Indian water re-
source projects rely on supplies in which In-
dians have water rights with earlier priorities.
Those water rights must be honored; non-
Indian users with junior, inferior or defec-
tive water rights are simply going to have to
make other arrangements or else pay the In-
dians to establish new water rights. It is in
this light that the rest of the Commission’s
report ought to be evaluated, with a con-
stant view towards its impact on Native
Americans’ interests,

Becond, the Congress should address itself
seriously to the long-neglected problem of the
so-called ‘‘unrecognized” Indian reservations.
The problem is that the Supreme Court, in
Hynes v. Grimes Packing Co., 327 U.S. 86, 69
B. Ct. 968 (1949), Tee-Hit-Ton Indians v.
U.S., 348 US, 272, 76 8. Ct. 313 (1954), and
subsequent decisions, has declared that the
land, water and mineral resources of Indian
reservations created by Executive Order
rather than by a specific Act of Congress—
a category that constitutes a substantial por-
tion of all reservations in the West—actually
belong to the United States, not to the In-
dians. In the words of the Court in Tee-Hit-
Ton, original Indian title—

“Means mere possession not specifically
recognized as ownership by Congress . . .
This is not a property right but amounts to
a right of occupancy which the sovereign
grants and protects against intrusion by
third parties but which right of occupancy
may be terminated and such lands fully dis-
posed of by the sovereign itself without any
legally enforceable obligation to compensate
the Indians.” 348 U.S. 272 at 279, 75 8. Ct. 313
at 317.

This problem is shared by the Indian tribes
in California who live on reservations under
treaties which were never actually ratified
by the Congress. Resource rights on reserva-
tions officially established by an Act of Con-
gress, on the other hand, are vested in the
Indian tribes themselves, to manage as they
see fit, with the Departments of Justice and
Interior acting as trustees in a purely legal,
administrative sense.

The distinetion, Mr. Chairman, resides
solely in the fact that some resource prop-
erty rights have been recognized as belong-
ing to the Indians—recognized in the form
of a Congressionally-ratified treaty—while
others which were merely established by Ex-
ecusive order or by a treaty which was never
ratified, have not been so recognized. It seems
like a petty, legalistic distinetion, but the
ramifications of the recognition gquestion are
profound.

First, of course, is the fear of termination
which still lingers in the minds of many In-
dians; in light of these Court rulings, termi-
nation could mean a loss of not only trustee-
ward and reservation status, but actual
reposession of the unrecognized reservation
lands.

A more serious potential legal problem
arises when Indians on Executive order or
unratified-treaty reservations attempt to
qualify for BIA programs or to defend their
interests, and especially their property rights,
in court. In the so-called Eagle River deci-
sion in 1971, U.S. v. District Court for the
County of Eagle, 401 U.8. 520, the Supreme
Court held that all federally owned rights to
water are subject to general adjudication in
state courts, under state law, by virtue of the
so-called McCarran Amendment, 43 U.S.C.
666. What this means is that, so long as the
Justice Department, and the Supreme Court
regard Indian water rights as property which
actually belongs to the United States, the
Indians—at least those on unrecognized res-
ervations—are vulnerable to a multiplicity
of legal assaults by competing water users,
in every county superior court in the Western
United States. I need not elaborate on what
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often happens to Indians who are taken to
court on water rights suits, with the Justice
Department defending their interests. The
fact that such litigation would not be ex-
tended into the state courts, operating under
state law, only compounds the problem.

To solve the problem of the unrecognized
reservations, I propose that Congress enact
general legislation to recognize, confirm and
legitimize to the extent necessary, all Indian
reservations and the attendant property
rights, regardless of the means by which the
reservation was originally established. As the
Court said in Tee-Hit-Ton:

“There is no particular form for congres-
sional recognition of Indian right of perma-
nent occupancy. It may be established in a
variety of ways but there must be the def-
inite intention by congressional action or
authority to accord legal rights, not merely
permissive occupation.” 348 U.S. 272 at 278,
75 8. Ct. 313 at 317. One such means is to
use the language recommended by the Court
itself in Tee-Hit-Ton, which can be found
in the Pueblo Land Claims Act, 11 Stat. 374.

Another such means is to employ the lan-
guage proposed as Resolution No. 3, adopt-
ed by the Conference of Western Reserva-
tions on Indian Water Rights and Resources,
convened in Denver, Colorado, on July 22,
1972. A copy of that resolution is provided
for the Committee’'s consideration.

Legislation in this regard is both timely
and necessary for the reasons I have indi-
cated, Mr. Chairman. This is merely some
legal clean-up work, clarifying language to
make official the intention and spirit of
legislation imperfectly expressed.

Mr, Chalrman, we are all aware of the
growing demand in America for equal rights.
People want equal opportunities for them-
selves and their children and legal protection
for their homes and property.

Well, Native Americans want their rights
and property protected too. They say that
better health care would mean that the
average Indian would live siX more years
and more newborn would survive infancy.
They say that better housing would mean
less than six people to a room and running
water for the 24 percent now doing without.
They say that better schools would mean
that the average unemployment might drop
below 40 percent. And they say that steal-
ing land and water is really no different from
stealing cars or bicycles or color television
sets.

Unquestionably, they are correct. Laws
protecting civil rights and property should
be equally enforced. In view of countless
examples of the calculated suppression of
Native American rights through malfeasance
and nonfeasance by Federal officials, this is
not too much to ask—and it is something
this country must do.

Mr, Chairman, in conclusion I only add
that there are countless cother examples of
the calculated suppression of Native rights
by the Federal officials.

I have no doubt that subsequent witnesses
will bring out once more in clear terms the
Federal Government's abdication of its re-
sponsibilities to the American people.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

LOUIS 1. KAHN

Mr. SCHWEIEKER. Mr. President,
Louis I. Kahn, one of Pennsylvania’s most
distinguished citizens, is dead at the age
of T73. Professor of architecture at the
University of Pennsylvania, Louis Kahn
was universally recognized as one of the
world’s greatest architects. He was con-
sidered by many to be a worthy succes-
sor to the late Frank Lloyd Wright. Louis
Kahn will be sorely missed, but the

beauty and majesty of his art will live
for generations to come.
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Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that three newspaper articles chron-
icling the life and work of Louis I. Kahn
be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Lovis I. EaunN Is Founp Deap
(By Thomas Hing)

Louls I, Kahn, one of the world's leading
architects, died of a heart attack in New York
City Sunday night as he was returning to
his Philadelphla home from a business trip
overseas. He was T3.

Mr. Kahn's body was discovered in a rest
room at Pennsylvania Station in New York
and was brought that night to the city's
morgue, where he was found to have died of
an occlusive coronary arteriosclerosis.

But, in a bizarre sequence of events, the
notification that the New York Police De-
partment sald it sent to Mr, Kahn’s wife In
Philadelphia never arrived.

As a result, Mr. Eahn’s family and his ar-
chitectural office did not learn of his death
until Tuesday afternoon, when a Philadel-
phia detective asked by Mr. Kahn's office to
search for the architect discovered the death
with the help of the New York Police De-
partment’s missing persons bureau.

Mr. Eahn was returning from a one-week
trip to Indla, where he had been working on
one of his projects, the Indian Institute of
Management in Ahmedabad. He had arrived
in New York on an Air India flight earlier
Sunday.

“The sun never knew how great it was
until it struck the side of a building,”
Louis Kahn once wrote.

Louis Kahn's experiments with sunlight
in such buildings as the Eimball Museum in
Fort Worth, Tex., the capitol bulldings nor
Bangladesh and the Mellon Gallery at Yale,
showed architects new things about the sun’s
rays and brought him recognition as the
greatest American architect of his time.

Fame was late in coming to the Estonian-
born Eahn. Not until the Richards Medical
Bullding and Blology Laboratory at the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania was bullt about 15
years ago, when Mr, Kahn was in his 60s, did
he achleve worldwide recognition.

Even so, Mr, Kahn never seemed to attain
real recognition in Philadelphia, where he
spent most of his childhood and adult years.
One of his early buildings, the AFL-CIO
Medical Center on Vine St., was torn down
only a few months ago.

But Mr. Eahn was a force on the Philadel-
phia scene. He was chief of design for the
Sesquicentennial Exposition in 1926, and he
did many plans, none of them adopted, for
Penn Center and Market Street East. He
also was very influential as a teacher at Yale,
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology,
and since 1857 at the University of Penn-
sylvania, where he held the Paul Cret chair
in architecture.

Mr. Kahn's fame came after he rejected
the dominant steel and glass aesthetic of the
19508 and began to explore the relationships
between massive forms of brick and concrete,
and sunlight.

Mr. Kahn confused and scared many po-
tential clients with his poetic speaking style,
his refusal to follow architectural conven-
tions, and his tendency to go over his budget
when he felt the bullding “needed” to do so.

“Bare needs coming from the known and
supplying only what is lacking can bring
no lasting joy,” Mr. Kahn had said. “Did the
world need the Fifth Symphony? Did Bee-
thoven need i{t? He desired it; now the world
needs it.”

But Mr. Kahn did not fit the stereotype
of the architect as petulant prima donna,
imposing his deslgn over the wishes and
against the needs of his client. Typically,
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he approached a project with some simple
shape in mind, say a square or a series of
arches, and then let the needs of the project
dictate the actual deslgn.

Thus, the Richards Laboratories were
shaped by his feeling that scientists should
be in contact with one another, that their
laboratories are studies in which they work
and that the air to breathe should be sepa-
rated from air that is thrown away (through
the exhaust system).

In the Kimbell Museum, Mr. Kahn devised
a system to allow the paintings to be lighted
naturally without harming the paintings.
This was done with indirect skylights
mounted atop arches that in addition de-
fined the shape of the building as a whole.

“Louis does what an architect should do,”
sald Romaldo Giurgola, dean of architecture
at Columbia University shortly before Mr.
Kahn’s death., “He awakened a sense of pride
in one's actions. He is a master in the old
fashlon. There are very few masters nowa-
days.”

ORE oF THE WORLD'S GREATS—PHILADELPHIA'S
Louls Kany, 73, FAMED ARCHITECT, DIES

(By Nessa Forman and Willlam A. Lovejoy)

Louis I. Kahn, considered by many of his
contemporarles to be one of the world’s great-
est architects, died Sunday night while wait-
ing for a traln at Pennsylvania Statlon in
New York City.

Mr. Kahn died of an apparent heart attack,
according to the New York Medical Exami-
ner's office. He was 73 and lived at 821 Clinton
St., Philadelphia,

He had returned from a week-long trip
to India where he was doing architectural
work.

HELICOPTER FLIGHT

He arrived at John F. Kennedy Airport in
New York and was supposed to take a heli-
copter flight to Newark, N.J., before returning
home, a spokeswoman for the Kahn family
sald last night. For some reason, he didn't
take the copter and apparently intended to
return to Philadelphia by train.

Mr. Kahn's wife, the former Esther Israeli,
wasn't notified of her husband's death until
yesterday afternoon because of a mix-up in
the New York Police Department.

New York police told Philadelphia police
of his death Sunday, but only had Mr, Kahn's
business address. Yesterday morning, Mrs.
Kahn notified Mayor Rizzo's office that her
husband was missing.

POLICE PRAISED

Within hours, the spokeswoman said, a
police captain here told Mrs. Kahn of her
husband’s death. The spokeswoman said,
“The police were very good, prompt and pro-
fessional about the investigation.”

She sald the Indian architect called Mrs.
Kahn to tell her Mr. Kahn was “very happy”
and “full of good spirits” when he left India.
Mr. Kahn was described by colleagues as a
very active man who appeared to be in good
health.

Mr. Kahn always called Mrs. Kahn when
he returned from a trip, the spokeswoman
said. She sald he didn't call Sunday so the
family doesn’t know why he changed his
mind and went to the railroad station to
take a train home.

PHILADELPHIA AWARD

In 1971, Mr. Eahn won the 50th Phila-
delphia Award. The award, gold medal and
$15,000, is glven each year to a FPhiladelphia
person who has served “to advance the best
and largest interests of the community of
which Philadelphia 15 the center." It was
established by the late Edward W. Bok, editor
of the Ladies Home Journal,

Mr. Kahn often was called a prophet with-
out honor in his own city.

He was 50 years old before he achieved
recognition within his own profession, There-
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after, his fame as an architect and a creative
thinker spread all over the world.

In his later years, admirers hailed him as
America's top architect and a worthy succes-
sor to the late Frank Lloyd Wright.

Mr. Kahn was a short, wiry man with pale
blue eyes and a reddish face, offset by a shock
of white halr.

His bliographer, Vincent Scully, has cred-
ited Mr. Kahn with redirecting and remak-
ing the mainstream of modern architec-
ture—making it more personal, more hu-
man, by not being afraid of the unfam-
illar, the untried.

GIVES HIS PHILOSOPHY

Summing up his philosophy, he once told
an interviewer:

“Nature does not make art. She works by
circumstance and law. Only man makes art.
Because man chooses. He Invents. He can
make doors smaller than people and skies
black in the daytime if he wants to. He as-
sembles. He can bring together the mioun-
tain, the serpent and the child.”

On another occaslon he noted that modern
architecture, of which he had been a lead-
ing exponent, was still In a primitive stage.

"“When architects first discovered the great
miracles of huge sheets of steel and glass,”
he sald, “their reaction was natural—but
revolutionary and exaggerated, Now we—all
of us, not just architects—must consider
this passion to express these engineering
feats and make modern architecture more
personal, more human.”

LOW-INCOME PROJECTS

Mr. Kahn's work here ranged from low-
income housing—the Mill Creek public-hous-
ing project in West Philadelphia and a war-
time housing project in the Northeast—to
the internationally known Richards Medical
Research Building at the University of
Pennsylvania,

He also designed the Unlversity of Penn-
sylvania Biology Building and the new dor-
mitories at Bryn Mawr College.

His other works included the First Uni-
tarian Church of Rochester, N.Y.; the Trib-
une Review Publishing Co. building at
Greensburg, Pa., the Design Laboratory-Yale
Art Gallery at Yale University; and the Salk
Institute for Biological Studies at La Jolia,
Calif,

In 1068, Mr. Kahn was engaged as the
architect to design a new Hurva Synagog to
be bullt near the Wailing Wall in Jerusalem
on the site of a synagog destroyed by the
Jordanians,

BCARRED FOR LIFE

In 1969, the tourlst bureau of Venice asked
Mr. Kahn to assist with plans to rebuild the
decaying eastern portion of that city. He also
designed buildings in Pakistan and India.

In 1069 he completed the Olivetti Under-
wood factory and office building in Harris-
burg. In 1871 he added the library and din-
ing hall for Phillips Exeter Academy to his
credits and the next year, the highly ac-
claimed Kimbell Art Museum, Fort Worth,
Tex., and the Fort Wayne Theater.

For 1977, the Philadelphia Museum of Art,
has planned the first major Philadelphia ex-
hibition of Mr. Kahn's works.

Mr. Kahn was born on the island of Osel,
in Estonla, now part of the Soviet Union,
Feb. 20, 1901, into an Orthodox Jewish fam-
ily. When he was three years old he suffered
facial burns while playing with hot coals at
the family fireside. The resulting scars were
permanent,

“I looked so horrible,” Mr. Kahn once said,
“that my father wasn't sure he wanted to
keep me. But mother thought it was a sign
that I would amount to something.”

Two years later, Mr, Kahn came to the
United States with his family, which settled

in Philadelphia. His father worked in
stalned glass and his mother was a harpist.
Mr. Kahn aimed for a career in art.
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He grew up in Philadelphia and once said:
“A city is a place where a small boy, as he
walks through it, may see something that
will tell him what he wants to do his whole
life.”

While he was a senior at Central High
School in 1922, he heard a lecture on Greek
and Roman architecture by Professor Wil-
liam Gray. Then he knew what he wanted to
do his whole life.

Although he was offered scholarships at
the Pennsylvania Academy of the Fine Arts,
he chose to study architecture at the Uni-
versity of Pennsylvania, where he was grad-
uated in 1924.

Following his graduation he became the
chief designer for Philadelphia's Sesquicen-
tennial Exposition. When that job was done
he went to Eurcope for further study.

He was a fellow of the World Academy of
Arts and Science, and a member of the Na-
tional Institute of Arts and Letters.

He served as professor of architecture at
Yale University between 1947 and 1957, and
was a resident architect at the American
Academy in Rome between 1951 and 1952.
In 1957 he became professor of architecture
at the University of Pennsylvania.

It was during the '60's, with Kahn as the
focal point, that Penn's architecture school
shot to fame.

Besides his wife, Mr. Kahn is survived by
a daughter, Mrs. Sue Saltzman, and a sis-
ter.

Services will be at 10 A.M. Friday at Oliver
H. Bair's, 1820 Chestnut st.

ArcHITECTS HAIL EKAHN'S TALENT AND
PHILOSOPHY

Fellow architects mourned. the passing of
Louis I. Kahn today, calling him *“the con-
science of our profession” and “probably the
most talented, gifted and dedicated architect
of our time."

“On an international level, he was about
the most talented, gifted and dedicated
architect of our time,"” said architect Vincent
G. Kling.

“He was a great philosopher of architecture
He had an unequaled ability to talk about
the theory of architecture. As a teacher he
was outstanding.

“But I admired him most for his tenacity.
He believed in his philosophy right down to
the end. He would never compromise it. He
was one of the greatest architectural design-
ers of all time."”

ATTENTION TO DETAIL

Carlos Vallhourat, for several years the
principal assistant in EKahn's architectural
firm agreed.

“He had a tremendous power of conviction,
so everybody in his office worked very hard.
We were constantly inspired by him.

“He insisted on perfection in our drawings.
His own drawings could stand alone as ar-
tistic achievement.

“He used to tell us, “if you strive for per-
fection in each drawing, even the builder
will be inspired to strive for perfection.’

“Lou was a great teacher. Students from all
over the world came to Philadelphia to study
under him, including me.

“The school at Penn became known as the
very best school of architecture in the world,
in large measure because of his presence.”

LONG INFLUENCE

Edmund N. Bacon, one of Eahn’s colleagues
at the University of Pennsylvania and ex-
ecutive director of the City Planning Com-
mission when Kahn was a member, said Eahn
was more than a teacher.

“He went beyond the normal definition of
teacher in that he provided great inspiration
and aspiration to his students.

“His ability to spark the imagination of
young people was unexcelled.

“His teaching will affect the direction of
architecture for generations to come.”
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INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT
ASSOCIATION

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, it is antici-
pated that the Senate could very well be
voting on the fourth replenishment to
the International Development Associa-
tion by late spring at the earliest.

'Therefore, I think it is vitally impor-
tant for Members of this body to under-
stand the importance of this arm of the
World Bank and the necessity of the
Senate not to repeat the mistake made
by the House in January of this year.

IDA is an international agency created
in 1960 for the purpose of providing de-
velopment financing at highly conces-
sionary terms (low interest and long re-
payment) to the very poorest nations
of the world. It was conceived as an in-
strument for making development more
possible for these nations within the
framework of the world market system.
It supplements the operations of the
World Bank which makes loans for de-
velopment projects on conventional
terms to countries which are able to
service such loans.

The need for IDA, recognized at the
time of its founding, continues and, in
fact, has become of even more critical
importance. The simple fact of the mat-
ter is that the poorest-of-the-poor na-
tions simply cannot afford to borrow
money on conventional terms. These
countries cannot generate sufficient for-
eign exchange to pay for imported capi-
tal goods which they need for their de-
velopment, and they cannot afford to
borrow at conventional rates.

Sixty-six countries in Asia, Africa, and
Latin America have borrowed money
from IDA. IDA credits are generally pro-
vided only to those nations whose an-
nual per capita Income is less than $375.
Yet, more than three-quarters of all IDA
credits are disbursed to countries whose
per capita incomes range from between
$60 and $130—or between 16 and 35
cents a day. These countries number 28
and their populations total more than
1 billion. These are the people the House
voted against when they denied funding
for the fourth replenishment of IDA.

WHERE DOES IDA'S MONEY COME FROM?

Most of the funds for IDA come as
contributions from the association’s rich-
er member countries, In addition, non-
member Switzerland contributes to the
development fund. The World Bank has,
in the past 10 years, transferred an addi-
tional $809 million to IDA from its net
income, making it the second largest con-
tributor—next to the United States—of
IDA money.

IDA AND INTEREST RATES

IDA credits are called credits to dis-
tinguish them from World Bank loans.
They bear no interest, although there is
a three-quarters of 1 percent annual
service charge on the disbursed portion
of each credit to cover administrative
costs. Repayment is normally scheduled
over a bl0-year period.

IDA funds are generally loaned fo gov-
ernments. The main purpose of the con-
cessionary financing provided by IDA is
to enable governments to pursue their
development plans without being
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thwarted by balance-of-payments con-
straints.

IDA’s recipient governments often re-
lend IDA moneys to other entities (such
as agricultural development banks and
transportation authorities). Under this
situation, the money is loaned at pre-
vailing local commercial rates. IDA gen-
erally accepts, for relending, the estab-
lished pattern of interest rates and amor-
tization terms which have been fixed by
the governments concerned for all in-
ternal loans to autonomous entities and
enterprises. Thus, the financial discipline
in the use of capital provided by local
rates of interest remains imposed.

The purpose of an IDA credit destined
for an agricultural development bank, for
instance, is to provide the bank with
funds, and especially foreign exchange,
to meet the needs of its clients. The pur-
pose of the credit is not to subsidize the
ultimate borrower, though some subsidy
may be involved as the ultimate bor-
rower might no longer depend on village
money lenders charging exceeding high
rates of interest,

The small holder farmer who goes to
his bank for an agricultural credit made
available by an IDA credit will borrow
only if he has reason to believe that the
increase in his productivity—made pos-
sible by the credit from the local bank—
will exceed the interest rate of the money
he has borrowed. And, in the long run,
the government can also look forward
to the time when repayment to IDA of
the money it has borrowed can be made
without any additional burden on its
meager foreign exchange resources—
thanks to the increased output of its
farmers for whom the money was (in
this case) ultimately intended.

TESTS FOR FROJECT FINANCING: IDA AND THE
BANK

Before a project is ever brought before
IDA’s Board of Directors—a Board of
20 members representing 112 countries—
certain basic questions must have been
resolved by Bank staff members respon-
sible for the project.

Is the project of high priority for the
economic development of the country?
Are there alternate sources of finance
available, thus perhaps obviating the
need for IDA funds?

Does the project's analysis lead to the
conclusion that the economic rate of re-
turn will be sufficiently high? Have tech-
nological alternatives been adequately
considered, and have correct technical
solutions been found for the project in
question? Is there enough market de-
mand for the output of the project? Are
the project’s procurement procedures
such that the borrower will get the best
value for his money? Will the projects
be able to meet its financial obligations
when it is in operation?

These are only some of the questions
asked by IDA when appraising a project
for which financing has been requested.

Studies made by IDA indicate that the
average economic rate of return for IDA
projects is about 15 to 20 percent and
sometimes as high as 25 to 30 percent.

WHAT HAS IDA DONE?
There are one and a quarter billion

very poor people in IDA's world of about
70 poor nations.
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They include the more than 8,000 un-
employed farmers in Mauritius, who will
gain both temporary and permanent pro-
ductive employment through civil works
projects on that island republic ($4 mil-
lion eredit for rural development—July 5,
1973);

They include the 4,000 ranchers in
Botswana whose incomes will be raised
through their increased exports of beef
$3.3 million credit for a livestock devel-
opment program—dJuly 5, 1972) ;

Many work in the 180,000 acres of
northwest Bangladesh which, because of
IDA, will be irrigated for the first time
($14 million credit for tubewell irriga-
tion—November 6, 1972) ;

They include the 10,000 secondary
schoolchildren in Paraguay who will re-
ceive an education that will be responsive
to their nation’s manpower needs (85.1
million eredit for secondary education—
December 14, 1972) ;

They include the 18,000 people who
will find employment in Morocco as a
result of an IDA credit for citrus, vege-
table and livestock development on about
4,000 farms ($10 million eredit, together
with a $24 million Bank loan for agri-
culture—October 10, 1972);

They include 3,000,000 Egyptian
farmers who in the future need not fear
the scourge of bilharzia, an endemic,
debilitating disease carried by snails ($36
million credit for a drainage project and
bilharzia contrel program—June 12,
1973) ;

They include the 6,400 low to middle-
income families in earthquake-shattered
Managua who will have adequate and
safe housing ($20 million credit to Nica-
ragua for a reconstruction program-—
May 10, 1973) ;

They include 40,000 Thai rice famers
who will be able to double their output
through an irrigation improvement proj-
ect in the northern Chao Phya plain
($5.6 million credit for the Chao Phya
irigation improvement project—April 5,
1973);

And among them are the millions in
the six Sahelian countries of western
Africa who will be helped to reestablish
their self-sufficiency through redevelop-
ment and improvement of their farms
and herds by a $14 million credit for
drought relief November 1973.

An area the size of the State of
Tennessee (or the Central American
country of Honduras) is being brought
under cultivation or is being improved
for agricultural purposes by IDA: roads
which, if laid end to end, will almost
girdle the world, are being improved and
constructed through IDA credits; ship
berths have been constructed and thou-
sands of railway freight cars are being
purchased, water supply systems for
more than 16 million people are being
improved, millions of kilowatts of electric
generating equipment are being in-
stalled—all from IDA credits. And all
this has been done in less than 14 years.

The cost may have been high—over $6
billion to date (more than four-fifths of
IDA commitments have been earmarked
to cover foreign exchange costs only)—
but that $6 billion has come from those
few countries of the world favored by
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history and geographical accident. An
amount one and one-half times as large
will come from the IDA recipients them-
selves, as IDA credits have historically
supplied only 40 percent of the total costs
of the projects they have financed.

IDA COMMITMENTS: WHAT THEY ARE FOR

Almost $1'5 billion for agriculture,
more than a billion and a half dollars
for transportation, almost a billion dol-
lars fairly equally divided between edu-
cation, telecommunications and indus-
try, and almost a half billion dollars for
power. Population projects, water sup-
ply and sewerage, funds for tourism,
urban development. Technical Assist-
ance. These are the what of IDA:

Purposes
(In US$ millions as of June 30, 1973)
IDA Credits
Agriculture
Education
Industry
Non-project *
Population
Electric power
Technical assistance
Telecommunlications
Tourism
Transportation
Urbanization
Water supply and sewerage

|l oo awe

*Includes Industrial lmports, reconstruc-
tion and rehabilitation.

IDA COMMITMENTS. WHERE THEY GO?

Almost $4 billion to nations in Asia;
three-quarters of a billion dollars (al-
most) to countries in East Africa; more
than a half billion to developing na-
tions in North Africa and the Middle
East and Europe; somewhat less to West
Africa, and less still—but almost a quar-
ter of a billion dollars—to the poorest
countries of Latin America. This is the
where of IDA.

DISTRIBUTION BY REGION, AS OF JUNE 30, 1973
[in U.S. dollar millions]

Number of

Area credits

172
176
Europe, Middle East, North Africa__ 55
Latin America and the Caribbean. .. 36

IDA COMMITMENTS: FOR WHOM ARE THEY
INTENDED?

The who include almost 1 billion per-
sons who today live in a condition of life
so degraded by disease, illiteracy, mal-
nutrition, and squalor as to deny its vic-
tims basic human necessities.

The degraded condition of life in which
they—for the want of a better word—
“live”, is one that holds out little hope
and fewer chances. IDA is one hope, one
chance; a hope and a chance large com-
pared to others that may exist, but small
compared to the need. IDA funds can-
not, and do not, make the rain fall on
the parched Sahel region of western
Africa, nor do they repair the human
and material damages visited upon Bang-
ladesh. They can, however, provide the
difference between total disaster and tol-
erable conditions and they can provide
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the push permitting the poor the chance
to join the family of nations as an equal
in deed as well as word.

THE INCREASING NEED FOR IDA

IDA funds are becoming increasingly
an important factor in providing the de-
velopment finance needed by the poor
nations for their development. Without
concessionary finance, development in
many IDA-eligible countries would be
drastically curtailed, so burdened are
they with rising debt service demands, A
cutback in IDA commitments would se-
verely damage the development plans of
many of the world’s poorer countries.
Many nations cannot afford to borrow
money at conventional rates at all, and
are, therefore, dependent entirely on con-
cessional development financing. IDA is
the world’s most important source for de-
velopment finance on concessionary
terms., Without IDA, the development of
countries both small and large—Upper
Volta as well as India, Tanzania as well as
Bangladesh—would be grievously cur-
tailed.

Nor can much hope be pinned to any
increase in the current flow of bilateral
financial aid on concessional terms by
the rich nations to the poor nations. In-
deed, the total level of assistance by the
developed world is but half the target—
0.7 percent of gross national product
(GNP)—set for 1975 by the United Na-
tions Strategy for the Second Develop-
ment Decade, Though net IDA disburse-
ments by the 16 member countries of
the Development Assistance Committee
(DAC) increased by 32 percent in the
period 1967-72, the significance of these
increases was reduced greatly through
the effects of inflation and by variations
in exchange rates. During that same pe-
riod, the GNP of the 16 DAC nations rose
63 percent, while concessional financing,
expressed as a proportion of GNP fell
from 0.42 percent to 0.34 percent.

During the last 2 years for which sta-
tistics are available (1971, 1972), net of-
ficial development assistance (ODA) rose
by 12 percent in 1972 to $8.6 billion; in-
flation and exchange rate variations,
however, cut the rise to a real increase
of about only 1 percent.

IDA: THE FOURTH REPLENISHMENT

A fourth replenishment of IDA’s re-
sources totals $4.5 billion over 3 years,
starting June 30, 1974, the amount to be
divided up among two dozen of the
Bank’s richer member nations (16 coun-
tries of Europe, plus Canada, Australia,
New Zealand, Japan, EKuwait, Israel,
South Africa, and the United States) and
nonmember Switzerland. Or: About $2.40
per person per year in the United States;
$2.75 per person per year in Germany;
about $3 a year per person in the United
Kingdom; more than $30 a year from
each Kuwaiti.

IDA AND THE FOURTH REPLENISHMENT:
ROLE OF THE UNITED BTATES

The role of the United States in the
replenishment of IDA's resources is a
crucial one. It was the United States that
made the first formal proposal—in
1958—for the establishment of IDA when
Senator Mike MonroNEY introduced a
resolution to that effect in the U.S. Sen-
ate. In late 1959, the Board of Gover-
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nors of the World Bank adopted a resolu-
tion proposed by the U.8. Governor, Sec-
retary of the Treasury Anderson, re-
questing that the Bank’s Executive Di-
rectors formulate articles of agreement
for IDA.

The United States provided the polit-
ical and legislative leadership that re-
sulted in IDA. For the first replenish-
ment (1964), the U.S. share came to 42
percent of the total; in the second re-
plenishment (1968), the share dropped
to 40 percent, a figure matched in the
third replenishment (1970). For the
fourth replenishment, however, the U.S.
share comes to but 33 percent of the
total $4.5 billion figure.

The U.S. share is still the largest
among contributing countries, and re-
mains three times as large as that of
either Germany, the United Kingdom, or
Japan—the next three countries by size
of contribution. This should not be con-
sidered to be surprising, however, since
in 1972 the gross national product (GNP)
of the United States was about four times
as large as that of Japan which among
the contributing countries had the next
largest GNP, about four and a half times
as large as that of Germany, and seven
and a half times as large as that of the
United Kingdom. Also, a country’s share
in the combined GNP of contributing
countries is regarded as a good indicator
of its economic strength and hence of
its ability to provide development assist-
ance. In 1972, the United States share of
the combined GNP of contributing coun-
tries was 43 percent and was thus sig-
nificantly higher than its 33-percent
share of the fourth replenishment.

As in the past, the agreement reached
by the donors specifically states that no
contribution shall become payable until
80 percent of the contributions have been
pledged. This, in effect, means that since
the U.S. share comes to 33 percent of
the total, any IDA replenishment is ef-
fectively stalled until legislative approval
for IDA funds is reached in the United
States. And, any lessening of America’s
pledge would unravel the “Nairobl Agree-
ment” on the terms of IDA's fourth re-
plenishment, painstakingly reached
among the 25 donor countries last Sep-
tember after almost a year of negotia-
tions.

With all that is at stake, I hope the
Senate reverses the action taken by the
House earlier this year. It is critical that
we act in a responsible manner,

STATEMENT OF SENATOR EDWARD
W. BROOEKE ON THE PROPOSED
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS
REGARDING ABORTION

Mr. BROOKE. Mr. President, last year,
in perhaps its most controversial deci-
sion of the past decade the U.S. Supreme
Court ruled that a woman has a con-
stitutional right to terminate her preg-
nanecy under certain cirecumstances.

The decision, instead of resolving the
abortion issue, has precipitated an in-
tensification of an already heated de-
bate. Opponents and proponents of the
decision have flooded Capitol Hill with
hundreds of thousands of letters. This
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attention has focused primarily on the
various proposed amendments to the
Constitution, designed to overturn the
Supreme Court decision.

Because I have many reservations con-
cerning these amendments, I cannot in
good conscience support the efforts to
enact them.

In order to discuss the constitutional
amendments, it is first necessary to un-
derstand precisely what the Supreme
Court decided. In the companion cases,
Roe against Wade, and Doe against Bol-
ton, the Supreme Court held: First, that
during the first trimester—usually mean-
ing the first 13 weeks of gestation—the
decision to have an abortion must be left
solely to the woman and her doctor; sec-
ond, that during the second trimester,
Government regulations “reasonably re-
lated to maternal heaith,” such as Ii-
censing of the facility and its personnel,
are permissible; and third, that after the
26th or 27th week of pregnancy—when
the fetus is potentially capable of
life outside the mother's womb—anti-
abortion laws may be passed to protect
the State’s “interest in the potentiality
of human life,” but that abortion pro-
hibitions must make exception for the
preservation of the woman’s life and
health.

Regrettably, confusion still exists as
to what the Supreme Court actually al-
lowed. For example, some contend that
the decision authorizes “abortion on de-
mand”, This is not so. The Court held
that based on her right to privacy, a
woman has a qualified right to have an
abortion. But, this right, as outlined
above in the summary of the Court’s
holdings, is dependent on a number of
factors.

Second, the Supreme Court decision
does not force anyone to do anything
that would be inconsistent with one’s
religious or personal beliefs. In fact, the
essence of the Supreme Court decision
is freedom of choice. The Government
assumes a neutral position. It forces no
one to have an abortion, nor does it
compel anyone to perform an abortion.

On the other hand, I fear that the
proposed constitutional amendments
might preclude individuals from acting
in accordance with the dictates of their
consciences. In these amendments the
Federal Government assumes an affirma-
tive role. It can be argued that the re-
ligious or personal beliefs of some would
be imposed upon others. If so, I believe
that these amendments might endanger
a central Judeo-Christian tenet—free-
dom of conscience. Such a result might
also be violative of the spirit of the first
amendment’s freedom of religion clause.
1 am apprehensive about endorsing any
measure that might threaten one of our
most precious heritages.

In considering whether one should sup-
port one of the proposed amendments, it
is also important to ask a practical, real-
istic question: Will this amendment stop
abortions? Available evidence suggests
that passage of an amendment would
merely restore the practice of millions of
illegal abortions—many under back-al-
ley conditions—that have prevailed until
recently. This would mean.a return to
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high maternal death rates, unsqual treat-
ment of poor women, and an increase in
abandoned, abused and unwanted ehil-
dren. In addition, severe laws would
again be permitted with criminal pen-
alties for women who feel they must pre-
vent childbirth. We must ask ourselves
whether approval of such a constitutional
amendment would create greater prob-
lems than it would solve.

Another consideration is my reluctanecs
to use the constitutional amendment
process to solve the social problems that
beset our country. In recent times there
seems to be a disturbing trend to resort
to a constitutional amendment as a pan-
acea. In addition to threatening the in-
dependence of the judiciary, I believe
that this tendency distorts the concept
of our Constitution. It was not meant
to be the repository of every proposed
solution to every social ill.

In addition to the aforementioned fac-
tors, one other major reason contributes
to my disinclination to endorse a con-
stitutional amendment. Too many im-
portant and relevant questions remain
unresolved. As the recent abortion hear-
ings before the Senate Subcommittee on
Constitutional Amendments amply dem-
onstrated, many issues deserve to be
thoroughly studied. Included would be
consideration of the legal status of the
unborn child, the intention of the fram-
ers of the 14th amendment regard-
ing the meaning of a “person,” the
origins and limitations of the “right to
privacy,” the rights of the father of the
unborn child, the medical and psycho-
logical consequences of abortion, et
cetera. If the subject of abortion is to be
fully and fairly treated, all these issues
must be comprehensively examined.

The cumulative effect of all these res-
ervations is to make me quite dubious
about the merits of these constitutional
amendments. The available evidence ap-
pears to indicate that passage of such
an amendment would only exacerbate an
already difficult situation.

The abortion question is truly agoniz-
ing. I am fully sympathetic to the views
expressed by individuals on both sides
of the issue. I do hope that all involved
in the debate will remain tolerant of one
another’s beliefs. Unfortunately, on occa-
sion, the debate has been marked by
uncommon bitterness.

Although we may believe our causes
to be right and just, we must still re-
spect differences of opinion—especially
on an issue that embodies so many legal,
moral, medical, religious, and sociological
factors.

DETENTE

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, the
Secretary of State soon will be leaving
for Moscow to prepare for another
United States-Soviet summit meeting.
Naturally, we wish him well in his efforts
to further détente, to control strate-
gic nuclear arms, and to bring a more
lasting peace to the Middle East.

However, there is another issue of
great importance which I believe that
Secretary Kissinger should raise directly
with the Soviet leadership. That is the
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issue of limiting a naval arms race in
the Indian Ocean.

With the opening of the Suez Canal,
the prospect has been greatly increased
of a significant competition in this area
of the world. Indeed, the Defense De-
partment is requesting $29 million in its
supplemental appropriation to expand
U.S. naval facilities on the British-
owned island of Diego Garcia.

This $29 million must be viewed as
only a first step. And a step which will
inevitably be matched by the Soviet
Union. As the military analyst, Victor
Zorza, has stated:

In both countries—

Meaning the United States and Soviet
Union—
the naval lobbies have been using the Indian
Ocean because of the proximity to the Persian
Gulf oil routes, as the bogey with which to
push politicians into crossing a new stra-
tegic threshold.

Secretary Schlesinger has been per-
fectly clear about U.S. intentions in re-
gard to Diego Garcia. He stated on Feb-
ruary 5 to the Senate Armed Services
Committee that his—

Purpose in regard to Dlego Garcia is to
provide us for the first time with a base in
the Indian Ocean—so that if it were neces-
sary for us to move in that area and station
forces that we would have a facility.

Mr. President, I believe that before
trying to provoke a naval arms race in
the Indian Ocean this administration
should seek to limit naval deployments in
that area. General-Secretary Brezhnev
in June of 1971 called for negotiations
with the United States on the mutual
limitation of naval deployments, He spe-
cifically cited the Indian Ocean as a
region of interest. There has never been
a public U.S, response to this initiative.

A few days ago, a resolution was in-
troduced into the Senate calling for naval
limitations in the Indian Ocean. I sup-
port the objectives of that resolution.
But with Secrefary Kissinger’s imminent
negotiations in Moscow, I am afraid that
the resolution may be too little and too
late.

The time for action on the part of the
administration is now. The Secretary of
State spoke yesterday about a conceptual
breakthrough in SALT. I wish him well
in gefting such a breakthrough. But we
also need a conceptual breakthrough in
the field of conventional arms. And seek~
ing a Soviet agreement in principle to
limit the naval presence of the United
States and the Soviet Union in the In-
dian Ocean is precisely the kind of con-
ceptual breakthrough we need in order
to avoid a 20th century version of the
19th century game of gunboat diplomacy
and balance-of-power politics in remote
regions of the world.

I do not believe that the Senate or the
Congress can favorably act on the ad-
ministration’s request for Diego Garcia
unless the administration can demon-
strate good faith in having seriously at-
tempted to stop a naval arms race in the
Indian Ocean before it begins.

THE UNITED STATES STILL OVER
THE OIL BARREL

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am
extremely glad that the Arab oil boy-
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cott has been lifted. The conditions of
the “lifting,” however, are not encour-
aging. On March 6 I expressed my hopes
for a reduction in oil prices, The pros-
pects for this decrease do not now appear
very bright. In today’s Washington Post
Hobart Rowen illustrates how we are
still “over the barrel.” I ask unanimous
consent that Mr. Rowen’s article “The
Oil Crisis Will Continue” be printed in
the ReEcorp for consideration by the dis-
tinguished Members of this body.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

THE O Crisis WILL CONTINUE
(By Hobart Rowen)

The Arab oll weapon has temporarily been
laid on the shelf, within easy reach by the
managers of the exporters’' cartel. It has not
been abandoned, and it would be a mistake
for the American public to delude itself into
thinking that the Vienna announcement of
the lifted embargo has more than marginal
meaning.

So long as prices for oll remain skyhigh—
triple what they were prior to the embargo—
and so long as production levels are care-
fully controlled by the oil-producing states,
the oil crisis will continue,

Of course it will be difficult to sustain
public concern about the oll crisis if gasoline
becomes somewhat more readily available—
albelt at prices nudging 70 cents a gallon
in the East.

But the most difficult problem created by
high oll prices—the potential for economic
recession in the industrialized world—re-
mains unsolved.

As much as $50 billion to $60 billlon must
be transferred from the oil-consuming na-
tions to the oil cartel this year to pay for
increased costs of oll—a sum which threat-
ens vast dislocations here and abroad.

No one has yet figured out how the con-
suming nations will pay the bill—or how the
exporting nations will use or invest the vast
sums they receive—once they're paid over,

But the terms of the lifted embargo, as
made public in Vienna, carefully eschew any
guarantee of increased production which
would tend to assure a softening in prices,
Iran and Algeria, to the countrary, have been
arguing loudly for yet another increase in
price.

The remaining potency of the oil weapon,
moreover, should be seen from the Arab
statement which warns that “Israel alone”
will bear the responsibility for “more severe
oil measures, in addition to the other various
resources which the Arab world can master
in order to join the battle of destiny.”

Plainly, this is a threat to use not only oil
itself, but oil money, as it piles up, as a
bludgeon over the West. By moving large
blocks of capital in and out of money mar-
kets, for example, a concerted drive by the
oil cartel countries could shake Western cur-
rency markess, Demand for payment in gold,
from those who have limited supplies of gold,
could also weaken the financial underpin-
nings of the West. And large-scale industrial
and commerclal investments iIn industrial-
ized countries could provide the Arab na-
tions with a degree of leverage over economic
prospects and job opportunities.

It is not at all far-fetched to visualize a
scenario in which the embargo might be
threatened again unless the industrialized
countries step up their aid programs for the
hard-pressed African countries who have
glven the Arabs political support.

Faced with the Arab nations’ clearcut suc-
cess in the initial round of the oil war, it is
disconcerting to see the potential for joint
action by the consuming nations fade away
in a welter of acrimonious debate between
President Nixon and Europe.
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Europe—dominated by France—seems de=
termined to pursue bilateral deals with the
Arab nations. If the United States were to
sacrifice principle to be assured of a steady
flow of Arab oil, it could elbow the French
and British or anyone else out of the way,
especially with Iran and Saudi Arabia, offer-
ing them as much money and technology and
certainly more security than any combina-
tion of European nations.

Because it has not succumbed to black-
mail, the United States has so far not chosen
this course. Hopefully, the Nixon admin-
istration will not be panicked by the new
harsh language in the cartel’s Vienna an-
nouncement, or by a political need for some
new diplomatic “success” to offset Watergate
troubles.

We can anticipate a flood of fairly opti-
mistic assessments from the major banks
and the big oll companies who are heavily
engaged with the producing countries in oil
and money matters. It isn't reasonable to look
to bankers or oll presidents for a re-state-
ment of the need for independence from
Arab oil.

But if that crucial drive gets lost in a mis-
placed euphoria over a slight jiggle in the
use of the Arab oll weapon, it will be a
shame. They have the abllity to turn the oil
supply valves on and off at will. They make
no pretense of their willingness to use their
oil and new found wealth as political black-
mall, A policy that doesn't recognize this as
a fact is suicidal.

We hardly needed to be told that the em-
bargo will be “reviewed” June 1, Only a year
ago, Saudl Arablan Minister Zaki Yamani
was saying that oil would never be used as a
political weapon. Now, we know (or should
know) that no assurance from the Mideast
exporting countries means anything.

The oil cartel has created a vast uncertain-
ty over a vital supply, with the combination
of oil and money forged into a devastating
weapon. So far, the Western World has
evolved no effective response.

THE TWIN CITY EXPERIMENT

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, an ar-
ticle in yesterday’s Wall Street Journal
was notable for its candid and incisive
analysis of one of the Nation’s most am-
bitious experiments in urban govern-
ment—the metropolitan council, in the
Minneapolis-St. Paul area.

Created in 1967, the council has at-
tempted to bring a new sense of coher-
ence and planning to the many problems
which beset large metropolitan areas all
over the Nation. This experiment, as the
article notes, has not been without
problems, but it has begun to effectively
address the types of concerns which
must be solved if our urban areas are to
improve the quality of life for their mil-
lions of inhabitants.

Mr, President, I commend this article
to my colleagues, and ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

TaE Twin CIiTY EXPERIMENT
(By Dennis Farney)

871, PauvL, MiNN,—A friend calls John Bo=
land “a tacticlan of politics” and the de-
scription fits. A visit to the Boland com-
mand post finds a gregarious man of 36, en-
joying a cigar and heavily engaged in the
etratagems of an ongoing battle of sorts.

It is a political battle to regain the momen-
tum for one of the nation’s most innovative
experiments in urban government.

For Mr. Boland is the chairman of a
seven-year-old institution called the Metro-
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politan Council. The council may well be
the best way yet invented to run a metro-
politan area—rational, cannily tailored to
political realities and already paying off in
a more liveable region. Delegations of ur-
banologists have studied it and at least one
other city, Atlanta, has copied elements of
it. But for all its successes, the council has
run into some political trouble.

Some members of the Minnesota legis-
lature, which created the council, now
mutter that it has grown too big for its
britches. Some other units of area govern-
ment with which the eouncil must deal now
charge it with high-handedness. Mean-
while, even council supporters agree that
it remains rather remote to the lives of the
1.9 million pecple it is trying to serve. All
of which explains why Gov. Wendell An-
derson, a strong council supporter, hand-
picked Mr. Boland, a savvy state legislator
with a politician’s knack for persuasion
and publie visibility, to turn things around.

Today and tomorrow could tell whether
he’s succeeded or not. For the Minnesota
legislature is moving toward adjournment
and final action on a series of measures
that would give the council new powers it
badly needs. The 1971 and 1973 legislatures
have balked at granting just such powers,
and the issue now is still in doubt.

“We're very close to breaking through to
beyond anything anywhere else in the
country,” says Ted Kolderie, the thought-
ful executive director of the nonpartisan
Citizens League, which helped lead the effort
to create the council in the first place. “But
it’s still possible the legislation we need
could fail. A hell of a lot is at stake here.”

What is at stake, ultimately, is just how
far a subtle and sophisticated supergovern-
ment is going to be allowed to go beyond
“planning” to “governing.” That has been
the underlying question ever since the leg-
islature created the council and gave it its
Pull together a

staggering assignment:
seven-county region that includes two major
cities, 134 muniecipalities, a jungle of special-
purpose agencies, half the population of the
state and more than one-half its wealth.

THE NATIONAL SIGNIFICANCE

The national significance of the council
lies in the way it was structured politically
to give it real power without the bitter op-
position that “metropolitan government”
typically arouses.

The legislature deliberately barred the
council from such purely local matters as
some suburb’s parking regulations or the
color of its police cars. But in a few lim-
ited areas where metropolitan-wide deci-
sions are truly necessary—areas that to-
gether determine the pace and the nature
of future area development—it gave the
council the authority to take action and the
power to make it stick.

The council’s prime power is the power
to veto. It reviews the applications of other
units of government in the region for fed-
eral money, and an unfavorable council
comment can doom an application. More
important, it reviews the development plans
of such other area-wide agencies as the
sewer board, the transit commission and the
airport commission.

Projects by such agencies, of course, can
determine the future location of everything
from subdivisions to heavy industry. So if
the council finds a project inconsistent with
its own ideas of where those subdivisions
and industries ought to go, it ¢can simply veto
it and ask the operating agency to come back
with a better idea. (The agencies may ap-
peal to the legislature however.) One bill now
before the legislature would empower the
council to review and at least delay any pro-
ject of “metropolitan significance,"” be that
project either public or private.

Since 1967 the council has used its power
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aggressively. It has solved the problem that
prompted its creation—metropolitan growth
had outrun the sewer system—though a
major expansion of the system. It has twice
blocked the Metropolitan Afrport Commis-
sion from building a new Jetport im an eco-
logically unfavorable area, It compelled a
reluctant suburb to accept subsidized hous-
ing. It has barred any more freeways through
Minneapolis or St. Paul. It is moving toward
a land-use policy that will minimize urban
sprawl. And it is into everything from cable
TV to criminal justice.

But while it was making all those decisions,
it seems, the council neglected the business
of cultivating grassroots support. “You know,
it's hard to appreciate the beautiful sym-
metry of a metropolitan sewer system,” says
one council-watcher. “The council has yet
to be seen by the man In the street as a
problem-solving agency that's doing good for
him."

And without enthusiastic grassroots sup-
port, the council lost ground in the legisia-
ture as the inevitable complaints came in
from agencies and officials it had thwarted.
To be sure, the council is In no danger of
being abolished or even of being scaled back.
But consecutive legislative sessions have
balked at bills that would make council
members elective (they’re appointed by the
governor now), tighten its control over semi-
independent entities like the transit commis-
sion, and give the council the tools for such
things as preserving open space and attack-
ing area housing needs,

What really counts is “the power to say
what is going to happen,” says Mr. Kolderie,
“And that’s what's now at issue here—
whether these decisions of what to build, and
when and where, shall be made by the coun-
cil” or somebody else.

Dramatizing this fundamental issue has
been a noisy debate over the kind of mass
transit system this region should have. In
late 1972 the semi-independent area transit
commission was moving toward a commit-
ment to a rail system. But the council mem-
bers seem to have reasoned that, just as wars
are too important to be left to the generals,
the transit decision was too important to be
left to the transit experts. It was all bound
up with larger considerations. So the council
cut the transit men off at the pass.

Before the transit people could make their
final recommendation, the council recom-
mended an expanded bus system instead.
The infuriated transit people appealed to the
legislature. And the legislature, in turn, de-
cided it had better get into the act itself.

Now the legislature is about to vote on a
measure that would strengthen the council’s
authority to determine regional transporta-
tion policy, which the transit board would
then carry out, But at the same time the
legislature has made it clear that it expects
to have a volce in that policymaking—and
that it is going to keep an eye on future
ecuncil assertions of power.

THE LESSON

Gov. Anderson thinks there is a lesson for
the council in all this. The lesson is to not
take the legislature for granted.

“I think what the legislature has been
saying to the council is ‘look, you're our
creature. W> created you.'"™ he says. "“Jeal-
ousy is probably too strong a word for It.
But the legislature wants to remind the
council who it's working for."”

This lesson isn't lost on John Boland, the
governor's appointee. "“The legislature likes
the council, likes its Innovativeness,” he says.
“But at the same time there is a nagging
doubt about just how far the council ought
to go."” Mr. Boland has been trying to ease
those doubts in low-key talks with his former
legislative colleagues, At the same time, he’s
working hard to rebulld loecal support.
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In the first few months of his chairman-
ship he visited more than 100 of the 134 mu-
nicipalities in the reglon. He also dispatched
sometimes grumbling council members to
local meetings and began setting up advisory
committees of local officlals. “If things ever
get head-to-head with the local communities,
we're going to lose,” he says. “Because legis-
lators listen to local officlals.”

Another element of the Boland strategy is
to rein in his planners, who have sometimes
antagonized local officials with a brusque ap-
proach to things. “Planners, many of them
anyway, are not politically sensitive,” Mr.
Boland says. ““They get up and talk in plan-
nerese, and you're in trouble.”

The next few days may only partly suggest
how well the Boland strategy has worked.
It may even be, as Ted Kolderle suggests, that
another seven years will be required before
the council evolves into its final form. But
it’s worth noting that while a single couneil
misstep in some states might have brought
forth legions of legislators ready to do the
council in, nothing of the kind has happened
here. This is merely additional testimony to
& pattern that numerous social commentators
have observed in Minnesota—a rare openness
to change, an uncommon commitment to
common sense solutions to problems that
might ensnarl other states in unproductive
controversy.

And in the end the problems here—as in
most metropolitan areas—do boil down to
common sense answers to a few basic ques-
tions, Which are local problems and which
are regional ones. Who makes the tough deci-
sions? Who, really, is in charge of things?
The Twin Cities area has clearly sorted things
out and come up with a system that works.

That system has taken root for the long
haul. But there remains a very real question
of how much power the Metropolitan Couneil
is going to be allowed to acquire. That is go-
ing to depend on the legislature, the gover-
nor and the persuasiveness of a “tactician of
politics” named John Boland.

THE GENOCIDE CONVENTION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, if
someone were to ask me if Americans
say what they believe, I would answer
yes they do. If someone were to ask me
if Americans are a genocidal people, I
would just as quickly answer no we are
not. And then if someone were to ask me
why the United States is not a member
of the Genocide Convention, outlawing
the hideous destruction of a racial,
ethnic, religious, or national group by
any person or other group, I would not be
able to answer so quickly.

Indeed, Mr. President, I do not under-
stand myself why it has taken so long to
ratify the treaty which was first sent to
this body in 1949. It has had the support
of every administration in the past 25
years. It was unanimously accepted by
the United Nations General Assembly.
And yet it cannot seem to pass through
this body.

If we Americans truly do say what we
believe, and if we believe that the de-
struction of one people by another is to
be punished and deplored, then we must
advise and consent to the treaty.

If we do not take this action in the
very near future, Mr. President, it will be
as if we, all of us in these United States,
condone the practice of genocide.

It should be clear enough to every
American that we must ratify the treaty.
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MILWAUKEE JOURNAL SERIES ON
FOOD

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
Milwaukee Journal recently published a
four-part series on food which I com-
mend to the attention of this body.

The first of the articles, “Security Seen
in Proposed Food Reserves,” deals with
whether we need a system of grain re-
serves. I believe that we should develop
ways to insulate agriculture from the
effects of weather and offset severe pro-
duction swings. Other positions are also
discussed including that of Secretary
Butz as being opposed in principle to a
Government-held reserve system and
that of a group of private economists
who believe that the issue of an inter-
national grain reserve should be tied to
attempts to improve agricultural trade
by gradually lowering tariff barriers.

The second article, “High Protein Oats
Did Well in State”, describes research
work which has been going on at the
University of Wisconsin to develop a
high protein oat variety.

“Food Scientists Concentrate on Pro-
teins of the Future,” the third article in
the series, describes research being con-
ducted to increase the available supply
of protein in the world’s diet. Work is on-
going on fish protein concentrate, leaf
protein concentrate, and single cell pro-
tein. Researchers are particularly opti-
mistic that low-cost edible leaf protein
concentrate can be produced from
alfalfa.

In the single cell protein field, efforts
are underway to extract protein from
whey, the byproduct from cheese-
making. Single cell proteins are de-
seribed as having as much promise as
any.

The final article, “Experts Foresee No
Decline in Nation’s Meat Choices,” indi-
cates that meat will continue to be a
mainstay of the diet through this cen-
tury even though there may be problems
in the future such as bacteria which are
resistant to antibiotics.

Mr. President, these articles describe
exciting and important work, and I be-
lieve we need to do our best to stay in-
formed. Toward this end, I ask unanim-
ous consent that these articles be in-
cluded in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

[Series from the Milwaukee Journal]
(Part I)

SECURITY SEEN IN ProOPOSED FooD RESERVES

The world food situation of the past year
elgnals the need for international strategic
food reserves, according to Sen. Hubert H.
Humphrey (D-Minn.), chairman of the Sen-
ate Subcommittee on Foreign Agricultural
Policy.

“Unless we can find ways to insulate agri-
cultural production from the effects of
weather or unless the world develops a sys-
tem which Insures the availability of reserves
large enough to offset the production swings,
consequences for the farmers and consumers
of the world will become increasingly disas-
trous,"” Humphrey said in the foreword to a
report titled “World Food Security.”

The Food and Agriculture Organization of
the United Natlons pointed out in its food
securlty proposa.l, which is repmduced in
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Humphrey's report, that “for the first time
since 1852, the new (crop) season has opened
with cereal stocks in exporting and import-
ing countries at levels which give no assur-
ance of adequate supplies . . . in the event of
large scale crop failures.”

SHARED COSTS

The FAO's proposal, like the others, calls
for individual nations to adopt domestic
stockpiling policies which would allow a
combined international security level.

Another proposal, by a group of private
economists, calls for additional international
sharing of costs of a creating and storing
strategic food stocks earmarked for develop-
ing nations in time of famine.

The report, which was prepared by the
Congressional Research Service, pointed out
that historically the wealthier nations were
opposed to the “concept of an international
food basket”, fearing that such an ideal
would threaten markets.

EUTZ OPPOSED

US Agriculture Secretary Earl Butz' reac-
tion to the FAO proposal had been called
complacent and callous by proponents of a
world reserve.

Butz claims that if a “fixed pattern of
supply commitments and a centrally con-
trolled inventory system (such as would be
created under a reserve system) has been
in effect in the past year, the US farmers
would not have performed as well in supply-
ing world needs.

“Still,” he said, “there is unguestionably a
need to have some system of guiding and
encouraging countries to rebuild stocks and
carry them forward to cover world require-
ments in years of scarcity.”

He added later in a talk at an FAO confer-
ence in Rome that “there is no reason that
grain producing countries should carry com-
mercial reserves for all the world's potential
paying customers.”

PREFERS EMERGENCY AID

But he stated US willingness to participate
in food relief in crises. He pointed out that
since the enactment of Public Law (PL) 480
in 1954, the United States had provided more
than $25 billion in food ald under the pro-
gram created by the law.

“We belleve . . . that this is a good time
to consider arrangements that would spread
the responsibility and opportunity for food
aid and relief more broadly among nations,”
Butz said.

The report pointed out that under the
Food Aid Convention of the International
Wheat Agreement the US has pledged 1.9
million metric tons of food grains annually
to needy countries—elightly less than half
of the total pledges. The US pledges are made
under PL 480,

LINK TO TRADE WANTED

A group of private economists sponsored
by the Brookings Institution believes that
the gquestion of an international grain reserve
should be tied to attempts to improve agri-
cultural trade by gradually lowering protec-
tive barriers “so as to make more effective use
of the world’s agricultural resources,”

Such discussions should be part of the
General Agreement on Tarlffs and Trade
(GATT) negotiations this year, they think,

The economists pointed out that during
the postwar period, the barriers to industrial
trade “have been progressively whittled away,
while restrictions on imports of farm prod-
ucts . . . have persisted and been tightened,
with a necessarily divisive impact on the
comity or friendliness of nations.”

“To make a significant start on revers-
ing this trend would be a contribution not
only to efficiency in using scarce resources,
but also to reducing measurably the area of
international discord,” according to the
economists.
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CO-OPERATION OR CRISES

The alternative to international co-opera«
tion on a food security reserve, the econo-
mists sald, was a possible recurrence in a few
years of crop surpluses with attendant
spreading protectionism, competitive dump-
ing, retaliation against subsidized exports
and the large scale use of food gralns for
animal feed.

And, should a major producing nation have
a crop failure, the reserves to cope with it
would be available only by accident, they
claimed.

OATs Dip WELL IN STATE
(Part II)

Mapison, Wis—H. L. Shands, University
of Wisconsin agronomist, says that Dal, the
high protein oat varlety released by the uni-
versity of 1972, performed well in the state
last year, a prerequisite to its eventual use
by consumers.

In report from 68 growers, Dal averaged
B6G.4 bushels per acre compared with 48.3
bushels for the next best variety.

Shands said that reports from the UW's
nursery show that Dal also is maintaining
its 2 percentage point spread in higher pro-
tein content—about 19% in the groat (hull-
less kernel) , compared with 17% or less with
other varieties.

Shands explained that results of this type
are fast making the varlety commerclally ac-
ceptable among farmers. And that, he added,
is necessary to make the high protein trait
useful,

HicHER PROTEIN

BRED FOR RUST RESISTANCE

Dal, a variety on which Shands has been
working during much of his 44 year UW
career, was not bred for added protein con-
tent. But when interest in nutritional con-
tent sharpened in 1967, Dal was among the
varieties Bhands tested. He found it to be
tops in protein,

The goal in breeding Dal was crown rust
resistance, a trait that aided its yield ad-
vantage over other varleties this year because
it turned out to be a bad year for rust,
Shands explained. (Crown rust is a plant
disease caused by fungl.)

ONE BEARCH LED TO TWO

It was this search for erown rust resistance
that gave impetus to the search for high pro-
tein in oats, Shands explained.

The U.8, Agriculture Department imported
a variety from Israel noted for rust resist-
ance. A nutritional analysis performed on
the varlety—avenis sterilis—showed that it
contained 26% to 30% protein. “They just
about went wild, but the next question was:
‘How do we harness it?'” Shands said.

That question remains unanswered.

Shands explained that the sterilis variety
had “bad habits” such as shattering—drop-
ping its seeds before maturity. Also, yields
were low,

Shands still i1s working cautiously on in-
corporating the Israeli oat variety in cross
breeding programs in an attempt to capture
that high protein without losing other need-
ed oat traits.

Shands said that when he started this re-
search he had to scratch around for money
to get his samples analyzed for protein, Then
three years ago, USDA located its National
Oat Quality Laboratory on the UW campus.

Vernon Youngs, director of the lab, said
that oat breeders from 15 states sent more
than 26,000 samples from the 1972 crop to
the lab for protein analysis,

SEARCH FOR SUPFLEMENT

Besides basic studies of the functions of
the oat plant related to protein, sclentists
are working on techniques to economically
remove the protein from oat groats to form
a high protein concentrate for use as a food
supplement, Youngs said.
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The two varieties of high protein oats al-
ready released—Dal and Otee developed at
the University of Illinois—show practically
no loss in amino acid balance, a measure of
protein quality, Youngs sald.

Shands sald that oats contain a higher per-
centage of lysine—4% of total protein con-
tent—than any of the cereal grains.

YIELD VALUED MORE

Youngs pointed out that in the past, oat
breeders were concerned with developing oat
varieties that were high yielding, had large,
plump kernels and were disease resistant.
They were successful, he said, but they also
created a lower protein concentration Iin
the oat kernels.

Shands explained that this slippage in pro-
tein content had worried the oat processing
companies such as Quaker Oats Co. Quaker
has been a consistent sponsor of his work,
he said.

Shands believes that “we will be able to
lift the protein percent of oats even higher
than Dal. The plant type that goes with it
(the higher protein) is going to be a little
lower in yield, though.”

Whoever uses it will have to pay more for
the oats because farmers will not grow lower
yielding varieties without a premium, Shands
explained.

So far in feeding tests, chickens have
galned more efficiently on Dal, compared with
normal oats. “We haven't tested on humans,
but there is no reason to expect different re-
sults,” Shands sald.

BETTER BREAKFAST AHEAD

Besides advantages as an animal feed, the
high protein oats could be used to bolster
the protein in breakfast foods or other pre-
pared foods, Shands said. Or, through a selec-
tive milling procedure, oat protein could be
used to enrich wheat flour, But it has got to
be economically feasible, he said.

The oats fit either one—direct feeding to

humans or conversion into livestock prod-
ucts, Shands said.

Foop ScIENTISTS CONCENTRATE ON PROTEINS
OF THE FUTURE
(Part III)
(By David M. Skoloda)

MapisoN, Wi1s—FPC, LPC and SCP all spell
“protein” in the language of the food
sclentist.

They stand, respectively, for fish protein
concentrate, leaf protein concentrate and
single cell protein—all possible additions to
the world’s diet provided they can be provided
economically and in forms that people will
accept, according to C. H. Amundson, a Uni-
versity of Wisconsin food secientist who has
performed research in each of the three areas.

WORK ON ALFALFA

In research on leaf protein concentrate,
Amundson is part of a UW team developing
a process by which alfalfa is dewatered and
the juice reduced to a protein concentrate
powder.

His first contribution to the group, he said,
was to modify the drying method to produce
a concentrate that would remain in disper-
sion in a ligquid so it could be fed to calves.

The process is designed to permit farmers
to harvest their alfalfa at its peak nutritional
quality regardless of weather. The residue
after the dewatering retains sufficient nu-
trients to be adequate feed.

The 40 to 55% protein concentrate obtained
from the juice and used as a ruminant ani-
mal feed supplement has proved effective in
feeding trials, according to Neal Jorgensen,
UW dairy science professor who is in charge
of the research team.

FOR PEOPLE NEXT

Amundson is now working with another

product from the alfalfa juice, 80% protein
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concentrate, With some refinements, it could
be used as a human food supplement.

John Garver and Mark Stahmann, both
UW biochemistry professors also are working
on the purification problem. Stahmann's re.
search laid the groundwork for the project.

Amundson explained that the problems did
not appear to be inscluble and that eventu-
ally when economic and processing problems
were solved the alfalfa protein could take
the place of a protein like that provided by
the soybean.

WASTE USABLE, TOO?

Soybean protein has the advantage, though,
of having the protein concentrated in the
seed along with another usable product—oil,

In the UW's alfalfa process the wheylike
residue after the protein is removed must be
treated as a disposal problem, Amundson ex-
plained. But the team is investigating the
use of the waste as a media to grow yeast and
harvest the yeast as a protein source.

NOT ECONOMICAL YET

An economic problem that must be solved,
Amundson explained, is that the harvest pe-
riod for alfalfa in Wisconsin is concentrated
in a short period in the summer, and plant
facilities capable of processing the alfalfa
would stand idle most of the rest of the year.

“If this ever is to be practical there has
to be some other use for that facility,” he
added. He cited as a possibility the process-
ing of protein from the alewife, a Great Lakes
rough fish.

Jorgensen said that it might also be ieasl-
ble to process cannery byproducts vines to
remove their protein content that now is
wasted.

INTEREST IN MACHINERY

H. D. Bruhn, the UW agricultural engineer
who is a member of the research team, is
seeking a dewatering press for the farm that
could be made for about the same cost as a
hay baler.

He reports intense interest by manufac-
turers and predicts that the project may
move faster than some other machinery de-
velopments because of foreign interest “and
the interest of some of our federal agencles
in providing more protein in the diets of de-
veloping countries.

“The juice protein concentrate process
opens up a whole new group of plants to
human consumption that are now not avail-
able because of high fiber content,” said
Bruhn,

A report from the Western Regional Re-
search Laboratory of the U.S. Agriculture De-
partment, where similar alfalfa research is
underway, points out that of the 20 ma-
jor crops, alfalfa produces the highest yield
per acre of the essential amino acids. “From
a nutritional standpoint it has been shown
that the amino acids of alfalfa are well bal-
anced and at least equivalent to those of
soy protein.”

Researchers at the laboratory are confident
that low cost edible leaf protein concentrate
can be produced from alfalfa that will “be
competitive with other sources of food pro-
tein,” according to the report.

WORLDWIDE PROMISE

Alfalfa and other forage plants are among
the world's largest renewable supplies of
protein, they say.

With the proper use of alfalfa protein,
they claim, there need be no protein deficit
in the world. “Considering the world popu-
lation as 3.2 billion and an average need for
35 grams of protein per person per day . . .
it has been calculated that enough protein
to meet the needs of the entire world popu-
lation could be produced on an area approxi-
mately the size of Texas," the report states.

In the single cell protein field, Amundson
and his associates in food science have been
working on a process for extracting protein
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from whey, the by-product from cheese-
making. The carbohydrates remalning after
processing are converted into single cell
protein.

The process is in commercial application
in a large plant in California producing 40%
protein concentrate for animal feed and 60%
concentrate for human food. The plant’s hu-
man food products is used primarily in bak-
ery products, Amundson sald. It includes
both the whey protein and the single cell
protein—in this case a yeast produced in the
medium left through processing.

““Here we are harvesting a food grade mate-
rial of which at least 509 1s being wasted as
far as human food is concerned,” he said.

Single cell proteins include a wide variety
of yeasts, bacteria, fungi and algae using
such elements as crude oils, methane and
carbohydrates as a growth medium.

Amundson said that the single cell protein
“probably has as much promise as any.” They
would find primary use as food fortifiers, he
sald.

The United Nations’ Protein Advisory
Group Bulletin cited other examples of SCP
production:

In France the British Petroleum Co. pro-
duces yeast from gas oil.

The Finnish Pulp and Paper Research In-
stitute has a process for using pulp mill
wastes in the production of microfungi which
provide a nutritious animal protein supple-
ment.

The Lord Rank Research Center in Eng-
land is developing process to provide textured
protein foods directly from a filamentous
microfungus grown on cheap carbohydrates.

FISH PROGRESS SLOW

In the field of fish protein concentrate
(FPC) production, Amundson noted that al-
though this protein source had been avail-
able for many years, “it still hasn’t found a
market.”

Amundson said he and his assoclates have
developed a process that improves the func-
tional properties of fish protein, but he ex-
pects more resistance to acceptance because
of the reputation of the product.

Amundson pointed out that the higher the
prices of meat and other protein sources go,
“the more attractive these (FPC, LPC and
BCP) look, I don't doubt that at some time
in the future we will be using even more
exotic protein sources than alfalfa.”

Use of these products may be limited for
at least two reasons, he explained.

While sources of protein are adequate,
there are economic or cultural reasons why
adequate protein is not available to many of
the world's people.

The ruminant animal (mainly cattle) re-
mains an effective means for converting ma-
terials into high quality protein. It may not
yield as much per acre as a single cell pro-
tein, but for now “most of us would rather
eat a steak than a slice of bread” (or some
other product that could be fortified with
8CP).

“I really don’t see that you will ever take
livestock completely out of the picture,”
Amundson said.

ExperTs ForeseE No DEeECLINE 1IN NaTION's
MEeAT CHOICES
(Part IV)
(By David M. Skoloda)

Mapison, Wis—While some idealists are
wishing that the well marbled steak would
follow the gas gobbling luxury car into ex-
tinction, food scientists here believe that
won't happen.

“It is my own personal feeling that in our
lifetime we won't depart from traditional
foods. By the year 2000, we still will be on a
meat economy, possibly with extenders,” ac-
cording to Harold Calbert, Chairman of the
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University of Wisconsin Food Sclence De-
partment.

Other sclentists interviewed in connection
with this serles share Calbert's belief. The
reason: Consumer preference for animal
protein products and the supposition that
the world food situation will not become so
critical that new food technology must be
pressed into service.

That doesn’t necessarily mean that every-
body will have as much as he wants, as
shown by the per capita decline in red meat
consumption in 1873 of 11 pounds from 188.9
in 1972 to 177.9 in 1873.

The shortage of meats and resulting higher
prices last year could be traced at least in
part to the short supplies of feed grains in-
ternationally. While crop situation is ex-
pected to be lmproved this year, the in-
creased affluence in the world and conse-
quent increased demand for animal protein
is expected to keep pressure on supplies.

POSSIBLE PITFALL

That 1s one of the possible production pit-
falls that face producers of animal protein
in the U.S. Others will be discussed in this
article. Accompanying articles describe pro-
cedures and research seeking to expand pro-
duction of animal protein and thus ofiset
the effects of recent adverse developments.

The international competition for feed-
grains and the resulting higher prices for
farmers' crops has these effects: If the farm-
er is buying the grains to feed his cattle, the
price of meat must return enough for him
to meet the increased costs.

If consumer resistance (such as the or-
ganized boycotts last year or individual de-
cisions to use less meat) or government
controls 1imit his returns, he eventually must
cease producing. For the farmer who ralses
his own feed, the graln market provides an
attractive alternative to feeding it to animals,
50 less meat and milk is produced.

Export controls that would reserve more

grains for domestic use could change this
picture, but such controls are deemed un-
likely considering the Importance of agricul-
tural exports in the U.S. balance of payments.

THREE YEAR PERIOD

Farmers belleve that it would help if con-
sumers understood that the signals they send
to farmers through their buylng patterns
affect the supplies of beef far in the future.

In heef, for example, consumer resistance
and government policy could affect produc-
tion more than three years from now. That
is the length of time from when the farmer
decides to breed or mot to breed additional
beef cows to the time that the offspring of
those breedings are ready for the supermarket
meat counter. The farmer must try to declide
that far in advance whether conditions will
be favorable for him to make a profit.

Other government policy decisions that
livestock and poultry producers are warily
awaiting are requirements for pollution con-
trol that will add to the costs of animal pro-
tein production.

Some farmers are going ahead on their own
at costs as high as $10,000 or more for pollu-
tion control on some Wisconsin farms. Others
are holding off, but stricter regulations are
in the making that will force increased in-
vestment In this area.

Such requirements could decrease produc-
tlon because the investments discourage some
farmers from continuing livestock production
and cause a switch to more crop farming.
But agriculturists point out that there is
much land that ls unsuited for cash crop
production and best suited for ruminant live-
stock that can convert to food the forages
for which the land is suited.

Livestock producers clalm greater produc-
tion efficiency from the use of such feed ad-
ditives as antibiotics, but the use of such
additives is under examination as being pos-
sibly harmful to both animal and human
health. Producers would be displeased but
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not greatly surprised to see even stricter reg-
ulation in their use in the US.

The wuse of diethylstilbestrol (DES), a
growth stimulant, was banned last year with
a consequent loss of 10% in beef production
efficiency, according to agricultural spokes-
men.

In the case of antiblotics in feed, a major
advance leading to increased meat produec-
tion, the Food and Drug Administration's
concern is that of transferable antibiotic re-
sistance, according to Robert W. Bray, asso-
clate dean of the University of Wisconsin Col-
lege of Agricultural and Life Sclences.

Eray pointed out FDA’s major concerns:

Antibiotles will create a population of re-
sistant bacteria In the animal which will
make it impossible to treat sick animals with
the same or other antibiotics,

A population of resistant bacteria might be
transmitted from animal to man, and this
might lead to a disease that cannot be
treated.

Bray sald that the cost-benefit ratio must
be the deciding factor in whether such pro-
duction devices are used but that it was not
considered in banning of DES. “The Delaney
Amendment was the culprit,” Bray said.

The Delaney Amendment is a federal law
that means, as 1t applies to livestock feed-
ing, that there will be no residues in meat
of carcinogenic (cancer causing) substances
fed to livestock. DES was found in minute
amounts in the liver of animals fed DES,
Bray explained.

EFFECT OF SHORTAGE

The potential effect of fuel and fertilizer
shortages also could have its effects on live-
stock and poultry production. All of agri-
cuiture is heavily dependent on power from
petroleum. As State Agriculture Becretary
Donald E. Wilkinson put it: “Fuel in the
tractor means food on the table." Also, much
of the natlon's fertilizers are made from nat-
ural gas.

The ultimate limitation on production ca-
pabilities is the amount of land available for
agriculture.

“They ain't making anymore” is a popular
expression in explaining the need to preserve
and protect this finite world resource for food
production,

Land use controls to protect land from
development plus measures to insure proper
soll conservation practices are in the offing
in this important area.

SENATOR MONTOYA'S ADDRESS TO
BILINGUAL EDUCATION CONFER-
ENCE

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I re-
cently had the great honor to join the
distinguished Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. MonToya) in addressing the Con-
ference on Mexican American Education
held by the U.S. Civil Rights Commission
in San Antonio, Tex.

No Member of the Senate has devoted
more time and energy to the cause of
bilingual, bicultural education than
Senator MonTtova. And I thought that
his remarks on the role that State and
local governments must play in this ef-
fort were very well taken.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the memorable remarks de-
livered by Senator MonTo¥a at the Con-
ference on Mexican-American educa-
tion be printed at this point in the
RECORD,

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:
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U.S. CommissioN oN Cmvin RicHTs CoN-
FERENCE ON EqQUuaL EDUCATIONAL OFPPOR-
TUNITY

(By Benator Josera M. MONTOYA)

In 19564 the Supreme Court sald that a
black child had the right to an equal edu-
cation In the United States of America.
Amazingly, in this country, in this century,
it was necessary for a court to point out
that the color of a child’s skin had nothing
at all to do with his rights to equality under
the Constitution.

That decision by the Court created a
social and educationsal revolution in Amer-
ica. Today we find it hard to remember that
there was a recent time when black children
were separated from other children as a
matter of public policy, and thousands of
extra dollars were spent by states and dis-
tricts to build two schools where only one
was needed—all in the name of a prejudice
we were ashamed to admit,

A few weeks ago the Supreme Court
handed down another such decision—a de-
cision which thls audience can easily accept
as correct and appropriate, but a declsion
which will cause just as great an upheaval
in education at the local level as the 1954
decision did. This time it was not skin
color which was eliminated as a barrier to
equal opportunity, but language and cul-
ture. This time the Court said that a child
whose language was different from that of
the majority was stlll entitled to equal edu-
cational opportunity under our laws.

It is amazing that these decisions had to
be made at all in a nation which began with
a declaration that “all men are created
equal” and a written Constitution which
speaks of securing the “blessings of liberty"
to our posterity, our children and their
children.

Our great pride has always been that peo-
ple from many nations came here to find
freedom in a land which welcomed their
rich contributions and offered equality of
opportunity to every citizen. America has
stood In the world as a leader in man's his-
toric struggle to define and uphold the
rights of the individual.

Why should a nation have to wait for
a court decision to provide equality of op-
portunity to its children?

There is no rational answer to that ques-
tion, of course, Those of us who have
struggled to convince our neighbors that
minority-language children have a right to
education in their own language, as well as
in the dominant language, have used every
argument, every idea, every statistic. But
we have not succeeded in convincing them
and that is obvious when we look at the
history of bilingual education legislation at
either the federal or the state level. We
have still only been able to provide bilingual
and bicultural education for a tiny fraction
of the millions of children who are in need—
children who have apparently been invisible
to the vast majority of educators, school
boards, PTA's, state boards of education and
legislators.

Now a Court decision has made these
children a focus of attention—the Chinese,
the French, the Indian, the Mexican-Ameri-
can—all the speclal kinds of children who
are part of cultures and language groups
which have refused to melt into pale imita-
tions of something they are not,

The struggle of “other language” children
in America is clearest in the struggle of the
Spanish-speaking children of the South-
west—and that struggle is now a matter of
record in the report of the Civil Rights Com-~
mission study on Mexican-American educa-
tion in five states: California, Colorado, Ari-
zona, New Mexico, and Texas.

We have a special problem here In the
Southwest now that the Court has directed
us to act for minority-language children by
providing them an equal chance to learn
when they go to school. Seventy percent of
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all Mexican-American children live in these
states and one child in every five is a Span-
ish-surnamed child. When we combine the
record painted by the Civil Rights Commis-
sion Report with the mandate we have been
given by the Court, it is clear that we are
going to be in the middle of another educa-
tional revolution. Are we ready?

Nowhere in the Southwest is any state pre=-
pared to give those children the equal oppor-
tunity which the Court says they must
have—not yet.

Nowhere are there enough teachers ready—
teachers who can speak to a child in his own
language and understand him in relation to
his own culture. The National Education As-
sociation estimates that we will need 84,500
Spanish-speaking teachers to bring the ratio
even close to the number of Spanish-speak-
ing students, Yet there were only 223,000
Spanish-origin college students in the whole
nation as of October of 1972. Almost none of
those have been taught bilingually, and only
a tiny fraction of them are being prepared to
teach bilingual-bicultural classes. We would
have to increase Mexican-American college
enrollment by 190% to even bring it up to
equal representation with other Americans.

Nowhere in our five Southwestern states
are there textbooks ready with the real story
of the Spanish-speaking people or the Indian
people of the Southwest. The real history of
Texas and California and New Mexico was be-
gun by the forefathers of many of the chil~
dren who still live in those states—but that
history has never been a part of the history
lesson in our schools, The textbooks will have
to be rewrltten to remove inaccurate and in-
sulting material—and to include the truth.

Nowhere in those five states are there edu-
cation laws or state education budgets which
are ready to handle the massive changes in
education programs which our new aware-
ness will demand. New Mexico, California,
and Texas have new bilingual education
laws—but none has sufficient funding to do
more than provide token answers.

In no single one of those five siates are
there enough Mexican-Americans at any
level of the education hierarchy—not enough
on school boards, in state boards of educa-
tion, in school administration, on teacher-
training faculties, in professional assocla-

tions, in local
PTA's!

Not a single one of those states has a law
requiring bilingual/bicultural classes in
schools where there are more than twenty
“other language” children. No matter how
high the percentage of Spanish-speaking
children in any district, no one of these five
states has yet required that teachers and
counselors and administrators be certifled as
qualified to teach or work with language-
minority children.

The primary responsibility of a teacher and
a school is to understand and educate chil-
dren—yet in no one of those five states have
provisions been made to train or certify
teachers who can do that job for the Mexi-
can-American child!

No program or certification requirement or
training has yet been prepared so that coun-
selors who work with Mexican-American
children are trained in the history or lan-
guage of the children they must help. Yet
those children can be stamped for life as
“trouble makers" or “mentally retarded” by
school records.

No state demands that its teachers be pre-
pared to teach the millions of youngsters
who will come into their classrooms from
Mexican-American homes, speaking Spanish,
and bringing with them all the promise of
cultural richness—and all the problems of
language barriers!

When we consiser the statistics In the
Mexican-American Education Study report—
and I am not goilng to go over those statis-
tics again, because you all know them by
heart—the astounding thing is that we had

legislatures—not even in
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to wailt for this kind of a study to show us
what was happening.

These are our children. They do not live
in Africa or China or Southeast Asia. They
live right here in Texas, or in my own state
of New Mexico, or in one of the other South-
western states. These children go to our
schools—and their parents pay taxes to our
government, at both the state and federal
level.

Every one of us has seen them. A teacher
sees them every day, hears them speaking
Spanish, watches them struggling to under-
stand, gives them grades based on tests they
have taken in English.

They have been falling behind in school
right in front of our eyes—why have we
never noticed?

Why has no state legislature ever asked—
especlally in Texas and California where the
record is the worst—why twice as many
Spanish-surnamed students are in classes for
the mentally retarded? Shouldn't we have
known that kind of imbalance would re-
sult from being tested in a language you
don’t understand and juged by a counselor
or a psychologist who doesn't understand
you?

How many of us would be willing to have
our mental competence judged that way,
and our future decided on that kind of anal-
ysis?

Why have none of these five states ever
considered the terrible tax loss when such
large numbers of children are kept back or
drop out of school? The lifetime income of
a high school graduate 1s $100,000 more than
that of an eighth grade drop-out—and the
taxes on $£100,000 would surely have pald for
more than the cost of providing decent and
equal education to that child in order to keep
him in school, wouldn't it? Neglecting these
children has been economic Idlocy—why
haven't we ever seen that?

When twenty percent—more than forty
percent in New Mexico—of the people of a
state are Mexican-Americans, why haven't
college administrators demanded an explana-
tion for the tiny fractions of Mexican-
Americans who were in college classrooms—
only 6 percent in Arizona, 5.9 percent in
California, 7.5 percent in Texas?

Why 1is it necessary for us to wait for
direction from the Supreme Court or a law
from the federal government? Education
should begin at the local level and be de-
manded at the local level, and so should
equality of opportunity. Why have Mexican-
American parents been willing to wait so
long?

The answers to all these questions are not
easy to make, or accept. But we must make
them, because the solution to our impend-
ing education crisis depends on our doing
some hard thinking about ourselves, our
communities, and our own commitment to
equality and education.

The changes we must make are changes
we should have made long ago—at every lev-
el of education, and at every level of gov-
ernment. They are changes which will be eas-
ier to make if we give honest answers to
the questions I have raised today. They are
changes which have been outlined clearly by
the recommendations of the Civil Rights
Commission Report, curriculum, texts, test-
ing, certification, funding, teacher training,
new budgets, new state and local laws.

So what are our answers to those ques-
tions about our own local communities, or
our own states? Our answer has to be that
as adults we have failed those children—
and we will continue to fail them unless we
can really change our educational systems
radically.

First, we must decide that education in
this case will have to begin with adults—
because before we can change anything we
will have to change the attitudes of the
other four-fifths of our populations.
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Second, I think we must agree that it is
time for Mexican-American families to in-
sist on participating in the decision making
about their own children—and that too will
require education of adults. Those of us who
are concerned will have to go into Mexican-
American communities to teach these lessons.

Third, I think educators must accept the
responsibility of educating other educators—
with the Civil Rights Commission report,
they should surely be the easiest group to
convince.

I have not talked today about the role of
the Federal Government, or how a Senator
like me can provide assistance. I am sure
you all know that Senator Cranston and Sen-
ator Kennedy and I have proposed amend-
mente to the Federal bilingual education act
to provide more money and more teacher
training and a much greater share of assist-
ance to the states for these children. I be-
lieve—and I know that other members of
Congress must agree with me—that the fed-
eral role Is an important one, and must be
increased.

However, we have been fighting a holding
action In the Congress for five years, and
it is still necessary for us to fight daily bat-
tles just to retain the little we have gained.

Within the Office of Education itself, un-
der the Administration, there is a strong
feeling that bilingual education is a tempo-
rary and remedial program. A memorandum
written by one of the officers for planning,
budget and evaluation in the Office of Edu~
cation says it clearly: “The goal of federally
supported bilingual education programs is
to enable children whose dominant language
is one other than English to develop competi-
tive proficiency in English. The success of
the program must be judged by how well
and how quickly these children learn
English.”

Those of you who are educators know how
foolish that statement is. Those of you who
are Mexican-Americans know how insulting
that statement is. Those of you who live
in the five Southwestern states know how
useless that kind of thinking is if we want
to succeeding in doing better than we have
in the past.

But it is important for every one of us
to realize that that kind of thinking exists—
and it is going to be our greatest barrier to
action. We will find it at the local level,
just as we find it in the White House and
in other places in Washington. That is why
we are going to have to make the extra ef-
fort to educate adults before we can begin
educating our children.

Schools are at the local level. Change must
begin there. Our local and state institutions
should be the opening wedge in a program
to expand the horizon for all Americans—
first adults, and then children.

This is the place to take the first difficult
steps.

This is the place to start looking at the
children around us—and to make sure our
neighbors look too.

This is the place to watch—so that no
individual child is injured by his school or
by his school district or by his state educa-
tional system without our knowing about it.

This is the place to make sure that every
parent is concerned enough to be involved—
in the school, in the district, in the state—
and in the nation.

You and I know that we aren't really
ready for the change the Court has man-
dated—we are not ready in Washington and
you are not ready in the schools or in the
state houses.

But I am ready to begin, and I know you
are too.

Let us work together to convince our
neighbors that we must do now what we
have wanted to do for years: create equal
educational opportunity for every individual
child in this nation.
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B-1 BOMBER COSTS SOAR OUT OF
SIGHT

Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr, President, cur-
rent projections of the price of the B-1
bomber have been raised from a program
unit cost of $29.2 million in 1970 to an
estimated “then year"” dollar level of
$61.5 million. The B-1 is the first U.S.
aircraft to double in anticipated costs.

The 1969 planning estimate for the
total program cost of the B-1 program
was $8.8 billion which did not include
logistic support and additional procure-
ment costs or inflation, Inflation some-
how was overlooked. By 1970 the total
program costs rose to $9.4 billion with a
uni? cost of $29.2 million,

The June 30, 1972 Selected Acquisition
Report stated that the program costs
were $11.36 billion.

The September 30, 1973, Selected Ac-
quisition Report showed an increase to a
program cost of $13.67 billion in “then
year" dollars and a program unit cost of
$56 million per plane,

The current estimate in ‘“then year”
dollars is $15 billion for the entire pro-
gram with a resulting unit program cost
of $61.5 million per plane.

Mr, President, during a debate on the
B-1 in 1970, it was pointed out that Sec-
retary of Defense Melvin Laird projected
a unit rangé of between $25 and $30 mil-
lion for the B-1. It was also suggested
that the unit costs of the aircraft could
go as high as being doubled. The Air
Force rejected this contention. But now
the truth has a way of coming back on us.

Mr, President, I think I can again make
a prediction about the B-1. Before, I said
the cost could double from the 1970 fig-
ures and that has come to be. The B-1
will now cost over $61.5 million each in
“then year" dollars. But since the “then
yvear” dollars are calculated with an in-
flation rate of 3.3 percent through fiscal
year 1985, it should be clear to all con-
cerned that the actual “then year” dol-
lars will be much higher. I cannot believe
that anyone in the country today would
believe that inflation will average 3.3
percent over the next 10 years. There-
fore, I can confidently predict that the
B-1 program unit costs in “then year”
dollars will approach and probably ex-
ceed $70 million per plane.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that several recent articles and
letters to the editor be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

B-1 Bomper ESTIMATE Rarsep $1.83 Binriow

The estimated cost of the B-1 bomber pro-
gram has risen $1.3 billion because of a
recent program change and a greater allow-
ance for inflation, informed Defense Depart-
ment sources said yesterday.

The huge projected increase for the bomb-
er being developed in California by Rock-
well International followed a revelation by
sources last week of a similar rise in the Air
Force's other major new aireraft program—
a #1.4 billlon Increase for the F-15 fighter

being built by McDonnell Douglas in Mis-
sourt.

The sources said the cost of the 244-plane
bomber program is now estimated at $15 bil-
lion, compared to the former estimate of
$13.7 billlon,
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Each of the B-1 bombers would now cost
the Air Force an estimated $61.5 million,
compared to the previous $56 million, De-
fense Department officials sald.

They sald the new estimates, contained in
a letter sent o Congress last Friday, resulted
from a decision to build more research and
development prototypes and allow for an
annual inflation rate of 3.3 per cent instead
©of the previous 2.57 per cent.

The officlals acknowledged that even the
higher inflation allowance might be consid-
ered unrealistic In light of the recent rate
of inflation, which has been running at more
than 6 per cent annually.

The sources said the Defense Department
last fall declded to build four or five proto-
types of the B-1 bomber instead of three in
order to ease the transition of the compli-
cated aircraft from development to produc-
tion.

Last week, Pentagon officials also estimated
that the program cost of the 729-plane
F-15 fighter program will increase from
$7.835 billion to $9.284 billion because of a
production slowdown ordered last fall after
problems in the development of a new engine.

The estimated cost of each supersonic
fighter would rise nearly $2 million to about
$12.4 million because of the two-year stretch-
out of production tc 1980, the sources sald.

B-1 BomeeEr: THE §$75-BrLrioN Toy

To the Eprror: As a former Navy pilot
now employed by a major airline, I view
with dismay the current military program to
build and deploy the B-1 bomber as a re-
placement for the B-52 serles mow opera-
tional. The aircraft is to be supersonic, have
a variable geometry wing similar to the now
deployed FB-111 and will have both a con-
ventional and nuclear capability.

The question is: Does the United States
In the age of I.C.B.M.s and détente need

a new manned bomber? The evidence says
no in either the conventional or nuclear
role. By 1980, the fully operational target
date for the B-1, the military will possess
enough land and sea missiles (and the still
operational B-52's) to destroy over 75 per
cent of both Russia and China three times

over. Four rounds of I.C.BM.s could be
launched, destroy their targets and be an-
swered by four salvos from the other side
before a supersonic bomber could even reach
Its target. There wouldn't be a target left
to defend or destroy.

Virtually every conflict in which the United
States has been Involved since World War
II has been fought or decided in small, de-
veloping nations, usually with great devasta-
tion to the couniry and no benefit to our
own, except, of course, the companies that
supply our war machine, We have seen that
this country does not need or want more
Vietnams, Cambodias or Koreas, 50 why build
a new bomber for that purpose? For our own
defense, studies have shown that the B-52
fleet would be adequate into the nineteen-
ninetles.

Finally, there is the cost of the B-1 proj-
ect. Each aircraft is now estimated to cost
about $56 million. The total 10-year cost
would be in the range of 850 billlon, includ-
ing procurement, operation and a new tank-
er fleet for gervicing.

As in almost all recent military contracts,
the costs are steadily Increasing with no end
in sight. One Princeton study put the total
cost at $75-billilon and characterized that
estimate as conservative.

Food for the hungry, housing for the cold,
hospitals for the sick, schools for the young
and old alike—yes. But for another military
toy which is obsolete before it is even built—
no.

Emx GISsING.

Coconur Grove, FLA., March 16, 1974.

March 22, 197}

NIE SEX DISCRIMINATION
RESEARCH

Mr. PERCY, Mr. President, as the
women’s movement for equality grows in
size, complexity, and importance, it be-
comes increasingly difficult for individ-
uals and organizations interested or in-
volved in the movement to accurately
determine what is happening in the many
areas that concern and affect them. In
the absence of a clearinghouse of infor-
mation for women’s concerns, I hope to
provide from time to time information
that may be relevant to the movement's
activities and interests.

One such piece of information is a let-
ter which I received yesterday from
Thomas K. Glennan, Jr., Director of the
National Institute of Education—NIE—
in response to my inquiry concerning the
Institute’s research activities related to
women’s concerns. The inquiry was
prompted by my work in the Women’s
Equal Educational Opportunity Act, S.
2959. The dearth of research materials
pertaining to sex discrimination—a
search by the Education Resources Infor-
mation Center, the computer information
retrieval system for research and reports
on education, found only 12 relevant
items, none containing any empirical re-
sults—struck me as quite unreasonable.
I am, therefore, somewhat encouraged
by Mr. Glennan’s response and commend
it to interested parties for their review.
It is particularly important to note that
NIE issued a request for proposal—RFP-
NE-R~74-0014—on March 20, 1974 for
the development of conceptual models
with related empirical test designs, for
understanding the processes involved in
sex discrimination in educational sys-
tems—see paragraph three of letter. Pro-
posals are due May 16, 1974.

NIE's efforts offer a good beginning—
but only a beginning—in tapping the po-
tential of research for valuable insights
and tools to tackle one of education’s
most serious inequities—diserimination
against women.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
letter and attached statement printed
in the RECcORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
Washington, D.C., March 21, 1974.
Hon. CaarLes H. PERCY,
U.8. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SeENaTOR PERCY: I understand you
are interested in the research activities that
the National Institute of Educatlon (NIE)
has undertaken related to women's concerns
and I am pleased to have the opportunity to
describe our current plans to you.

At present NIE is supporting from our
Fiscal Year 1973 appropriation several proj-
ects related to women's concerns at a funding
level of about $2 million. NIE plans to ini-
tiante several additlional studles related to
women's rights including a study of sex dis-
crimination in education. (See Attachment)

We intend to obligate $300,000 from our
current Fiscal Year 1974 appropriation for
s study on sex roles and sex discrimination
in education. That study is designed to (a)
provide a conceptual basis for understanding
the processes involved in sex discrimination
in our educational system; (b) develop some
models to explain those processes; and (c)
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work out the empirical designs for testing
those models.

NIE has not yet received its Fiscal Year
1975 appropriation from the Congress. How-
ever, I have committed the Institute to obli-
gate $500,000 from whatever level of funds
we receive for additional research and de-
velopment projects on women. The studles
are designed to make school administrators
and planners sensitive to the special educa-
tional needs of women and to make them
aware of materials and practices which fos-
ter sex discrimination, Specifically, these in-
clude:

The continuation of the FY 1974 project
described above with funds being used to
test several of the empirical designs.

A study of sex discrimination and educa-
tion based on existing data and hopefully
done in a thoughtful way that will provide
insights into such fundamental issues as
the role of educational institutions in limit-
ing or fostering the full development of
women, the extent and causes of discrimi-
nation against female school administrators,
etc.;

A sex role learning study which would at-
tempt to determine empirically the dynamics
involved in this process for normal children;

A set of interdisciplinary comparative re-
search conferences on women's issues which
would serve to relate research to social policy
formulation and implementation;

Several research projects on topics such
as vicarious achievement orientation in fe-
males/males from preschool to mid-life;

The impact of the women's movement on
educational and occupational aspirations of
married women;

A conceptual framework for understand-
ing role de-differentiation as a system re-
sponse to crisis, with particular reference to
women's roles;

Correlation of women's educational and
occupational aspiration.

I hope these proposed actlvities adequately
meet your concerns. We will be glad to pro-
vide additional information if that would be
helpful.

Sincerely,
Taomas K, GLENNAN, Jr., Director.
FiscAL YEAR 19738 FunNDING BY NIE oF WoMEN'S

PrOGRAMS: 12 PrROJECTS—TOTAL FUNDING:

$2,002,066

THE CAREER EDUCATION PROGRAM (FIELD

INITIATED STUDIES)

(1) “The Role of Women in American So-
clety'” $54,646.50 Educational Development
Center, Newton, Massachusetts.

To develop a film and related teaching ma-
terials on alternative life choices avallable to
women.

(2) “Sex as a Factor Influencing Career
Recommendations of Public 8chool Guidance
Counselors” $9,601.31, Virginia Polytechnic
Institute and State University, Blacksburg,
Virginia.,

To study whether a student's sex alters the
career recommendations of a counselor and
other aspects of student-counselor relation-
ships,

(3) “The Impact of Colleges and Univer-
sities on Educational and Occupational As-
pirations of Women" $9,976.00, University of
California, Santa Barbara, Santa Barbara,
California.

The study compares the differential effects
of attending college or university upon the
educational and occupational aspirations of
men and women,

(4) “The Impact of Educational Attain-
ment on Fertility and Female Labor Force
Behavior” $92,021.00, University of Minne-
sota, Minneapolis, Minnesota.

To estimate the structural aspects of the
labor market to answer the gquestions:

(a) What are the costs and benefits of ad-
ucation in economic terms?
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(b) If women not currently working enter
the labor market would they receive benafits
similar to those presently working?

(e) What is the economic cost to women of
bearing children?

(6) “Study of Sex Bias and Sex Fairness in
Career Guidence Materials” $35,000 (in-
house study) NIE hopes to continue this
study in FY 74,

The project has three objectives:

(a) to determine operational criteria for
sex bias and sex fairness in career guidance
materials inventories

(b) to issue a request for proposals to have
the operational criteria applied to published
inventories and placed in a consumer’'s man-
ual

(c) to identify further research needs and
secondary analyses

As this study is large in scope, it has a
senlor consultant and an outside Planning
Group to help identify 1ssues to be addressed.
A workshop is planned by the end of Febru-
ary in which counselor educators, test con-
structors, and publishers, psychologists, and
others interested in women and counseling
will be invited to react to the tentative op-
erational criteria for sex bias and sex fair-
ness.

(6) “Educational Developmeni Project”
$1,636,000. (NIE hopes to continue this pro-
gram in FY 74), Educational Development
Corporation, Providence, Rhode Island.

This project is designed to appeal mainly
to women interested in reentering the labor
force, although It does not confine itself
solely to women. The program is developing
techniques for telephone counseling and
guidance, surveying local educational re-
sources, collating Information about careers,
and updating information and procedures
to train and supervise paraprofessional tele-
phone counselors.

The EDC counseling effort is directed at
persons who are non-college educated and
home-based. Its focus is on career-declsion
making and career information rather than
on job placement.

OFFICE OF RESEARCH GRANTS

(7) “The Effect of Interest in Material on
Sex Differences in Children's Reading Com-
prehension” $9,977.00, Illinois University,
Urbana, Illinois.

To explore the effect of interest on compre-
hension by supplylng boys then girls high
versus low interest readin; materials.

(8) “A Study of Women as Graduate Stu-
dents” $44,743, Virginia Polytechnic Insti-
tute, Blacksburg, Virginia.

To determine whether or not discrimina-
tion against women as graduate students
exists, and how it is shown, e.g. male-female
differences In admission rates, financial sup-
port, treatment as students, types of insti-
tutions, and fields of study.

(9) “Modification of Female Leaderhip Be-
havior In the Presence of Males” $22,000,
Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New
Jersey.

The three objectives of this study are to:

(a) investigate whether task-oriented
leadership behaviors of females differ from
those of males.

(b) determine

experimentally whether
leadershlp behaviors of females are modified
in the presence of males.

(c) validate a novel technique for assess-
ing interpersonal interaction.

(10) “Massachusetts Law, Women and Vo=~

cational Education" $69,110, Organization
for Social and Technical Innovation, Newton,
Massachusetts.

To examine the interactlon between a
State law and an educational system to learn
more about the dynamics of their relation-
ship to each other. The law which is the
subject of this study Is one which enlarges
educational opportunities for girls attend-
ing publie schools in Massachusetts. The edu-
cational system studied is vocational educa-
tion.
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(11) “The Effect of Prenatally Adminis-
tered Progestins on IQ Achievement, Per-
sonality Development and Gender Role Ee-
havior in Children™ $9,998, Teachers College,
Columbia University, New York, New York.

To examine the effect of such progestins
in children in controlled research groups.

(12) *Classroom Interactions and the Im-
pact of Evaluation Feedback: Sex Differences
in Learned Helplessness" 9,804, Illinois Uni-
versity, Champaign, Illinois.

The study addresses the problem of chil-
dren’'s maladaptive responses to failure on
school-related achievement tasks.

FISCAL YEAR 1974 NIE PROPOSED PROJECTS—
AWAITING FINAL POLICY DECISIONS BY THE
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON EDUCATION RESEARCH
Because of our undecided Fiscal Year 1074

funding, the Council has not yet made firm

policy decisions covering new initiatives for
the Institute.
CAREER EDUCATION PROGRAM

(1) Continuation of the “Study of Sex
Bias and Sex Fairness in Career Guidance
Materials" $165,000.

(See the description under FY 73 funding
project #5).

(2) Continuation of the “Educational De-
velopment Project” $500,000.

(See the description under FY 73 funding,
project #6).

(3) “Career Education Needs of Minority
Women $60,000.

The focus of this program ls the employ-
ment problems minority women face when
entering the labor force.

(4) “Study of Linkages for Women be-
tween Education and Labor Market with
Specific Emphasis on Role of Counseling”
$10,000,

To review and synthesize exlsting litera-
ture and evaluate existing programs as they
relate to:

(a) the problems women face prior to en-
tering the labor force

(b) a survey of the existing guidance pro-
grams for women in high schools and col-
leges with an emphasis on special counseling
programs which are primarily concerned
with women

(c) a review of the theoretical and empiri-
cal investigations which handle special prob-
lems which relate to guldance and counsel-
ing for women (achievement conflicts, sex
role stereotyping, etc).

GOVERNMENT SALARIES

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, Mr.
George H. Heilmeier, of Alexandria, Va.,
in a letter printed in Friday's Washing-
ton Post, observed that—

Good management and strong executives
are as much of a bargain for the Congress
and the nation as they are for large corpora-
tions whose stockholders demand positive
results and a fair return on investment.

With that statement, Mr. Heilmeier
concluded what I believe is a useful con-
tribution to the continuing debate over
the question of pay for the Government’s
top officers. His letter obviously is based
on personal experience, for he writes of
coming to Government service from in-
dustry to find himself impressed with the
dedication of his associates who regu-
larly work a 55- to 60-hour week.

Mr. President, there is no question but
that Mr. Heilmeier is correct about the
sagging morale of Federal supergrade
employees and their superiors, too, in the
executive salary schedule. It is not 4
vears since they last had a raise, but 5.
I ask unanimous consent that his obser-
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vations which appeared in the morning
newspaper be printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

SUPERGRADE SALARIES AND CIVIL SERVICE

PAY RAISES

It 1s not clear to me just how the nation
can expect to attract and retaln the very
best managerial talent at the highest levels
of government in the face of the recent con-
gresslonal action which thwarted attempts
to bring salaries for top government officials
in line with responsibility and industrial
norms, Many supergrade executives have not
had a raise for four years and they lack the
opportunities to supplement their income
which are available to the members of Con-
gress. I now find that my income is below
that of many university professors and my
last three job offers were $10,000 more than
the civil service limit,

Government service can be personally re-
warding and stimulating. It offers unparal-
leled challenges and opportunities to con-
tribute. As a person from industry who
accepted these challenges, I have been im-
pressed and inspired by the dedication of
my associates who regularly work a 55 to 60
hour week. Recently I have watched their
morale sag as a result of the congressional
action, They will not starve on $36,000 per
year, but many of the very best cannot be
retained at this level which is at least 25
per cent below comparable positions in in-
dustry.

When are we going to recognize how essen-
tial these people are if large programs are to
be managed efficlently to meet the needs of
a nation with rising expectations? When are
we going to learn that we cannot simply leg-
islate successful programs no matter how
great the need or how just the cause? It is
a fact of life that legislators are not judged
by their constituents on the basis of the leg-
islation which they pass; they are judged by
the quality of the execution of that legisla-
tion. This takes sound management by the
best avallable talent.

Good management and strong executives
are as much of a bargain for the Congress
and the nation as they are for large corpo-
rations whose stockholders demand positive
results and a fair return on investment.

GEORGE H. HEILMEIER,

ALEXANDRIA,

AMBASSADOR TRAN KIM PHUONG
CALLS FOR FULL IMPLEMENTA-
TION OF THE PARIS PEACE
AGREEMENT CONCERNING VIET-
NAM

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, so that
Senators may have a clearer understand-
ing of the many issues involved in any
congressional determination as to the
size and amount of United States aid to
the Republic of South Vietnam, I yes-
terday placed in the REcorp a news ar-
ticle concerning the alleged use of U.S.
aid in Vietnam which appeared in the
New York Times, along with a side-by-
side analysis of that article by U.S. Am-
bassador to South Vietnam, the Honor-
able Graham A, Martin,

Today, I call to the attention of my
colleagues another exchange of views on
this vital subject. On February 4 of this
year, there appeared on the editorial
pages of the Washington Post an edi-
torial entitled “What Are We Underwrit-
ing in Vietnam?” Basically, the Post ed-
itorial calls on the Congress and the
public once more to focus their attention
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on Vietnam, this time to determine
whether U.S. aid to that country is not,
in fact, a principal factor in delaying
the holding of free elections in Vietnam;
and further, whether such aid is, indeed,
prolonging military action there.

An answer to the Post inquiries is sup-
plied by the Honorable Tran Kim
Phuong, Ambassador from the Republic
of Vietnam to the United States. In a let-
ter to the Post, printed in the letters-to-
the-editor column on February 26, Am-
bassador Phuong points out that the
Paris peace agreement not only set up a
cease-fire in South Vietnam, but also it
set up a specific framework for the res-
toration of peace in that wartorn country
through the holding of general elections.
He further points out that the commun-
ists have rejected three attempts to hold
such elections, the last rejection coming
only 2 months ago.

Mr, President, Ambassador Phuong’s
letter clearly shows that it is not con-
tinued U.S. aid to South Vietnam which
is delaying the holding of free elections
in that country, but rather the intran-
sigence of the Hanoi backed PRG which
is the cause of this delay.

Further, Ambassador Phuong suggests
that a withdrawal of U.S. aid to South
Vietnam will only serve to destroy further
the hope of holding such elections in the
future. He says that—

A weakened South Vietnam can create only
temptations for Hanol and would prolong the
war rather than shorten it.

Finally, Mr. President, it is not U.S. aid
which is prolonging military action in
this country, Ambassador Phuong points
out, but rather aid to the PRG and Hanoi
from other Communist bloc nations. If
anything, U.S. aid is hastening peace in a
wartorn Vietnam by helping the Govern-
ment of South Vietnam maintain stabil-
ity in the face of continuing attempts by
Hanoi imperialists and their PRG min-
ions to force their will upon the people
of Vietnam without free elections.

Mr. President, because these two ar-
ticles shed additional light on the many
issues involved in our consideration of
the question of further U.S. aid to the
Republic of Vietnam, I ask unanimous
consent that they be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

EDITORIAL: WHAT ARE WE UNDERWRITING IN
VIETNAM?

In the first year after the signing of the
celebrated Vietnam cease-fire agreement of
January 1973, there was good reason for Con-
gress and most of the rest of us to hail
America's disengagement from combat, to
cheer the return of the POWSs, to accept rou-
tinely the high cost of continuing military
and economic aid to the Thieu government,
and more or less to turn a blind eye to the
fact that there was in fact no cease-fire and
no perceptible progress toward a permanent
peace. Soothingly, we were told that you
couldn’t expect the shooting to stop over-
night, but that the foundations of a “struc-
ture for peace” were in place, and that the
business of bullding upon this structure to
produce elections and a division of terri-
tory and a sharing of political power was
only & matter of time. With a year's experi-
ence, however, it is now clear that it hasn't
worked out that way. (Well over 50,000 Viet-
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namese have reportedly been killed in com-
bat during this “cease-fire” so far.) Worse,
there is precious little prospect that it will.
So it is not only appropriate but urgent for
the Congress and the public to force their
attention back to Vietnam. And the new
budget, with its provision for continuing
heavy military and economic aid for the
Saigon government, offers a powerful argu-
ment as well as an opportunity for doing
s0,

In his State of the Union address, the
President spoke witheringly of those who
would abandon the South Vietnamese by
abruptly shutting off all our aid—as if the
issue was as simple as that. Of course, it is
not. Most people, we suspect, are fully aware
of this country’s obligation to continue help-
ing Saigon defend itself against flagrant vio-
lations of the cease-fire by the North Viet-
namese; larger American policy Iinterests
over at least a decade and a half, after all,
had a lot to do with creating Saigon's heavy
dependence on our continuing patronage.
But the real issue is much more complex, for
it has to do with who is really responsible
for the breakdown of the cease-fire, It has
also to do with whether our ald, in econjunc-
tion with our diplomacy, is working to im-
prove the chances of real peace in Indochina,
or whether it is in fact working toward per-
petuation of a viclous, costly war by discour-
aging the kinds of concessions on both sides
that might bring about a genuine settle-
ment,

We do not profess to have the answers—
and that is just the point. Nobody in Wash-
ington seems to have the answers—or even
particularly to care. For the past year, the
general tendency has been to blame both
sldes for the myriad violations if not to ig-
nore them; to cancel off these violations
against each other; and to conclude some-
what cynically that this is the natural or
inevitable or Vietnamese way of resolving
conflicts. There is, moreover, the formidable
difficulty of finding the facts. With their
supreme interests at stake, both Vietnamese
sides have had powerful incentives to high-
light their own observances of the agreement
and to hide their own vlolations. Field con-
ditlons limit the capacity of objective ob-
servers, such as journalists, to judge for
themselves.

All this gives no reason, however, to avoid
trying to get at the facts, For it should be
understood that avolding the question of
which side is chlefly responsible for the col-
lapse of the agreement is answering the
question to the benefit of President Thieu.
Time and again, administration figures have
drawn public attention to the alleged viola-
tions of Hanol and the Provisional Revolu-
tionary Government (Vietcong). The im-
minence of a big Communist offensive has
been built up as a special bugaboo, while the
open threats of some sort of pre-emptive
strike by the South, as well as the plain
evidence of provocations by the Saigon gov-
ernment, have been presented to us as no
more than legitimate acts of self-defense.
To this have been added regular and wholly
unrealistic suggestions of American re-entry
into the war, including the possibility of re-
newed bombing of the North.

We have been down this road before and
we should know by now where it leads—to
blind and unguestioning support of a Saigon
government lulled into a false sense of se-
curity by our ald, with no real capability to
defend itself, by itself, and with no incentive
to yield up anything for the sake of a com-
promise settlement. From this, one can safely
project an open-ended conflict between the
two Vietnams. True, it is largely their war
now, which is a lot better than it being large-
ly our war, as it was for seven agonizing years,
But we are nonetheless subsidizing a sub-
stantial part of it, Thus, it seems only reason-
able for the two sets of armed services and
foreign relations committees in both houses
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of Congress to conduct a searching inguiry
into the administration's current Vietnam
policy. For this country has a moral as well
as a political commitment to the objective of
a cease-fire and an ultimate Vietnamese set-
tlement which the administration so proudly
proclalmed to be very nearly accomplished
facts a year ago. And the American public
has a right to know whether, and how, this
objective is being served by our continuing
ald to South Vietnam. We would not
argue that the answer turns entirely on
what this country does or doesn’'t do for
President Thieu. Part of the answer ob-
viously must come from Hanol. Part of it also
depends on the efficacy and validity of that
larger “structure for peace,' reaching from
Moscow and Peking to Washington, of which
the President had made so much. But a
big part of the answer, nonethless, depends
upon Salgon. So we think that before Con-
gress approves more billions for President
Thieu, it ought to try to find out whether
the easy ayallabllity of this subsidy may not
be prolonging an intensified Vietnam war by
consolidating a militant, recaleitrant and
repressive regime In Saigon. For there s at
least some reason to believe that a more se-
lective and judicious application—or de-
nial—of this money could make it work to
far better effect as an integral part of a wider
diplomatic effort to bring about something
more nearly resembling a Vietnam peace.

LETTERS TO THE EpITOoR: “WHAT ARE WE
UNDERWRITING IN VIETNAM"

Your editorial entitled “What Are We
Underwriting in Vietnam' (Feb. 4) rightly
assessed that one year after the Paris Agree-
ment there was no cease-fire and no percepti-
ble progress toward a permanent settlement
in Vietnam. However in many other re-
spects, I believe that your editorial ignored
certain vital facts which need to be put in
perspective.

The Paris Agreement is not only a cease-
fire agreement. It also set up a framework
and determined a process to restore peace
in Vietnam by way of general elections.
Therefore the agreement should be consid-
ered as a package and general elections as
the ultimate step to settle the basic political
issue.

It Is obvious to everyone that the Com-
munists do not want to fully implement the
Paris Agreement to its final provisions. Given
the kind of support they have in Vietnam,
they have many reasons to fear that general
elections would bring them only disastrous
results. The records of last year’s negotia-
tions at La Celle St. Cloud shows clearly
that the Communists steadfastly refused to
discuss any proposal by the Republic of Viet-
nam for internationally supervised elections
whether for the presidency, the national as-
sembly or for a constituent. As recently as
January of this year, the Communists re-
jected our third offer, with detailled time
table, for general elections to take place on
July 20, 1974. Only last week, North Viet-
nam rejected our new proposal to meet on
the foreign minister level, publiely or secret-
1y, to discuss the normalization of relations
between North and South Vietnam.

The plain truth is that full implementa-
tion of the Paris Agreement would not only
bring disaster to the Communists but also
perpetuate the coexistence of the two Viet-
nams which Hanol leaders have not yet re-
signed themselves to accept. They are still
obsessed by their determination to con-
quer South Vietnam by armed might.

The 1llegal heavy infiltration in manpower
and offensive weapons from North Vietnam,
the complete disregard of the Demarcation
Line, the refusal to let the International
Commission operate In Communist-held
areas and the non-withdrawal of Communist
troops from Cambodia and Laos are clearly
Indicative of Hanol's Intention to continue
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the war in South WVietnam. The offensive
may not seem to be imminent to the Ameri-
can people some thousands of miles away,
but in Vietnam Hanol has brought South
Vietnamese population and cities within the
range of their heavy artillery

Obviously, during the past year the Com-
munists were seeking only the implementa-
tion of the provisions which are advantageous
to them and useful for their next military
attempts.

For our part we are not interested in only
partial implementation of the Parls Agree-
ment. We strive for its full implementation,
to its final step which is general elections,
the only way for a peaceful political settle-
ment.

As long as Hanol continues to be helped
by Communist countries in its military de-
sign, we have the right to seek and hope
to receive adequate assistance from friends
to defend ourselves and our way of life,
Despite all the restrictions imposed by the
presently difficult clrcumstances, our way of
1ife is definitely much better than the Com-
munist way of life and to the many millions
of South Vietnamese it is worth defending
even at the risk of thelr lives.

We fervently hope that the “structure for
peace” as reportedly arranged by the super-
powers will effectively work. But in case It
does not work, we have to be ready. A
weakened South Vietnam can create only
temptations for Hanol and would prolong
the war rather than shorten it. It has to be
remembered that the baslc issue in Vietnam
is still hetween Hanol and Saigon and not be-
tween the Republic of Vietnam and the so-
called Provisional Revolutionary Government,
Full responsibility for war or peace lles
squarely with Hanofi.

Traw Kim PHUONG,
Ambassador, Vietnam.
WASHINGTON,

BYELORUSSIAN INDEPENDENCE
DAY

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, 56 years
ago, on March 25, the Byelorussian peo-
ple proclaimed their national independ-
ence. Throughout a long history, against
heavy odds, they have merited the ad-
miration of the world for maintaining
their spirit of national integrity and for
continung fo make important cultural
contributions.

On March 25, 1918, it seemed that
Byelorussian aspirations for a free and
independent life might at last be ful-
filled, A provisional constitution was
adopted by the newly proclaimed Repub-
lic which provided for elections by direct
and secret ballot, and for freedom of
speech, press, and assembly. Byelorus-
sians were not, however, to enjoy this
newly won freedom, as their Republic
was soon forced to become a part of the
Soviet Union.

March 25 continues, nevertheless, to
be a symbol of independence, and we take
this occasion each year to join with
Byelorussians everywhere in recognizing
Byelorussia's legitimate aspirations.

GRAIN RESERVE HEARINGS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, yes-
terday the Subcommittee on Agricultural
Production, Marketing and Stabilization
of Prices, of the Agriculture and Forestry
Committee, commenced hearings on S.
2005, as amended and S. 2831 which pro-
pose the establishment of a program of
reserves of certain agricultural commod-
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ities. The hearing included a variety of
statements and very informative testi-
mony.

Mr. President, just as we recently dis-
covered that the world faced a fuel
shortage, so also we are now likely to have
a world food shortage in the near future
if we do not now take the right steps.

We need to have a national food policy
which will help avert food shortages here
and abroad. My bill, S. 2005 as amended
is designed to assure that we have ade-
quate and reliable supplies of food and
fiber for American consumers as well as
for export markets.

When we speak of consumers, we are
thinking only of the housewife in the
supermarket. The producers of cattle,
hogs, poultry, and dairy products are
major consumers of feed grains. They
need an assurance of supply. To permit
shortages of feed grains would result in
great hardship on these farmers as well
as the city consumer.

We need to take steps to make certain
that we continue to remain a reliable
supplier of exports. Exports are extreme-
ly important to American farmers and
our economy. We need to remain reliable
exporters and encourage foreign buyers
to become steady buyers. The reserve bill
would provide this assured supply.

My bill is designed to prevent the wild
price fluctuations that are so harmful
to consumers and producers alike. We
need a national food policy and we need
leadership on this front which the ad-
ministration is unwilling to provide.

The Government is now asking farm-
ers to step up production and take great
risks in terms of possible losses. It is
only fair that the Government share in
the risks involved.

Mr. President, we cannot wait until
disaster is upon us, and it is quite evident
what will happen if we wait on the ad-
ministration to provide leadership. We
could have some wild fluctuations in both
production and price this year depending
on weather, yields and the export mar-
ket, but we are unprepared in terms of
having the necessary tools on hand.

Mr. President, the subject of establish-
ing a system of strategic reserves of food
and fiber is certainly not new. The “ever-
normal granary” concept goes as far
back as the Biblical story of Joseph stor-
ing grain against famine, to Confucians
in ancient China, to the Mormons of
Utah and to 1912 when Henry Wallace
first urged upon the United States a sim-
ilar storage plan.

I have long been an advocate of such
a plan. I was one of only four Senators
on our Senate Agriculture Committee in
1972 who voted for reporting out H.R.
1163, a House-passed reserve bill which
was defeated in our committee at the
personal urging of Secretary Butz. I
offered the original version of S. 2005
as an amendment to the farm bill last
year, only for it to be defeated—mainly
in my judgment, because so many of
my Senate colleagues at that time did
not sufficiently appreciate the relation-
ship that exists between such a reserve
policy and supply-price protection for
farmers and consumers. Hopefully, many
of them by now have improved their un-
derstanding of the subject.
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The amended version of S. 2005 em-
bodies two of the three major elements
I believe we must have to insure an ade-
quate and stable supply of food and fiber
in the future, while at the same time,
insure our Nation’s farm producers that
their Government will continue to as-
sume an appropriate share of the finan-
cial risk involved in producing those
supplies.

Those two elements are: First, estab-
lishment of a national system of reserves
of wheat, feed grains, soybeans, and cot-
ton; and, second, establishment of mar-
ket stabilizing mechanisms which become
operative only when supplies of these
commodities are expected to fall below
the reserve levels specified in my bill—
or in other words, only in times of short
supply.

The third element, which is not now
in 8. 2005, but which I now propose be
added, is an upward adjustment in 1974
crop target price and loan levels, plus
application of the new escalator clause
beginning with the 1975 crops.

I believe enactment of these three ele-
ments into law will provide American
grain, soybean, and cotton farmers;
American livestock, poultry and dairy
producers; American consumers; and
regular foreign buyers of U.S. farm prod-
ucts, with stable and reasonable price,
income and supply protection.

As to the reserve features of my pro-
posal, I should like to point out that the
Government stock levels called for are
modest: 200 million bushels of wheat; 15
million tons of feedgrains; 50 million
bushels of soybeans and 1.5 million bales
of cotton. And I should like to call par-
ticular attention to its stock acquisition
and resale provisions. Government stock
acquisitions would be made only in times
of excess production, employing higher
loan levels so as to both reduce Govern-
ment payment liabilities and to provide
the taxpayer with something extra for
his money; namely, stocks for later use in
times of shortage. Once desired reserve
levels are reached, loan levels would be
reduced to their lower discretionary lev-
els to discourage any further Govern-
ment takeover of stocks.

Sale of Government-owned stocks
would only occur in times of short sup-
ply. This is guaranteed by a minimum re-
lease price for domestic use of 135 per-
cent of the target price—not 115 percent
of the loan level which is all current law
now provides.

As for the market stabilizing mecha-
nisms now contained in S. 2005, they in-
clude: First, imposition of a 100 percent
export licensing requirement for any
commodity covered by the bill when total
carryover stocks of any such commodity
is projected to fall below the levels spec-
ified in the bill, which are: 600 million
bushels of wheat; 40 million tons of feed-
grains; 150 million bushels of soybeans
and 5 million bales of cotton; and sec-
ond, a requirement that whenever a for-
eign country’s purchases of a particular
commodity once reach 120 percent of its
previous year's purchases of that com-
modity, prior approval by USDA must be
obtained before any subsequent pur-
chases of that particular commodity can
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be made by that country for the balance
of that particular marketing year. How-
ever, again this requirement would only
become operative whenever the carry-
over of the particular commodity in-
volved is projected to fall below the total
reserve level specified in my bill. Also,
this requirement would in no way tie
USDA’s hands in evaluating or approving
such subsequent sales. It merely would
require that somebody in Government
make a value judgment as to whether
and how much such additional sales
would be in the best interest of our Na-
tion’s combined responsibility to both
U.S. consumers and other foreign buyers.
In short, such a provision both provides
some degree of protection against unex-
pected raids on U.S. supplies (like the
1972 Russian grain deal) while at the
same time providing an incentive for for-
eign buyers to establish themselves in
our marketplace on stable and regular
basis. While it is very important for the
United States to maintain its integrity as
a reliable supplier of farm products in
world markets, it is just as important in
my judgment, that foreign buyers become
equally reliable as regular purchasers in
our market.

Now let me turn for a moment to the
third element that I indicated must now
be added to S. 2005; namely, the upward
adjustments in 1974 target prices and
loan levels.

Given the tremendous increases that
have occurred in farm production costs
since passage of the 1973 Agriculture and
Consumer Protection Act, adJustments in
1974 crop target prices and loan levels
are essential if farmers and their Gov-
ernment are going to continue to equi-
tably share the risk that was contem-
plated when the 1973 act was enacted.
What I propose is that the current 1974
levels be changed effective the first day
of the 1974-75 marketing year for each
crop involved, following the same gen-
eral formula that was followed in the
1973 farm bill. This would reset the 1974
target price for wheat at about $3 per
bushel; for corn at about $2 per bushel;
and for cotton at about 50 cents per
pound. Loan rates would be adjusted up-
ward reflecting about the same spread
as currently is the case between loan and
target price levels.

We are now entering a period which
could turn out to be ironically either a
period of even greater shortages, or a
period of production far in excess of
demand. To comprehend such a seem-
ingly contradictory statement, one must
remember that a simple political deci-
sion by the Russians or by the People’s
Republic of China today could move us
from one end of such a supply spectrum
to the other, very abruptly.

This marketing year these two coun-
tries are expected to purchase over 500
million bushels of grains from the United
States. Communist China has now be-
come this Nation’s No. 1 foreign buyer
of cotton. Any dent in the so-called
détente between the United States and
either of these countries could result in
an abrupt end to such purchases. Or
should either of these countries harvest
bumper crops of these commodities, what
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is to insure that they will continue any
level of purchases in our market follow-
ing such eventuality ? None.

On the other hand, should the pur-
chase of these countries continue, at
current or higher levels, and additional
buying pressure develop against world
grain and cotton markets later this
year and next due to either fertilizer
shortages and other conditions adverse-
ly affecting crop production here or
elsewhere in the more heavily popu-
lated countries of the world, such as
India, we can expect a continuation of
the current tight supply situation re-
lating to these commodities. Of course,
in such an environment, no stocks would
likely be acquired under the provisions
of my bill, but the market stabilizing
mechanisms provided in the bill would
become operative, which, in my judg-
ment, would be needed.

A number of noted experts and re-
sponsible groups have joined the call
for establishing some form of national
and international system of food re-
serves this past year. Let me just name
a few: The British-North American
Committee (77 noted businessmen and
scholars) ; the Agricultural Committee
of the National Planning Association;
the Food and Agricultural Organiza-
tion of the United Nations; 14 experts
from the European Community, Japan
and North America assembled by the
Brookings Institution; and several ma-
jor U.S. farm and consumer organiza-
tions. Also, earlier this year, even the
President, in his economic message to
the Congress, indicated that such a pro-
posal deserved a closer look.

Former Secretary of Agriculture Or-
ville L. Freeman proposed to the Con-
gress the establishment of such a reserve
system several times while serving as
Secretary. And, as I mentioned earlier,
the U.S. House of Representatives ac-
tually adopted a reserve bill (H.R. 1163)
in 1972, only for it to be killed here in
the Senate.

So the support for enactment of such
a proposal has grown in recent years.
But being a realist, I know pushing such
a proposal through the Senate side will
be an uphill battle. But I want to serve
notice here and now that I do intend to
push—and this year—for full Senate
consideration of my proposal. I want
every Senator of the 93d Congress to be
given one more opportunity to vote upon
a food and fiber reserve.

Last year, when a similar proposal of
mine was being considered as an amend-
ment to the 1973 farm bill, many Sena-
tors were persuaded that the storage
costs in connection with the establish-
ment of such a reserve system might be
prohibitive. While the true cost of such
a program is actually much less than
what they were led to believe at the time,
I should now like to point out to them
the higher food costs incurred both by
American consumers and by the Federal
Government in increased expenditures
for family feeding and child nutrition
programs these past 2 years. Combined,
I would estimate that an additional $5 or
$6 billion were expended these past 2
years for private and Government food
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due to the lack of such a reserve pro-
gram, Given the price level that the
Government would acquire reserve
stocks under my bill and the higher
resale price levels, handling and storage
costs for these stocks would be quite
minimal in comparison.

In closing, let me say there are some
other ideas and proposals bouncing
around these days which also may have
some merit, but which in my judgment,
ghould not be considered as substitutes
for the type of tripartite proposal I have
just made. These proposals include such
things as the possible establishment of a
marketing board similar to the Canadian
Wheat Board; development of long-term
multiyear contracts; predetermination
at the beginning of each marketing year
of what will be retained for domestic
sales with the balance being made avail-
able for export; and, extension of futures
contract market periods for grains and
soybeans from the present 1-year period
to 2 or 3 years—a proposal I favor and
have encouraged.

Or we can continue with our current
system of total reliance upon the open
marketplace, where private U.S. buyers
must compete against foreign govern-
ment buyers, with the ever present
threat of export embargoes being im-
posed every time supplies get a little
tight.

Benjamin Franklin once said to be
hurt was to instruct. And by those stand-
ards, both the American farmer and con-
sumer should by now have received suf-
ficient instruction to avoid being hurt
again by returning to the “boom or bust”
of the marketplace.

Mr. President, in the statement I sub-
mitted for the hearing record of the
Agriculture Subcommittee, on legislation
on agricultural commodities reserves, I
describe in greater detail some of the im-
plications of my bill and the need for it
as a vehicle to deal with possible Soviet
and Chinese decisions to buy or not to
buy, thereby creating great fluctuations
in our price structure and commeodity
availabilities.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that my statement be included at
this point in the Recorbp.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HUBERT H. HUMPHREY

Mr. Chairman, I want to express my appre-
clation to you for calling these hearings so
promptly on S. 2006 and S. 2831, both of
which authorize the establishment of ur-
gently needed reserves of storable farm
commodities.

It is true that there is a world shortage of
food jtlsb now, and we cannot acqulre reserves
immediately without creating even greater
shortages in the markets. But this situation
should change according to official USDA
estimates, when the 1974 crops are harvested.
Therefore, enabling legislation is needed be-
fore the 1974 harvest if we are to make the
best use of the record crops now in prospect
for this fall.

Mr. Chairman, on the basis of the fall
seedlngs of winter wheat and farmers' inten-
tions to plant spring crops, record produc-
tion of both wheat and feed grains is ex-
pected this year, according to USDA. Farm.
ers throughout the world also are responding
to current high prices by expanding their
1974 production plans. Unless the weather is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

unfavorable over large areas or fertilizer
shortages are severe, world-wide 1974 harvests
will set new records. Some rebuilding of
stocks should be possible,

Analysts in the Department of Agriculture
project increases in United States stocks at
the close of the 1974-756 marketing year of
200 to 400 million bushels of wheat and 15 to
20 million tons of feed grains.

Mr, Chairman, I hope the analysts are cor-
rect. I hope we have crops large enough this
year to permit some rebullding of stocks both
here and elsewhere in the world. Under exist-
ing administration policles, however, if 1974
crops are as large as hoped for prices are
likely to fall sharply and the extra supplies
may be dissipated at these lower prices
rather than held as reserves.

Not only will the extra 1974 supplies be
dissipated, but farmers will be discouraged
from continuing to strive for maximum pro-
duction next year. Secretary Butz has pointed
with pride to his ability to sell off all govern-
ment-held stocks. In his view the private
grain trade will carry all needed stocks In the
future. I, too, am in favor of the private
grain frade holding substantial stocks. But
I have had more experience with the private
grain trade than has Secretary Butz. In light
of my experience, if the private grain trade
holds a substantial volume of stocks, prices
will be so low as to discourage further pro-
duction.

We face the real possibility of this happen-
ing in the next year or two. This Adminis-
tration has urged farmers to expand produc-
tion as much as possible this year. But it
has refused to raise government non-recourse
loan rates for wheat and corn above the
ridiculously low levels of $1.37 a bushel for
wheat and £1.10 a bushel for corn, the mini-
mums specified in the 1973 Agriculture and
Consumer Protection Act. This Administra-
tion tried to prevent the Congress from in-
cluding an escalator clause which would in-
crease the target prices for wheat, feed-
grains, and cotton as the index of prices pald
for production supplies increased. After
hours of argument a compromise was
reached. The escalator clause would be ap-
plied in 1976 and 1977, Hut not in 1974 or
1975.

Mr. Chairman, in my view economic events
since the Agriculture and Consumer Act of
1973 was approved last August make it im-
perative that we amend it as promptly as
possible. It needs amendment to give both
producers and consumers additional eco-
nomic protection in view of the sharply
rising costs and world shortages of food.
For instance, in my judgment, both the
target prices and loan rates for wheat, corn
and cotton should be increased for the 1974
crops. The same should be done for the 1974
loan rate for soybeans. As to what level target
prices should be set, I suggest that we go
back to the original Senate formula in the
1973 Senate Act. In addition, I believe it is
essential that the escalator clause be applied
beginning with the 1976 crops, instead of the
1976 crops.

Such a move would likely result in target
prices for 1974 crops being set at about $3.00
for wheat, $2.00 for corn and about 50 cents
a pound for cotton, with loan rates also being
adjusted upward to reflect about the same
spread as now exists between target prices
and loan levels, The amendment I propose
does not change the character of the Act.
Rather it reinforces it. My amendment,
5. 2005, makes it mandatory for the Secretary
to take specific actions, which are now dis-
cretionary, to reduce the economic uncer-
tainties facing farmers and consumers.

8. 2005, as amended by my amendment No.
§63, introduced on February 19, 1973, pro-
vides that if projected carry-over stocks at
the end of a marketing year go below 600
million bushels of wheat, 40 million tons of
feedgrains, 5 million bales of cotton and 150
million bushels of soybeans, the Secretary
of Agriculture is directed to make available
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loans and purchases on the succeeding crop,
at not less than 100 percent of the estab-
lished or target price for 1874 and 90 percent
of the target price for 1975 through 1977.

Projected carry-over stocks at the close of
the 1973-74 marketing year of wheat, feed-
grains and cotton are below these minimum
reserve levels, If this amendment No. 963
were adopted, the government non-recourse
loans levels for the 1974 crops would be in-
greased to the target price level as follows:

Wheat from $1.37 to $2.05 a bushel.

Corn from $1.10 to $1.38 a bushel (and
other feedgrains in proportion).

Cotton from $.25 to $.38 a pound.

If target prices were revised to the higher
level I suggested earlier in this statement,
loan levels for 1974 crops would thereby be
increased as follows:

Wheat from $1.37 to $3.00 a bushel.

Corn from $1.10 to $2.00 a bushel, and

Cotton from $.256 to $.560 a pound.

This amendment raises the price floor for
these commodities very substantially, thus
reducing farmers' economic risks as they pay
record prices for production supplies this
season.

This provision is likely to be even more
important next year, It is probable that we
will be able to rebulld stocks by a modest
amount this year without market prices fall-
ing to government loan levels. We will con-
tinue to need as much production as possible
in 1975 but the economic risks to producers
will be very great indeed. If the type of leg-
islation I am recommending is approved, and
the stocks are projected to be below mini-
mum desirable levels at the end of the 1974-
75 marketing year, as now seems probable,
farmers will be assured of government loans
at not less than 90 percent of the target
prices on their 1975 crops.

At this point I want to emphasize that in
my amendment No. 963, I simplified the re-
serve features of the amendment as much
as possible. I left out some features that
had been in the original 8. 2005 in the inter-
ests of submitting a bill which could be
passed In this session of Congress. It is my
hope that controversial amendments will not
be offered which might delay getting a mini-
mum reserve bill approved. In view of the
sharp escalation in producers’ costs, how-
ever, I believe it would be entirely in order
to amend S. 2006 to increase 1974 target
prices and loan levels and to make the es-
calator clause applicable to the 1075 crops
of wheat, feedgrains and cotton rather than
walting until 1976 for the escalator clause to
take effect. If this were done and stocks did
not exceed the levels specified, producers
would be assured of price floors for their
1974 and 1975 crops at almost twice current
levels.

In my view this would be deslrable from
the point of view of both consumers and
producers, for I believe we will need to pro-
duce as much as possible again in 1975. And,
we should use any supplies not needed in
the commercial markets at the higher target
prices for rebuilding reserve stocks, to be
released when world production again falls
below current requirements as it did in
1972.

Opposition to reserve stock programs in
the past have been based on two issues—
the possibility of excessive government costs
and a fear that they would depress pro-
ducers’ prices, S. 2006 was drafted with both
issues in mind. It does not authorize the
government purchase and segregation of spe-
cific reserve stocks. It only provides for their
accumulation at times when market supplies
are so large that prices otherwise would fall
below target price levels,

S. 2006 will not encourage the accumula-
tion of excessive stocks because the discre=
tionary non-recourse government loan guide-
lines specified in the 1973 Act take effect
again just as soon as carry-over stocks reach
the desired minimum levels. That is to say,
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once reserve levels are reached, loan levels
would automatically be dropped to their
lower discretionary levels.

8. 2005 prevents the stocks accumulated
at the higher floor prices from depressing
producer prices. It requires higher minimum
Commodity Credit Corporation resale prices
when stocks reach or fall below the minimum
desirable levels specified. Whenever the Sec-
retary determines that any government sale
of wheat, feedgrains, cotton or soybeans will
(1) cause the total estimated carryover of
such commodity at the end of the marketing
year to fall below 600 million bushels of
wheat, 40 million tons of feedgrains, 5 mil-
lion bales of cotton, or 150 million bushels
in the case of soybeans, or (2) reduce the
stocks of the Commodity Credit Corporation
below 200 million bushels of wheat, 16 mil-
lion tons of feedgrains, 1.5 million bales of
cotton or 50 million bushels in the case of
soybeans, the CCC may not sell any of its
stocks of these commodities for less than 135
percentum of the target prices or 150 per-
centum of the loan rate in the case of soy-
beans where no target price is specified.
Whenever the total estimated carryover of
any of these commodities is in excess of
the amount specified in 8. 2005, however,
the Commoeodity Credit Corporation may again
sell any stocks it may own at not less than
115 percent of the loan level, as authorized
in the 1973 Act.

In other words, 8. 2005, amended to reflect
the additional changes I am recommending
here today, would provide both higher market
price supports and higher minimum CCC
resale prices when stocks are below minimum
desirable levels, but authorizes a return to
the original provisions of the Act of 1973
when stocks exceed the levels specified. Pro-
ducers are assured of higher market prices
and will be encouraged to maximize produc-
tion when stocks are low. Consumers are as-
sured stocks will be rebuilt rather than al-
lowing extra production to disappear in the
market at low prices when ylelds exceed
market requirements at the target prices.

Mr. Chairman, there is substantial merit
in other bills which have been introduced to
provide for the accumulation and manage-
ment of reserve stocks of storable farm com-
modities, S. 2005 has the merit, however, of
simplicity, of requiring the fewest changes
in existing policies under the Agriculture and
Consumer Protection Act of 1973, yet it does
provide positive economic incentives for ac-
guiring and holding minimum reserve stocks
of food and feedgrains in & manner which
stabilises prices for producers and increases
the stability of both supplies and prices for
consumers, livestock producers and foreign
buyers.

Let me turn now to another feature of S.
2006, as amended, which is designed to assure
domestic consumers and livestock producers
their fair share of short supplies when world
production fails to meet market require-
ments, and large exports threaten to exhaust
current supplies before the new crop is har-
vested. S. 2005, as amended, provides pro-
cedures which would prevent the recurrence
of the situation which developed last year
in the case of soybeans and a recurrence of
the current wheat supply situation which is
causing so much controversy today. And it
does this without resorting to export em-

Paragraph (c) of S. 2005 as amended pro-
vides that for the commodities listed, when-
ever the Secretary of Agriculture finds that
the combined domestic requirement and ex-
port sales at the close of the marketing year
would eause the carryover stocks to fall below
the desirable minimum levels specified, he
shall designate such commodity as a “criti-
cal” commodity. Each exporter of a critical
commodity is required to obtain a license
and report daily all bonafide export sales.
Also when projected stocks reach the mini-
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mum levels specified, prior approval by the
Secretary is required for all sales to a coun-
try which would result in total export sales
to that country in excess of 120 percent of
its previous year's purchases,

Export sales of government stocks of eriti-
cal commodities are restricted by requiring
that, except for dispositions made to friendly
countries under the Agriculture Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954, as
amended, the Commodity Credit Corporation
may not sell any of its stocks of critical
commodities for less than 120 percent of the
previous week’'s cash market price.

Mr, Chairman, in drafting 8 2005, as
amended, we at all times kept in mind the
following goals:

(1) Providing for increased stability of
supplies for domestic consumers and users
of our farm commodities.

(2) Reducing the economic risk for pro-
ducers of farm commodities, thus Increasing
their incentives for full production and pro-
viding increased assurance that reserve
stocks will not be permitted to depress mar-
ket prices.

(3) Authorizing some restraint and con-
trol of exports of farm commodities in short
supply without interfering with our role
as a reliable source of supply to our regular
foreign buyers.

I have used my time thus far to explain
the provisions of S. 2005 rather than dwelling
on the need for such legislation at this time.
Let me now mention a few facts indicating
the urgent need for this bill,

It now appears that farmers’ production
costs in 1974 will be fully 50 percent higher
than in 1972 and that they will be still
higher in 1975.

Minimum non-recourse loan rates specified
in the 1973 Act, $1.37 a bushel for wheat and
$1.10 a bushel for corn, are less than 14 and 1%
respectively of the current market prices of
these commodities, and far below their pro-
duction costs.

The entrance of the Soviet Union and the
Peoples Republic of China in the commer-
cial export markets for farm commodities is a
major unstabilizing factor. The Soviet Union
usually produces more wheat than the com-
bined production of the major exporters,
United States, Canada, Argentina and Aus-
tralia, yet 1ts ylelds are highly variable. If it
continues to make up its shortfall in produc-
tion when ylelds are unfavorable as it did in
1972, the future export demand for United
States grains will be far more unstable in
the years prior to 1972.

The extent to which the purchases of the
Soviet Union and Peoples Republic of China
are contributing to the recent unusually
strong export demand for agricultural prod-
ucts is evident from the following facts:

In fiscal 1973, 30.8 milllon metric tons of
wheat were exported as compared to 15.7 a
year earlier. Bixty-three percent of the in-
creased exports were shipped to the Soviet
Union.

Preliminary estimates indicate that 32.7
million metric tons of wheat will be exported
in the fiscal year ending June 30, 1874, Be-
fore adjustments in shipping dates because
of scarcity of supplies, 89 percent of the in-
crease in the exports this year as compared
with fiscal year 1972 exports, were scheduled
for the Soviet Union and the Peoples Repub-
lic of China,

Feedgrain exports also have increased from
approximately 21 million metric tons in fiscal
1972 to 35 million in 1973 and are estimated
at 36 million in fiscal 1974. Increased ship-
ments to the Soviet accounted for 11 per-
cent of the increase in 1973 and shipments
to the Soviet Union and the Peoples Republic
of China will account for 26 percent of the
increase in fiscal 1974 over fiscal 1972 ex-
ports.

Soybean exports increased from 11.7 mil-
lion metric tons in fiscal 1972 to 13.8 million

March 22, 1974

tons in 1973 and are expected to increase to
approximately 15 million metric tons in fis-
cal 1974, Forty-four percent of the increased
exports in fiscal 1973 over 1972 were sent to
the Soviet Union. Approximately a third of
the increase in soybean exports in fiscal 1974
over fiscal 1972 will be shipped to the Soviet
Union and the Peoples Republic of China.

We cannot be sure at this time that these
countries will continue to make large pur-
chases in future years. But I am confident
we have the productive capacity in this coun-
try to provide ample food supplies for do-
mestic consumers, and meet future com-
mercial export demands, and contribute our
fair share of food aid to countries unable to
buy needed foods in the commercial markets.,

Our farmers and our agribusiness firms
are anxious to do this. S. 2006 as amended
will provide the legislative authorization for
adapting our marketing institutions to these
new world requirements. Combining the pro-
visions of Amendment No. 963 to 8. 2005
with upward adjustments in loan and target
prices and application of the escalation
clause beginning with 1974 crops, will give
both farmers and consumers the type of in-
come and supply protection to which they
both are rightfully entitled.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, Sec-
retary Butz appeared as a witness in sup-
port of reserves which would be held to-
tally by private interests rather than by
the Government, private traders and
farmers as my bill provides. His testi-
mony also played down the fluctuations
likely to result in our market from an
in-again out-again purchase policy on
the part of the U.S.SR. and the Peoples’
Republie of China.

His testimony was strongly disputed
by former Secretary of Agriculture Or-
ville Freeman, whose main theme was
that it is now a new ball game. The real
fact of life is that we are now in a period
of scarcity and should acquire some re-
serves, if we can, for future needs.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the very informative statement
of former Secretary Freeman he placed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Foon ScArciTY: TEMPORARY OoR CHRONIC?

(By Orville L. Freeman)

The past year has been a remarkable
period for world agriculture. Prices for food
products have soared to historic highs as
have farm income and farm exports, Princi-
pal suppliers of major commodities have re-
lied on export restrictions to an unprece-
dented degree. Rationing of some foods has
been necessary in three of the world’'s most
populous nations—China, India and the So-
viet Union. In the fourth, the United States,
consumers resorted to boycotts in an effort to
fight rising food prices.

The crucial guestion the world now faces
is whether the p&at year represents a tem-
porary aberration or whether global food
scarcity is likely to be a chronic problem.
My own conclusion is that the recent scarci-
ties reflect important long-term trends in ad-
dition to the temporary phenomenon of

drought in the Soviet Union and parts of
Asia and Africa. We are experlencing a funda-
mental shift from an era of large commereial
surpluses to an eéra of tight supplies of essen-
tial food commeodities. And I do not see a
worldwide depression that would throttlie de-
mand, or a major technological breakthrough
that would significantly accelerate supply.
Despite this fundamental trend, there may
be years in which supplies in some commodi-
ties will exceed demand. It therefore remains
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necessary to keep intact a sound American
agricultural policy that will protect farmers
from the unsettling effects of sudden price
drops. But basic changes in the structure of
world demand for food and several important
constraints on the expansion of supplies will
prevent the emergence of the persistently
troublesome surpluses with which we have
had to cope over the last two decades. In
the future, the world will grapple with scar-
city, not surplus.
POPULATION AND AFFLUENCE

During the 1960s, the world food situation
was perceived as a food: population problem,
centered on the developing countries—a race
between food and people. Now it has become
clear that, despite the technological break=
throughs that produced the “Green Revolu-
tion” in the sixtles, two major growth fac-
tors remain in world demand for food that
will result in overall shortages for the fore-
seeable future.

On the global level, population growth is
still the dominant source of continuously ex-
panding demand for food. With the world's
population expanding at nearly 2% per year,
merely maintaining current per capita con-
sumption levels will require a doubling of
food production in little more than a genera-
tion.

In the poor countries, population growth
alone accounts for most of the year-to-year
increase in the demand for food. In the af-
fluent nations, rising incomes lead to accel-
erating food consumption.

Cereals, which dominate the world food
economy, illustrate the situation. In the poor
countries, annual availabllity of grain per
person averages about 400 pounds per year.
Nearly all of this, roughly a pound a day,
must be consumed directly to meet mini-
mum energy needs. Little can be spared for
conversion into animal protein. Even so, con-
sumption climbs over one billion bushels a

ear.
In the US and Canada, prototype affluent

nations, per capita grain utilization Iis
currently approaching 2,000 pounds per
year. Of this total, only about 150 pounds
are consumed directly in the form of bread,
pastries and breakfast cereals. The remainder
is consumed indirectly in the form of meat,
milk and eggs. All told, the basle agricul-
tural resources—land, water, fertillzer—
required to support an average North Amer-
ican are nealry five times those of the average
Indian, Nigerian, or Colombian,

In the northern tler of industrial coun-
tries, stretching from the TUnited Kingdom
and continental Europe through the Soviet
Union to Japan, dietary habits now more
or less approximate those of the US in 1940,
As incomes continue to rise in this group
of countries, which total some two thirds of
a billion people, a sizable share of the addi-
tional income will be converted into demand
for livestock products, particularly beef. This
has already resulted In an explosive Increase
of imports by these countries of the feed-
grains and soybeans needed to expand live-
stock production.

FOUR KEY RESOURCES: LAND, WATER, ENERGY,
FERTILIZER

As the world demand for food accelerates,
constraints on efforts to expand food pro-
duction become increasingly apparent.

The primary means available for expand-
ing supplies fall into two categories: (1)
enlarging the amount of land under cultiva-
tion; (2) raising ylelds on existing cropland
through intensified use of water, fertilizers
and energy. There are problems in both
categories.

The traditional approach to increasing pro-
duction, i.e. expanding the area under cul-
tivation, has only limited scope for the
future. Indeed some parts of the world face
a net reduction in available agricultural land
because of competing uses such as industrial
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development, recreation, transportation, and
residential development, which makes
demands on previously agricultural land.

Few countries have well-defined land use
policies that protect agricultural land from
other uses. In the United States, farmland
has been used indiscriminately for other pur-
poses with little thought devoted to the
possible long-term consequences. More
densely populated industrial countries, such
as Japan and several Western European
countries, have been experiencing a reduc-
tion in the land used for crop production
for the past few decades. Other parts of the
world including particularly the Indian
subcontinent, the Middle East, North and
Sub-Saharan Africa, the Caribbean, Cen-
tral America, and the Andean countries, are
losing disturbingly large acreages of crop-
land each year to severe erosion.

Perhaps even more important in the fu-
ture than land itself is the avallability of
water for agricultural purposes. In many
regions of the world, fertile agricultural land
would be available if water could be found
to make the land produce. But most of the
rivers that lend themselves to damming and
irrigation have already been developed. Ex-
pansion of the world's irrigated area is likely
to fall into the familiar S-shaped curve as
we run out of easy opportunities to expand.
Future efforts to obtain fresh water supplies
for agricultural purposes will increasingly
focus on such difficult and expensive fech-
nigues as the diversion of rivers (as in the
Soviet Unilon), desalting sea water, and the
manipulation of rainfall patterns.

The other basic method of increasing food
supplies—intensification of agricultural pro-
duction on existing cultivated land—requires
a several-fold increase in energy supplies.
With world energy prices rising rapidly, the
costs of intensifying food production will
rise commensurately. In countries already
engaged in high energy agriculture, such as
the United States, high energy prices and
the possibility of fuel rationing will tend
to hold down production. The poor countries
will simply not be able to afford the in-
creased energy cost.

In addition to arable land, fresh water and
energy, the fourth required ingredient for
increased production, fertilizer, is also now
in short supply and the outlook is for higher
prices. The manufacture of nitrogen fertil-
izer, the most widely used chemical fertilizer,
commonly utilizes natural gas as a raw ma-
terial, and the manufacturing process con-
sumes large amounts of energy. Fertilizer
requirements over the remaining years of
this century will soar to phenomenal levels,
and their costs will spiral.

CONSTRAINTS ON PROTEIN PRODUCTION

In addition to the problems facing food
supply overall, there is reason for particular
concern about the difficulties of expanding
world protein supply.

In the case of beef, a major protein pro-
vider, two major constraints are operative.
Agricultural scientists have not been able
to devise any commercially viable means of
getting more than one calf per cow per year.
For every animal that goes into the beef pro-
duction process, one adult must be fed and
otherwise maintained for a full year. There
is no prospect of an imminent breakthrough
on this front.

The other constraint on beef production is
that the grazing capacity of much of the
world’s pastureland is now almost fully uti-
lized. This is true, for example, in most of
the U.S. Great Plains area, in East Africa,
and In parts of Australia.

A second constraint on efforts to expand
supplies of high-quality protein is the inabil-
ity of scientists to date to achieve a break-
through in the per acre yleld of soybeans.
Soybeans are a major source of high-quality
protein for livestock and poultry throughout
much of the world and are consumed directly

7895

as food by more than a billion people in
densely populated East Asia. The economic
importance of soybeans as a source of pro-
tein in the world food economy is indicated
by the fact that the crop has become the
leading export product of the United States,
surpassing export sales of wheat, corn, and
such high-technology items as computers
and alrcraft.

In the United States, which now produces
two thirds of the world’'s soybean crop and
supplies about 90% of all soybeans entering
the world market, yields per acre have in=-
creased by about 1% per year since 1950,
while corn yields, for example, have increased
by nearly 4% per year. One reason why soy-
bean yields have not climbed more rapldly
is that the soybean, a legume with a bullt-in
nitrogen supply, is not very responsive to ni-
trogen fertilizer.

The way the United States produces more
soybeans is by planting more acreage. Close
to 85% of the dramaftic four-fold increase in
the US soybean crop since 19560 has come
from expanding the area devoted to it. As
long as there was ample idle cropland avall-
able, this did not pose a problem, but if the
cropland reserve continues to diminish or
disappears entirely a serious global supply
problem will result. The US Department of
Agriculture has already projected a declining
rate of increase in the 1974 soybean crop.

The oceans are our third major source of
protein, From 1950 to 1068 the world’s fish
catch reached a new record each year, trip-
ling from 21 million to 63 million tons. The
average annual increase in the catch of
nearly 6%, which far exceeded the annual
rate of world population growth, greatly en-
hanced the average supply of marine pro-
tein per person. In 1969, the long period of
sustained growth in the world fish catch was
interrupted by a sudden decline. Since then
the catch has been fluctuating, while the
amount of time and money expended to
bring it in rises each year. Many marine
biologists now feel that the global catch of
table-grade fish is at or near the maximum
sustainable level.

In sum, it now seems likely that the sup-
ply of animal protein will lag behind demand
for some time to come.

DEPLETED GLOBAL RESERVES

Until very recently, the period since World
War II was characterized by excess com-
mercial capacity in world agriculture, much
of it concentrated In the United States. It
now turns out that the world was fortunate
to have had, in effect, two major food reserves
One was in the form of grain reserves in the
principal exporting countries; the other in
the form of reserve cropland, virtually all
of which was land lying fallow under farm
programs in the United States.

In recent years, the need to draw down
grain reserves and utilize idle cropland has
become increasingly apparent. This first hap-
pened during the food crisis years of 1966 and
1967 when world grain reserves dropped to a
dangerously low level and the United States
brought back into production a small por-
tion of its 50 million idle acres. It happened
again in 1971, as a result of the corn blight
in the United States. In 1973, in response
to growing food scarcities, world grain re-
serves declined once more, and the United
States again resorted to cultivating its fallow
cropland, to a much greater degree than on
either of the two previous occasions. The
grim fact is that world grain reserves have
now fallen to their lowest level in two dec-
ades, while the world's population has in-
creased by half. The world is down to a 28-
day food supply.

On the price front, from the end of World
War II until quite recently, world prices for
the principal temperate zone farm com-
modities such as wheat, feedgrains and soy-
beans have been remarkably stable. In part,
this happened because for much of this
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period world prices rested on the commodity
support level in the United States. Now
that world food reserves have become
chronically Jow and the US has no cropland
in reserve, world prices for important com-
inodities will be very unstable,

The extent of global vulnerability to food
supply is underlined by examining the de-
gree of dependence by the rest of the world
on North America. Before World War II both
Latin America (importantly Argentina) and
North America (United States and Canada)
were major exporters of grain. During the
late thirtles net grain exports from Latin
America were substantially above those of
North America. Since then, however, the
combination of the population explosion and
the slowness of most Latin American coun-
tries to reform and modernize agriculture
has eliminated the net export surplus in the
southern part of the Western Hemisphere.
With few exceptions, Latin American coun-
tries are now food importers.

In contrast, North America, particularly
the US, which accounts for three fourths
of the continent’s grain exports, has over the
past three decades emerged as the world’s
breadbasket, exporting 85 million tons of
grain a year, up from five million tons in
1934. Exports of Australia, the only other net
exporter of importance, are only a fraction of
North America's.

The extreme dependence resulting from
this situation leaves the world in a very dan-
gerous position in the event of adverse crop
years in North America. Both the U.S. and
Canada are affected by the same climactic
cycles. As matters now stand, a prolonged
drought in North America of the kind we
have experienced historically about every 20
years, most recently in the early 1950's,
would mean widespread famine in many
parts of the world.

THE THREE-FRONGED SOLUTION
1. A global reserve system

The global food outlook clearly calls for
an internationally managed world food re-
serve of some kind. Such a world reserve
could be bullt up in good crop years and
drawn down in times of scarcity. In addi-
tion to preventing starvation on a mass scale,
this would also help to hold down price in-
creases to the consumer during times of
scarcity and hold up prices to the producers
when production exceeds immediate world
demand. In effect, the cushion and stability
that surplus American agricultural capacity
provided for a generation after World War IL
would be provided at least partially by a
world food reserve system.

II, Using the potential of the poor countries

The greatest opportunities to sharply in-
crease food production now lie in the devel-
oping countries.

In developing countries that have the ap-
propriate economic incentives, fertilizer,
water and other required agricultural in-
puts and supporting institutions, the intro-
duction of new wheat and rice varieties has
paid off in large production increases. How-
ever, the big jump that took place in per
acre yields in these developing countries, the
famous “Green Revolution,” appears drama-
tle largely because their traditional yields
were so low. Today, rice yields per acre in
India and Nigeria still average only one third
those of Japan; corn ylelds in Thailand and
Brazil are less than one third those of the
United States. In these nations, large in-
creases in food supply are still possible at
far less cost than in agriculturally advanced
nations if farmers are given the necessary
economic incentives and access to the re-
quisite inputs. I have myself seen test plots
in Asia, Africa and Latin America where
production exceeds by four and five times the
hest yield from the fertile heartland of the
U.S. which 1s not blessed by year-long sun-
shine these countrles enjoy. A convincing
case can be made for strengthened support of
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agricultural development in such populous,
food-short countries as Bangladesh, India,
Indonesia, and Nigeria. An almost equally
convincing case can be made that in encour-
aging such development, particular atten-
tion should be paid to involving small farm-
ers in the production efort. There is evidence
that small farmers, when they have effective
access to agricultural inputs as well as
health and education services, engage in
labor-intensive agriculture and generally
average considerably higher yields per acre
than large farmers. A bipartisan legislative
proposal introduced in the U.S. Congress in
1973 to restructure the U.S. Agency for In-
ternational Development and to increase by
at least 50% the support it provides for agri-
cultural and rural development in the years
immediately ahead, is a timely and impor-
tant initiative. It could significantly increase
the world's food supply.

Concentrating efforts on expanding food
production in the poor tropical countries
makes sense. It would reduce upward pres-
sure on world food prices; create additional
employment in countries where continuously
rising unemployment poses a serious threat
to polltical stability; raise income; and im-
prove nutrition for the pcorest portion of
humanity—those living in the rural areas of
the developing nations.

III. Slowing population growth

The prospect of a chronic global food
scarcity resulting from growing pressures on
avallable food resources underlines the need
to stabllize and eventually halt population
growth in as short a period of time as pos-
sible. One can conceive of this oceurring in
the industrial countries fairly scon given re-
cent demographic trends, particularly if na-
tional governments put their minds to it.

In the poor countries, however, it will be

much more difficult to achieve population
stability within an acceptable time frame, at
least as things are going now. For one, the
historical record indicates that birth rates
do not usually decline unless certain basic
social needs are satisfled. A reasonable stand-
ard of living, an assured food supply, a re-
duced infant mortality rate, literacy, and
health services seem to provide the basic
motivation for smaller families. It is, there-
fore, vital to the poor nations, and very much
in the self-interest of affluent societles such
as the United States, to launch a major addi-
tional effort directed at helping developing
countries to step up food produtcion and
generally accelerate the development of rural
areas.
Population-induced pressures on the global
food supply will continue to increase if sub-
stantial economic and social progress is not
made. A greatly expanded program to make
family planning services available to all who
desire them, in rich and poor nations, will be
necessary but not enough in itself to break
the dismal cycle of ten millenia In which in-
creased food production has been consumed
by an ever-expanding number of mouths to
feed, leaving much of mankind hungry. The
three-pronged solution outlined above might
finally do it.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, an-
other very forthright witness in support
of legislation to establish a modest pro-
gram of publicly owned grain reserves
was Mr. Charles L. Frazier representing
the Natlonal Farmers Organization.

He also supported my recommendation
that the target price and the loan rate
for 1974 be increased to take account of
the fact that farm production costs have
sharply escalated in the past year.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Frazier's statement be in-
cluded in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

BTATEMENT OF CHARLES L. FRAZIER BEFORE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURAL PRODUC-
TION, MARKETING AND STABILIZATION OF
PRICES, COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND
ForestRy, US. BeEnate, Marca 21, 1974

GRAIN RESERVES LEGISLATION—E. 2005 AND
5. 2831

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Sub-
committee, I appreciate this opportunity to
express an opinion on behalf of the member-
ship of the National Farmers Organization on
the proposed legislation. These bills would
establish a food bank or reserve of the prin-
cipal grains and soybeans, and in one case
cotton, to protect the overall interests of
both producers and consumers.

In our National Convention at Louisville
in December, 1973, our delegates resolved to
"support a national strategic reserve of grains
and cotton provided that producers have an
opportunity to store a substantial part of
such reserves and fts avallability for release
in the market be tightly controlled by the law
to prohibit sales at prices less than cost of
production plus a reasonable margin of
profit.”

8. 2831

This Bill, introduced by Senator Clark in
December, contains provisions that have been
thoughtfully designed to require the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to accumulate reserves of
wheat, feed grains and soybeans when prices
decline to about the target price level. Since
we are currently receiving respectable prices
for grains and target prices are unreasonably
low, the purchases would occur under the
provisions of the proposed bill only after
there is a substantial break in prices.

Use of the previous five-year average or
the target price, whichever Is greater, as the
maximum purchase price rather neatly calls
for action at a time when producers might
well deserve protection against further price
declines and consumers undoubtedly would
be benefiting from lower price levels than
those currently prevailing In the market.

Features in Section 7 of S. 2831 are unigue
in comparison with similar provisions of
other reserve legislation introduced in recent
years. The language contemplates that CCC
owned stocks first be designated as a part




March 22, 197,

of the reserve and that additional quanti-
ties called for to establish reasonable reserve
levels, would be purchas=d through the farm-
er committee system responsible for the
administration of the farm program. That
feature, combined with the pricing provi-
slons for release of the stocks in times of
need, assures the users of these grains that
the reserve may be obtained at a reasonable
cost when needed. Such stocks would be held
largely in the area of production and then
will be made available to the market to pre-
vent unreasonably high prices in the event
of a short crop or exceptionally large export
activity.

The provision In Section 8 limiting the
purchase by any single buyer or trade entity
to no more than 10% of the reserve stocks
in any particular marketing year is highly
desirable and should be retained in any bill
moved forward by this Committee.

5. 2005

This bill, as introduced in the form of a
substitute on February 19 by Senators
Humphrey, Aiken and others, is 1 iore com-
prehensive legislation. This bill deals with
actions to be taken when the estimated total
carryover the major grains, cotton and soy-
beans, falls below certain critical levels.

The critical supply levels are defined as
600 million bushels of wheat, 40 million tons
of feed grains, 5 million bales of cotton and
150 millon bushels of soybeans. So it is
presumed that those features designed to in-
crease loan rates and impose a system of
export licenses to be administered by the
Secretary of Agriculture under such cir-
cumstances would bc immediately tested by
practical application,

These provisions would operate in tan-
dem to assure producers of reasonable safe-
guards in the event of rapidly falling markets
and at the same time, serve notice on for-
eign purchasers that we would not stand
idly by and see all of our stocks exported to
the detriment of the American consumer.

Although the ‘critical commeodity levels’
established in the bill are higher than the
carryover levels considered most practicable
only a few years ago, they might now be
acceptable to American producers in view of
the exceptionally high export sales made in
1972 and 1973. The provision Increasing loan
rates to target price level when the carry-
over is below the critical level is well justified.

Success in establishing reasonable supplies
and prices would depend heavily upon the
attitude and sincerity with which any new
legislation is administered in the Depart-
mant of Agriculture. It should be especially
noted that the contemplated change in loan
rates would reduce the lability of the Fed-
eral government to make payments if and
when production far surpasses our needs and
prices fall to a lower level.

GENERAL

I have not undertaken to comment on each
of the provisions of the bills before you.
Various proposals to establish and isolate a
reserve of these major commedities from the
market for the overall benefit of the Ameri-
can consumer have been up for discussion a
number of times. Certain viewpoints seem
to have changed, however.

When grower representatives wanted to
establish a reserve with safeguards against
dumping in the market to break producers’
prices, several industry groups steadfastly
opposed the legislation.

I think it safe fo say that they were all
for open competition and free enterprise so
long as the Government held CCC stocks to
assure them of adequate supplies. They were
permitted to carry only minimal reserves of
thelr own from month to month to meet thelr
needs.

Some of these industry segments are now
reported to be in support of the reserve con-
cept. This points up the absolute necessity
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of safeguarding any reserves to be established
by new  legislation against dumping in the
market by the Secretary of Agriculture or
any other politieal officer of the Govern-
ment. We cannot support legislation that
does not have clear cut provisions on prices
at which the reserves would be released.

We may logically expect the consuming in-
dustries to protect themselves by more for-
ward buying and to carry larger inventories
as a matter of good business practice. I am
certain, however, that we cannot expect them
to take a substantial surplus out of the
market in times of overproduction nor can
we expect them to carry a sufficient reserve
to protect the buying public against run-
away prices in times of temporary shortage.
It may be a new ball game but the profit
motive is still properly a part of the rules.

We belleve it important to consider the
number of producers who are definitely shift-
ing from dairy and livestock to a cash grain
type of operation. Milk production in 1973
was off 31 % from 1972. Although milk prices
have improved in recent months and the rate
of decline may have slackened, many ob-
servers believe there will be continuing loss
of production in 1974.

Numbers of cattle on feed, March 1st, in
the seven big feeder states were down 4%
from a year earlier. Hogs were quoted this
week at $32.40 and choice steers at $41.75,
both prices being well under a year ago.
These are not profitable levels by any means,

Legislation that will establish reserves of
grain at a time when prices are off from
present levels would give some reassurance
to dairymen, poultry producers, and live-
stockmen who need to be encouraged to stay
in the business, If it is considered to be in
the best interests of all our people to have
such a reserve, I suggest to you that the
action should be accompanied by an increase
in target price levels and loan rates.

We need action on the total feed grain
allotment, as contemplated In a recent hear-
ing before your Subcommittee, and a change
in legislation to wupdate the distribu-
tion of grain allotments among states, coun-
ties and graln producers under the new
target price concept.

A positive decision by your Subcommittee
on these related provisions of the program
would be a strong signal to both grain and
livestock producers that programs would be
used to stabilize these markets at profitable
levels in the future. In the absence of some
concrete actlon of this nature, we will con-
tinue to have uncertainty and skepticism at
the producer level,

I will be happy to work with you or mem-
bers of your staff if 1t is your decision to move
on this whole package of legislation.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, an-
other very forceful witness, and a sup-
porter of the proposal to have a modest
government owned food reserve, was Mr.
L. C. Carpenter, vice president, Mid-
continent Farmers Association and
member, board of directors, National
Corn Growers Association.

Mr, Carpenter also agreed on the need
to raise the target price and the loan
level, building on the 1973 Agriculture
Act.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Carpenter's statement be
included in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

STATEMENT OF L. C. "“CLELL" CARPENTER IN
GENERAL SUPPORT OF THE PROVISIONS OF
AMENDMENT 963 To SENATE BiLL 2005 AND
SENATE BILL 2831 RELATING To GEAIN AND
CorroN RESERVES

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Com-
mittee:
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My name is L. C. “Clell” Carpenter, Vice
President of Midcontinent Farmers Associa-
tion, with headquarters ln Columbia, Mis-
sourl. Our membership approximates 152,000
in Missouri and adjacent states. I am also
appearing as a board member of the Na-
tional Corn Growers Association and have
been asked by that assoclation to express
their approval of the general provisions of
these reserve billls you are hearing today.

For a number of years the MFA, the Na-
tional Corn Growers, and many other mem-
bers of the National Farm Coalition have
been urging the Congress to enact enabling
legislation to provide for agricultural com-
modity reserves. With your permission. Mr.
Chairman, may I just review some of this
testimony briefly.

In 1971 MFA President Fred Heinkel testi-
fied before this committee on November 10
as follows: “The Midcontinent Farmers As-
soclation, along with other farm organiza-
tions, have on previous occasions strongly
advocated the enactment of a strategic re-
serve bill to permit orderly and effective ad-
ministration of supply management and
price support programs in agriculture.”

Mr, Heinkel proceeded in part as follows:
¥, . . It would have allowed a realistic ap-
praisal of the possible blight threat. The
reserve stocks on hand would have provided
the “insurance” needed. There should have
been no need to trigger with the feed grains
program . . ."” As you will recall, on this date,
November 10, 1971, we were struggling with
the corn blight problem in the United States
and its effect upon the feed supply. And, as
you no doubt, further recall farmers were
encouraged to increase acreage substantially
in 1972 which resulted in a huge crop with
price depressing efTects.

Agaln, referring to past testimony, Mr.
Heinkel presented to the Senate Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry on March 8,
1873, on behalf of the National Farm Coali-
tion the following statement on this subject
which states in part as follows:

*“, . . Establish a strategic reserve of all
feed grains, wheat, soybeans, and cotton
which will protect consumers and producers
allke. This is probably the most effective
device whereby consumers can be assured
of an adequate supply at a rather consistent
price level from year to year. And farmers
can be protected against production goals
that are too high and may result in huge
surpluses and price collapse . . .”

I have before me numerous other testi-
mony and statements that both Mr. Heinkel
and I have made In support of such legis-
lation as we are considering here today.

With your permission, Mr, Chairman, I
would like to guote one section from our
Report of the Resolutions Committee adopted
at our MFA Convention of August 6, 1973.
This quotation is found on page 3 which
states in part as follows: *. . . Left unresolved
is the guestion of need for a national re-
serve of storable farm commodities. We
strongly urge Congress to establish a farm
and consumer commodity reserve which
would be isolated from the market. Such ac-
tion would complement and strengthen pres-
ent programs. It would make it possible to
adjust annual farm production more closely
to expected national domestic and export
needs while providing asurance of adequate
supplies to meet emergencies. A commodity
reserve would prevent recurrence of the
serious situation facing us now due to the
temporary short supply of grains and animal
protein.”

Mr. Chairman, I apologize for taking the
commitee's time to review some of the past
occurrences, but I am doing this to leave
no question in anybody's mind that the es-
tablishment of a strategic reserve is not a
new lidea, but one that has been advocated
strongly by a great number of organizations
over the past many years. The two bills
being considered here today authored by
the distinguished senators froma Minnesota
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and Towa are seeking basically to attain the
same objective but through substantially
different approaches.

Mr, Heinkel and I have discussed at some
length the various approaches and have de-
cided that with the facts and figures that
are avallable and the expertise that exists
in both the Senate Agriculture Committee
and in the Department of Agriculture it
would be best that you folks make the de-
termination as to the amount of the reserve
that will work most satisfactory and also to
determine the price level and under what
conditions these reserves may be used.

I think everyone who has ever studied the
reserve proposals realizes that the major
problem will be our ability to devise legisla-
tion and procedures that will completely
isolate this reserve from the market and
prohibit same from being a price depressent.
Conditions today are entirely different from
those at the time we offered our previous
testimony.

Graln supplies of both the United States
and the world are the lowest they have been
for 20 years. This is a result of an increased
world demand and a short-term reduction
in world production. Fortunately, however,
the shortage of grain supplies comes at a
time when the actual production of the
United States farms have the capacity to
produce at the highest level ever.

Declining supplies of grain, support loans,
gyrating feed prices, and of course, higher
food prices have caused much concern and
have led to the furthering of the movement
to establish a national grain reserve pro-
gram. Yes, concern for prevention of starva-
tion in developing countries has caused con-
cern for establishment of an international
grain reserve. Until recently, the United
States had two basic reserves, or realistically
they might be called surpluses. One has been
the supply of grains owned by the U.S. Gov-
ernment; the other reserve has been the po-
tential capacity provided by idle farmland.

Millers, commercial grain traders and for-
eign countries have relied upon these surplus
reserves,. At times, these surplus reserves have
been managed in such a manner as to, in
effect, put a ceiling on farm prices. We in-
sist that one of the provisions of this bill
will assure that any reserve program be so
developed and administered as not to depress
farm prices.

There is now being advanced an idea favor-
ing a national strategic reserve. With the ex-
panding world demand for food and with the
need to stabilize the dollar by offsetting non-
farm imports with farm exports, it is essen-
tial reserves be established to permit the
United States to meet export demands on a
consistent and continuing basis. The de-
pendability and the reliability of the United
States as a major supplier cannot otherwise
be established.

Secondly, it is essential to establish a na-
tional grain reserve in order to prevent wild
fluctuating prices such as those experienced
the past two years. The United States had
really not treated the government supplies
as a reserve but rather as a surplus. When
these surpluses no longer were available,
prices jumped up and down as buyers were
competing for the available grain supply.
Our unfortunate experience last spring and
summer with soybeans wherein the govern-
ment found it necessary to place an embargo
upon the sales was not a desirable experience,
and should make everyone involved more
aware of the need for a domestic grain and
cotton reserve. These fluctuating prices are
not to the best interest of the producer or
the general public.

It is also essential to establish a national
grain reserve In order to meet the emergency
needs of this country such as drought, bliz-
zards and flood. The flood conditions in the
Midwest last year were disastrous. Climatol-
ogists are predicting the cycle of weather is
now right for a major drought. Such a
calamity in 1974 would indeed be a disaster.
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We further recommend the establishment
of a national grain reserve which can assist
in many international situations, This may
include helping developing nations who en-
counter adverse climatic or other conditions.
We may wish to use our food as a diplomatic
tool to improve our relations.

We would hope a substantial portion of
such a reserve as we are discussing here
might be held in the hands of farmers. An
international grain reserve supported by all
nations and established to provide for world
emergency needs is also a desirable goal.
Many of the developing countries have come
to rely on U.S. Government aid programs in
emergencies. The United States In the past
has always been willing to do its fair share.
However, it would seem no more than right
for other nations to assume like respon-
sibility.

It is interesting to note that some farmers
and farm groups who have previously sup-
ported this proposal are now taking a second
look and appear to have receded in their
position. However, we are convinced this is
a short sighted view and largely the desire
of those persons to “have their cake and
eat it too™. Nobody's been able to accomplish
this feat as yet, It is, however, also interest-
ing to note that a great number of persons
and organizations who previously opposed
strategic reserves are now proponents. Some
grain exchanges are advocating such a pro-
gram. Many consumer organizations are
strong advocates. Only last week I was visit-
ing with Don Paarlberg, chief economist of
the USDA here in Washington, who stated
that the Department of Agriculture was
taking a favorable view, particularly as it
applied to international reserves.

Mr. Chairman, I will not belabor this sub-
ject further. I sincerely hope that we have
made our position clear—that we strongly
support enabling legislation to provide for
strategic reserves and possibly some account-
ing at least of our major exports of stra-
tegic commodities,

Again, may I say that we are probably not
as helpful to you as we should be in suggest-
ing a reserve level, how the reserves would
specifically be acquired and more definitive
as to how they should be released. We have
full confidence in the ability of this sub-
committee, the entire United States Senate
Agriculture and Forestry Committee and
your capable staff members to arrive at
these decisions which will be in the best
interest of not only producers and consumers,
but the world in its entirety. Thank you
very much for the privilege of appearing here
today.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, an-
other witness speaking in support of my
bill and in opposition to the position of
Secretary Butz was Mr. Lauren K. Soth,
representing the National Planning
Association,

Mr. Soth brought a useful historical
perspective to the hearings in recalling
how reserves had been useful in the past
in meeting emergency requirements such
as World Wars I and IT, the Korean War
and the drought in India.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Soth's statement also be
included in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT OF MR. LAUREN SoTH

A NATIONAL POLICY ON GRAIN RESERVES

The Committee has copies of the National
Planning Association pamphlet entitled
“Feast or Famine: The Uncertain World of
Food and Agriculture and Its Policy Implica-
tions for the United States.” This report was
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prepared by Dr. Willard W. Cochrane, profes-
sor of agricultural economics at the Uni-
versity of Minnesota. The pamphlet includes
& policy statement by the Agriculture Com-
mittee of the National Planning Association.
Dr. Cochrane was unable to attend this hear-
ing, because he is out of the country.

The National Planning Association is an
independent, private, nonprofit, nonpolitical
organization. It engages in economic and so-
cial research, aimed at making the best pos-
sible use of resources to achieve the material
and cultural goals of Americans. NPA was
founded in 1934, It is financed by contribu-
tions and by grants for research projects from
foundations, government agencies and inter-
national organizations.

National grain reserve policy is not a new
subject for the Agriculture Committee of
NPA. In all our policy statements concern-
ing United States agricultural policy for the
last 25 years or so, we have given considera-
tion to the accumulation of grain reserves
and their disposition onto domestic and for-
eign markets.

In recent times, with very large gyrations
in export markets, the use of food as aid for
under-developed countries and the continu-
ing hazards of weather affecting crops the
world around, the committee has concluded
that grain reserve policy is more important
than ever. I know I speak for the committee
as a whole when I say we are very glad to see
this Senate Committee considering a definite
program of maintaining reasonable reserves
of wheat, feed grains, and soybeans.

In a statement on farm and food policy
that the NPA Agriculture Committee issued
last year, we urged that the nation should
explicitly affirm a policy of maintaining re-
serve stocks and of using them to stabilize
markets. The pamphlet and statement I just
referred to reassert the committee’s belief
that a national policy for graln reserves is
needed.

The committee asked Dr, Cochrane to pre-
pare the basic document which you have be-
fore you. I consider it one of the best anal-
yses of this subject now in existence, and I
recommend it highly to the Senate Commit-
tee. I might point out that of 31 members of
the NPA Agriculture Committee, all but one
member signed the statement accompanying
the Cochrane report. This is a very unusual
indication of support for the general idea in
this publication.

Only one member of the committee sign-
ing the statement disagreed with the general
thrust of the argument in the committee
statement. The NPA Agriculture Committee
is made up of farmers, representatives of agri-
business including farmer cooperatives, rep-
resentatives of the leading farm organiza-
tlons, agricultural economists and even a
couple of newspaper editors. I think we rep-
resent a broad cross-section of knowledge af.d
interest In American agriculture.

Mr. Chairman, if I may, I should liks to
say a few words of my own about the fm-
portance of establishing a clearly defined
grain storage and supply stabilization policy.

First, the experience of this country in the
last 40 years indicates to me that we have
had a fairly eflective grain stabllization
policy at critical times, but it has been done
by accident and not by plan.

In the 1930s, you will remember, under the
crop loan programs following the severe
drought years of 1934 and 1936, there was &
considerable accumulation of grain. These
so-called “surpluses” were viewed with great
apprehension by those who thought the gov-
ernment should not intervene in the market-
place.

Actually, the accumulation of supplies un-
der government loans and government own-
ership was not large by any reasonable
standard of protection against shortage. But
the stocks seemed large, because they were
so much larger than the private trade had
ever carried. For example, in the fall of 1939,
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we had about 600 million bushels of corn as
a carryover prior to harvest of the new crop.
In 1940, this carryover had gone up to nearly
700 million bushels.

In the late 1920s, and up to 1933, by com-~
parison, corn reserves under private ware-
housing never got above 280 million bushels.

I am using figures for corn only, for sim-
plicity’'s sake, but they reflect the entire
grain storage situation, although the peak
storage of wheat was reached later, in 1842,
Corn, of course, as you know, is the most im-
portant grain in this country in volume of
production and use.

This great “surplus” of corn in 1940, over-
hanging the market, as was sald at the time,
proved to be a resource of very great value
to this country when World War II broke out
and the demand for food rose sharply among
the allied nations. Reserves of corn and other
grains were depleted rapidly to fill war needs.

Reserves of graln also accumulated in the
years following the war, reaching a high
point in the case of corn in the fall of 1950
at around 850 million bushels, This reserve
also proved to be a valuable asset when the
Eorean War increased the demand for food.
In spite of increasing harvests of corn in
the next couple of years, the reserves were
reduced.

In the late 1950s, grain reserves piled up to
the highest level ever, under the farm pro-
gram then in operation under the manage-
ment of Agriculture Secretary Ezra Benson.

Price supports and loan values of grain
were kept at a high level, but there was no
crop acreage control. The result was that
corn reserves accumulated to the extent of
2 billion bushels by Oct. 1, 1961, These re-
serves were lowered during the mnext few
years by stimulation of large exports and
by crop acreage controls limiting produe-
tion. Even so, we still had a reserve of corn
on Oct, 1, 1964, of 1.5 billion bushels.

Here again, a “burdensome” surplus turned
out to be a very useful reserve when grain
production fell off drastically in South Asla
in 1965 and 1966. In those years, in fact, the
three largest grain produecing countries in the
world—China, Russia and India—all suffered
drought conditions,

The United States, fortunately, had a big
supply of grain on hand, including 1.2 bil-
lion bushels of wheat in July, 1963, and
was able to meet the needs of South Asla,
while Canada and Australia were selling
wheat to China and Russia.

The fourth example I should like to men-
tion is the short crop in Russia in 1872 and
the entry of the Soviet Union into the world
market on an unprecedented scale to buy
wheat. Here again, the United States had
large reserves and was able to sell 400 mil-
lion bushels to Russia.

I won't go into the guestion of how this
sale was handled and how it was allowed
to distort Amerlcan markets and result In
skyrocketing food prices. My only point here
Is that the U.S. did have a big supply of
grain on hand, and fhis supply turned out
to be useful in a time of world shortage.

In all these cases, but particularly in the
last one, a well-understood pollcy of govern-
ment management of stocks would have im-
proved the situation., In 1971 and 1972, for
example, Agriculture Secretary Earl Butz
seemed to view our reserves as a horrible
surplus, something to get rid of by any means
whatsoever and as quickly as possible., Dr.
Butz is a child of the era of surplus psychol-
ogy in American agriculture, like many of
the rest of us. He also is a doctrinaire be-
liever in free markets and keeping the gov-
ernment out of them. A person with this
philosophy is not the right person to deal
with the handling of grain surpluses and
shortages, because his heart is not in the job,

If we had had a clear policy of retaining
a minimum reserve stock of grain in this
country, Secretary Butz could not have
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dumped it overseas to the Russlans at cut-
rate prices the way he did. He would have
had to think of a balancing operation, not
just getiing the government out of the grain
business,

Many people feel that the private grain
trade is able to handle the balancing function
of holding grain reserves in time of plenty
and disseminating them in time of shortage.
The 1972 case is a good one to examine from
this point of view. Several of the big grain
companies were operating individually, in
secret, making deals with the Russians. Pre-
sumably, no one firm or agency, not even the
Department of Agriculture, knew exactly
what was going on.

There is no reason why private grain com-
panies and farmers cannot handle a good
deal of the grain storage function. However,
2 central planning agency, the Department
of Agriculture, must overview the whole situ-
ation and decide what is the reasonable
reserve to be carried under the circumstances
and to see that it is carried. Someone also
must decide, on the basis of understood rules
of pricing and in-storage targets, when grain
is to be moved out of storage. That cannot
be left to private business. Individual busi-
ness firms cannot be expected to undertake,
on their own, to provide a reserve for market
stabilization.

The sensible operation of a national grain
reserve or ever-normal granary policy can
minimize the need for acreage adjustments.
As far back as 1935 and 1936, Henry Wallace
was saying that grain reserves could help
stabilize prices and reduce the need for
changes in acreage. However, the nation never
has adopted such a policy consciously.

Many people think that we will never have
agricultural surpluses again and that food
will be scarce from now on, If this is so, all
the more reason, from the consumer view-
point, why adequate reserves must be bullt,
because some years are going to be shorter
than others, and we will still need a balanc-
ing supply for emergencies. In my own view,
we could have surpluses again, and not far
in the future, either.

Russia had a big crop in 1973, If Russia
has another big crop this year, and if North
America harvests more grain than ever be-
fore, as seems likely, world grain prices could
tumble very sharply. At such a time, grain
reserves should be built up, on farms and in
elevators in terminal distribution points. We
should know by now that such stocks of grain
will come in handy sometime ahead because
of drought or unusual export demand.

During the accumulation of such stocks, of
course, prices will be supported, protecting
and stabilizing the income of farmers. Farm-
ers need to recognize, however, that when
grain reserves are disseminated during a time
of shortage, their prices will be reduced. The
overall advantages of stabilization to them
are great.

Opposition to this legislation is being
aroused among farmers on the usual argu-
ment that market “overhang” is injurious to
farmers, making them subject to capricious
action by the government to wreck their
markets. The answer to such fears is to estab-
lish specific rules for acquiring and letting
go the stocks, including price standards for
releasing grain, I think farmers are wise
enough to see that they suffer from wild ups
and downs In prices, the same as con-
sumers do.

The improvements In farming technology
in the last few decades, including the im-
provement of varieties of wheat and rice for
South Asia (the “green revolution'), take
some of the hazards out of grain production.
The development of more new lands for
wheat in the Soviet Unlon, announced by
Chalirman ILeonid Brezhnev the other day,
also adds to the grain production potential
of the world and reduces the risk of famine.

However, I should like to stress that
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weather Is still the biggest factor in the vari-
ability of food production. Unless the major
grain producing and consuming nations can
develop adequate reserve carrying policies,
the world will again face, periodically, severe
deficits in supplies, with soaring prices and
hunger.

Both the U.S., and Russia should develop
better reserve policies. Adding new land will
not solve the Russian problem, and taking off
the acreage controls here does not solve ours.

The legislation proposed by Senator
Humphrey and others is certainly the right
direction to take. My own hunch is that the
target figures for reserves are too low—600
million bushels of wheat and about 1.5 billlon
bushels of feed grains are small figures by
comparison with the stocks accumulated in
past years from price support programs. I be-
lieve larger stockplles will prove advantage=
ous in the future.

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, very
useful and important testimony was also
provided by James McCracken, repre-
senfing Church World Service, and
Sandra DeMent and Robert Eisenberg,
representing the National Consumers
Congress.

Mr. President, I remain hopeful that
both the subcommittee and the full com-
mittee will take favorable action on this
legislation.

In my view, the proposed bill addresses
important needs for both farmers and
consumers in the United States and our
export customers abroad. We need to
establish a program which effectively
meets those responsibilities.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
has morning business been closed?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business has not been
closed.

Is there further morning business? If
not, morning business is closed.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT
OF 1974

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 1541) to pro-
vide for the reform of congressional pro-
cedures with respect to the enactment
of fiscal measures; to provide ceilings on
Federal expenditures and the national
debt; to create a budget committee in
each House, to create a congressional
office of the budget, and for other pur-
poses.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The pending business is the Mon-
dale-Nelson amendment.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that that
amendment be temporarily laid aside for
not to exceed 3 minutes and that I ke
permitted to offer an amendment, and
I ask that the clerk state it.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment will be stated.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that further

reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.
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The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered;
and, without objection, the amendment
will be printed in the REcorp.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 114, line 2, strike out “BUDGET"
and insert in lieu thereof “"CERTAIN".

On page 114, line 12, Immediately after
“Committees on", insert “Appropriations, Fi-
nance (or Ways and Means) or".

On page 114, line 12, immediately after
“Committee on", insert “Appropriations, Fi-
nance (or Ways and Means) or".

On page 114, line 14, immediately after
“Committee on", insert “Appropriations, Fi-
nance (or Ways and Means) or”.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
this amendment has been discussed with
Mr, ErviN, Mr. PErcY, and Mr. MUSKIE,
the managers of the bill.

The amendment would provide that it
shall be the duty and the function of the
Congressional Office of the Budget to fur-
nish three kinds of assistance to the three
committees—the Appropriations Com-
mittee, the Finance Committee, and the
Budget Committee.

The Congressional Office of the Budget
would have to provide to these three
committees information with respect to
the budget, appropriations bills, other
bills authorizing or providing budget au-
thority or tax expenditures, and with re-
spect to revenues, receipts, estimated fu-
ture revenues and receipts, and changing
revenue conditions. It would also have
to provide such other related information
as the committees may request. Finally,
the office would be directed, at the re-
guest of the committees, to assign per-
sonnel to assist the committees on a tem-
porary basis.

The amendment would help to assure
that the Congressional Office of the
Budget will be responsive to the needs
of the three committees most directly
involved in revenue and spending mat-
ters. At the same time, pursuant to other
provisions of the bill, the office will be
able to assist other committees and Mem-
bers, as well.

I hope that the managers of the bill
will accept the amendment.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I favor the
amendment, and I hope the Senate will
adopt it. I think it improves the bill and
makes the Congressional Office of the
Budget more helpful in achieving a prac-
tical budgetary system.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, by the very
nature of the bill, the responsibilities of
the Committee on Finance and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations would be in-
creased tremendously. They would be
given certain directions and duties and
obligations as a result of this change in
procedure. It is only right and proper,
therefore, that they should have a pro-
fessional staff available to them for that
purpose. On this side of the aisle, we
certainly support the amendment.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
distinguished Senator.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from West
Virginia.

The amendment was agreed to.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
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pore. The question recurs on the amend-
ment of the Senator from Minnesota and
the Senator from Wisconsin. Who yields
time?

Mr. NELSON. Mr, President, ap-
parently the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr., MoNDALE) was not notified of the
change in the hour. He is a cosponsor of
the amendment. I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be a quorum call not to
be charged against the time on the
amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimpus consent that the pending
business be set aside, and I send an
amendment to the desk.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 142, line 7, after the word “new",
insert the following: “or increased”.

On page 143, line 13, after the word “new"”
insert the following: “or increased”.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, this is
a technical amendment dealing with that
provision of the bill which provides for
information on tax expenditures. The
purpose of the amendment is to make
clear that what is involved is not only
new tax expenditures, in other words,
new tax loopholes, as they are referred
to, but increases in current tax expendi-
tures. This is a technical amendment
that has the approval of both sides, and
I move the adoption of the amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum on the
same basis.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SENATOR PROXMIRE

ON MONDAY

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on Mon-
day, after the two leaders or their desig-
nees have been recognized under the
standing order, the distinguished senior
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE)
be recognized for not to exceed 15
minutes.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE MORNING
BUSINESS ON MONDAY

Mr, ROBERT C, BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that on Mon-
day, after the recognition of the Senator
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from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE), there
be a period for the transaction of rou-
tine morning business of not to exceed
30 minutes, with statements therein lim-
ited to 5 minutes each.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, when I
stated at the outset of the discussion on
the bill the names of those who had been
of assistance in bringing the bill to its
present state, I failed to note that Nick
Bizony, a former member of the staff of
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions, had been of most material assist-
ance in the development of the bill. He
has been a tireless worker for me in con-
nection with the bill, so I wish to have
this statement appear in connection with
the statement I made concerning others
whose assistance has been so great.

AMENDMENT NO. 1048

Mr. NELSON. Mr, President, I call up
amendment No. 1046, which has been
proposed by the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MoNDALE), the Senator from Kan-
sas (Mr. DoLE), the Senator from Dela-
ware (Mr. BioEN), and myself.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That amendment is the pending
question. It has already been laid before
the Senate as the pending question.

Mr. NELSON. I thank the Chair.

The amendment proposes to have the
Budget Committee established on a ro-
tation basis. It provides that of the 15
Senators to be appointed, 5 shall serve for
2 years, b shall serve for 4 years, and 5
shall serve for 6 years; and that there-
after all the members of the committee
shall serve for 6 years, and at the end of
their 6 years they must leave the com-
mittee, but would be eligible to return to
the committee at the expiration of
another 2 years.

Under this amendment, two-thirds of
the committee at all times would be ex-
perienced members of the committee
with from 2 to 4 years of service. Fur-
thermore, under the amendment, mem-
bers of the committee would not have to
give up membership on any one of the
other categories of committees. I think
we are going to run into trouble in get-
ting experienced Senators to serve on the
Budget Committee if it is going to require
that they give up membership on one of
their two major committees. In fact, I
have asked nine Senators, two on the
Republican side and seven on the Demo-
cratic side, and all of them responded
that they would not give up either one
of their major committees—category A
committees—to serve on the Budget
Committee. If that is any indication, we
are going to have great difficulty in get-
ting any experienced Senators to serve
on the Budget Committee. That, I think,
would be unfortunate.

Furthermore, I think it would be a
mistake to establish a Budget Committee
with permanent membership, with no
rotation, for two reasons. One of them is
that the Budget Committee is going to
make determinations respecting the
budgets of all the authorizing commit-
tees. It seems to me that that responsibil-
ity ought to be spread as broadly as pos-
sible, and that by rotating membership on
the committee with five new members
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every 2 years, that responsibility will be
more broadly assumed by more Senators,
as it should be, because budget questions
and budget problems are the responsibil-
ity of every Senator.

Second, if a Budget Committee is ap-
pointed, and the caucus of either body is
not satisfied with the performance of the
committee, there is very little that the
caucus can do about it; whereas, if there
is a rotation every 2 years, with five new
members on the committee every 2 years,
the respective Senators in each caucus
could have some voice in the nature and
philosophy of the membership of the
Budget Committee. So the caucuses can
have some input in making a change,
which they are likely to desire from time
to time.

So I think it would be a much more
effective and sound procedure to estab-
lish a committee in which the members
are rotated and are not required to give
up membership on either one of the cate-
gory A committees.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, how much
time do the proponents of the amend-
ment have remaining?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Wisconsin has
21 minutes remaining.

Mr. NELSON. I yield whatever time he
desires to the distinguished Senator from
Kansas.

Mr, DOLE. Mr. President, I am pleased
to join in offering the amendment to
provide the Senate Budget Committee
with a rotating membership.

The idea of having new members join-
ing the commititee at the start of every
new Congress is a very healthy and re-
freshing concept. It means that this very
important committee would not become
an exclusive, rigidly structured bastion
of entrenched ideas or dominated by the
laws of survival in the seniority system.
Rather, it would be a committee where
Senators could serve long enough—~6
vears—to become knowledgeable in
budget matters but not so long that they
would become stale as the years go on.
The provisions permits a Senator to re-
turn to the committee after a 2-year
absence, and thus would allow those with
a special interest and unique qualifica-
tions to give longer service if they chose
to do so.

Because the amendment also allows a
Senator to retain his other major com-
mittee assignments while serving on the
Budget Committee, it will encourage
senior as well as junior Senators to serve
on it.

The practical effect of the amend-
ment—when combined with retirements
and the results of the electoral process—
would be to turn over at least one-third
of the Budget Committee's membership
at the beginning of each new Congress.
I believe such a flow of new faces, ideas,
and outlooks would be highly beneficial,
and might prove to be a pattern which
would bear extension to the full commit-
tee system as we gain experience with it.

Since the establishment of the Budget
Committee will mark a new departure in
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congressional operations, it would be en-
tirely appropriate for the Senate to try
out a new concept of membership at the
same time. Being new, the committee has
no carrvover membership or tradifions,
no established patterns of privilege, or
individual kingdoms. We can undertake
this experiment without stepping on any-
one’s toes or divesting anyone of his
rights gained through seniority.

I believe the rotating membership
would benefit the entire committee sys-
tem as more and more Senators gain
budget experience which they can apply
to their work on other committee assign-
ments. As this experience becomes more
widespread it cannot help confributing
to smoother and more effective function-
ing of the entire Senate committee
system.

I believe this rotating membership
amendment is highly appropriate and
fully in keeping with the spirit of reform
which is behind the budget bill. I am
pleased to join in submitting it and I
urge its adoption by the Senate.

I yield back the remainder of my time,

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield
the Senator from Minnesota whatever
time he may require.

Mr. MONDALE, Mr., President, I rise
in support of the amendment offered by
distinguished colleague from Wisconsin
(Mr. NeLson) to the pending bill.

Under the pending bill, membership
on the Budget Committee would be de-
termined—as with other standing com-
mittees of the Senate—by majority vote
of party caucuses.

Qur amendment would modify this
procedure to provide for rotating mem-
bership on this crucial committee—with
service limited to 6 years.

If the budget control procedures in the
pending bill are to be successful, this
committee will be among the most im-
portant in the Senate. It will have a
major influence over our decisions re-
garding the appropriate levels of Fed-
eral expenditures and Federal revenues.
It will have a strong influence over the
priorities attached to the expenditure of
Federal dollars.

The committee membership provision
of the pending bill represents a major
improvement over the original proposal
of the Joint Committee on Budget Con-
trol. The committee’s recommendations
would have restricted two-thirds of the
Budget Committee’s membership to
members of only two committees—Ap-
propriations and Finance.

And these members would be selected
by their respective committees. The
pending bill opens membership freely to
all Members of the Senate, and provides
for determining membership in the regu-
lar way through vote of the party cau-
cuses.

But this will be a powerful committee.
It will have tremendous influence over
the work of every other committee in the
Senate. It will have a major influence
over the work of every Senator and com-
mittee. And therefore I believe the sys-
tem of rotating membership which we
are proposing has at least three impor-
tant advantages.
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First, it will allow participation by a
larger number of Senators over the years
in this very erucial work—and it will give
every Senator who has served a perspec-
tive which I believe will make him more
effective in his work on other Senate
committees.

I think it is fair to say that the work
of this Budget Committee will be effective
to the extent that it has the respect of
the Senate, and to the extent that it does
not the committee will be ineffective. For
that reason, I believe that a committee
which is broadly drawn from the Senate
and then constantly renewed by new
membership and strengthened by the
knowledge of those who have served on
it for the requisite 6 years will be a com-
mittee which, by its very nature, will be
more responsive to all Members of the
Senate than one which is drawn up and
whose membership sits on the committee
according to the traditional rules of com-
mittee membership.

Second, it will assure a flow of fresh
ideas into the Budget Committee, which
I believe is found to assist it in its com-
plicated work. Third, since all the mem-
bers of the committee will be temporary,
it will help to assure that the Budget
Committee continues to view itself as
representative of the Senate and its
committees as a whole.

And fourth, changing membership on
the committee will help assure that all
the views are represented fairly on the
committee, as opinions and viewpoints
change in the Senate itself and ifs com-
mittees as a whole.

I believe the notion of rotating mem-
bership is uniquely applicable to the
Budget Committee, because it is essen-
tially a body designed to reconcile the
competing goals and priorities estab-
lished by the substantive bodies of the
Senate. It is in many ways a procedural
committee, not designed so much to take
up work now being performed by other
committees, as to see that the Senate as
a whole faces the fact that actions we
take on individual measures from in-
dividual committees are interrelated in
ways which we have too often failed to
recognize before. That is the whole idea
of this committee, and the degree to
which it is able to do its job depends en-
tirely upon the respect that it enjoys in
the Senate.

Since this is a procedural committee—
and such an influential one—I think it
is appropriate to assure that its member-
ship will be open to as many as possible,
and will continue over the years to be
as representative as possible of the broad
range of views that make up the Senate
at any time.

Mr. President, the conecepts in the
pending amendment were introduced as
part of amendment No. 601 to S. 1541
last October by myself and the distin-
guished Senator from New York (Mr.
Javirs). I believe they would represent
a constructive addition to the pending
bill, and I urge adoption of the amend-
ment proposed by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Wisconsin (Mr. NerLsown). I
believe they are a very valuable and im-~
portant contribution to the workings of
this committee.
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Mr. NELSON. Mr, President, I reserve
the remainder of my time.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, if rotating
the members of the committees had been
desirable, it would have been done some-
time between the time the first Congress
met in 1789 and the present date. How-
ever, we have had this uniform experi-
ence all during that time, and this
proposal is totally out of line with that
experience and with the Senate rules
concerning the membership of com-
mittees.

I think that all of the rules governing
membership on committees should be
uniform, and not be varied for any par-
ticular committee. If this committee has
rotating membership, my friends may
call it a major committee, but it is going
to be the most minor committee in the
Senate. That is because most persons
who come to the Senate go on a commit-
tee and stay on that committee. They
have the aspiration of sometime being
its chairman, or the chairman of an im-
portant subcommittee of that committee.
If one got to be chairman of the Budget
Committee, he would rotate off after 6
years. Even if he got to be chairman of
a subcommittee, he would rotate off after
6 years. As a result, the committee would
have virtually no prestige. This is a
certain way to make it a minor com-
mittee.

Down in my county a man used to have
to pay $3 for a marriage license. A cer-
tain man went into the court house, paid
his $3, and got a marriage license to
marry a woman by the name of Mary.
Before he got around to using the license,
he met another old flame and changed
his mind. So he came back and said,
“I have changed my mind. I want to
marry Martha instead of Mary. Just
strike out Mary’s name in this license,
and write Martha there.”

The register of deeds, who issued the
license, said, “I cannot do that; you
have to get another license if you want
to marry Martha.”

The man asked, “Do I have to pay
another $37"

The register of deeds said, “Yes.”

The man said, “Well, I will just go
ahead and marry Mary, then, because
there is not $3 difference between the
two girls.”

If we are going to allow a Senator to
be a member of the Budget Committee
for only 6 years but retain membership
on other committees, I think he is going
to say there is not $3 difference between
them.

The Budget Committee will be a minor
committee if a man can stay on another
committee and become its chairman or
chairman of a subcommittee, and acquire
great prestige and great experience on
it, but not be allowed to remain on the
Budget Committee for more than 6 years.

Now, some years ago, I heard Dr. Gal-
lup make a speech in which he said we
would have better government in this
country if we did not allow a Senator
or a Representative to be elected more
than one time. He said that we would get
new ideas and new blood into the picture.
Someone in the audience noticed I was
there and said, “I see one of our Senators
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here. I should like to know what he thinks
about your proposal.”

I said that I disagreed with Dr, Gallup,
that Dr. Gallup was a great prognostica-
tor, but if I did not allow Dr. Gallup to
prognosticate for more than 6 years,
he would not be much of a prognosti-
cator, I further said that I believed ex-
perience was the most efficient teacher
of all things, even prognosticating and
legislating.

I believe that applies with equal force
to serving on a committee. This is a com-
mittee that demands a strong chairman,
strong chairmen of subcommittees, and
strong members—experienced men. Why
throw away a man’s experience after 6
years? Why take away the incentive to
serve on this committee? If there is any
committee of Congress that needs ex-
perience it will be the Budget Commitiee,
because these men will be the men on
whom the fiscal responsibility of this Na-
tion will rest. Hence, for that reason, I
respectfully submit that this amendment
should be rejected.

It should be rejected in the first place
because it is out of harmony with the
uniform rules applying to all other com-
mittees. It should be rejected because it
is out of line with the experience of Con-
gress in the field of committee work, It
should be rejected because it would con-
vert this committee, which should be one
of the major committees of the Senate
like the Finance Committee and the Ap-
propriations Committee, into a minor
committee. It should be rejected because
it takes and does away with the practice
which has been recognized as being valid
all the time the Senate has been in exist-
ence; that is, that experience is the most
efficient teacher of all things. That is par-
ticularly true with respect to such im-
portant matters as setting the Federal
finaneial house in order.

Mr. President, I now yield to the Sen-
ator from Illinois (Mr. Percy) whatever
time he may require.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I find my-
self in complete agreement with the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Government
Operations Committee, the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. Ervin) . Possibly it is
because we have gone through this
process now on three or four different
occasions, considering amendments
which have been offered in committee for
the membership of the committee itself.
We started out with recommendations by
the joint study committee on budget con-
trol, it was the feeling that there should
be a fixed number from the Finance
Committee and from the Appropriations
Committee. Only one-third of the com-
mittee was to be chosen at large. After a
good deal of debate, we finally rejected
that thought.

I would pay great tribute to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Minnesota and
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon-
sin whose thoughts were transmitted to
us at that time, that this committee
should be open to all and should not be
the special province of any standing
committee. So it was in response to that
thinking that we looked around for an-
other formula.

The Senator from Minnesota was ar-
ticulate in presenting his viewpoints. The

March 22, 1974

Government Operations Committee ar-
rived at one formula. The formula was
further improved in the Committee on
Rules and Administration so that there
would not have to be a decision at the
outset by any Member of the Senate as
to whether they would give up some other
standing committee and take member-
ship on a committee whose operation
and importance remained to be seen.

We have now determined, as a result
of all that deliberation, that there would
be this grace period so that experience
could be gained; but that the committee
is to be made up, like all committees of
the Senate, by a vote of the caucuses of
the two parties.

After all that deliberation, and for all
those reasons, given on many occasions
during the deliberations, regretfully, I
shall vote against the pending amend-
ment and urge that it be rejected.

Certainly I would vote against it be-
cause it would tend to make service on
the committee a transitory experience.
It would tend, possibly, to be looked upon
as a good place for someone to get train-
ing, and this committee is no place to get
on-the-job training.

As the distinguished chairman of the
commititee has said, we need the most
experienced men because we are dealing
in this particular fiscal year, 1975, with
a $304.4 billion budget. We would be
weighing the priorities of where that
money should go and making recom-
mendations to the Senate for an overall
spending limit as well as the targeted
amounts to establish for each of the func-
tional breakdowns.

This is where we need the great ex-
perience of Senators to be brought to
bear on this problem. We would cer-
tainly not want to have the feeling, in
relationships between the Senate Mem-
bers and the staffs, that the men rotate
out and they are going to be there only
to gain the kind of experience they
would gain on other committees. We
may end up that this committee would
be too much dominated by the perma-
nent stafl because of the rotating nature
of the membership; also my concern that
the committee members, knowing they
would only be there for a limited period
of time, would give the committee less
attention. They may not really pour
themselves into the job as a member of
the Budget Committee the way they
would on another committee, where they
would know that they would probably
be spending to good portion of their Sen-
ate careers on that committee. That
would be a tragedy because every com-
mittee in a sense is fighting for priority
in the time of every Member of the
Senate. Naturally we gravitate toward
that committee where we feel a greater
sense of responsibility, duty, and obliga-
tion. I have noticed, through the period
of 7 or 8 years now, that it is generally
the chairman and the ranking member
that is in the Chair at a hearing and
they have a sense of obligation and duty,
and that sense of duty and obligation
might simply not be there with the rotat-
ing nature of the membership.

We want this committee to have the
same devotion, the same sense of re-
sponsibility that other standing com-
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mittees have. I think that during the
whole course of this dialog we have tried
to indicate, with one exception, that the
committee should be considered like all
other committees.

For that reason, with all due respect
to the authors of the amendment who, of
themselves, have already contributed
and had a great input into the final
decision made by the Government Op-
erations and Rules Committees, I should
hope they would feel that input was suf-
ficient and that this additional element
of rotating membership would not con-
tribute to it.

So I would have to vote against the
amendment. Again, I thank the authors
of this amendment for the contributions
they have already made, a large part of
which has already been accepted and
incorporated into the provisions of the
bill from their basic thinking.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, how much
time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Bur-
pick). The proponents have 15 minutes
remaining.

Mr. NELSON. Mr, President, there is
no question that there is substantial mer-
it to the position taken by the committee
which was just spelled out in some de-
tail by the Senator from Illinois and the
Senatfor from North Carolina. There are
good arguments on both sides.

As a matter of fact, there are Members
who believe that, in fact, we ought to
have only one committee assignment, one
major committee, and proposals will be
made to that effect. But I think that at
least we ought to be clear about the
nature of this committee.

I do not think it is valid to compare
this committee with another committee
of the Senate, such as Finance or Appro-
priations or Labor and Public Welfare
or Commerce or Foreign Relations or
Armed Services, because it is not the
same. This is, in fact, a supercommittee.
It will be dealing with appropriations
that have been authorized by every au-
thorizing committee of the Senate, and
it will be establishing policy of great con-
sequence, determined by what it decides
to do respecting the authorizations and
appropriations of all the authorizing
committees. So it is quite a different kind
of animal.

If this committee should become
totally unrepresentative of the Senate,
as from time to time committees of the
Senate have, then we would have a com-
mittee which would be dealing with all
authorizing committees, and it would
have a much greater significance than
if a single committee of the Senate
should become unrepresentative.

I believe most people would say that as
of a few years back—not very far back,
either—ii one counted the votes in the
Senate versus the votes in, say, the
Finance Committee, the Finance Com-
mittee was much more conservative than
the Senate as a whole. But it would be
quite another matter if this supercom-
mittee were to be unrepresentative of the
viewpoints of the Senate as a whole.

We may have to revise the statute,
based upon experience. If, by rotating
and allowing the members of the Budg-
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et Committee to retain their major
committee assignments, we found that
it did not work, we would nave to modify
it. But I think that is the place we ought
to start.

As I mentioned earlier, of nine Mem-
bers, by my recollection—I said two of
them on the Republican side, but it was
three on the Republican side, and six on
the Democratic side—not one would give
up a major committee to serve on the
Budget Committee. If we start out this
way, we may have a very serious situa-
tion. Not all of the nine were senior
Members. Some had been here 4 or 5
years, some 10 years, and some 15, 16, or
18 years. So I think we ought to spread
this responsibility around and be sure
that we have a mix of representation
of the Senate, that represents the gen-
eral view of the Senate, with an op-
portunity to change that representation
by one-third every 2 years, in any event.

One more point: The distinguished
Senator from North Carolina made the
point that if this were a committee with
a rotating membership, because of the
transitory nature of service on the com-
mittee, it would not have prestige. I sub-
mit that neither this committee nor any
other office gets its prestige from the
length of time an individual serves in
it. Prestige to an office or prestige to a
committee comes from two sources: the
authority, or power, of the office, the au-
thority, or power, of the committee, and
the manner in which the members of
the committee or the holders of the of-
fice exercise that power.

Surely, nobody would suggest that the
office of the President of the United
States is a weak office because it is tran-
sitory and the President cannot serve
more than 8 years. That is not what
makes the office significant. What makes
it powerful is the constitutional author-
ity that office has. It will have prestige in
accordance with the authority of the
office and the manner in which the holder
exercises that authority. So the fact that
the term of the holder of the office is
temporarily extended to not more than
6 years does not determine the prestige
or the authority of that office.

Mr. President, how much time do 1
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has T minutes and a small plus.

Mr. NELSON., I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I should like to propound a unanimous-
consent request. "

I ask unanimous consent that after
the distinguished Senator from Maine
(Mr. Muskie) and the distinguished
Senator from Montana (Mr. METCALF)
have had an opportunity to discuss the
pending measure for 5 minutes, which
will be yielded out of the time of the
opponents of the amendment, the pend-
ing amendment then be set aside until 11
a.m, today; that we then proceed, when
this amendment is set aside, to a discus-
sion of the amendment by Mr. Roth;
that we stay on that amendment until 11
o'clock, at which time we go back to the
Nelson-Mondale amendment, with what-
ever time remains on that amendment,
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so that Senators who come into the
Chamber for the vote will be apprised
of the nature of the Nelson amendment;
that we then vote on that amendment,
following which the Senate resume con-
sideration of the amendment by Mr.
Roth,

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I have no
objection, except that I have consulted
with the distinguished Senator from Il-
linois, and we may call up a little tech-
nical amendment after the colloquy.

Mr. NELSON. Do I understand cor-
rectly that the vote on the pending
amendment would occur—at what time?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD., Following the
consumption of the remaining time,
which again will begin running at 11
a.m.—the remaining time after the Sen-
ator from Montana and the Senator from
Maine have consumed their 5 minutes.

Mr. NELSON. How much time does
each side have remaining?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the time
I have consumed not be charged against
either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, how much
time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has T minutes.

Mr. NELSON. How much time remains
on the other side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the
amendment, 17 minutes remain on the
other side.

Mr. NELSON. I have no objection.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. DOLE. I ask for the yeas and nays
on the Nelson amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield for a question?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. ROTH. When we return to my
amendment at 11 o’clock, at the com-
pletion of the vote, would the time that
remains on my amendment, which is
an hour under the unanimous-consent
agreement, continue from that point?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It would still
remain.

After the colloquy between Mr, MeT-
cALF and Mr. Muskie, we would then go
to the amendment of the Senator from
Delaware. We would stay on that amend-
ment until 11 am., at which time we
would resume the debate on the Nelson-
Mondale amendment. They would have
7 minutes remaining. Mr. Percy and
Mr. Ervin would have 12 minutes re-
maining, after the 5 minutes used in
the colloguy. At the conclusion of that
time, the Senate would then vote on
the Nelson-Mondale amendment. After
the vote, the Senate would resume de-
bat on Mr, Rorr's amendment, with the
remaining time still under his control
and the control of his opponents.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from West Virginia? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Presidenf, I be-
lieve that under the agreement, I am
recognized for 5 minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I have
asked for this time to enter into a col-
loquy with the Senator from Maine.

If I may, let me give just a little back-
ground. The Senator from Illinois has
described how this amendment for limit-
ed terms was considered both in subcom-
mittee and in full committee. I recall
when the Senator from Minnesota came
over and testified on this proposal very
persuasively, very eloquently. It was so
persuasive that the Senator from Maine
offered the proposal in subcommittee
and I offered it in full committee—or
one very similar to it.

However, subsequently I testified be-
fore the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration and suggested that the most
important thing in this bill was to be
sure that this committee was a prestig-
ious committee of the highest category.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous ¢onsent
to have printed in the Recorp at this
point an excerpt from my testimony be-
fore the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recogrp,
as follows:

Equally critical—if we are to significantly
improve our handling of budgetary deci~
slons—is the method of selection and com-
position of the Committee on the Budget.
No other aspect of this budgetary control
legislation received more careful commitiee
review. I am sure we considered every realis-
tic alternative—including the possibility of
having no such committee—before deciding
on the provisions for this important new
committee that are contained in S. 1541,

For example, we considered and rejected
language limiting Budget Committee mem-
bers to 6 years' service, a limitation I favored,
to insure that the committee—which has re-
sponsibilities affecting all other committees—
would remain representative, reflecting the
diversity of interests, geographical areas, and
senlority groups in the Senate.

As you know, H.R. 7130, the House bill, in-
cludes such a provision limiting service on
the House Budget Committee to two Con-
gresses in any 10-year period.

The House measure also allots 10 seats on
the 23-member Budget Committee to the
Appropriations and Ways and Means Com-
mittees, with these financial committee rep-
resentatives to be selected, also by the cau-
cuses, “at large,”” and 2 geats will go to
members of the majority and minority party
leadership.,

Provision in 8. 1541 for a 15-member Sen-
ate Budget Committee, selected in the usual
manner—and classified as a “major” but not
“exclusive” committee—ls a compromise ap-
proach. As was the case where proposals for
limiting terms of service were concerned, we
considered and rejected various formulas for
allotment of seats to the financial commit-
tees. However, it was—and is—our expecta-
tion that, In the normal course of events,
the respective party caucuses will select Sen-
ators whose experience on these committees
equips them to contribute the kind of ex-
pertise that the Budget Committee must
have If 1t Is to function properly.

Let me emphasize this point: Classification
of the Budget Committee with the major
standing committees in paragraph 2 of rule
25 of the Standing Rules of the Senate is
essential.

I strongly support retention of this status
for the Budget Committee, with full appli-
cability of paragraph 6 of rule 25.

In accordance with the rule, Senators se-
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lected to serve on the Budget Committee
can serve on only one other of the “major”
committees named in paragraph 2. This does
not preclude Appropriations and FPinance
Committee members from serving on the
Budget Committee, However, it does mean
that a member of either committee, if he
desired to continue on Appropriations or Fi-
nance, would have to relinquish any other
paragraph 2 committee he might be on in
order to serve on the Budget Committee,
The same principle applies where other para-
graph 2 committees are concerned.

Mr. Chairman, any amendment that would
permanently waive application of paragraph
6 to the Budget Committee—and I am al-
most certain that there will be some senti-
ment for such an amendment—will seriously
diminish the effectiveness of this committee.

Surely, the time of most Senators is too
heavily committed now. Simply adding on
another committee responsibility would
spread the time and attention of the Sena-
tors selected to serve even more thinly,

The problem of meeting conflicts—and the
already grave difficulty of getting members
together for a quorum on some committees—
would be exacerbated.

The unique character and functions of the
Budget Committee cannot help but demand
the continuing attentlon and interest of in-
dividual S8enators serving on it. Will Senators
already discharging important responsibili-
ties—holding subcommittee chairmanships,
for example—on two other major committees
have the time or energy to devote to a new
“add-on” Budget Committee? In most in-
stances, the answer is “No"—and, whatever
the skill and dedication of its stafl, the pros-
pects for efflective performance by this com-
mittee would suffer accordingly.

I recognize the difficulties in applying para-
graph 6; adjustments will be required in the
size of some standing committees, because 15
Senators going on the Budget Committee will
be leaving one of their major committee as-
signments. And for the Benator presently
serving on two major committees in which
he has an important State interest or in
which he has attained considerable seniority,
the choice could well be a painful one to
make.

Nevertheless, there are compelling reasons
for forcing such hard cholces, Surely, as the
time and other pressures continue to increase
for the individual Senator, we ought to be
distributing the workload—and important
responsibility—more widely throughout the
Senate.

We must Insure that the Budget Commit-
tee includes the less senior Senators who are
not now fully precccupied with myriad other
committee duties and who can therefore de-
vote the necessary attention to its Important
functions, I belleve that application of para-
graph 6 will contribute toward this objective,

Mr. METCALF., After its delibera-
tions, the Rules and Administration
Committee provided for a temporary
suspension of paragraph 6, and it was
my feeling that this was a better solu-
tion than anything that had been de-
veloped in the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

Then, yesterday the amendment of the
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KeEn-
~NEDY) modified the Rules and Adminis-
tration Committee’s language so that the
suspension of paragraph 6 will only last
until January 1977. I certainly approve
that modification and I feel that was a
service to the bill.

But to make sure the provisions of the
Legislative Reorganization Act are car-
ried out after January 1977, I have asked
for this time to discuss with the Senator
from Maine what happens as a result of
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the Kennedy amendment and the action
of the Rules Committee.

I expect that the temporary suspen-
sion of paragraph 6 of rule 25 is to pro-
vide for an orderly transition so that
Senators initially serving on the Budget
Committee will have until January 1977
to decide whether they will relinguish
one of their other Class A standing com-
mittees or remain on the Budget Com-
mittee. Is that correct?

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator is correct.

Mr. METCALF. It is clearly the intent
of this temporary suspension that those
serving on the Budget Committee will
have to choose at the beginning of the
95th Congress. Do we have any assurance
that suspension of paragraph 6 will not
be extended at that time?

Mr. MUSKIE. Of course, the Senate
at any time could change the rule. That
is the prerogative of the Senate. But I
expect that once this formula is ap-
proved by the Senate as a whole, it will
hold.

Mr. METCALF. But is it the con-
templation of the floor managers, after
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Massachuetts, that there will
be an extension after 197772

Mr. MUSKIE. Not at all. May I add a
few observations at this point?

Mr. METCALF. I will appreciate any
remarks that the Senator may make, to
make certain the record is clear on this
point.

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator from Mon-
tana and I have both at separate times
supported the concept of the Nelson
amendment. I think our support of that
amendment sprang from the original
proposal of the joint study committee.

The joint study committee provided
for a budget committee for each house
with a percentage of members required
to be drawn from the appropriations and
tax-writing committees. In addition,
there were special rules as to the chair-
manship.

We felt that such limitations as to
composition of members and chairman-
ship could result in an imbalance of
representation of Congressional views as
to the budget and as to spending priori-
ties, and that what we were doing was
establishing a committee which in some
ways would impinge upon the jurisdic-
tion and prerogatives of each committee,
and the authorization committee as well.

So, we concluded that every Member
of the Senate should be eligible for mem-
bership on the Budget Committee. It was
for that reason that the proposal now
advanced by the Senator from Wisconsin
had the support of the Senator from
Maine in subcommittee and the Senator
from Montana in full committee.

One drawback of that proposal from
the beginning seemed to me to be a con-
stant changing of the membership of the
Budget Committee, a constantly chang-
ing membership of the committee so that
members of the commitiee would not
develop the kind of background, experi-
ence, and expertise that members of
standing committees customarily de-
velop in connection with their responsi-
bilities.

So with the changes that have been
made, I expect, with the Senator from
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Montana, that the 1977 date will hold.
At that point those who are members of
the Budget Committee would make the
decision whether or not to stay on that
committee and give up another class A
committee or the alternative.

Mr. METCALF. I thank the Senator
f+om Maine. I think that makes clear the
point I was trying to nail down: That it
was not contemplated by this temporary
suspension that we set aside the provi-
sions of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1970, nor curtail the prestigious
nature of this committee by making it a
third committee or a committee with
less stature than the other class A stand-
ing committees.

Mr. MUSKIE. That is right. It is our
purpose that the eligibility for service on
this committee be extended to all Mem-
bers of the Senate, and by making it a
class A committee we insure that those
Senators who already have established
positions do not simply accumulate this
new responsibility in addition. That may
be one of the purposes of the Nelson
amendment, and I think it is well served
by the present status of the bill.

Mr. METCALF. I thank the Senator
from Maine for the contribution he has
made.

Mr. CRANSTON. I would like to ask
the distinguished Senator from Maine
(Mr. Muskie) about a provision of the
committee report on page T where it
states that the party caucuses shall se-
lect the membership of this Budget Com-
mittee in a similar manner to their roles
for general selection of committees. Is it
the intention of the managers of this
proposal to give the party eaucuses more
than a passive role in determining the
membership of this important com-
mittee?

Mr. MUSKIE. As the distinguished
Senator knows, the Senate rules provide
no specific authority for party caucuses,
but in effect the majority and minority
members of committees are determined
by the respective caucuses and comity is
provided so as not to disturb the recom-
mendations of the respective caucuses.

The committee report on this bill rec-
ognizes the role of the caucus in an ex-
plicit way. The party caucus represents in
each new Congress the current and pre-
vailing attitude of each party toward
the many issues to come before the
Benate. The membership of each com-
mittee should reflect as closely as pos-
sible the prevailing view of the respective
caucus. Only in that way can the Mem-
bers of the Senate as a whole—the
committee of the Senate—have their
recommendations consistent with the
prevailing attitudes of the Senate.

The committee report encourages the
practice that has existed with respect to
the caucus in the committee selection and
indeed encourages a more active role on
the part of each caucus. By explicitly
mentioning a role for each caucus, there
need be no hesitancy for each caucus to
play an active role in these determina-
tions. The efficiency and eflfectiveness of
the Senate committee, and the Senate, as
a whole, will be enhanced with this added
dimension of each party caucus.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the dis-
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tinguished Senator from Delaware (Mr,
Rota) has kindly consented that I
might present a very minor amendment
at this time, which I send to the desk and
ask to have stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is in order.

The amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative elerk read as
follows:

On page 184, lines 22 and 23, strike the
words “as a Representative of Congress”.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr, President, on Tues-
day I presented a number of technical
amendments which had been prepared
by legislative counsel, and this amend-
ment was the last of those amendments.
But in some way the Xerox machine did
not copy this amendment, and the Rec-
orp does not show that it was a part of
the amendment adopted. This is just
to clear up that inadvertence.

This amendment merely strikes out
words that the Comptroller General
shall sue under the act “as a Represent-
ative of Congress.” It was thought that
these words should be deleted for two
reasons. In the first place, they could
be interpreted to imply that Congress-
men might not have authority to bring
suit as individual Congressmen. This biil
is not intended to deny anybody the
right to bring suit except the Comp-
troller General. In the second place, it
was thought that they might be con-
strued to exclude express authority for
the Comptroller General to sue in his
own right for the purposes of title X of
this act. The sole purpose of the amend-
ment is to elarify the intent of title X,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do both
sides yield back their time?

Mr. ERVIN. I yield back my time.

Mr, PERCY. I yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise today
to call up my amendment No. 1055 to the
pending hill, S, 1541.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 119, in the matter preceding line
1, strike out “September 25" and insert “Sep-
tember 22" and before the line beginning
“Qctober 1" insert the following:
“September 25____Congress completes action

on bill to effectuate new
budget authority.”

On page 122, strike out lines 5 through 14.

On page 122, line 15, strike out “(2)" and
insert (1) ".

On page 122, line 21, strike out "(2)" and
insert “(2)".

On page 122, line 25, strike out “(4)" and
insert “(3)".

On page 131, line 20, before “At" insert
“(a) PERMISSIBLE REVISIONS.—".

On page 131, after line 25, insert the fol-
lowing:

“{b) Two-THRDS VOoTE REQUIRED IN CER-
TAIN Cases.—If, at the time a vote is taken
in either the Senate or the House of Rep-
resentatives on agreeing to a concurrent reso-
lution on the budget which revises or reaf-
firms the concurrent resolution on the budg-
et most recently agreed to (including a con-
current resolution on the budget required
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to be reported under section 310(a)), the
appropriate level of new total budget au-
thority or total budget outlays contained
in such concurrent resolution is higher than
the appropriate level of total new budget
authority or total budget outlays set forth
in the most recently adopted concurrent
resolution on the budget for such fiscal year,
then such concurrent resclution may be
agreed to in that House only by a vote of
two-thirds of the Members voting, a gquorum
being present.”.

On page 143, line 2, before “In" insert
“(a) ActioN BEFORE BEGINNING OF FIisCAL
YEAR.—".

On page 143, line 14, strike out “and".

On page 143, line 18, strike out “25" and
ingsert “22", and strike out the pericd and
insert ''; and".

On page 143, after line 18, insert the fol-
lowing:

*(3) not later than September 25 preced-
ing the beginning of a fiscal year, the Con-
gress shall complete action on a bill required
to be reported under section 310(e).

“(b) REQUIRED ProvisioNn 1IN NEw BUDGET
AUTHORITY LEGISLATION —Every bill or reso-
lution providing new budget authority for
a fiscal year (other than supplemental, de-
ficiency, and continuing appropriations bills
and resolutions) shall contain a provision
that the new budget authority provided in
such bill or resolution shall not become ef-
fective until a bill required to be reported
under section 810(e) for such fiscal year has
been enacted into law.

“(¢) LEGISLATION Farmince To CompLY SUB-
JECT TO PoINT oF ORDER—It shall not be in
order in either House to consider any bill or
resolution providing new budget authority
(or any conference report on any such bill
or resoclution) which fails to comply with the
provisions of subsection (b).".

On page 146, line 10, strike out "25" and
insert “22".

On page 146,
following:

**(e) BmL To EFFECTIVE NEw BUDGET AU-
THORITY ~—

“{1) REQUIRED REPORTING OF BILL.—The
Committee on the Budget of each House
shall, after a concurrent resclution on the
budget for a fiscal year reported under sub-
section (a) has been agreed to, and, if a rec-
onciliation for such fiscal year is required
to be reported under subsection (c), the
Congress has completed action on such bill,
immediately report to its House a bill pro-
viding that the new budget authority for
such fiscal year in bills and resclutions pre-
viously enacted (as changed by such recon-
sideration bill) shall become effective.

“(2) AcTION REQUIRED BY SEPTEMEBER 25—
Congress shall complete action on a bill re-
quired to be reported under paragraph (1)
not later than September 25 Immediately
preceding the beginning of the fiscal year
commencing October 1.

“(3) TWO-THIRDS VOTE REQUIRED IN CERTAIN
CASES —If—

*“(A) a reconciliation bill is required to be
reported under subsection (c) for a fiscal
year, and

“(B) the total budget outlays for such
fiscal year under available budget authority
(as changed by such reconciliation bill),
reduced by the amount of increase in reve-
nues for such fiscal year provided by such
reconciliation bill, is greater than the appro-
priate level of total budget outlays set forth
in the concurrent resolution on the budget
agreed to pursuant to this section,
the bill required to be reported in each
House under paragraph (1) may be agreed
to by that House only by a vote of two-thirds
of the Members voting, a gquorum being
present.”.

On page 146, line 12, strike out “(e)™ and
insert " (f)".

after line 11, insert the
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On page 146, line 19, before the period
insert “and to the consideration of bills re-
ported under subsection (e) and conference
reports thereon”,

On page 146, line 20, strike out “reconcili-
ation”.

On page 146, line 21, after *“(e)” insert
“or (e)".

On page 147, line 3, strike out “(f)” and
insert “(g) .

On page 147, strike out lines 12 through
17, and insert the following: “unless the
Congress has completed action on a bill re-
quired to be reported under subsection (e)
for the fiscal year beginning on October 1 of
such year.".

On page 147, line 18, strike out “(g)" and
insert “(h)".

On page 147, line 24, beginning with “all”,
strike out all through “bill"” on line 3, page
148, and insert *‘a bill required to be reported
under section 310(e) for a fiscal year”.

On page 181, strike out lines 10 through 13.

On page 181, line 14, strike out “(¢)” and
insert “(b)".

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, this amend-
ment is a straightforward attempt to put
some teeth back into this legislation,
after a long and hotly debated path
through several congressional commit-
tees, amounting to literally thousands of
man- and woman-hours of work.

In short, it would require Congress to
make some deliberately difficult choices
should it want to exceed the spending
levels approved in the first budget reso-
lution. It makes firm the spending limits
in the first concurrent resolution unless
the Congress determines at a later date
to increase it by a two-thirds majority.
This two-thirds requiremenft will make
the debate more meaningful than the
original concurrent resolution. My
amendment reintroduces the mechanism
of a spending trigger, adopted by the
full Government Operations Committee,
But, it stipulates that if Congress has
exceeded the spending limits set in the
most recent concurrent resolution, it can-
not adopt the necessary trigger bill un-
less two-thirds of the Members agree. If
Congress had heeded their earlier reso-
lution or if the Congress had provided
for additional revenues to offset the
added expenditures then the trigger bill
could pass on a simple majority. My
amendment would permit the House or
Senate to resolve their differences over
the upecoming year’s budget by forcing a
meaningful debate over the total impact
of our decisions.

It uses the present version of the bill
as a foundation, sticking to the prin-
ciples of new committee structures, a
congressional budget office, revised fis-
cal year and a set timetable for the Con-
gress to move through its annual con-
sideration of bills. It permits Congress to
express its feelings several times, if nec-
essary, but it holds new spending in es-
crow. And, it permits Congress to adjust
individual spending bills—up or down—
and to call for tax increases should the
debate over annual surpluses or deficits
conclude that Congress would prefer to
trim back its prior decisions or fund
spending through additional taxes.

It is not an easy approach to the prob-
lem, It is not meant to be. It would put
Congress’ feet squarely in the fire, but I
am one Member who feels that we, as an
institution, need this somewhat painful
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discipline, or we will never really achieve
the goal this legislation seeks.
JOINT STUDY COMMITTEE

I must begin my argument today by
reminding my Senate colleagues that it
has been a little more than a year since
the Joint Study Committee submitted its
preliminary ideas to Congress on the
need for a more disciplined system of
budgetary confrols. In a sense, that
charge was really a misnomer, for what
Congress needs first is a system—we can-
not improve what we do not possess.

I was deeply privileged to be asked to
serve on that Joint Committee, for I felt
I could help represent a growing faction
in the Congress which has nearly given
up faith in our ability to take a more
business-like approach to the taxpayers’
revenues. During our first meetings we
heard from several expert witnesses who
brought us the same critique, despite
their obviously divergent political and
professional backgrounds. That message
was abundantly clear—if Congress truly
wanted major structural and procedural
reform, it would have to suffer some ini-
tial growing pains as it became accus-
tomed to the new regimen.

The Joint Committee, by its very na-
ture, could hardly be dubbed a partisan
panel. It was led by two highly respected
members of the majority party—Repre-~
sentatives Urnman and WaITTEN—and
was composed largely of the most knowl-
edgeable and experienced Members who
write our tax bills and pass on annual ap-
propriations. With this wide representa-
tion, it is most significant that the com-
mittee’s April 1973 report received the
unanimous endorsement of those present
to vote it out. It was a welcome and some-
what miraculous demonstration of con-
gressional unity, given the substance and
sweep of the Joint Committee’s recom-
mendations. The announcement hit the
press and suddenly the finanecial and
political communities began to have an
inkling that Congress really did intend
to mend its ways.

The essence of that proposal was a new
budget resolution to be introduced and
debated in each House, and when recon-
ciled, would become the working blue-
print for Congress during the following
months, The legislation further called
for a rule of consistency which, in sim-
ple terms, would require that each vote
on a spending bill would have to be rec-
onciled with previous actions. So, for ex-
ample, if Congress was serious about cur-
tailing military expenditures, it could not
fund new programs without cutting
back existing appropriations for other,
less essential, activities. The arithmetic
looked to be a bit cumbersome but the
message was all too clear—if reform was
to come, Congress could not continue up
the blind alley to fiscal catastrophe.
Where economie, social, or political
events demanded new Federal approach-
es to problem solving, the outmoded
methods of yesterday, and their budget
dollars, would have to give way to super-
ceding rather than duplicating pro-
grams.

Let me stress here that members of
that panel were fully aware of the orga-
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nizational prerogatives and seniority
benefits which they sought fo change.
Who could know better the advantages
of tenure than men whose congressional
service has elevated them to positions of
committee chairmen and ranking minor-
ity? This was no effort by freshmen to
change the system for their benefit. It
was a panel of mostly senior Senators
and Congressmen who recognized that
the status quo could only nurture fur-
ther imbalances in the annual budget,
So, despite their positions as influential
architects of Federal programs, they
were willing to accept the need for some
individual sacrifice in order to achieve
a collective benefit, not only for the
Congress, but much more importantly,
for the country as a whole.

To summarize the committee’s major
point, let me quote from its report:

There should be a mechanism for Con-
gress to (a) determine the proper level of
expenditures for the coming fiscal year after
full consideration of the fiscal, economic
monetary, and other facts involved,

(b) provide an overall ceiling on expendi-

tures and budget authority for each year,
and

(c) determine the aggregate revenue and
debt levels which appropriately should be
associated with the expenditure and budget
authority limits,

But, the limitations referred to above
should be provided only if Congress also
makes provision for a system whereby it
can make the decisions on budget priorities
that will guide 1t as to where reductions
are to be made in the event that this becomes
necessary.

THE QUESTION OF PRIORITIES

Mr. President, that language from the
Joint Study Committee’s report really
spotlights what is at issue in the contro-
versy over a reform which may become
more cosmetic than comprehensive, The
real question we must ask ourselves is
whether or mot Congress is capable of
making choices between competing
programs.

It is no secret that our system of gov-
ernment helps prompt the Congress
toward making promises that may be so-
cially desirable in the abstract, but that
are financially impossible when meas-
ured against all the other claims on the
Federal Treasury.

The late Senator Harry Byrd, Sr., who
served with great distinction for many
years in this body, once propounded
that—

In politics, one tries to please everybody,
and votes can be lost by courage. Our Senate
and House of Representatives hold some men
who never in their legislative lives have cast
one vote for economy. They have built pub=-
lic careers on spending and more spending,
To displease a group by cutting an Appro=
priation is to these men a torture like being
dragged through a keyhole.!

That profound observation holds more
truth today than it did 25 years ago
when the public debt was $252 billion, a
little more than half its present level,
and the deficit was a scant $1.8 billion.
The institution then suffered from the
same conflict between the congressional

»

1 “Is Bankruptey Our Goal?" Country Gen-
tlemen, Sept. 1949, p. 91.
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desire to spend and the simultaneous re-
luctance to tax.

Mr. President, let me call to my col-
league’s attention the grim facts of our
past spending excesses. The red ink is
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spread all over table 1 of the Budget in
Brief, for fiscal year 1975. For those who
may have it on their desks, this chart
appears on page 46.

I ask unanimous consent at this time
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to have a copy of that chart included in
the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the chart
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

TABLE 1,—BUDGET RECEIPTS, OUTLAYS, FINANCING, AND DEBT, 1965-75

[in billions of dollars]

Description

Actual

Estimate

1969

1970 1971 1972 1573 1974 1975

Receipts and outlays:
Receipts:
Federal funds__ ... _._...C

_rlustliun_l!ls“ e

Total budget receipts___ ... __.
Qutlays:
Federal funds._.
Trust funds...
Interfund transactions. . ........
Total budget oullays
Surplus or deficit (—):
Federal funds
Toostfomds.. .- - . __
Total surplus or deficit

Budget financing:

148.8
73.0
=13.2

161. 4
92.2
—-21.3

185. 6
105.5
-21.1

143.2 133.8
59.4 66.2
-8.8 -~1L6

193.7 188.4 208.6 232.2 270.0

178.0
67.1
—-13.2

186.4
18.4
-2.3

203.7
92.1
-2L1

156.3
49,1

163.7
. 59.4
-8.8

=

196. 6 211.4 231.9 246.5 274.7

—18.1
13.5

—25.0
10.7

—13.1

-29.9 -25.1
10.3 6.8 5.

-8 =40 —14, 3 —4.7

et borrowing from the publ:r_ or repayrnenl ni ho:mwing (—-) _____ 1

Other means of financing.
Total means of financing
Qutstandi

Gross
Held by

debt, end of year:

The public...
ederal Reserve Syslem

Others

(7L N R i R T I

Government o s LR A . T ]

3.8

15.4
-1.0 3.6

3.8

329.5

64. 8
264.7

42.2
222.5

341.3

79.1
290.6
52.2
238.4

267.5
46.7

220.8 225.4

468.4
125, 4
343.0
5.2 .
267.9 -

486. 4

139.8
346. 5

350.0

Mr. ROTH. Genilemen, lock at the
havoc we have wrought. In every one of
the last 10 years, we have run this bur-
geoning Federal machine at a deficit.
One hundred and seventy-three billion
dollars’ worth, and we are headed for at
least $18 billion this coming year. Now
I challenge my colleagues here fo defend
the notion that we have been in an
economic slump every year since 1965.
Even the most liberal economic inter-
pretations of our National income ac-
counts recognizes that good times, and
bad, have been sandwiched into the last
decade. And yet, our legislative re-
sponse has been consistently to spend
more. We are like a needle stuck in the
wrong groove. The message is constantly
the same.

That evidence bespeaks my incredulity.
Those deficits, that have helped fuel the
inflation that has eroded the purchasing
power of the dollar 43 percent in the past
10 years; that lack of fiscal common-
sense; that institutional willingness to
forget about economic reality; that is
the very reason I stand here today, be-
rating a Congress which simply has not
faced the difficulty of saying no to con-
tinued demands for funds, as appealing
and politically comfortable as mother-
hood and apple pie.

I am convinced that the American peo-
ple have factored these devastating eco-
nomic scorecards into their perceptions
and prejudices about the Congress. At a
time when the Presidency of this country
has been heavily battered as a result of
the Watergate scandals, the American
people have still given the institution of
Congress a vote of confidence equal to
only 21 percent. This is less than the

Executive, and to my knowledge, the Sen-
ate or House has not been accused of
criminal acts. Buf, we are patently guilty
of helping to bring about severe economic
hardship, as the result of our indolence.
We have become the wastrels rather than
the watchdogs. We have both acquiesced
to Presidential spending initiatives and
added our own fuel to the economic fire.

Mr. President, few Members of this
body would be apt to turn their heads
away from a genuine economic crisis if
it developed. Congressmen and Senators
keep a weather eye on the unemploy-
ment figures, and we would be quick to
respond to emergency needs if they de-
veloped. I do not stand here today calling
for a balanced budget every year, re-
gardless of the state of the Nation’s eco-
nomic health. In a genuine recession, I
recognize that tax cuts and/or a quick-
ened pace of spending can help pull a
sluggish economy out of the doldrums.
And, I would not hamsiring the Con-
gress from reacting to such a situation,
should it develop after the year’s spend-
ing program has begun.

But, the clear facts are in front of
me here. Congress and the Executive
have not been willing to adjust their
spending habits to the peaks and val-
leys of the country’s economic cycle. In
the past decade, we have spent more
every single year and have posted some
of the worst deficits in times when in-
dustrial activity, employment, and the
entire private business sector have been
operating at or near capacity.

We have been unwilling to provide sur-
pluses, or even budget balances in fat
years, and now, we are paying the price
for those excesses. We will pay three

times the amount of interest this year
on our borrowings as we did in 1865.
Each budget season, we must reach
deeper and deeper into our operating in-
come to provide a payout on the tre-
mendous debt we have incurred.

But, Mr, President, a new system which
provides only spending targets does not
truly speak to Congress past appetite
and future desires. It gives us the mis-
taken inner comfort that we have for-
saken earlier ways and gives our con-
stituents news of a totally revamped sys-
tem, promises of reform which will be
more cosmetic than comprehensive un-
less we take the bit in our teeth and
amend this bill. Without a provision such
as this, Congress will be like the leopard
that has deluded itself, and its specta-
tors, into believing it has actually
changed its spots,

The mechanism envisioned earlier by
the Joint Study Committee began with a
formalized study of our entire fiscal
posture and a subsequent debate in both
Houses over the totals of income and out-
go. It was to be a full-scale investigation
of our existing programs and a decision
whether or not to continue them un-
amended or to make changes to allow for
new initiatives.

I might remind my colleagues that the
national goals and priorities bill, spon-
sored jointly by Senators Javirs and
MonpaLE, has twice come before this
body. It has been passed once and is
waiting floor consideration in this Con-
gress after referral through two commit-
tees. That bill seeks to establish an office
reporting to the Congress on the status
of our Nation's progress toward achiev-
ing far-reaching social and economiec
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goals. That very analysis, and subsequent
debate, would have been an integral part
of the budget reform had this bill not
been watered down in the course of its
hearings and markups.

Several excellent studies recently have
proved beyond doubt that each year, the
President and Congress face a dwindling
fiscal dividend as old promises devour
more revenue each year. Our ability to
work within the country’s tax base has
become steadily eroded by the nature and
magnitude of entitlement programs, nu-
merous program guarantees, and the ab-
solutely staggering slice that interest
takes out of the divisible pie. If we want
to begin to reorder our priorities, let us
face the economic and political necessity
of keeping these payouts at a level we
can manage, and perhaps revising some
that no longer serve the people’s needs as
best they might.

We have become like a business enter-
prise that is topheavy with financial
overhead. Our options become diminished
as we become locked in, to the detriment
of the taxpayer and to the dismay of
conservatives and liberals alike, who find
no room for their new initiatives because
the system does not permit them.

Those who seek to change the distribu-
tion of Federal spending can only do so
responsibly if Congress has a meaningful
budget within which it is forced to work
each year. Further, the vigor and sin-
cerity of any budget debate will surely
wane unless every Member knows that a
resolution adopted today cannot be
easily changed tomorrow. We should rec-
ognize that the way to streamline our
assistance efforts, and to replace out-
moded programs with new innovations,
is to clamp down the lid on the till and
force Congress to decide just how politi-
cally and economically valuable many
programs really are.

A LESBON OF HISTORY

For the incredulous listener, it might
be useful to look at a close fiscal analogy,
the public debt ceiling. Though the origi-
nal act in 1917 was designed to help fa-
cilitate the mechanical process of the
Government’s borrowings, the later Pub-
lic Debt Act in 1941 introduced some de-
bate over the impact of a debt ceiling as
a fiscal tool.

At the time of its passage, then Presi-
dent Roosevelt acknowledged the value
of a debt limit as a “fiscal monitor,” and
Members from the minority argued that
the debt ceiling should be used cau-
tiously, since, in their words, “an unnec-
essarily large increase in the National
debt limit would doubtless give rise to
an unfortunate inflationary psychology,
and would be conducive to further ex-
travagance.”

The point, Mr. President, is that those
words have not been heeded. In the 33
years since the act was passed in 1941,
the debt limit has been changed 40 times,
last November being the most recent oc-
currence. In only 6 of those 40 occasions
has the Congress actually reduced the
ceiling, and even then for only short
periods of time except the span between
1946 and 1954. Those who were interested
in the ceiling because they believed it
could be used as a fiscal brake were
genuinely disappointed.
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As everyone here knows, we routinely
acquiesce to the financial realities when
the Treasury and OMB arrive here to
give us the news it is time for another
increase in the ceiling. We, who are ulti-
mately responsible for the pace and level
of spending, are presented with a fait
accompli. There is no use in even pre-
tending that a simple majority will vote
to keep spending in line with earlier
targets if we use the debt ceiling bill as
a model.

For those who would argue that Con-
gress will respect their first budget reso-
lution, I am prompted to quote my good
friend and most distinguished colleague,
the senior Senator from Utah, Mr. BEN~-
NETT. On several occasions I have shared
his frustration over the sad evidence
of Federal deficits. When presented with
the debt ceiling facts, he has sometimes
argued that debating the issue is like
locking the barn door after the horses
have been stolen, He tells the story of the
bartender who calls to the innkeeper to
ask if Warrace BENNETT is good for a
drink. The innkeeper asks if he has al-
ready had it, and the bartender answers
“Yes.” “Then, he is good for it,” comes
the answer.

THE WORTH OF DISCIPLINE

The example, it seems to me is abun-
dantly clear. A resolution that can be
changed at any time by only a simple
majority in each body will have no more
significance for our fiscal posture than
the debt ceiling which changes so fast
that the Library of Congress is kept busy
updating its historical series.

Just imagine an election year when
Congress resolves a target budget ceiling
by June 1. As the pressure to please con-
stituents mounts, appropriations and
other spending bills are amended on the
House and Senate floor, reconciled in
conference, and sent to the White House.
If they are signed, under this latest Sen-
ate version, they will not be allowed to go
into effect until a second resolution—
and possible reconciliation bill—have
cleared both Houses.

Here is the crucial decision point. Will
a majority in the House and Senate vote
to undo what they have already done,
maybe 3 or 4 months before? For pur-
poses of illustration, will a Member who
has voted for $6 billion in education, food
stamps, or pork barrel funds reverse him-
self to lower any one of them to $5 billion
when the final accounts are tallied? Can
any of us here expect either body to
retrench when constituents’ hopes have
been pumped up for several months, in
anticipation of new or additional funds
for favorite projects? Will election eve
stands for special programs not produce
the same kind of last minute push for
extra spending we see now? In short,
cannot we all look forward to the House
and Senate rubberstamping their pre-
vious actions by simply refusing to re-
scind and adopting a new resolution con-
sistent with the sum of their previous,
separate, appropriating decisions?

If this becomes the case, what credence
will Members and the American people
place in that first debate over the budget
resolution? If everyone knows that their
vote in May or June need only be a
token gesture for economy, why not vote
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for a responsible spending 1id? The Con-
gress will be able to have its cake and
eat it. Sacrifices will be apparent, only
until the push for additional programs,
considered too essential to postpone for
another year. And, when the “push comes
to shove” Congress will look the other
way and accept the larger deficit.

Those who feel this present system
contains the necessary element of dis-
cipline argue strongly for the worth of
additional information provided by the
Congressional Office on the Budget. New
scorekeeping procedures will give the
Congress an up-to-date analysis of their
spending actions. But even the most
elaborate and accurate scoreboard can
not curtail the age-old political desire to
please the voters. In the wake of last-
minute efforts to grab up the budget
and/or get home to politics, sound
economic arguments will offer little
opposition to the wave of enthusiasm for
expanded Federal participation.

Mr, President, I strongly believe that
the most pressing need is for Congress
to gain control over total spending and
to require that its many separate spend-
ing decisions be in accord with its own
ceiling. If the June 1, concurrent resolu-
tion is really only a target, it will quickly
become a base from which various in-
terests will campaign for still higher
spending, It will lack effect and Members
of both parties be on notice that Con-
gress is not serious about reforming its
budgetary procedures.

A ceiling which is the real focal point
for congressional debate must be taken
seriously. This legislation, now in its
11th formal draft, has mnever once
strayed from the notion that we need
a new concept, a new methodology, if we
are going to get our hands back on the
steering wheel. Unless we make the budg-
et resolution create a pitched battle over
this Nation’s spending needs, we will not
have done this past 15 months of work
real justice. If the process is only going
to assuage some guilty consciences, it is
not worth the trouble or the cost.

Mr. President, I want to make it quite
clear that I consider much of this legis-
lation to be an enormous step forward. I
have followed this bill through every
step of its gestation, and have been
pleased and privileged to have con-
tributed to its development and
learned a great deal about the complex-
ities of our budget machinery. Earlier
versions, which would have severely
limited floor debate and the opportunity
for Members to be heard, have given way
to a series of wrap-up or reconcilation
measures, designed to make earlier con-
gressional actions consistent with the
overall budget resolution.

But, as I have argued, a resolution
easily changed is no resolution at all.
That is why I offer this amendment
today.

It would allow all spending bills to
move through Congress as they do today,
but would not permit them to go into
effect until a triggering bill was voted
upon. Congress would have to accept the
total of this spending by showing itself
willing to stand behind the economic ne-
cessity for its programs. If spending con-
forms to the last concurrent resolution,
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this trigger should prove no hardship. It
could pass on a simple majority. But, if
the sum of congressional actions exceeds
the ceiling in the first resolution and
the excess is not offset by additional rev-
enues Congress must then show the
American people that the urgency is
truly there by mandating the excess with
a two-thirds vote.

If Congress is unable to reach such an
accord, the spending will not go into ef-
fect. The reconciliation bill prescribed in
this version would then become the ve-
hicle for cuts in planned spending, ad-
ditional tax increases, or both. What my
language would do is simple. It would
allow a majority of Congress to make the
first budget resolution a meaningful and
revealing debate.

It would permit Members to challenge
any spending excesses above this ceiling
and to forece Congress to deal with their
opposition. It would have the effect of
making a majority of the Members pay
attention to the so-called targets as they
worked their way through various spend-
ing bills during the summer,

Mr. President, those who have cham-
pioned a liberalized version of this new
bill contend that the process, as they see
it, can work. I, for one, say that legisia-
tive control over the budget must work
if it is to be worth its salt. I would pre-
fer that we get right to it, by adopting
this amendment and making the lan-
guage effective this year, rather than
waiting for several years. If Congress is
so anxious to prove itself, why not show
it with actions, rather than words.

I ecan not in good conscience endorse
this as meaningful budget reform unless
it is strengthened with these provisions.
Without some real constraint, Congress
will have created new committees, a new
staff office, and new rules of procedure,
but it would not have changed the fun-
damental imbalance between the politi-
cal pressure to spend and the economic
consequences of deficit financing, If we
are really serious about putting the Na-
tion’s economy back on an even track
of healthy growth without serious infla-
tion, we must be able to assure the Amer-
ican public, and the world, that Congress
is doing its part by being a responsible
leader in fiscal affairs.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

In response to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Delaware, I should first like
to say that his contributions to the
budget legislation have been invaluable.
He has participated with the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Government Operations (Mr. Ervin)
and the distinguished Senator from Ten-
nessee (Mr. Brock) in continuing to re-
sist every attempt to weaken the pres-
ent legislation. I trust that both of those
distinguished Senators will be appointed
to the conference committee, so that
we may stand together to continue to
get a strong budget reform bill,

I think, second, the contribution that
has been made this morning in the
speech we have just heard will stand us
in good stead over a period of time, be-
cause the whole process will be an evo-
lutionary one. We are going to learn
from experience.
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Our concern is that we might build in
provisions that would be so rigid at the
outset that we might find that we had
defeated our purpose by such rigidity.

I address myself, first, to that particu-
lar provision in the pending amendment
which would require a two-thirds vote
to raise the spending limit in the recon-
ciliation bill, and which also requires a
two-thirds vote to raise the spending
limit in subsequent concurrent resolu-
tions. The U.S. Senate has invoked the
cloture rule, which requires a two-thirds
vote, 16 times since the adoption of the
rule in 1917. No one knows better than
does the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Government Operations
(Mr. Ervin) the power of the filibuster,
the power of continuity, the ability of a
Senator to continue to argue, persuade,
and hope to almost exhaust the opposi-
tion and wear them down.,

In this regard, I think it would be un-
fortunate to build in such rigidity that,
with changing circumstances and con-
ditions, we could not be flexible. For ex-
ample, there could be a war that the ma-
jority of the Senate felt was necessary to
protect the security of this country, and
yet there could be a coalition of Senators
that would just be against that war or
virtually any war, and they could pre-
vent the will of the Senate from being
exercised in increasing appropriations
and expenditures to defend the country.

I hope that is an absurd example, be-
cause I do not like to feel that we would
ever have, in a time of national need, a
third of the Senate that would not wish
to respond to that national need, but we
have to take into account conditions that
could exist.

Or, in another matter that would be of
deep concern to a number of Senators,
if, say, we moved into a recession or a
depression, or a situation such as the
energy crisis, where revenue came down
sharply and precipitously and we needed
to adjust, I could envision that there
would be a certain number of Senators
who would simply say that under no con-
ditions that they could visualize should
we ever exceed that ceiling or have a
budget that was not in balance, and a
minority could be put together that
could again frustrate the will of the ma-
jority in that particular case.

So I feel that the two-thirds require-
ment is very rigid, and the rigidity of it
is certainly demonstrated by the fact
that in all of the pieces of legislation
over which we have had controversy over
the years, only 16 times have we ever in-
voked cloture by requiring that a two-
thirds vote on a particular measure be
necessary to have the arguments prevail.

With respect to the triggering mecha-
nism, as the distinguished Senator from
Delaware knows, the Government Op-
erations Committee provided for this in
our measure, We felt that it was a
desirable feature, and I must say that
at this moment I am most influenced
by the amount of give and take which
we have experienced as we worked very
closely indeed with the members of the
Committee on Rules and Administration
and the members of the staffs of not only
that committee, but of all other commit-
tees that participated for a period of an
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exhaustive month in trying to reconcile
our differences; and, though I generally
do like to cling to our original ideas and
find fault with anyone who would seek
to persuade us otherwise, I did become
almost persuaded that the provisions
that we had made in the Government
operations bill could be modified and
were improved by the Committee on
Rules and Administration in this regard.

The Committee eliminated from 8.
1541 the provision that appropriation
bills must contain a clause that the new
budget authority would not become ef-
fective until Congress has enacted a ceil-
ing enforcement bill shortly before the
start of the fiscal year.

As the report clearly indicates, as S.
1541 was referred to the Committee on
Rules and Administration, it provided
that no appropriation could become
available until it was “triggered” by a
later enforcement bill, The result would
have been to hold the various appropri-
ation bills hostage to Presidential action
on the enforcement measure.

If the President vetoed the enforce-
ment bill, all appropriations for the new
year would be held in limbo until Con-
gress accommodated itself to the Presi-
dential action. In effect, a year's effort on
appropriations would have hinged on a
single set of determinations made in the
crucial last days of the budget cycle.
When Congress voted on an individual
appropriation, it would not know how
much money really would be available,
nor would the President know this when
the bill was sent to him. Everything
would ride on the single enforcement
measure and the likelihood of deadlock
and confusion would be multiplied. More-
over, there would be an invitation to
“pad” appropriations in the expectation
that they would be cut in the later re-
conciliation, so that rather than produc-
ing fiscal discipline, the new process
could weaken congressional responsibil-
ity.

The committee very wisely, however,
indicated its recognition that as Con-
gress gains experience with its new
budget process, it may consider it de-
sirable to supplement the procedures es-
tablished in S. 1541 with additional en-
forcement methods. The substitute bill
provides that the first budget resolution
may require—for the fiscal year to which
it applies—additional procedures such as
an omnibus appropriation bill, a trigger-
ing clause in appropriation bills, or hold-
ing appropriation and spending bills at
the enrolling desk until Congress has ap-
proved the second budget resolution and
any required reconciliation measure.
Thus, the substitute bill allows for the
evolutionary development of the con-
gressional budget process, rather than an
all-at-once implementation.

So I would hope, as we gain experience,
that we would see that here, on balance,
we have a bill now that is strong enough
so that we can resist those forces that
are going to try to move the expenditure
limit up above the limitation established
in the first concurrent resolution, despite
the fact that no evidence would cause
us to believe we should change the orig-
inal economic forecasts and the assump-
tions that we had made; and we will have
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to resist those efforts. But I would be
very concerned about now building in a
rigidity which would cause, if it were so
built in, a situation where we might even
lose the support, concurrence, and en-
thusiasm that we now have gained
through this process of education and
evolution as the bill has developed among
the Members of the Senate.

So, for that reason, I regretfully op-
pose the amendment; but once again I
commend my distinguished colleague
from Delaware for the outstanding con-
tribution he has made to the bill and the
outstanding contribution he continues to
make by even offering this amendment
and pointing out that certainly we
should not by any means weaken this bill,
and if anything we should continue to
move in the direction of strengthening
it as we gain experience with the provi-
sions that have been outlined in S. 1541
as it now stands.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ERVIN, Mr. President, I just want
to say that the Senator from Illinois has
made such a fine argument against this
amendment that I do not feel I can add
anything to it.

I would also like to say, as he did,
that the distinguished Senator from
Delaware has been one of the most dili-
gent members of the Government Opera-
tions Committee, and it would be im-
possible for me to overmagnify the many
contributions which he has made to the
work of the committee, both in respect
to this particular bill and in respect to
the other legislation which has come be-
fore the committee during this session
of Congress.

I feel that I ought to express those
thoughts because it would be impossible
for any committee to have a more faith-
ful and more diligent member than the
Government Operations Committee has
had in the person of the distinguished
Senator from Delaware.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I shall yield
time in a moment to the Senator from
Georgla, but I would just like to thank
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations. It has
been a great pleasure to work on this
legislation. As in many other areas, he
has certainly provided great leadership
to the committee, and I thank him for his
generous remarks.

I yield the Senator from Georgia such
time as he may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Crark). The Chair would remind Sena-
tors that under the previous order, at 11
o'clock the Senate will return to the con-
sideration of the Nelson-Mondale
amendment, and that is about 1 minute
from now.

Mr, NUNN, Mr. President, I think I can
finish my remarks in 1 minute.

I join the Senator from Illinois and
the Senator from Neorth Carolina in com-
mending the Senator from Delaware. He
and I have spent many hours in this
work on the Senate Budget, Manage-
ment, and Expenditures Subcommittee
measure.

In working on this legislation, although
it is not as tough or as disciplined as he
would like or I would like, without his
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presence, without his great effort, we
would have a much looser bill than we
have now. I commend him and I also
commend him on his amendment.

I agree with some of the criticisms
which have been made but I, for one, will
vote for the amendment, because its vir-
tues certainly overwhelm its disadvan-
tages. The Senator from Delaware has
made £, magnificent contribution toward
making this legislation meaningful and
capable of providing real discipline for
the first time in the budgetary process.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Crarx). Under the previous order, the
Senate will now resume consideration of
amendment No. 1046,

Who yields time?

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On whose
time?

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I ask unanimous
consent that the time be equally divided.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll,

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I regret to have to oppose the amend-
ment offered by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Minnesota (Mr. MonpALE) and
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon-
sin (Mr. NeLsoNn), but I am opposed to
it. It would limit a member from serving
for more than 6 years on the new budget
committee. It would prevent members
from gaining the same kind of experience
over a longer period of time in the areas
of the committee’s jurisdiction. Members
would not be able to become as expert as,
say, the members of the Finance and
Appropriations Committees would. For
instance, they would only serve for 6
years. Additionally, if they can only serve
on the committee for a brief period of
time and would then retain ad infinitum
their membership on two other major
standing committees, obviously the time
of the Budget Committee members would
be badly fragmented and split and they
would not be able to give the budget
committee the kind of time and atten-
tion, the energy and the talent, the dedi-
cation and the service that they would
otherwise give if they served only on that
major committee and one other major
committee, as is presently the rule in the
Senate.

Second, by so doing, by having a rotat-
ing committee, the stature of that com-
mittee would be greatly reduced. This
legislation, once it becomes law, will be
difficult to implement. So while I believe
it can possibly be a workable act, it re-
mains to be seen whether it will work. A
great deal will depend on the human
element in both Houses.

If this committee is looked on as just
a temporary committee on which one
may serve and get a little exposure and
a little experience, and then shift back
to another committee, it will reduce the
stature of that committee. This commit-
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tee needs stature. The Appropriations
and the Finance Commitiees already
have stature. We have a new committee
here and it will be a vitally important
committee which will need equal stature
with that of the Appropriations and Fi-
nance Committees and other committees.

It will detract from the stature of that
committee if it becomes a sort of rolling
stone committee on which members will
rotate. It would be just another commit-
tee assignment for a member—just an-
other chore, another burden—and not
one of his most important committee as-
signments.

Third, the amendment would preclude
the development of long-term personal
relations with members of the new com-
mittee and the other standing commit-
tees whose legislative work would have
to be coordinated with the new budget
committee.

The Finance Committee has a long his-
tory, and the Appropriations Committee
has a history which goes back deep into
the roots of this institution. They both
have great stature. The members of these
committees, because of their seniority on
such committees, generally, not only have
great stature within the committee
structure but also within the Senate. If
we are going to set up a committee now
that rotates its membership, its mem-
bers will be deprived of the opportunity
to gain valuable experience and would
not be as dedicated in their service to
that committee, because of that fact, nor
be able to accumulate the expertise in
their field, which all members of other
committees are able to gain with long
and continuous service.

I am afraid that they will not then
have the prestige that will enable them
to act with the kind of comity that will
be needed between the budget committee
and the Appropriations and Finance
Committees, if we are going to make this
legislation work.

The members of the Appropriations
and Finance and other committees may
otherwise view those who will be work-
ing on the Budget Committee as just
messing into the business of the Appro-
priations and Finance and other com-
mittees. It will damage chances of favor-
able implementation of this act, once it
becomes law.

Finally, I do not believe we should
veer away from the normal procedure
governing the service on standing com-
mittees in this body.

If this is really going to be a major
standing committee, then it should
stand on an equal basis with all other
such standing committees, and its mem-
bers should understand that.

Mr. President, I trust, for these vari-
ous reasons, that the Senate will not
agree to the amendment of the distin-
guished Senators from Wisconsin and
Minnesota, Mr, NeLson and Mr.
MONDALE.

Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
should like to say that I agree with the
distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia,

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the
distinguished Republican leader.

Mr. ERVIN, Mr, President, if we have
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any time left on our side, we yield it
back.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six min-
utes remain.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, unless
someone else wishes to speak on behalf
of the amendment, I am prepared to
yield back our time.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my aide Bruce
Thompson be allowed the privilege of
the floor during the vote on the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on this amendment has now been yielded
back.

The question is on agreeeing to the
amendment—No. 1046—of Senators
NeLsoN and MONDALE,

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EAGLETON), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FursricHT), the Senator from

Louisiana (Mr. JounsToNn), the Senator
from Massachusetts (Mr, KENNEDY), the
Senator from Lousiana (Mr. LoNg), the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM),
the Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss), the
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. Ran-
poLpH), the Senator from Connecticut

(Mr. Rieicorr), and the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) are neces-
sarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RanporpH), and the Senator from
Ohio (Mr. METZENGAUM) would each vote
(.nay.n

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senater from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Cook),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. Domi-
NIcK), the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
McCLure), the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr, THURMOND), and the Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER)
are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN) is absent because
of illness in the family.

I further announce that the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Sen-
ator from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD), and
Senator from North Dakota (Mr. YoUNG)
are absent omn official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from South Carolina
(Mr., TaurMOND) would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 24,
nays 56, as follows:

[No. 82 Leg.]
YEAS—24

Dole

Hart
Hughes
Humphrey
Javits
Mansfield
McGovern
Mondale

Abourezk
Bayh
Biden
Brooke
Case
Chiles
Church
Clark

Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pell
Stevens
Stevenson
Tunney
Williams
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NAYS—b56

Fannin
Fong
Goldwater
Gravel
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Hartke
Haskell
Hathaway

McIntyre
Metcalf
Montoya
Muskle
Nunn
Pearson
Percy
Proxmire
Roth
Schweiker
Scott, Hugh
Scott,
William L.
Eparkman
Stennis
Taft
Talmadge
Tower

Allen
Baker
Bartlett
Beall
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Brock
Buckley
Burdick
Byrd, Helms
Harry F., Jr, Hollings
Byrd, Robert C. Hruska
Cannon Huddleston
Cotton Inouye
Cranston Jackson
Curtis Magnuson
Domenici Mathias
Eastland McClellan
Ervin MecGee
NOT VOTING—20
Johnston Ribicoff
Kennedy Stafford
Long Symington
MeClure Thurmond
Metzenbaum Weicker
Fulbright Moss Young
Hatfield Randolph

So the Nelson-Mondale amendment
was rejected.

Mr. CURTIS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order the Senate will now re-
tfurn to the consideration of amendment
No. 1055.

Who yields time?

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, it was my
understanding that time was reserved
for me to speak on the bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. How much time does
the Senator desire?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I think there was an understanding yes-
terday that the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska (Mr. Curris) would be
assured of, I believe, 15 minutes on the
bill. But at this moment, operating under
the unanimous consent request, the Sen-
ator from Delaware (Mr. RoTH) has an
amendment before the Senate and is
under controlled time. Perhaps the man-
agers of the amendment would agree to
yield some time now to the Senator from
Nebraska.

Mr. CURTIS. No. I am willing to let
the amendment proceed. I do wish to
speak on the bill.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. We have
an understanding that the Senator will
have 15 minutes.

Mr. CURTIS. Will that be before or
after the vote?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Before the
vote.

[Laughter.]

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. As I understand the
situation now, the amendment I shall
offer will follow the Roth amendment. Is
that correct?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator
is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware is recognized.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, how much
time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware has nine minutes re-
maining. The Senator from North Caro~
lina has 18 minutes remaining.

Mr. ROTH. Mr, President, I do not in-

Alken
Bellmon
Cook
Dominick
Eagleton
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tend to use all that time, but I do want
to summarize why I think my amend-
ment is so important.

I wish to remind my fellow Senators
that the reason the Joint Study Commit-
tee on Budget Control was established
over a year ago was due to the problem
we were having with deficit spending. I
wish to read the recommendations of the
joint committee on which served many
distinguished Members of this body, as
well as Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives.

In that study it was concluded that
the Joint Study Committee believed that
the Congress’ failure to arrive at con-
gressional budgetary decisions on an
overall basis has been a contributing fac-
tor to the size of these deficits.

As a result of our not considering
spending together, it pointed out, we
were not determining the relative prior-
ities of the various spending programs.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend. The Senate will be in
order.

The Senator may proceed.

Mr. ROTH. My concern with the legis-
lation in its present form is that it will
not bring about meaningful debate on
the overall budget. But just as in the case
of the debt ceiling, the debate on the
overall budget both at the beginning and
at the end of the year will become an
exercise in futility because people will
know it can be easily overturned.

I say again, that if the Congress votes
for increased spending in June, July, or
August, it is not going to vote to cut
back those programs in October, particu-
larly in an election year.

Our most pressing need is the control
of inflation and its cause, deficit spend-
ing. My amendment would control excess
Federal spending. What I propose is a
two-thirds requirement to increase Fed-
eral spending after—and I emphasize the
word “after”—we establish the original
concurrent resolution budget.

Under the legislation, Congress, by a
majority vote, must create a Federal
budget by June 1. What I propose is that
if we want to increase that budget, it
ought to take a two-thirds majority;
otherwise we are not going to pay much
attention to the original budget.

It has been said that this method is
inflexible; that a one-third plus one ma-
jority could hobble the intent of
Congress.

No. 1, I am not a man of such little faith
that I do not believe Congress is going to
do what is necessary in the event of a
major catastrophe, whether it be war or
depresssion. I think we would live, under
those circumstances, up to our responsi-
bilities. But I would also point out that if
that did happen, it takes only a majority
to change the rules of the Congress. So
we would not be locked into a situation
that cannot be changed.

What I am asking is this: That the
original budget be adopted by simple ma-
jority; any future increase would have to
be adopted by a two-thirds vote. I do not
think it is too much to ask this Congress
to stand by a decision it made on June 1
for the next 4 months. It seems to be only
commonsense.
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Finally, the friggering mechanism,
much like that contained in the Govern-
ment Operations version of the bill, can
also be adopted by simple majority if it
does not exceed the original budget or if
it adds increased revenues through in-
creased taxes.

These are tough measures, but they are
necessary, If they are going to control
inflation or if we are going to reestablish
confidence in the American dollar, this
Congress has to make hard decisions.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr, ERVIN. Mr. President, I yield such
time as he may require to the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
BROCK) .

Mr. BROCE. Mr. President, the Sena-
tor from Delaware is second to none in
this body in his dedication to fiscal re-
sponsibility and to the economic sound-
ness of this Nation. He carries the respect
of all of us in that regard. His continuing
effort with reference to this particular
bill has been unique in its contribution.
He is one of ability and honesty, and he
is, in my opinion, usually right.

In this particular instance I support
that section of the amendment which
deals with the trigger clause that was in
our bill, and I wish we could restore it,
but there is another part of the amend-
ment which I find it difficult to accept,
and that is that section which relates
to a two-thirds vote on a continuing
resolution.

Mr. President, when I started to work
on this legislation something over 2 years
ago, one of the things we first did was to
study the actions of the Congress in 1846,
1947, 1948, when & similar effort was
made and a similar bill was passed only
to have it fall of its own weight because
that bill was so drawn as to be unaccept-
able or unworkable to the Members of
either body.

I kept that example well before me,
because I do not want to see this legis-
lation fail again. It is too important to
the people of this country. There is no
way to calculate the burden on the
American taxpayer of a $304 billion
budget. It is too much to bear.

It is long past time that we addressed
our national priorities in a more respon-
sible way. It is not for lack of integrity
that we have not done it; it is for a lack of
a structure in which to do it. This is just
the first step. I think we ought to recog-
nize that this is just the first step. The
process is going to have to continue for
years, but it is a revolutionary first step,
and I am deeply concerned that the ac-
ceptance of this amendment would so
burden the bill, the implementation of
the bill, that it would follow the example
of Congress in 1948 and fall of its own
weight. The Members of Congress simply
did not abide by it because they could
not abide the restrictions imposed on
them,

This Congress operates by majority
vote, and if a majority of the House or
Senate decided they were going to take a
certain course of action, nothing in the
world would defer or change them from
doing just exactly that. That is the way
the system works. There is nothing wrong
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with that. There may be something
wrong with the decision or judgment of
the individual Members, but there is
nothing wrong with the majority vote.

And that is the question we have be-
fore us: Are we going to inhibit that op-
portunity for change? Are we going to
so burden the process of prioritizing our
national needs in limiting our national
expenditures, to establish criteria for
honest budget reform, that it will not
work? That is the particular concern I
have at this particular moment, and de-
spite my enormous sense of respect and
acdmiration for the Senator from Dela-
ware and my sharing of his objective,
I hope the amendment is not accepted in
this particular case.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Who
vields time?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I am opposed to the amendment.

The two principal features of the
amendment are: First, to require that a
trigger provision be included in all
spending bills, and second, to require a
two-third vote to increase any spending
figures agreed to in the first concurrent
resolution on the budget, or to approve
an increase in the debt, as set in the first
resolution.

The trigger proposal was embodied in
an amendment by Senator Nunw. It was
not agreed to because it would create a
situation in which the President could,
with a single veto, wipe out the whole
session’s work on spending bills.

A delay in completing action on a rec-
onciliation bill would force the Con-
gress to rely on continuing resolutions
to keep the Government going, thus
negating the advantage in changing to
an October 1 fiscal year.

It might increase the likelihood of leg-
islative-executive stalemate, because so
much importance would be attached to
a single measure, whose approval would
be essential to the orderly functioning of
the Government.

The required two-thirds vote to in-
crease the spending figures set in the
first resolution fails to take account of
the gross inaccuracies which are charac-
teristic of budget forecasting. As noted
in the Rules Committee report—page
13—the average level of supplemental ap-
propriations enacted over the past decade
has been almost $10 billion per year. In
addition the report also indicated—on
page 21—that underestimates of expend-
itures for nonappropriated programs—
such as interest on the debt and social
measure trusts—have equalled almost $3
billion per year, over the past 5 years.

Thus, the facts of life are that we will
have incomplete or inaccurate informa-
tion when we adopt the first concurrent
resolution. To permit one-third of the
Senate to insist on the spending limits
set in that resolution would deny a ma-
jority the right to “work its will.” It could
cause very serious disruptions in estab-
lished programs, by forcing drastic
reduction in so-called controllable pro-
grams when expenditures in other pro-
grams rise unexpectedly. It would sub-
ject the Congress to rigid set of proce-
dures which are incompatible with its
operating methods and with the preroga-
tives of a majority of the Senate.
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I hope the amendment will be rejected.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I will take
only just one or two further moments.

I recall back in 1969 when the then
senior Senator from Delaware, Mr. Wil-
liams, introduced a spending limitation
accompanied by an increase in taxes. I
also recall very vividly how time after
time that ceiling was violated as this
Congress added more spending to it.

A great deal has been said that what I
am proposing is inflexible. I point out
that there is nothing to prevent this Con-
gress from adopting as large a budget as
it desires. All I am saying is that when
we make that decision by June 1, we
ought to be willing to live by it for the
next 4 months; otherwise we have gone
through an exercise that history shows
will have very little or no impact.

Much has been said about the evolu-
tionary development of budgetary re-
form, and I hope that those who antici-
pate major reform prove to be correct.
But to me it is a tragedy that this Con-
gress is not willing to take strong re-
form steps right now. This morning we
see news to the effect that inflation in-
creased this past month by more than 1
percent. I do not think any leading econ-
omist would deny that deficit spending
has been a major factor in that inflation.

In any event, what I am asking is for
this Congress to not only have meaning-
ful debates on the overall budget but to
know that, having adopted the national
priorities, they will have to live within
that budget for the following year.

Mr. President, I am willing to yield
back the remainder of my time.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, T am pre-
E_ared to yield back the remainder of my

ime,
- Mr. ROTH. I yield back the rest of my
me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will eall
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EacrLETON), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FuLBrIicHT) , the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KeNnnEDY), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. Lone), the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM), the Sen-
ator from Utah (Mr. Moss), the Senator
from West Virginia (Mr. Ranporrn), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Risi-
corFr), and the Senator from Missouri
(Mr. SYMINGTON) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
MeTzENBAUM) and the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. Ranporrx) would
each vote “nay.”

Mr. GRIFFIN, I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Eentuecky (Mr. Cook),
the Senator from Colorado (Mr. DomMI-
NICK), the Senator from Idaho (Mr, Mc-
CrLure), the Senator from South Caro-
lina (Mr. TaUrMOND), the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. Weicker), and the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. Cor-
TON) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Vermont (Mr, AmkeN) is absent because
of illness in the family.
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I further announce that the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HaTFiELD), the Sena-
tor from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD), and
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Youne) are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Oregon
(Mr. HatrieLn) and the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. TaurMoND) would
each vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 23,
nays 57, as follows:

[No. 83 Leg.]
YEAS—23

Dole
Domeniclt
Fannin
Griffin Scott,
Gurney William L.
Hansen Taft

Helms Tower
Hruska

McClellan

NAYSE—57

Gravel
Hart
Hartke
Haskell
Hathaway
Hollings
Brooke Huddleston
Burdick Hughes
Byrd, Robert C. Humphrey
Cannon Inouye
Case Jackson
Chiles Javits
Church Johnston
Clark Magnuson
Cranston Mansfield
Eastland Mathias
Ervin McGee
Fong McGovern Tunney
Goldwater McIntyre Williams

NOT VOTING—20

Hatfield Ribicofl
Kennedy Stafford
Long Symington
MecClure Thurmond
Metzenbaum  Welcker
Young

Nunn
Proxmire
Roth

Baker
Bartlett
Beall
Bennett

Curtis

Metcalf
Mondale
Montoya
Muskie
Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell

Fercy
Schweiker
Scott, Hugh
Sparkman
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Talmadge

Abourezk
Allen
Bayh
Bentsen
Bible
Brock

Alken
Bellmon
Cook
Cotton
Dominick
Eagleton
Fulbright

088
Randolph

So Mr. Rorr’s amendment (No. 1055)
was rejected.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
wish to express my support for the ef-
forts of the senior Senator from North
Carolina in his efforts to draft legisla-
tion designed to reaffirm congressional
intent in the whole area that has come
to be known as “impoundments.”

I understand that title X of the Budget
Reform Act of 1974 is intended to reaf-
firm and reassert the congressional in-
tent that the President shall be pro-
hibited from impoundments or any such
activities involving the refusal to ob-
ligate to the full extent, or any action
with similar effect, the appropriations
provided by the Congress. This is my un-
derstanding of title X. Does the Sena-
tor believe and intend that title X should
resolve this impoundment problem?

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator from Wash-
ington is correct in his statement that
title X is intended to reach the problem
of impoundment, reserves, and appor-
tionments in all its forms.

The purpose of title X is to define,
clarify, and thereby limit the authority
under which the President and any other
officer or employee of the executive
branch may take any action which
places appropriated funds in reserve,
or has that effect for any period of time.

I would like to emphasize the intent
of the committee that the word “reserve”
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is to be interpreted in its broadest sense.
As the Senator from Washington knows,
the President and his officers have be-
come increasingly resourceful at making
new interpretations of the intent of the
Antideficiency Act as well as the ap-
propriations acts insofar as they con-
cern administration arguments which
would allow the President to legally im-
pound funds. Fortunately, the Federal
courts have recognized consistently that
Congress has intended that appropria-
tions be obligated and expended and
have not allowed semantic arguments of
the executive branch to frustrate such
congressional intent.

In this respect, the commitiee intends
the provisions of title X to reach all the
past and future mechanisms which this
President or any other Executive has
devised or will devise.

We intend the language in title X to
mean any action by the executive branch
which would have the effect of establish-
ing a reserve, or otherwise delaying or
making unavailable for obligation or ex-
penditure appropriations made by the
Congress in a manner inconsistent with
achieving the full scope, intent, and ob-
jectives of Congress in enacting that ap-
propriation.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I fully agree and
support the statement of the Senator
from North Carolina, and I wish to in-
sure that the record clearly reflects that
the interpretation and purpose of the
committee is the same as the entire Sen-
ate, if and when title X becomes the
law of the land.

I am particularly concerned that the
President or any other member of the
executive branch not be allowed to adopt
a narrow interpretation of the word “re-
serves’” as it appears in title X. Is it the
intent of the committee that “reserves”
be interpreted to mean any action which
has the effect of establishing a budgetary
reserve? This would include, for example,
the delaying of the obligation of appro-
priated funds by the impoundment of
positions, which is a new variation of
the impoundment theme now being pro-
posed and contemplated in the executive
branch.

One way this works is to fire or trans-
fer the staff so as to so disorganize the
grant-processing organization of a de-
partment or agency as to make it im-
possible to award the grants and obli-
gate the funds before the close of the
fiscal year. The netl effect is the same—
impoundment.

Another variation of impoundment
that is being proposed by some executive
agencies is called’ forward funding or
multiple-year grant periods. One way
this works is for an agency to obligate
the funds in a way that spreads the ex-
penditure over a period of years instead
of the usual practice of awarding fund-
ing for 12-month grants. The net effect
is that the level of funding is lowered—
another devious method of impound-
ment.

So, I ask the distinguished Senator,
is it the intent of the committee that
“reserves” be interpreted to mean any
action which has the same effect as
establishing a budgetary reserve?

Mr. ERVIN. Yes. The phrase “In ap-
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portioning any appropriation, reserves”
clearly encompasses any effort or action
by the executive branch which has the
effect of delaying the appropriation, ob-
ligation, or expenditure of funds, or
which has the effect of reducing the pro-
gram level below the level contemplated
by the Congress in the enactment of an
appropriations bill or budget authority.
Any such delay in expenditure of appro-
priations is, in effect, the creation of a
“reserve” within the meaning of title X
of the bill.

As the Senator knows, the administra-
tion proposed rescission of $328.8 million
in funds in the fiscal 1974 budget that
had been appropriated by Congress for
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare and the Department of La-
bor. The administration apportioned the
funds to the agencies, with instructions
not to obligate or spend the money
until Congress acted on the rescission
proposals.

Since the funds were apportioned, and
thus not in a “budgetary reserve,” the
Office of Management and Budget did
not include those funds in its report on
“impoundments.” But the proposed re-
scissions were functionally identical to
the withholding of funds so reported,
thus delaying by many months the im-
plementation of progams enacted and
funded by Congress. The committee does
not countenance such practices: The ap-
portionment, obligation, contracting, or
personnel practices of the executive
branch cannot be used as a method of
withholding funds. All such actions are
properly characterized as having the
effect of establishment of a “reserve” and
fall within the mandate and directives of
title X.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Senator
from North Carolina for his comments.
It is reassuring to know that the clear
congressional intent in the word ‘‘re-
serve' as used in title X is to include any
action by any executive branch officer
which has the same effect as the estab-
lishment of a budgetary reserve of appro-
priated funds.

Is it correct to say that under title X,
the executive branch may not take any
action to delay or withhold appropria-
tions or budget authority, whatever the
method or semantic description of the
method?

Mr. ERVIN. That is correct.
REFORMING THE WAY CONGRESS HANDLES THE
FEDERAL BUDGET

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, it is my
hope and my expectation that the Senate
will pass overwhelmingly today a com-
prehensive bill to reform the haphazard
manner in which we have, for far too
long, dealt with the Federal budget. I
shall vote for it with both enthusiasm
and conviction. This is certainly one of
the most important pieces of legislation
of this Congress, and may well be of more
permanent significance than anything
done here for a decade.

For many years I have urged this re-
form. Over 16 months ago, I chaired an
ad hoc series of congressional hearings
on the need for this reform. Last year I
introduced, together with Senator STE-
vENSON, a bill which contained the prin-
cipal provisions of this legislation. I have
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spoken about this measure to groups
throughout my State of Maryland and
have been encouraged by the widespread
support which this action has received.

There are many serious problems fac-
ing the Congress at this time, but three
of the most pressing are: First, the need
for a more orderly and wiser expenditure
of public moneys, and the related need
for a means of considering our national
priorities; second, the requirement that
fiscal responsibility be maintained; and
third, the question of the division of
power between the executive branch and
Congress.

These three problems come together in
the consideration of the procedures Con-
gress employs in passing the Federal
budget. The procedure we have followed
in the past may only be described as
chaotic. Appropriations bills are consid-
ered seratim, as if they were unrelated to
available revenues and unrelated to the
total amount of expenditures. The size
of the Federal budget and the amount,
or even the existence, of a surplus or def-
icit are almost mystical events; we find
out about them only at the end of a ses-
sion by totaling up the amounts we have
appropriated and comparing this total to
estimated revenues. As far as the Con-
gress is concerned, the budget is not
planned. Instead, like topsy, it just grows.
And without planning there can be no
rational congressional consideration of
competing national priorities. The final
budget will be fiscally sound under the
present practice by rood fortune rather
than by good judgment. Nor can there be
the reasoned balance of powers between
the executive and legislative branches of
our Government which was envisioned
by our Founding Fathers when they en-
trusted the power of the purse to the
Congress.

If America could in the past afford a
Congress which held the purse strings
taut or slack with little rhyme or reason,
it clearly can do so no longer. Today the
Federal budget exceeds $300 billion. The
projected budget deficit is approximately
$10 billion. Inflation is soaring at a rate
of almost 10 percent a year. Unemploy-
ment is inereasing. And international
confidence in fundamental economic
traditions is questioned.

The bill before us gives us the tools we
need to meet these challenges—to bring
prices down, to end budget deficits, to in-
crease employment, to restore confidence.
In short, this bill permits us to know
what we are doing, and to anticipate the
consequences-of our acts. It will remain
for us, of course, to demonstrate that we
have the will to wisely use these tools.

Dr. Arthur Burns, Chairman of the
Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve Board, has told me that in his
opinion this bill will do more to control
inflation than any other single action
that Congress could fake. Economists,
businessmen, consumer representatives,
and international diplomats and finan-
ciers have expressed similar views. This
bill will be a large deposit in the bank
of confidence in America and in our po-
litical and economic institutions.

The bill before us is long and complex.
In brief, however, it will accomplish the
following:
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First. Create a new committee on the
budget to oversee general congressional
budgetary matters.

Second. Establish a congressional of-
fice of the budget to provide the Con-
gress, its committees, and its Members
with the information, expertise, and re-
sources to understand and control the
budget.

Third. Require the Congress to estab-
lish firm ceilings on all expenditures, and
to respect those ceilings throughout the
entire session of the Congress, account-
ing for every penny of receipts and ex-
penditures at the end of the Congress.

Fourth. Establish a new timetable of
congressional and executive action
which would insure that appropriation
bills would be passed before the new fiscal
year begins; too often now, agencies do
not receive a new budget until the budg-
et year is more than half over.

Fifth. Increases the oversight role of
the Appropriations Committee. As a
member of the Appropriations Commit-
tee, I have been pleased that we were
able to reduce the appropriations re-
quested by the executive branch by a net
total of more than $3 billion last year;
this bill will help us continue such fiscal
commonsense,

These are the highlights of a complex
and lengthy bill—a bill of extreme im-
portance. I congratulate the committee
members and staff who have labored so
hard to refine each provision of the bill.
I believe Americans will be pleased with
the results of their effort. I am thankful
that this long overdue reform is about
to be taken. I believe that we are taking
a giant step toward restoring the Con-
gress to the coequal status the Founding
Fathers intended for it, permitting us to
again fully meet the responsibilities im-
posed on us by the Constitution and to
merit the full faith of the American
people in the legislative branch and in
their Nation’s economic well-being.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Berry, one of its read-
ing clerks, announced that the House had
agreed to the amendment of the Senate
to the text of the bill (H.R. 13025) fo
increase the period during which benefits
may be paid under title XVI of the So-
cial Security Act on the basis of pre-
sumptive disability to certain individuals
who received aid, on the basis of disabil-
ity, for December 1973, under a State
plan approved under title XIV or XVI of
that act, with an amendment, in which
it requested the concurrence of the Sen-
ate; and that the House had agreed to
the amendment of the Senate to the title
of the bill.

The message also announced that the
House had passed a bill (H.R. 12920) to
authorize additional appropriations to
carry out the Peace Corps Act, and for
other purposes, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 12920) to authorize ad-
ditional appropriations to carry out the
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Peace Corps Act, and for other purposes,
was read twice by its title and referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT OF
1974

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (8. 1541) to provide
for the reform of congressional proce-
dures with respect to the enactment of
fiscal measures; to provide ceilings on
Federal expenditures and the national
debt; to create a budget committee in
each House; to create a congressional of-
fice of the budget, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
recognizes the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, I eall up
an amendment which I have at the desk.

Mr. President, may we have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. Senators will please
take their seats.

The amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

Viz: On page 184, between lines 4 and 5,
insert the following:

PAY RATES OF CERTAIN SENATE EMPLOYEES

Sec. 906. (a) The Secretary of the Senate,
the Sergeant at Arms of the Senate, and the
Legislative Counsel of the Senate shall each
be paid at an annual rate of compensation of
$39,615. The Secretary for the Majority (other
than the incumbent holding office on March
15, 1974) and the Secretary for the Minority
shall each be paid at an annual rate of com-
pensation of $39,330. The four Senior Coun-
sel in the Office of the Legislative Counsel of
the Senate shall each be pald at an annual
rate of compensation of $38,475.

(b) The Secretary for the Majority (as
long as that position is occupied by such in-
cumbent) may be paid at a maximum annual
rate of compensation not to exceed $39,330.
The Assistant Secretary of the Senate, the
Parllamentarian, the Financial Clerk and the
Chief Reporter of Debates of the Senate may
each be paid at & maximum annual rate of
compensation not to exceed $38,475. The Ad-
ministrative Assistant in the Office of the
Majority Leader and the Administrative As-
sistant in the Office of the Minority Leader
may each be paid at a maximum annual rate
of compensation not to exceed $37,905, The
Administrative Assistant in the Office of the
Majority Whip and the Administrative As-
sistant in the Office of the Minority Whip
may each be paid at a maximum annual rate
not to exceed $36,765.

(c) An individual occupying a position on
& committee of the Senate to which the high-
est rate of annual compensation may be paid
under section 105(e) of the Legislative
Branch Appropriation Act, 1968, as amended
and modified, may be paid at an annual rate
not to exceed $37,905.

(d) An individual occupying a position in
a Benator’s ofice to which the highest rate of
annual compensation may be pald under the
second sentence of section 105(d) (2) of such
Act may be paid at an annual rate not to
exceed $37,905.

(e) Section 106 of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking out of subsection (d)(2)
(i1) “the salary of one employee may be fixed
at a rate” and Inserting in lieu thereof “the
salaries of two employees may be fixed at
rates”;

(2) by striking out of subsection (e)(3)
(A) “two such employees” and inserting in
lieu thereof “four such employees”; and

(3) by striking out of subsection (e)(3)
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{B) “three such employees” and inserting in
lieu thereof "“four such employees”.

(f) The provisions of this section do not
supersede (1) any provision of an order of
the President pro tempore of the Senate au-
thorizing a higher rate of compensation, and
{2) any authority of the President pro tem-
pore to adjust rates of compensation referred
to in this section under section 4 of the Fed-
eral Pay Comparability Act of 1970.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
in the interests of carrying out our unan-
imous-consent agreement which requires
a final vote on this bill 2 hours and 7
minutes from this point, and realizing
that Mr. HumpHREY has three amend-
ments, Mr. CriLeEs has an amendment,
Mr, Tarr has an amendment, and Mr.
Javirs has an amendment, I ask unani-
mous consent—and this has been cleared
with the offeror of the amendment—that
the time on this amendment be limited
to 30 minutes instead of 1 hour, and that
the agreement be in the usual form.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, is the agreement the
same with respect to amendments to
amendments?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from West Virginia?

Mr, STENNIS. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. President, I do not expect to
take long, and I do not know of more
than one or two Senators who wish to
speak, so I am willing to agree to a lim-

itation of 15 minutes on each side, be-
ginning now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this
amendment, I think, is of interest to ev-
ery Member of this body, because it goes
right into the bosom of his own office.
The amendment will not increase the
amount of the allowance—I have to ask
my friends again, Mr. President, to let us
have their attention or be quiet so that
those who wish may listen,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order.

Mr. STENNIS. It does not increase the
amount to any Senator for clerk hire, but
it is a sad fact of life that the salaries of
our top men, our leaders in our offices,
have been frozen now for 4% years, or
virtually so, with the exception of little
increases of a few hundred dollars, be-
cause they have had this $36,000 ceiling.
And where all others on the staffs have
been receiving these periodic increases,
the ones that we put the chief respon-
sibility upon have not received anything.
I have the figures here to show that, and
I shall come back to it.

In the committees, this amendment
would remove the same ceiling for the
two top men, and I shall increase that
to four on the major committees. This is
all a discretionary matter; Senators still
have control of what the salaries will be
as to the top men, or all of them, and it
is likewise true with the committees that
Senators will still have control of setting
the salaries. But the way this amend-
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ment operates—as I say, it goes into the
very bosom of everyone’s staff—these au-
tomatic periodic increases occur, and
everyone receives them except the top
person.

I have a record here where I have fig-
ured out that since January 1, 1971, we
have had three cost-of-living salary in-
creases, but because of this restriction
that I have mentioned, our administra-
tive assistants have not participated
fully. By the first increase paid to them
a year later, they would have received
$1,934 if they had been comparably in-
creased with the rest of the staff, but
as it is, they actually received then only
$564. A year later, if their increase had
been comparable to that of the other
members of the staff, they would have
received $1,907, but as it was, they re-
ceived $163. Then in October 1973, when
there was another automatic increase,
they would have received an additional
$1,861, but as a matter of fact, they
received $5. Five dollars—think of that. A
$5 increase. 1

The same thing applies in the commit-
tees. I say that on a comparability basis,
we have waited too long already to rem-
edy this situation, and that is what
prompts me, and it is the only thing that
prompts me, in moving for this amend-
ment at this time.

Of course, we have officers of the Sen-
ate, and we have our senatorial employ-
ees, and the amendment is written in
such a way as to make it applicable to
them as well, in the same sense of fair-
ness. There is no criticism of the House
of Representatives, but all their major
committees have 12 staff members that
they can put at this top level, whereas
our committees have 2 and only 2
that we can put at the top level. So when
we develop a man over here, and he
shows an aptitude and a familiarity and
becomes really learned in the subject
matter of the committee, they can offer
him these much higher salaries over in
the House of Representatives, and they
do it.

I have had that experience here with-
in the past few weeks—on the Armed
Services Committee, I mean. So I think
that we should lean out ourselves, not
to make any comparisons as to what a
Senator is worth compared to an admin-
istrative assistant, although a great deal
of the time I believe that my adminis-
trative is worth, to my State and to the
Nation, more than I am. But that is not
the test. The question is whether we can
continue on the basis of fairness and
comparibility. These top men we rely on
so strongly. Put it on no other program
but that of self-defense for Senators, the
Senate, and its committees, we should
make a modest reduction of this situa-
tion. It is a modest reduction. The in-
crease is only $2,000. Someone said some-
thing about a sense of fairness for the
minority on committees. The Rules Com-
mittee has set all of that. We know this
does not disturb them one bit. I cannot
speak for any other chairman, of course,
but it would be in a spirit of fairness to
the minority. It is required, in effect, by
the spirit of the rules, so that there
should be a sense of fairness prevailing.
I am sure that would not be a stumbling
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block or an argument against the amend-
ment.

Now, Mr. President, I would be glad
to answer any questions I could, Time is
short.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, as I under-
stand it, there would be no increase in
allowances for the committees. This
would not cost the taxpayers 1 penny.
This just gives us some discretion to
make an increase and every committee
can decide in its own discretion whether
to take money out of somewhere else and
move it up to the top people.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is cor-
rect. That is, no new money will be al-
lowed. No new money is given the Sena-
tor, but it will cost some more money,
if he puts two at the top level, as that
will spend more of his allowance.

Mr. PERCY. But his allowance is not
raised.

Mr. STENNIS. No, but, for instance, a
man who turns back some of his al-
lowance, there will be less coming back
to the Treasury. Many of us represent
States which are not so populous as
others. I have turned back money every
year since I came to the Senate.

Mr. PERCY. Second, with respect to
equal treatment in accordance with the
Reorganization Act, I concur fully with
this. It is not being implemented in
some of the committees, but it should be.
We should move toward that. Having
talked with the minority leader and the
assistant minority leader, we would be
anxious to see, as the number of jobs are
increased from two to four, that they do
not all go to the majority. The minority
has an equal responsibility to maintain
a high professional level. I agree these
are underpaid positions so that we can-
not expect to get the caliber of men and
women we would like to have.

Would the Senator entertain a modi-
fication, as to such employees, that two
such employees shall be employees ap-
pointed at the request of the minority
members of the subcommittee, the com-
mittee, or ranking minority members?

Mr. STENNIS. On a personal basis I
would not object, but that gets into the
field of legislation and that is a matter
primarily to be passed on by the Rules
Committee. We are foreign to that. This
is all within the limits of the present
law, except for changing the ceiling. I
think every committee is given some
latitude in those rules. There is a mini-
mum. We in the Armed Services Com-
mittee have tried to avoid the idea of a
minority or a majority staff member.
But this is a sense of fairness, and if it
is adopted, it will be on that basis and
that is far enough to go and I believe
that will meef the situation.

Mr. PERCY. Would the Senator feel,
however, that it would be unfair for the
Senate to approve this and then have all
four positions taken by the majority?

Mr. STENNIS. It would. I do not say I
advocate that a minority member, an
unseasoned member and not especially
prepared should be given the top salary
to start with just because he is nomi-
nated by the minority. He must work his
way up like the rest.

Mr. PERCY. Yes, he has to be proven.
All minority members have to be ap-
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proved by the committee. They have to
be professionals. They have to demon-
strate they are worthy of that.

Mr. STENNIS. I wanted to make that
point.

Mr. PERCY. That is a worthy and a
good point.

I thank the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr., CANNON. If the Senator from
Mississippi will allow me to interject
here, the Senator has made an erroneous
statement and I wanted to correct the
record——

Mr. STENNIS. I wanted to yield first
to the Senator from Hawaii (Mr,
Fona)

Mr. PERCY. If the Senator from Ne-
vada wishes to correct an error I may
have made, I yield to him for that pur-
pose.

Mr. CANNON. If the record is left as it
is now, it would show that there would
be no increase in cost tu the taxpayer.
That is simply not correct. There might
be no increase in cost in the sense of
Senators or their individual budgets,
which are at a fixed figure, but the first
move that would occur would be for
them to go before the Appropriations
Committee to try to get that amount
lifted. That has been done several times
over the past few years. Second, on the
committee staffs, there would be an in-
crease in the cost to the taxpayers now,
without any action taken by the Appro-
priations Committee, because the staffs
are fixed in number and pay structure,
and to pay them at a higher level would
be of immediate cost to the taxpayers.

Mr., STENNIS. In response, I said that
it could cost additional money, not an
additional allowance, but additional
money out of whatever money a Senator
or committee decided to put these in-
creases on, at whatever level.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I commend
the distinguishec Senator from Missis-
sippi for this amendment. As one who
fought hard to implement the President’s
recommendations for executive, legisla-
tive, and judicial salary increases the
Senator is following along the lines of
those recommendations for the employ-
ees represented in his amendment. I
hope, however, after passage of this
amendment that we will look to the pas-
sage of an ~mendment to take care of
GS grades 15, 16, 17, and 18, now at the
levels of $36,000. They have not had an
increase for the past 5 vears waereas the
cost of living has increased almost 30
percent over the past 4 years. Accord-
ing to the Commission on Executive,
Legislative, and Judicial Salaries, at this
rate that would mean an erosion of an-
other 20 percent in another 4 years for a
total of 54 percent when these salaries
will next be reviewed. That time the pay
level for GS-14, 15, 16, 17, and 18 em-
ployees would be the same, $36,000. So I
commend the Senator from Mississippi
for this amendment. I shall support it,
and after the amendment passes, I hope
we will reconsider what we did on the
President’s recommendations

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator from
Hawaii has made a powerful statement
on this subject. If this keeps going on
the way it is now, we will be in worse
trouble every year. I want to make it clear
that I am not fighting the committees or
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trying to get a free ride on the bill or
anything like that. This is just to meet
a situation as I have fully discussed it.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HaskeLr). The Senator has 2 minutes
remaining.

Mr. STENNIS. I will yield 1 minute
to anyone that wants it.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, let me say
that the regular Government employees
have received an increase of approxi-
mately 40 percent in the past 5 years.
Military personnel have received an in-
crease of approximately 80 percent over
the past 5 yeais. The increase in salaries
within the private structure has been
around 30 percent during the past 5
years, yet these employees have not re-
ceived a single dollar increase within
the past 5 years.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may I
hold back 1 minute? I yield the floor. I
hope that we may have a quick vote.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, there is no
Member of the Senate for whom I en-
tertain a deeper affection or higher ad-
miration than the distinguished junior
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS) .

But I cannot vote for this amendment
for two reasons: The first is that this
matter falls within the jurisdiction of the
Post Office and Civil Service Committee.
This proposal should be incorporated in
the form of a separate bill, and the com-
mittee which has the jurisdiction should
pass on the matter.

In the second place, I am not im-
pressed by claims of great financial dis-
tress among the top employees of the
Federal Government, the executive
branch, or those on Capitol Hill. As a
matter of absolute truth, the top em-
ployees in both categories are in a bet-
ter fix than U.S. Senators, because their
net earnings are more, as compared with
the earnings of Senators.

Also, we are giving these people sal-
aries higher than the salaries of the
Governors of many States, higher than
the salaries of supreme court justices
of many States, and higher than the
salaries of many other State officials.

I hear a lot about comparability. I do
not know about the earnings of civilians
generally, but my impression and my
conviction are that Federal salaries are
all out of line, being highly in excess
of those which people are receiving for
working in non-Government employment
and industrial employment.

I just cannot conscientiously vote for
this amendment, for those reasons.

Mr, PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ERVIN. I was going to yield to the
Senator from Nevada.

Mr. CANNON. I defer to the Senator
from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I join
in everything that the manager of the
bill has said.

Apart from the fact of jurisdiction,
that this matter belongs to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service, I
think it would be a travesty for us to
do this in a piecemeal manner. Senators
are paid $42,500 a year. That is a lot
of money. In anybody’s country, that is
a lot of money, But when you realize that
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a Senator has to maintain two homes,
that he has to contribute to about every
church bazaar in his State, that he has
to make contributions that other individ-
uals are not being called upon to make,
you realize that if we raise these top staff
members within a range of $3,000 or $4,-
000, we are doing an injustice.

This entire matter has to be studied,
and the Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
McGee) has already promised that a
study will be conducted by his com-
mittee. I do not think now is the time,
nor is this the place, for us to be dis-
cussing this matter. I am for doing what
is right. On the other hand, I do not
see these people resigning or quitting in
droves. I do not see any Senators re-
tiring from the Senate simply because
of the salary.

I think we have to take a long view,
a very in-depth study, of this matter,
and at the proper time and proper place
we ought fto consider all the elements
that are involved. But at this time to
say to a Senator that he is worth only
about $2,000 or $3,000 more than some-
body who works for him is an insult to
the Senator.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I yield the
remaining time to the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I agree
completely with the distinguished Sena-
tor from North Carolina and the dis-
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island.

I point out one additional fact that
has not been mentioned: We have other
people on the Senate staff who are top
level now, who are not even covered
by this amendment. In addition, we are
leaving out the civil service people, who
are bunched together—as the distin-
guished Senator from Hawaii men-
tioned—the grades 15 through 18, who
cannot get raises because of the strue-
ture at the top level.

Furthermore, if we do this, we are
doing nothing for the members of the
Jjudiciary, who are already fixed and who
were very hopeful of getting a raise, and
we are simply moving the top level staff
people up closer to the amount the ju-
diciary gets.

So far as it costing the taxpayers is
concerned, let no one make a mistake
that this is not going to cost the tax-
payers, and cost very substantially—both
on our individual staffs and on the com-
mittee staffs. It will do so without any
further action on the committee staffs.
So far as our personal staffs are con-
cerned it will do so, because at the first
legislative appropriations hearing, there
will be people in to testify that they need
an additional money allowance to pay for
these raises to the staff.

Mr. President, I would prefer to see
this matter treated in an orderly fash-
ion, to go to the committee having juris-
diction, to be considered, and then let
them come back with a report. Absent
that, if the matter is to be pressed, I may
say, in all frankness, that as soon as the
time has expired on this amendment, I
would propose to offer an amendment to
it to include in this category the journal
clerk of the Senate, the legislative clerk
of the Senate, and the Assistant Parlia-
mentarian of the Senate, all of whom
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are at the top level and who are not cov-
ered in the proposed amendment.

I would also propose—and am going to
propose at the proper time, if this
amendment is really considered—that
the GS grades 15 through 18 shall be
included, so that their pay rate shall not
exceed the sum of $39,615, which is top
level permitted in this amendment.

I simply point out to my colleagues the
type of situation we are getting into by
trying to legislate on something that is
completely nongermane to a most im-
portant bill on the floor of the Senate.

I hope the Senator will see fit not to
press this amendment; but if it is
pressed, I have already given my col-
leagues notice of what I intend to do by
way of an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PASTORE, Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, I hope he will not offer
his amendment. I hope that we will de-
feat the pending amendment. If neces-
sary, I am going to move to lay it on the
table. I think this is not the time to be
discussing this matter. If there is no
further colloquy——

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask this
question of the distinguished Senator
from Mississippi: He has clearly indi-
cated that the intent of his amendment
is to fairly treat the minority, but the
definition of it is subject to a great deal
of discussion.

I would think that no one could argue
with the fact that out of four such em-
ployees, at least one would be assigned
to the minority. So at least that indica-
tion would be that the minority would
be dealt with fairly.

I feel very strongly that we are treat-
ing these top staff members very poor-
ly, and we are treating ourselves poorly,
because we have lost any number of men
and women who have simply been forced
out by the fact that the salaries have
been frozen.

1 certainly appreciate the fact that
this is not a germane amendment to this
bill; but it makes one wonder when we
are going to get around to straightening
out this situation, which is grossly in-
equitable, and we all know that.

I ask the Senator whether he would ac-
cept the following amendment: Follow-
ing the words “in lieu thereof for such
employment,” add “at least one of which
shall be employees appointed at the re-
quest of other minority members of that
committee.”

Mr. STENNIS. Let me respond to the
Senator this way: Under the present
rules of the Senate——

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, is this time
being charged against the opposition?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. This time
is being taken out of the time of the
Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. On the bill or
on the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the
amendment.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask for
3 minutes on the bill.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr President, I refer
to the Legislative Reorganization Act,
which provides for six professional staff
members It does not set the salary. Two
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of such professional staff members may
be selected for appointment by major-
ity vote of the minority members. So
they have that right now, as a matter
of hard law, for a third. I do not know
whether the Senator's committee is get-
ting it or not, but it is written into the
law. In the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, we follow that rigidly.

Mr. PERCY. The slots are provided
to the minority, two out of six, but not
the pay. Here, specifically, the Senator
is providing for jobs at a pay level. If
by legislative history we can make it
certain enough that at least one person
would be assigned to the minority the
Senator from Illinois would be satisfied.

Mr. STENNIS. I beg the Senator’s par-
don. This does not set the salary; it pro-
vides it may be set at the top level.

I do not want to be fussy about this
matter. I would agree that one be nomi-
nated by the minority at such salary as
the committee may set. That is the way
it happens now. That would take care
of the situation.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I intend to vote for the amendment of
the Senator from Mississippi. If this
other aspect is brought in, which I think
is a matter for the Committee on Rules
and Administration to decide, I shall vote
against it. I think it should go to the
Committee on Rules and Administration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I hope we will vote one way or another
because we are going to get into a ter-
rible crunch at 2 o'clock. We have seven
amendments pending.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I yield back
my time in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. HUGHES. Regular order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi has 1 minute re-
maining.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, just by
way of review for those who have come
to the Chamber, this proposal is merely
to meet a situation of comparability, of
fairness, whatever it may be called, with-
in the Senator’s own staff where we have
let a situation develop by putting a ceil-
ing on the man who is presumably in
the most responsible position in the office
and at the same time we have passed
laws to give automatic increases to all
others on his staff. It is not fair, it is
not right, it is not compatible, and al-
ready it is leading us to very serious
trouble. The same thing applies within
the committees, with some difference of
application. I feel certain that the mi-
nority will be treated fairly in this mat-
ter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is expired.

Mr. PASTORE. I move to table the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion to table
the amendment.

Mr. HUGHES. The yeas and nays, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
a sufficient second?

Mr. PASTORE. Who asked for the yeas
and nays? I did not ask for the yeas and
nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair
understood the Senator from Iowa to ask
for the yeas and nays.

Mr. HUGHES. I withdraw the request.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the motion to
table.

Mr. PASTORE. The yeas and nays, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays are ordered. The question is
on agreeing to the motion of the Senator
from Rhode Island. The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. BEALL (after having voted in the
affirmative). On this vote I have a pair
with the Senator from New Hampshire
(Mr. CorTtoN). If he were present and
voting he would vote “nay.” I have al-
ready voted “yea.” I withdraw my vote.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EacLETON), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FurLeriGHT), the Senator from
Massachusetts (Mr. KENNEDY), the Sen-
ator from Louisiana (Mr. Lowng), the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM ,
the Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss), the
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. Ran-
poLPH), the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. Rieicorr), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. SymMIiNGTON), and the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), are nec-
essarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
MEeTZENBAUM), and the Senator from
West Virginia (Mr. RanporLrH), would
each vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr, BELLMON),
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Cook),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
Corron), the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. Dominick), the Senator from Ari-
zona (Mr. GOLDWATER), the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. McCLURE), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND), and
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
‘WEICKER), are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN), is absent because
of illness in the family.

I further announce that the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Sena-
tor from Vermont (Mr. STAFFORD), and
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Youne), are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Sen.tor from South Carolina
(Mr. THURMOND) , would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 48,
nays 29, as follows:

[No. 84 Leg.]

YEAS—48
Dole
Ervin
Fannin
Gravel
Gurney
Hansen
Hartke
Hathaway
Hollings
Huddleston
Hughes
Humphrey
Jackson
Magnuson
Mansfield

Mathias
McClellan

Abourezk
Bartlett
Bayh
Bible

McGee
McGovern
Montoya
Muskie
Nelson
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Proxmire
Schweiker
Scott,
william L.
Taft
Talmadge
Tower
Wwilliams

Biden
Brock
Buckley
Burdick
Byrd,
Harry F., Jr.
Cannon
Case
Chiles
Church
Clark
Cranston
Curtis
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NAYS—29

Hart
Haskell
Helms
Hruska

Allen
Baker
Bennett
Bentsen
Brooke Inouye
Byrd, Robert C. Javits
Domeniei Johnston
Eastland MeIntyre
Fong Metcall
Grifin Mondale

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED—1

Beall, for

Pearson

Pell

Percy

Roth

Scott, Hugh
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Tunney

NOT VOTING—22

Hatfield Sparkman

Kennedy Stafford

Long Symington

MeClure Thurmond

Metzenbaum  Weicker

Moss Young
Fulbright Randolph
Goldwater Ribicoff

So Mr. PasTore’s motion to lay on the
table Mr. Stennis’ amendment was
agreed to.

Myr, TAFT. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 1050, on behalf of
myself, the senior Senator from Ala-
bama (Mr. SparkmaN), the senior Sen-
wtor from Wisconsin (Mr., PROXMIRE),
and the senior Senator from Texas (Mr.
TOWER).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The second assistant legislative clerk
read the amendment as follows:

On page 170, line 23, delete “(3) Federal
Financing Bank;" and renumber the items
which follow accordingly.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the distinguished Senator from New York
(Mr. Javirs) has indicated a willingness
to reduce his time on his amendment
from 20 minutes to 10 minutes. I ask
unanimous consent to do that. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the senior Senator
from Utah (Mr. BENNETT) be added as a
cosponsor of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. TAFT. Mr, President, this amend-
ment to 8. 1541, which I explained on
page 7398 of yesterday’s Recorp, would
delete reference in section 606 to the
Federal Financing Bank, and thus keep
the Bank out of the budget.

Section 606 would repeal a number of
provisions of law which have exempted
from the budget certain Federal pro-
grams and agencies, including the Fed-
eral Financing Bank.

Including the outlays of the Federal
Financing Bank in the budget totals, as
would be reguired by section 606, would
mean that each time the Federal Financ-
ing Bank purchased an obligation guar-
anteed by another Federal agency a new
budget outlay would occur. Thus the
Federal budget and the Federal deficit
would be increased by the amount of
Federal Financing Bank purchases of
guaranteed securities.

There has been a great deal of mis-
understanding about the effect of section
606 on the Federal Financing Bank. I

Alken
Bellmon
Cook
Cotton
Dominick
Eagleton
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agree that when the Bank purchases an
obligation issued by a Federal budget
agency, such as TVA, there would be no
net effect on Federal budget totals; this
would simply be an intragovernmental
transaction. I also recognize that obliga-
tions guaranteed by Federal agencies
would not be directly affected by S. 1541,
and they could continue to be financed
outside of the budget.

The problem created by 5. 1541 is
simply that guaranteed obligations could
not be financed by the Federal Financing
Bank except by increasing budget out-
lays. Thus, since guaranteed borrowers
could not count on the ready availability
of Federal budget funds, the Financing
Bank would not be the assured source of
fingncing that the Congress intended it

o be.

The total amount of securities issued
or guaranteed which would be eligible
for purchase by the Federal Financing
Bank in the fiscal year 1975 is estimated
at $20 billion, of which guarantees ac-
count for $17 billion. Consequently, the
Federal budget deficit of $9.4 billion esti-
mated for fiscal 1975 would be increased
by $17 billion if the Bank purchased
these securities, and the deficit would
be $26.4 billion. I do not think it is real-
istic to expect that this would occur.

Rather, many guaranteed borrowers
who are eligible to borrow from the Fed-
eral Financing Bank would generally
feel obliged to continue their own market
borrowing operations so as to avoid the
uncertainties of relying on sufficient
funding when they need it from the Fi-
nancing Bank. Thus, these guaranteed
borrowers would continue to pay more on
their borrowings, and the intent of the
Congress in the Federal Financing Bank
Act of 1973 would not be achieved.

The additional interest cost incurred
in finaneing guaranteed securities out-
side of the Federal Financing Bank will
in many cases be a direct cost to the
Federal Government and thus to the tax-
payer, since many guaranteed obliga-
tions, such as in the subsidized housing
programs, involve direct Federal interest
payments.
~ Who else will pay the cost of includ-
ing the Federal Financing Bank in the
budget?

The rural electric cooperatives, whose
bond issues will be guaranteed by REA
under the new program enacted by the
Congress in May of last year, would be
required to pay more by borrowing in
the market rather than through the Fed-
eral Financing Bank.

A higher interest rate would also be
required on the Farmers Home Adminis-
tration guaranteed obligations to finance
farmers, rural housing and a variety of
other rural development purposes.

The new Student Loan Marketing As-
sociation established by the Congress to
lower the costs of financing the student
loan program would also have to pay
more on its borrowings.

The residents of Maryland, Virginia,
and the District of Columbia would bear
a higher cost for the new subway because
the Washington Metropolitan Area
Transit Authority would pay more on its
borrowings which are guaranteed by the
Secretary of Transportation.
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The cost of financing would also he
higher for small business investment
companies, health maintenance organi-
zations, hospital facilities, new communi-
ties and a variety of other housing, edu-
cation, and transportation obligations
which are guaranteed by Federal agen-
cies and which are eligible for Federal
Financing Bank purchase.

Only if the Congress wishes to place
these guaranteed securities themselves in
the budgef, which would not be done by
S. 1541, would it make sense to require
that budget outlays be incurred each
time one of these securities is financed
by the Financing Bank.

Thus, the inclusion of the Federal Fi-
nancing Bank in the budget would serve
only to continue the disorderly condi-
tions in the market for Government-
backed securities and raise the cost of
borrowing for programs which were en-
acted by the Congress for the express
purpose of lowering their borrowing costs.
I do not think that any Member of the
Senate wishes to see this happen. Thus
I urge that you support my amendment,
which would assure that the intent of
Congress in the Federal Financing Bank
Act of 1973 would be fulfilled.

I ask unanimous consent that a letter
from Secretary Shultz of the Treasury,
supporting the amendment, be printed at
this point in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., Mar. 14, 1974.
Hon, SaAm J. ErviN, Jr.,
Chairman, Government Operations Commit-
tee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: In our further review
of S. 1541, we find one provision concerning
the Federal Financing Bank, created by the
Congress on December 29, 1973 (P.L. 903-224),
which would effectively negate the purpose
of that recent legislation.

Specifieally, Section 606 of S. 1541, as re-
ported by the Senate Committee on Rules
and Administration on February 21, 1974,
would repeal a number of provisions of law
which exclude certain programs and agencles,
including the Federal Financing Bank, from
the Federal Budget totals and limitations.
Inclusion of the Federal Financing Bank In
that provision misconstrues the nature and
purpose of the Bank, which eonducts no sub-
stantive program and 1s designed solely to
coordinate and make more efficient borrowing
by other Government agencies that will take
place in any event. The decislon on appro-
priate budgeting treatment should be made
with respect to the substantive agencies, not
with respect to the Federal Financing Bank,

I sympathize with the objective of Section
606 to provide for better budget control. If
the Congress determines that certaln sub-
stantive Federal credit programs be included
in the Budget, this can and would be as-
sured by including those programs in the
Budget. This objective would not be achieved
by including the Federal Financing Bank in
the Budget. The Bank is silmply an optional
financing vehicle to consolidate and to lower
the costs of market borrowing activities for
other Federal agencies. The Bank is author-
ized to issue its own securities and to use the
proceeds to purchase any obligation issued,
sold, or guaranteed by a Federal agency., Such
purchases by the Bank would not affect the
budget treatment of the agency operations.
That is, those agencles which are in the
Budget would not be removed from the
Budget by using the Financing Bank. Nor
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would agencies outside the Budget be
brought into the Budget simply because
their obligations were financed by the Bank.
Thus the Federal Financing Bank itself
would have, and should have, no effect on
the Federal Budget outlay and receipt totals
or surplus or deficit except, of course, that
budget savings would be realized over time
by the reduction in agency financing costs
made possible by the Bank.

The need for the Federal Financing Bank
arose from the fact that over the years Con-
gress provided many Federal credit agen-
cies with authority to conduct their financ-
ing activities independently. The result has
been a proliferation of inefficient Govern-
ment-backed obligations in the market in
the form of agency issues, sales, or guaran-
tees of securities.

To a considerable extent, such agency fi-
nancing is today in the form of guaranteed
securities. This form of financing is outside
the Budget today, and under the terms of
S. 1541 would remain outside the Budget.
Much of the savings made possible by the
Bank would arise from financing such guar-
anteed obligations through the Bank. In
many cases, such as guaranteed Farmers
Home notes, public housing bonds, and GSA
certificates, the Government itself would di-
rectly realize the savings in Interest costs
since these programs involve direct Federal
interest payments. In other guarantee pro-
grams, such as Merchant Marine bonds, Am=-
trak issues, and Washington Metropolitan
Transit Authority bonds, the interest sav-
ings would benefit the guaranteed borrowers
but should in the end also lead to a reduction
in Federal construction or operating subsi-
dies for these programs.

If the Federal Financing Bank were to be
included in the Budget while the substantive
guarantee programs themselves remain ex-
cluded, those Federal agencies could not
find it practicable to use the Bank to finance
guaranteed securities. The net effect would
be that most agency financing activities
would continue to be conducted directly in
the market in less efficient forms and at sub-
stantial additional costs to the programs be-
ing financed and to the Federal taxpayers.

In sum, the decision as to appropriate
budgeting treatment should be made with
respect to the credit programs themselves,
and not on the basis of whether they choose
to use the Federal Financing Bank as a fi-
nancing vehicle. It is not my Intention here
to suggest which TFederal credit programs
should be in the Budget. I merely wish to
point out the overlapping, and therefore self-
defeating, nature of including the Federal
Financing Bank in Section 606.

Sincerely yours,
GEORGE P. SHULTZ.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, let me cite
an example to indicate what this provi-
sion would do to a particular program.

For fiscal 1975, the President’s budget
estimates that almost $2.5 billion would
be disbursed under rural housing and
miscellaneous agriculture programs. Yet,
the figure in the budget for these pro-
grams is negative $368 million. The nega-
tive figure is made possible not by repay-
ments of outstanding Farmers’ Home
Administration loans, but rather be-
cause the Farmers' Home Administration
packages the housing loans and markets
them like agency obligations. These “as-
set sales”, as they are called, result in
a substantial negative budget figure.

The Federal Financing Bank provides
the opportunity for the Government to
save interest costs on these obligations.

Under this procedure, the Bank would
technically purchase the packaged farm-
ers’ home loans and substitute its own
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obligations to obtain a more favorable
interest rate. Exactly the same amount
of borrowing from the private market
would be done. Yet, because the Bank is
an intermediary, the cost of purchas-
ing these obligations would show up in
the budget even though this cost is be-
ing financed through borrowing from
the public and not tax money.

The result is that a large portion of the
$2.5 billion in disbursements would be-
come “budget outlays”. Rather than in-
crease the budget by this much money,
Farmers’ Home Administration would be
quite likely to avoid the budget by con-
tinuing its financing in the present in-
efficient manner, at considerable cost to
the taxpayers.

In the case of the guarantee programs,
which constitute a much greater volume
of obligations, the only significant dif-
ference would be that the Government
agency would arrange for the Bank to ac-
quire the obligations rather than acquir-
ing them and reselling them to the Bank.
The budget principles would be the same.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I wish to
assure the Senator from Ohio that we
will be glad to take this matter to con-
ference.

Mr, TAFT. I thank the Senator from
North Carolina for taking that position.
While there has been objection expressed
in a letter from the General Account-
ing Office, I must say that its objection
shook my confidence a good deal in the
General Accounting Office’s understand-
ing of the matter. But since this is a tech-
nical matter, and having received assur-
ance from the chairman that the mat-
ter will be considered thoroughly for con-
ference, and with the realization that the
House bill does not contain what is in
this proposal, I shall be gald to withdraw
the amendment.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that two letters, one
dated March 18, 1974, the other dated
March 19, 1974, from the Comptroller
General and the Assistant Comptroller
General, respectively, be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
oRrp, as follows:

COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., March 18, 1974.
Hon. CaarLEs H. PERCY,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENaTOR PERCY: You have requested
the comments of the General Accounting Of-
fice on the provisions of Section 606 of S.
1541, as reported by the Committee on Rules
and Administration. These provisions con-
cern the Federal Financing Bank. Essentially,
these provisions would require that the Fed-
eral FPinancing Bank and several other agen-
cles now excluded from the budget totals be
included therein.

We believe it appropriate that the activities
of the Federal Financing Bank, like those of
all other Government agencies, be included
in the budget totals, and we therefore favor
these provisions of Section 606 of 8. 1541.

As we understand it, among the arguments
of those opposing the legislation are conten-
tions that the Federal Financing Bank is
unique; that it is not a program agency; that
its activities will create neither expenditures
nor borrowings that will not otherwise occur;
and that its activities are in effect a consoli-
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dation of the financing activities of other
Federal programs. It is also argued that ex-
clusion from the budget is necessary to as-
sure neutrality with respect to the budget
status of programs the Bank would be deal-
ing with.

We disagree fundamentally with the
“budget neutrality” argument. Rather, we
agree with the President's Budget Concepis
Commission of 1967 that all agencies and
programs should be subjected to the test of
inclusion in the budget totals and the con-
sequent priority evaluations and judgments.

Further, it is not clear to us that the other
cited arguments are valid. To the extent that
Federal Financing Bank activities simply
mirror or duplicate the activities of other
agencies or programs, these activities can and
should be netted out of budget totals as Is
done in many other areas of the budget. It
appears likely, however, that some activities
of the Bank will not be duplicative of
amounts otherwise included in the budget for
a glven year. These activities should be re-
flected in the budget and included in budget
totals.

We do not read the language of Section 606
as requiring the inclusion of the total
amounts of guarantees of non-Federal obliga-
tions in budget totals nor do we believe this
should be required. If this is a concern, we
believe it could be removed by report lan-
guage or legislative history clarifying the in-
tent of the bill to exclude such guarantees
except for a reasonable contingency amount.

Sincerely yours,
ELMER B, STAATS,
Comptroller General of the United
States.
AssSISTANT COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OoF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., March 19, 1974.
Hon. CHarLES H. PERCY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SEnaToR PERCY: This letter will sum-
marize a discussion on this date with Mr.
Vastine of your staff regarding the reason-
ing behind our conclusion that the Federal
Financing Bank should be “in budget.”

1. When the Federal Financing Bank ac-
guires the obligations of agencies, the trans-
actions are not simply guarantees of the
agencies' securities, but are outright pur-
chases of those securities. Therefore, they
are direct outlays of Federal funds whether
or not the securities of the agencies were
“in budget.”

2. This being the case, the outlays should
be included in the budget totals and should
be subjected to the same priority and cost
benefit tests as other Federal outlays.

3. Subjecting the Bank's outlays to these
tests should not eliminate the use of the
Federal Financing Bank since the interest
and other advantages of obligations issued
by the Federal Financing Bank would re-
main. Rather, it would assure that Bank
outlays were appropriately weighed against
alternative choices and priorities.

I hope this additional explanation clarifies
our position and reasoning. If we can be of
further help, let us know,

Sincerely,
Pamuar 5. HuGHES,
Assitant Comptroller General.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I fully
agree with the Senator from North Caro-
lina, and will give due consideration to
the proposal.

Mr. BROCEK. Mr. President, I serve on
the Committee on Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs. We have spent a great
deal of time on the subject of the Fed-
eral Financing Bank. I am completely in
sympathy with the Senator’s objectives.
I do not think the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations had any intention
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whatsoever to limit its access, availabil-
ity, or effectiveness.

Let me assure the Senator from Ohio
that if he withdraws his amendment the
committee will make every effort to see
that his concerns are dealt with. We sim-
ply want to be certain that the things
that ought to be covered, are covered. I
think the Senator from Ohio has raised
a completely valid point. I assure him of
my efforts to secure modified language,
50 as to make sure that we do not take
any action that would be deleterious to
the Federal Financing Bank.

Mr. TAFT. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to withdraw my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I offer
my amendment No. 1057 and ask that it
be read. I call attention to the fact that
the year 1978 in line 4, page 1, is in er-
ror. The year should be 1975.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection the amendment is so modified.
The clerk will state the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to read the amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment, as modified, is as fol-
lows:

On page 118, after line 25, insert the fol-
lowing:

REPORT ON NATIONAL GOALS AND PRIORITIES

Sec. 203. (a) ANNUAL REPorT.—The Direc-
tor shall submit to the Congress on or before
May 1 of each year (beginning with 1975) a
national goals and priorities report, which
shall include, but not be limited to, a descrip~
tion and discussion of—

(1) the President's recommendations on
national priorities reflected in the proposed
allocation of budget authority and budget
outlays for each major national need as set
forth in the budget submitted by the Presi-
dent for the fiscal year beginning on October
1 of such year.

(2) the goals, or objectives, associated with
each major national need and the goals, or
objectives, being sought by all Federal pro-
grams directed at meeting such national need
and a balanced national growth;

(3) an assessment of the adequacy of the
resources allocated to each national need in
view of the goals or objectives being sought;
and

(4) an assessment of the probable effect of
such proposed budget outlays and budget au-
thority and of such allocation of resources,
upon the balanced growth and development
of the Nation, such assessment to be drawn
from information, data, reports, and analyses
which shall be furnished to the Director upon
his request by such Federal departments,
agencies, and bureaus as he may determine
and as may have such requested subject mat-
ter within their official jurisdiction.

(b) ASSISTANCE TO COMMITTEES AND MEM-~
pERS.—At the request of any committee or
Member of the Senate or the House of Repre-
sentatives or any joint committee of the Con-
gress, the Office shall provide to such com=-
mittee, Member, or joint committee further
information, data, or analysis relevant to the
subject matter of subparagraph (a).

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, we are confronted with the fol-
lowing situation: After disposing of the
amendment offered by the Senator from
New York (Mr, Javits), six amendments
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remain to be disposed of. An under~
standing was reached whereby the dis-
tinguished Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
Curris) would be permitted to speak on
the bill for not to exceed 15 minutes, The
distinguished Senator from Arkansas
(Mr., McCLELLAN) was to be allowed to
speak for at least 5 minutes, if he deems
it necessary. Senators can thus see for
themselves what the situation is, be-
cause we have agreed to vote on final
passage at 2 o'clock p.m. today. That
puts the managers of the bill in a most
difficult position, so I ask unanimous
consent that they limit their statements
on the remaining amendments, with the
possible exception of the amendment by
the Senator from Georgia (Mr. Nunn),
to 3 minutes.

Mr, NUNN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object——

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Sena-
tor's rights are protected.

Mr. NUNN. I have no objection.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, I am very
hopeful I can complete what I have to
say within five minutes or less, because
this matter has been fully discussed. I
wish to make it clear that this language,
which seeks only a report on national
goals and priorities, results from a previ-
ous history in the Senate and the collab-
oration of a number of Senators.

The Senator from Florida (Mr.
CmiLes) raised some question in an
amendment that had other aspects; the
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. Hum-
PHREY) raised some question in another
amendment that had other aspects.

The Senate, on two previous occasions,
has passed this particular matter as a
bill—as a matter of fact, established by
a bill in 1971 an office of national goals
and pricrities equivalent to the Comp-
troller General's Office.

The Government Operations Commit-
tee, which has dealt with this matter
too, in considering this bill, reported it
as a separate bill, with another matter
that the Senator from Florida (Mr.
CurLes) had dealt with. That matter
having been dealt with in another
amendment, and not having got into
the bill, all of us decided—that is, from
collaboration among the Senator from
Florida (Mr. CHiLEs), the Senator from
Minnesota (Mr. HoMpHREY) , the Senator
from Maine (Mr. Muskie), the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. PErcY), and myself—
that the best that could be done—and
it was very desirable that it be done—
was to provide in the year 1975 for some
overview of national goals and priorities
from an agency of our own, to wit, the
budget committee, because this would be
very useful. Many corporations, such as
American Telephone & Telegraph Co.,
United States Steel Corp., and others,
have a 5- to 10-year projection.

I think we have done a remarkable job
on the bill with respect to the annual
budgeting process, but I think we should
still have a projection forward as to
where we are heading, and what the
budget is supposed to inform us to do.
That is the purpose of the amendment.
We have trimmed it down considerably
so that there will not be an onerous bur-
den on the director of the committee.

A second very important point was
made by the Senator from Florida (Mr.
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CuiLes) : That information which should
be available to every Senator, which was
something he worked very hard on,
should be limited to what the director is
required to do anyhow in respect to the
report, so that he cannot be given brand-
new jobs which he can carry out with
separate committees.

I am very hopeful, Mr. President, on
behalf of us all, because the amendment
is simply a mosaic of the work of Senator
CuiLes, Senator HumpHREY, Senafor
Muskig, and myself as it relates to this
particular matter and nothing beyond it,
that the committee may see fit to accept
the amendment.

Mr. BROCEK. Mr, President, as a co-
sponsor of the amendment, I am de-
lighted to accept it.

The Senator, in his modified version,
requires a report by 1975. I believe it is
quite possible that, under the new legis-
lation, the Director of the Budget might
not be confirmed until early in the fol-
lowing year, and I wonder if it would be
possible for them to meet the Senator’s
timetable in the next year.

Mr. JAVITS. I was going to make this
suggestion: If, when we finally get to
conference—and I suppose perhaps I
shall be a conferee, too—we see the time
is too short, we will change it. Second, as
we have done here time and time again,
if we get in a jam we can handle the
matter by a consent bill.

Mr. BROCK. I am personally perfectly
willing for the date to remain as it is,
but I simply raise the point.

Mr. President, I am delighted to have
the amendment accepted.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President, I of-
fered an amendment for discussion yes-
terday, proposing the inclusion in the
budget-making process of a guarantee
that the Nation's balanced growth and
development would be considered with
the seriousness it deserves.

Some of my colleagues suggested at
the time that while they agreed with
what I was saying in principle, they were
unwilling to support the specific means
by which I proposed to achieve it.

We have before us now another
amendment, this one proposing to in-
clude national goals and priorities and
growth and development among the con-
siderations weighed during the budget-
making process.

Under the provisions of the amend-
ment, the Office of the Budget would re-
port each year to the Congress on the
impact of the President’s proposed budg-
et, upon the Nation’s goals, priorities
and balanced growth and development.
The information would come in part from
the President, in part from the various
existing Federal departments and agen-
cies, for preparing this report.

I believe this is the least we can pro-
vide, Mr. President. This is a bare
minimal assurance that our budget
deliberations and decisions will be en-
lightened by a knowledge of the impact
of what we do upon the future growth
and development, goals and priorities of
the Nation.

The amendment calls for an assess-
ment of the likely impact of the Presi-
dent's budget proposals on the Nation's
balanced growth and development.
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While it is not spelled out specifically
In the amendment, but left to the dis-
cretion of the Director of the Office, I
would like to suggest some of the subject
matter that should be considered in this
assessment,

These items might include population
distribution within and among the
States, employment, environmental
gualify, land-use, transportation, com-
munications, fuels and energy, food and
fiber production and consumption, hous-
ing, health-care facilities and services,
education, manpower training, recrea-
tional and cultural facilities, the
advancement of technology.

These need not be spelled out in the
amendment itself. The amendment gives
the Director the discretion to request
information from the existing Federal
agencies and programs, and I have con-
fidence that between them they could
and would produce the kind of informa-
tion intended in the amendment.

The main objective is to state clearly
in the legislation that the Congress
recognizes national growth and de-
velopment, goals and priorities to be
directly related to and affected by the
national budget, and to declare a desire
for information about that inter-rela-
tionship each year as the budget-making
process begins,

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, we will take
this amendment to conference.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Has-
KELL). All remaining time having been
yvielded back, the question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from
New York.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr, BROCK. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a unanimous-con-
sent request?

Mr. NUNN. Provided I do not lose my
right to the floor.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have 2 minutes to
bring up an amendment of my own
which is acceptable to the management
and would not take any time away from
our schedule.

Mr. NUNN. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, as the Senator from Georgia un-
derstands, this time does not come out
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. CRANSTON. My amendment is
at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. CRANSTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent that further reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CXX—499—Part 6
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Mr.
follows:

On page 121, lines 4 and 5, strike out “Es-
timated revenue receipts;" and insert in lieu
thereof *“Total estimated revenue receipts
and the major sources of such receipts, with
such total being allocated among such
sources; ",

On page 121, line 16, Immediately before
the semicolon, insert a comma and the fol-
lowing: “‘and may include the major sources
from which such revenues are to be re-
ceived, with such appropriate level being al-
located among such sources’.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, this
amendment has been discussed with the
leadership. All it does is request that
when the Finance Committee comes in
with its estimates of revenues, it indi-
cate what revenues are expected fo pro-
duce how much, so that we will have a
better indication of how much we will
receive from the income tax and how
much from other taxes.

It also states that when there is a de-
sire to either increase or reduce taxes,
for whatever reason, the Senate may
recommend which taxes be reduced or
increased in general. That is simply to
provide more flexibility, and match the
revenue aspects of the budget control bill
with the appropriation and operational
aspects more clearly.

This amendment will strengthen the
new congressional budget process,
through which all spending decisions will
be related to each other and to revenues,
by providing that the first concurrent
resolution shall state not only the total
estimated revenue receipts but the major
sources from which such receipts are
anticipated. In addition, the amendment
provides that the recommended level of
aggregate Federal revenues also may in-
clude recommendations for the major
sources from which such revenues are to
be derived with appropriate levels being
allocated among such sources.

The committee reports before us have
emphasized the need for Congress to give
greater attention to the revenue side of
the budget.

Spending by Congress has been blamed
for the deficits and the fiscal crisis which
threatens us with an overwhelming in-
flation. The Rules Committee report,
however, wisely and correctly points out
that on closer inspection we find that
large and unexpected additions to the
debt have resulted largely from the reve-
nue side of the balance sheet, and not
necessarily from higher spending. The re-
port points out that in the years from
1970 to 1972 the differences between bud-
get estimates and actual receipts for
those 3 years represented 65 percent of
the difference between estimated and
actual deficits.

S. 1541 offers the Congress, for the
first time, an opportunity to decide what
kind of fiscal policy the country will
have. The budget process developed by
the Government Operations and Rules
Committees, I believe, establishes a rig-
orous procedure for controlling spend-
ing. I believe, however, that Congress
should give equal attention to the reve-
nue side of the budget.

As the Rules Committee report states:
It is clear that a sound Congressional
budget policy cannot be based on the as-

CransToN’s amendment is as
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sumption that control of spending levels is
sufficient to achieve desirable economic re-
sults.

The bill already directs the Budget
Committee to state the appropriate ag-
gregate level of Federal revenues but it
does not go further to state where ad-
ditional revenues should come from, or
where cuts should be made.

The bill does provide that in the sec-
ond concurrent resolution the Budget
Commititee would have the option of
directing the House Ways and Means
and Senate Finance Committees to re-
port legislation adjusting revenues or the
public debt limit.

Rather than rely solely on adjusting
revenues after the fact in the second
concurrent resolution, I believe that we
should look at our revenue requirements
with greater specificity at the start of
the annual congressional budget process.

My amendment makes possible an op-
portunity to bring the revenue side of
the budget into the congressional budget
process at an early opportunity—when
Congress first acts on the first concur-
rent resolution.

I believe this aspect of the debate
envisioned for the First Concurrent Res-
olution will add a much needed dimen-
sion and will focus additional congres-
sional attention on the revenue side of
the budget.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Has-
KELL) . The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, I have no
objection at all. I am willing to accept
the amendment,

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Senator
very much. I understand that is also the
position of the Senator from North
Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, we are will-
ing to take this amendment to confer-
ence. It seems to be a good amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from California.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I am going
to try to be as brief as possible, but brev-
ity does not indicate——

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
thas the Senator’s amendment been
stated?

Mr. NUNN. The amendment is at the
desk. I ask that it be reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. NUNN, Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that further reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. Nunn's amendment is as follows:

On page 152, line 25, strike the words “sub-
stantial portion” and insert in lieu thereof:
“ninety percent”.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent, after having
heard the statement of the author of the
amendment, that the time on the amend-
ment be reduced to 20 minutes.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, I am probably going
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to have to have a rollcall vote on this
amendment. The time for the rolicall
would not have anything to do with time
on my amendment; is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. NUNN. Mr, President, as I say, I
am going to try to be as brief as possible,
but brevity does not indicate anything
with regard to the seriousness of this
amendment.

The bill as reported by the Committee
on Government Operations did not pro-
vide for exempting extension of trust
funds from backdoor controls. We pro-
vided exemptions for the trust funds
themselves, but not for extension of
trust funds.

Under the bill as now pending, any
extension of the trust funds, of which
there are many, would be exempt unless
more than 70 percent of general fund
revenues were used to finance it. That is
to say, if as much as 30 percent of the
trust fund, after the accretion was added,
were self-sustaining, it would be com-
pletely exempt from any Appropriations
Committee review.

Mr. President, this is to me a very large
loophole, and I am sure that Senators
would like to read, at least those who
are present, the preparation we have
made on this, of which every Senator has
a copy on his desk.

The concept underlying the exemption
of trust funds from backdoor spending
controls is that they are self-funding,
and thus present no problem from a
budget point of view. The bill now ex-
empts from backdoor control any legis-
lation extending any existing trust fund
program as long as that program is 30
percent self-funding. For example, there
will be no backdoor control on legislation
to create or extend a program that is
funded 70 percent from general revenues
and only 30 percent from earmarked or
user-paid taxes.

Thus there will be an incentive to
structure legislation in terms of exten-
sion of the roughly 100 trust funds, many
of which are worded very broadly in terms
of what they do, now in effect, and I
think this creates a massive potential
loophole.

In order to eliminate this possibility,
my amendment suggests that the phrase
“substantial portion” on page 152, line
25, should be amended to read “90 per-
cent.” This would insure that any legis-
lation which draws from general rev-
enues in excess of 10 percent of its fund-
ing, and that is now not subject to the
appropriations process, will be subject to
the same backdoor controls which apply
to all non-trust-fund items.

This will make the bill consistent all
the way through, because the bill does
provide that new trust funds which are
created will be under the so-called back-
door controls if they are funded more
than 10 percent from general revenue
funds. So it is a consistent amendment
with the overall legislation.

I would like to make one other point,
and this is an important point, but it is
difficult to grasp: Even the 90 percent
that I am proposing, and the 30 percent
to a greater degree, will allow that an
extension itself could be 100 percent fi-
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nanced out of general revenues as long
as the landing point or final result of
that extension does not make the overall
trust fund go below the 30 percent self-
sustaining level. So we are talking about
a very significant loophole in this par-
ticular bill.

I have just done a little rough compu-
tation on it. If we exclude the social
security trust fund, right now there is
a total of $49 billion in revenue coming
in from other trust funds. This bill as
drafted would allow, in effect, new pro-
grams to be attached as extensions to
existing trust funds, and result in addi-
tional outlays from general revenues of
as much as $121 billion without going
through any appropriations process
whatsoever.

One other very important point: If the
trust fund extension is stretched so that
it does not take effect until the fiscal
yvear following the budget year, not only
will it have no sanction or review by the
Appropriations Committee, but also, and
perhaps even more important, it would
not even be in the concurrent resolution
for the upcoming fiscal year.

So we can have a trust fund extension
that comes in and draws all its money
out of the general fund, beginning one
fiscal year removed, that is not only ex-
empt from the appropriation process
and Appropriation Committee review,
but is also exempt from even being in-
cluded in the concurrent resolution until
the following year; and, in the case of
many trust funds which are entitlement
in nature, they would then be beyond the
power of Congress to do anything about.
I certainly hope this body will consider
this matter and consider it very strongly,
because I think it is very important.

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. NUNN. I yield.

Mr. CHURCH. Does the Senator’s
amendment exempt the social security
trust fund?

Mr. NUNN. Yes. There is matter mak-
ing it clear that the social security trust
fund is not affected by the present bill
or the amendment.

Mr. CHURCH, I thank the Senator.
The amendment is meritorious.

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, I would
like very much to support the amend-
ment. The Senator from Georgia has put
his finger on the enormous potential
problem. It was not the intent of the
committee to leave this kind of loop-
hole. I doubt that anyone thought about
the possibility of adding a new program
under the section to which the Senator
has addressed himself. This amendment
is extremely valid, important and perti-
nent. Personally, I certainly hope that
it will be agreed to. It is possible we may
need some refinement in the language
but this can be dealt with in the con-
ference. Let us be honest. The bill today
is immeasurably weaker in its approach
to backdoor spending than that which
came out of the Government Operations
Committee. The Senator has addressed
himself to the problem of regaining dis-
cipline correctly and wisely.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Tennessee for those com-
ments. I agree with everything he has
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said. I emphasize that this does not af-
fect existing trust funds but only the
extension of existing trust funds. Exten-
sions should be, in my opinion, given
treatment equivalent to that given a new
trust fund. That is exactly the point.

Mr. PERCY. The distinguished Sena-
tor from Georgia has once again dem-
onstrated it is far better for us now, at
this stage, to plug up every loophole and
be clear about what we are trying to
accomplish. I would not want to provide
an incentive to structure new programs
in terms of an extension of the trust
fund program we have now, which would
create a huge loophole and would cer-
tainly circumvent the purpose of what
we are trying to accomplish. To the ex-
tent that loophole is plugged in advance,
it is a great service. I favor the amend-
ment and feel that its objective is
worthy and noble.

Mr. NUNN. I thank the Senator from
Illinois. I observe that the Senator from
Illinois, the Senator from Tennessee, and
the Senator from North Carolina and I
have done what we could, through this
proposal, starting a year ago, to pre-
vent loopholes and to provide some dis-
cipline. This amendment would do ex-
actly that, as the Senator has said.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I am con-
strained to oppose the amendment be-
cause this matter was worked out by the
Rules Committee. While I am in hearty
accord with the objectives of the Sena-
tor from Georgia, I feel compelled, under
the operating circumstances, to oppose
the amendment.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, since the
amendment is not acceptable to the dis-
tinguished Senator from North Carolina,
I would ask for the yeas and nays.

There was not a sufficient second.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
BmeN). The clerk will call the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the yeas
and nays be ordered on the pending
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the yeas and nays are ordered.

Mr, NUNN. Mr, President, unless some-
one else wishes to speak in favor of the
amendment, I am prepared to yield back
the remainder of my time.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
would like to say that I support the
amendment. I think it is a very sound
one. It represents a way to increase the
amount of so-called backdoor spending
which is brought under budget control.

In the debate yesterday on this bill,
there was concern expressed—wisely in
my view—about the growing portion of
Federal outlays which escape congres-
sional serutiny. This amendment will
assure that a sizable loophole in the
budget reform bill is not created which
would allow a good deal of new back-
door spending to escape the budget con-
trol mechanism.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time

(Mr.
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on this amendment has been ylelded
back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. NUNN).

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EacLETON), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FuLericHT) , the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. KeNnNEDY), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. Long), the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. METzENBAUM), the Sen-
ator from Utah (Mr. Moss), the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. Risicorr), and
the Senator from Missouri (Mr. SYMING-
TON) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
MeTzEnBauM) would vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Coox),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
Corron), the Senator from Colorado
(Mr, DoMmIiNIcK), the Senator from Ari-
zona (Mr. GoLpwATER), the Senator
from Idaho (Mr. McCLURE), the Senator
from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND),
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
WEICKER) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. A1keN) is absent because
of illness in the family.

I further announce that the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. Harrierp), the Sena-
tor from Vermont (Mr, Starrorp), and
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Younc) are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Oregon (Mr.
Harrierp) and the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. TEUrRMOND) would each
Vote “Yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 80,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 85 Leg.]
YEAS—S80

Fannin
Fong
Gravel
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Hart
Hartke
Haskell
Hathaway Percy
Helms Proxmire
Hollings Randolph
Hrusksa Roth
Huddleston Schwelker
Byrd, Hughes Scott, Hugh
Harry P., Jr. Humphrey Scott,
Byrd, Robert C. Inouye William L.
Cannon Jackson Sparkman
Case Javits Stennis
Chiles Johnston Stevens
Church Magnuson Stevenson
Clark Mansfield Taft
Cranston Mathlas Talmadge
Curtis McClellan Tower
Dole McGee Tunney
Domenici McGovern Williams
McIntyre
Metealf

NAYS—0

NOT VOTING—20
Domlinick Hatfleld
Eagleton Kennedy
Fulbright Long
Goldwater McClure

Abourezk
Allen
Baker
Bartlett
Bayh
Beall
Bennett
Bentsen
Bible
Biden
Brock
Brooke
Buckley
Burdick

Mondale
Montoya
Muskie
Nelson
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Pell

Eastland
Ervin

Alken
Eellmon
Cook

Cotton
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Welcker

Metzenbaum  Stafford
M Young

ass Symington
Ribicoff Thurmond

So Mr. Nunn's amendment was agreed

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment was agreed to.

Mr. HATHAWAY. I move fo lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr, President, as I stated
earlier, I was opposed to the amendment
simply because I thought it impinged
upon the agreement we had had with the
Rules Committee, but it appears that it
does not. I opposed the amendment in
remarks earlier, and my remarks did
not convince me., Therefore, I voted yea,
which is proof that I am wiser at this
moment than I was earlier,

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment, No. 1032.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
may we have order in the Senate. We
have 37 minutes remaining. We have
three amendments and have promised
the Senator from Arkansas 5 minutes
and the Senator from Nebraska 15 min-
utes, How we can get it out of the re-
maining 37 minutes, I do not know.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order,

The amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

The amendment is as follows:

On page 107, affer line 19, insert the fol-
lowing:

STUDY OF SENATE COMMITTEE JURISDICTION

Sec. 102. (a) It is the sense of the Con-
gress that—

(1) there is a demonstrated need for the
Senate, as one House of the Congress, to as-
sert its policymaking and oversight fune-
tions;

(2) the committee structure of the Senate
is s0 organized as to frustrate the examina-
tion, analysis, and the oversight of Govern-
ment policy, program operations, and ex-
penditures; and

(2) the enactment of this Act will place
an even heavier burden upon the committees
of the Senate to conduct such examination,
analysis, and oversight.

(b) It is further the sense of Congress that
the Joint Committee on Congressional Oper-
ations should immediately begin an in-depth
analysis of the committee jurisdictions of the
United States Senate, taking into account the
need to reduce fragmentation of policy and
program oversight, the necessity for alining
committee jurisdiction according to the
functional purposes of governmental pro-
grams, the potential for the application of
new technologles to the operations of com-
mittee of the Senate, and the requirement
that staff resources be effectively and effi-
ciently allocated among committees of the
Congress of the United States. The Joint
Committee on Congressional Operations
shall make periodic reports to the Senate
during the course of conducting the study
herein ordered, and shall make a final report
containing recommendations for reform and
Improvement of the committee structure and
operations of the Senate no later than one

c:lendar year after the enactment of this
ct.

(c) The expenses incurred by the Joint
Committee on Congressional Operations in
carrying out this section shall be pald from
the contingency fund of the Senate upon
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vouchers approved by the chairman of the
Joint Committee on Congressional Opera-
tions.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
amendment = have called up calls for a
study of Senate committee jurisdiction. I
want to say now I will not call for a vote
on the amendment. I do wish to make a
brief statement. I have conversed with
some of our colleagues in respect to the
matter I have directed attention to in the
amendment.

Mr, President, reform of the budget-
making practices and procedures of Con-
gress is certainly among the most signif-
icant issues likely to confront us during
this session. If we succeed in passing a
bill that significantly improves the meth-
ods we employ in dealing with this Na-
tion’s fiscal and budgetary needs, we will
have taken a giant step toward showing
the public that this is a Congress deserv-
ing of popular respect and esteem.

I sincerely hope we make this achieve-
ment. But I also hope fervently that we
do not let such an accomplishment turn
us smug and self-satisfied before the
full job is done. While our budgetmaking
machinery has long been in need of an
overhaul, there are other components
of this great mechanism we call Congress
that also need to be improved.

I offer a brief amendment that I hope
will win the approval of my colleagues,
and will become a declaration of the next
priority in our agenda for reform.

I speak of the committee structure of
the Senate.

Mr. President, we all know that the
times have long since outpaced the orga-
nizational lines by which we parcel out
the work to our committees. We have no
single committee to deal with energy
and environmental matters, Instead, we
have spread these issues in bits and
pieces among nearly every committee of
the Senate. I only cite this as one ex-
ample of the fragmentation of responsi-
bility over major issues.

We also have a committee structure
that bears little resemblance to the orga-
nization of the agencies in the executive
branch. While it may not necessarily be
desirable fo pattern our own structure
entirely after that of the executive
branch, we could certainly do a better
job of arranging our committees to deal
with programs and activities in the other
branch in a more logical and orderly
fashion.

Mr. President, the budget reform bill
we are now considering would itself
change our existing committee structure,
by adding a Committee on the Budget in
the Senate, as well as in the House of
Representatives. The bill also would
establish strict timetables for consider-
ing and acting upon budget matters.

I welcome the changes that have been
proposed. They will substantially im-
prove our budgetary and fiscal delibera-
tions. But they would work much better
if the committees that must coordinate
their activities with the new budget com-
mittee were structured in a more effi-
cient and logical fashion.

I do not have the blueprint for recon-
structing our committee system to make
it more efficient and logical. I doubt any
of us in this Chamber feels he has such
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a blueprint, though each of us probably
has some ideas on the subject.

The best way to assemble those ideas
and arrive at a workable blueprint for
Senate committee reform, it seems to
me, is to undertake a detailed examina-
tion of the problem in depth.

Mr. President, I have proposed such
a study several times in the past. I feel
it is made more urgent today, as we con-
template the strong likelihood of major
revisions in our budgetmaking practices.

My amendment would order a l-year
study of our committee structure in the
Senate, by the Joint Committee on Con-
gressional Operations. I urge adoption of
this amendment, to carry forward the
spirit of reform that is represented by
the bill before us today.

After having proposed the amendment
in talking with the Senator from Mon-
tana (Mr. Mercarr) I find that there
would be some problem on this in the
joint committee because House Members
serve on that committee.

Mr. METCALF, Mr. President will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am happy to yield.

Mr. METCALF. A similar study with
the Joint Committee conducting it was
proposed in the House. In spite of the
rules over there, at the time Vice Presi-
dent Forp was minority leader, they
listed the names of Senators on the Joint
Committee and asked, “Do you want
them to be determining House commit-
tee jurisdictions and rules.”

I think the same sort of thing would
apply where Senators are concerned.

However, the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. Brock)—who is seeking recogni-

tion—and I have appeared before the
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion and have pointed out that this is
the most urgent and the most necessary
reform that we need in the Senate. The
problems of Committee jurisdiction and
of committee structure are acute.

I compliment the Senator from Min-
nesota for continuing to press this mat-
ter and for bringing it forcefully to the
attention of the Senate. I continue to
urge that we begin now to review and
make the necessary changes in Senate
committee jurisdiction, structure, and
operation,

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, will the
SBenator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. EROCK. Mr, President, may I join
the Senator from Montana in congratu-
lations of the Senator from Minnesota.
As one who believes in the intent and
need for this amendment, I cannot sup-
porf it as it is written, and I think the
Senator from Minnesota can understand
why., The Senator from Illinois and I
have joined in urging, and the Senator
from Montana has supported the effort,
the Senate bring forth a special commit-
tee to make a study of this matter, but
the Senator from Minnesota has brought
a focus to this terrible problem. We sim-
ply cannot pass a budget reform bill with-
out taking the next step in studying the
entire committee structure and in re-
viewing prerogatives and responsibili-
ties.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

of tlc'lxe Senator from Minnesota has ex-
pired.

_Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
withdraw my amendment, and urge the
creation of the select committee that has
been suggested, and also commend the
Senator from Illinois (Mr. STEVENSON)
for his leadership.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I call
up my next amendmnet, No. 1031.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

The amendment is as follows:

At the end of the bill, insert the following:

TITLE XI—CITIZENS' COMMITTEE TO
STUDY CONGRESS

Sec. 1101. (a) There is established a com-
mittee to be known as the Citizens' Com-
mittee To Study Congress (hereafter re-
ferred to in this title as the “Committee”)
to make a complete study relating to the
functions, powers, duties, and operation of
the Congress.

(b) The members of the Committee shall
be chosen by a selection committee com-
posed of three members, one of whom shall
be appointed by the President of the United
States, one by the President pro tempore
of the Senate, and one by the Speaker of
the House of Representatives. Any member
of the selection committee not otherwise em-
ployed by the United States Government
shall receive $100 for each day (including
traveltime) that he is performing duties as
a member of the selection committee. Each
member of the selection committee shall be
reimbursed for travel, subsistence, and oth-
er necessary expenses incurred in the per-
formance of his duties as a member of the
selection committee.

(c) The selection committee shall choose,
not later than thirty days after the last
member of the selection committee has been
appointed, fifteen members to serve on the
Committee. Not more than two of the mem-
bers shall be Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives; not more than two of the mem-
bers shall be Members of the Senate; and
not more than one of the members shall be
an officer or employee of the executive
branch of the United States Government.
The selection commitiee shall designate one
of the members as Chairman of the
Committee.

(d) Eight members of the Committee shall
constitute a quorum. Any vacancy shall be
filled by the selection committee within
thirty days after the vacancy occurs.

(e) Any member of the Committee not
otherwise employed by the United States
Government shall receive $100 for each day
(including traveltime) that he is perform-
ing duties as a member of the Committee.
Each member of the Committee shall be re-
imbursed for travel, subsistence, and other
necessary expenses incurred in the perform-
ance of his duties as a member of the Com-
mittee.

Sec. 1102. (a) In conducting its study, the
Committee shall—

(1) consider the role of the Congress in
establishing policy for the operation of the
United States Government;

(2) determine how the Congress may best
exercise its function of reviewing and eval-
uating programs and activities of the United
States Government; with emphasis on ways
by which these programs and activities af-
fect the balanced growth and development
and the goals and priorities of the Nation;

(3) examine the operation of the Congress
itself (including but not limited to its pow-
ers, priorities, privileges, traditions, the
means by which the Congress makes deci-
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sions, its committee system, its staffs) and
how exlsting structures might best be modi-
fied to carry out the intent of this Act;

(4) examine and consider such other mat-
ters as the Committee may deem appropriate
to provide an understanding of how the Con-
gress has operated and how the Congress
should operate in the future, with particular
but not exclusive attention to the role of the
Congress in contributing to the achievement
of a balanced national growth and develop-
ment policy through Congressional fiscal,
budgetary, and related procedures and prac-
tices.

(b) (1) Not later than two years after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Commit-
tee shall submit a final, comprehensive report
to the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives with respect to its study. The Com-
mittee shall also make such reports, from
time to time, to the Senate and House of
Representatives as the Committee deems
necessary. Any report of the Committee shall
contain such findings, statements, and rec-
ommendations as the Committee considers
appropriate.

(2) Any report of the Committee shall be
printed as a public document and made
available for sale to the public.

(3) Thirty days after the Committee sub-
mits its final, comprehensive report, the
Committee shall cease to exist,

Sec. 1103. (a) The Committee or, on the
authorization of the Committee, any sub-
committee thereof, may, for the purpose of
carrying out the provisions of this title, hold
hearings, administer oaths for the purpose
of taking evidence in any such hearings, take
testimony, and receive documents and other
writings. Any member authorized by the
Committee may administer oaths or affirma-
tions to witnesses appearing before the Com-
mittee, or any subcommittee thereof.

(b) In order to carry out the provisions
of this title, the Committee is authorlzed—

(1) to appoint and fix the compensation
of an Executive Director and such additional
personnel as may be necessary, without re-
gard to the provisions of title 5, United States
Code, governing appointment in the com-
petitive service, and without regard to the
provisions of chapter 51 and subchapter III
of chapter 53 of such title relating to classi-
fieation and General Schedule pay rates;

(2) to obtain the services of experts and
consultants in accordance with the provi-
sions of section 3109 of title 5, United States
Code;

(3) to appoint such advisory committees
as it deems necessary;

(4) to promulgate rules and regulations
governing the operation of the Committee
and its organization and personnel;

(5) to procure supplies and services;

(6) to enter into contracts; and

(7) to take such other action as may be
necessary to carry out this title.

(c) Each department, agency, and inde-
pendent agency of the executive branch of
the United States Government is authorized
and requesfed to furnish to the Committee,
upon request made by the Chairman, such
data, reports, and other information as the
Committee deems necessary to carry out its
funections under this title.

Sec. 1104. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as are necessary to
carry out the provisions of this title.

Mr., HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
want to take a very brief moment on this
amendment. The purpose of the amend-
ment was to follow through on what I
think is essential machinery to have the
Congress of the United States perform
efficiently. I want to state candidly that
we have to put our house in order. As we
look at the public opinion polls, we see
that Congress, regrettably, does not fare
at all well. T am sure that it is not due to
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any lack of work and dedication on the
part of Members of Congress, but, too
often, it is due to the fact that people
just do not understand the structure. We
have that difficulty ourselves sometimes.
It is my judgment that we need to be
updated and modernized, not only in
terms of the committee structure, but
the facilities.

One simple thing we ought to have is
closed-circuit television in this body, so
any Senator can, for example, press a
button and find out what is going on in
any committee or on the Senate floor, so
he can be acquainted with the work of
this complex body and its large responsi-
bilities.

Therefore, my amendment—and I am
not going to press for a vote on it, but I
use this opportunity to focus attention
on the problem—would create a Citizens
Committee to Study Congress. It would
give a blue ribbon citizen’s committee an
opportunity to take a look at our opera-
tions and give them an opportunity to
make proposals for a better congressional
management and organization structure.

Mr. President, this amendment would
create a citizen’s committee to study
Congress. The committee would be given
2 years to perform its studies, make a
report and then go out of existence. Its
charge would be to study the role of
Congress in U.S. Government policy-
making and in reviewing and evaluating
U.S. Government programs and activ-
ities, and to study the operations of Con-
gress itself. One emphasis of this study
would be to improve congressional opera-
tions and activities as they relate to the
Nation's long-range growth and develop-
ment, goals, and priorities.

The committee members would include
not more than two Senators, two Mem-
bers of the House of Representatives,
one representative of the executive
branch, and at least 10 private citizens.

They would be selected by a committee
of three members, including one chosen
by the President pro tempore of the Sen-
ate, one by the Speaker of the House and
one by the President of the United
States.

The committee’s search for ways Con-
gress could improve its consideration and
establishment of long-range national
growth and development policy, goals
and priorities, would be accompanied by
study of a full range of other congres-
sional procedures and practices, past and
present, with the goal of recommending
such reforms as the committee finds nec-
essary.

The amendment directly connects the
search for better long-range policymak-
ing methods to the fiscal, budgetary, and
related activities of Congress.

I withdraw the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is withdrawn.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, now

I call up my amendments No. 1033.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will state the amendment.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Amendments No. 1033 are as follows:

{On page 171, line 5, after “Szc. 701.”, insert
“lay®

).
After line 14, insert the following:
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“{b) To carry out such required analysis,
appraisal, and evaluation, such committees
of the Senate shall each establish a subcom=-
mittee on legislative review, which shall have
the duty to conduct for the committee the
responsibilities assigned to the committees
by this section, and to report to the com-
mittee to which each such subcommittee is
responsible the results of the analysis, ap-
praisal, and evaluation conducted under this
section, together with such recommendations
as the subcommittee deems appropriate.

“{c) Bubsection (b) of this section is en-
acted as an exerclse of the rulemaking power
of the Senate, subject to and with full rec-
ognition of the power of the Senate to enact
or change any rule of the Senate at any time
in its exercise of its constitutional right to
determine the rules of its proceedings, Noth-
ing in this section shall be construed, how-
ever, as precluding any legislative review sub-
committee of the Senate from conducting
hearings and engaging In other deliberations
Jjointly with such committees or subcommit-
tees of the House of Representatives which
the House may designate to conduct the
analyses, appraisals, and reviews required un-
der this title.”.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, this
amendment should be adopted. I know
that there is resistance to it, and I un-
derstand the reason for it, by the leader-
ship that is handling this bill. After all,
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions and the Committee on Rules and
Administration have done an extraor-
dinarily good job in bringing before us
the proposed budget reform legislation.

I can understand why they think noth-
ing should be tacked on this bill, but if
there is any one need, it is that we have
legislative oversight and legislative mon-
itoring of everything that this Congress
authorizes in law.

Let me give an example. We have a
Foreign Aid Act that many around here
do not like. It is very difficult to get it
through Congress. But not a single com-
mittee I know of has any legislative over-
sight over the Foreign Aid Act. We wait
until something appears in the New York
Times or in the Washington Post which
states that someone says someone has
been stealing money or that the money
has been poorly used, that it was not well
planned, and then we call in the General
Accounting Office in a sort of post mor-
tem. It is like calling in the county
coroner to examine the corpse. I am not
interested in the corpse; I am more in-
terested in the live body. This body is
not kept completely informed on all as-
pects of such legislation.

Let me give my colleagues another ex-
ample. We had the occupational safety
legislation, one of the most difficult pieces
of legislation that we ever passed. What
is going on under that legislation? The
State governments are being asked by
the Department of Labor to administer
that act. The State governments say,
“Oh, no, we do not want to do that. It
is too complicated. You administer it.”
The State of Ohio has both the State and
the Federal Governments administering
it, and Congress does not know what is
going on, except when a small farmer or
a small businessman or someone else
comes into a Senator’s office and says,
“My goodness, if you apply this to me, we
will go out of business.”

That is not the way to legislate. Some
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of these complaints are very highly
justified.

We ought to have legislative oversight.
It is said that we can do it now. Maybe
we can, but we do not. Maybe some com-
mittees do.

Referring to the foreign aid program—
and my good friend from Idaho (Mr.
Crurcr) and our colleague from New
Jersey (Mr. Case), and many others of
our colleagues have taken great interest
in it—we have never, except for indi-
vidual Senators having their own staffs
do the work, had consistent oversight on
this matter. This is wrong.

I should point out, this is not just my
amendment. I apologize, because the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. BEALL) is
now a cosponsor of the amendment.

We have in mina basically a three-step
operation. The amendment as originally
proposed was not quite that good. The
Senator from Maryland made signifi-
cant improvements in it.

Mr. President, the amendment is de-
signed to strengthen the provisions al-
ready included in the bill, to add to the
ability of Congress to carry out its pro-
ira.m review and oversight responsibil-

ies.

The bill gives the standing committees
the power to hire outside contractors or
to rely on Government agencies to con-
duct review and evaluation of Govern-
ment. It also authorizes the standing
committees to employ such modern tech-
niques as pilot-testing, cost-benefit
analyses and trial-period evaluation.

The bill further enlarges the authority
of the Comptroller General to assist and
advise Congress in ways of better carry-
ing out its program review and evalua-
tion responsibilities.

These are excellent proposals, and I
commend the drafters of this bill for
their wisdom in including these provi-
sions.

However, I believe the committees’
mandate to carry out these review and
evaluation duties can and should be
strengthened. There should be a mecha-
nism to assure that these duties are car-
ried out once the Comptroller General
has provided the added advice and in-
formation authorized under section 702.
And we should assure that committees
do, in fact, make effective use of the in-
formation and other services which they
are authorized, but not required, to re-
quest under this section of the bill.

The amendment I propose would go
the one step further that is needed, I
believe, to fulfill the intent of the authors
of this bill.

I have long advocated the establish-
ment, in each standing committee of the
Senate, of a legislative review subcom-
mittee, to do the parent committee’s pro-
gram review, evaluation and oversight
work.

By such a mechanism, I am convinced,
we would be assured of performing the
too often neglected task of keeping track
of legislation after we have passed it and
it has been placed in the hands of the
executive branch bureaus and agencies
to administer.

Numerous examples can be given of
well-written laws being rewritten by the
executive branch, through the adminis-
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trative rules and regulations that govern
the ways laws are carried out.

We can no longer be superficial in our
fulfillment of our legislative oversight re-
sponsibilities. We must build into our
system better guarantees that laws we
pass are administered as we intended,
not according to the whim of some
anonymous bureaucrat's interpretation.

We must also improve our score in
searching out laws that remain in effect
after they have grown obsolete, so that
we may either repeal or amend them to
meet the needs of new times.

The historic budget reform bill we
consider today recognizes these needs,
by ineluding a separate title dealing
with program review and evaluation.

My amendment would guarantee that
this obligation of Congress is carried out,
with respeet to every Federal program,
at least once in every 5 years, and hope-
fully more often in many cases.

Mr. President, I am grateful to my dis-
tinguished colleague from Maryland,
Senator Beavr, for some refinements he
has suggested to my original proposal,
amendment No. 1033. T have modified
that amendment, which was printed in
the REecorp of Tuesday's Senate pro-
ceedings, to incorporate the refinements
suggested by Senator BEALL.

As modified, the amendment provides
for three possible means of aceomplish-
ing the legislative review and evaluation
required under title VII of the bill.

The first methed, and one which we
hope would be used most often, would be
for the subecommittee having jurisdiction
over a program to conduct the review
and evaluation, with the assistance of
the legislative review subcommittee es-
tablished under my amendment.

If the subcommittee of jurisdiction
fails, however, to review a program for
which it is responsible, after 3 years the
responsibility would automatically revert
to the Subcommittee on Legislative Re-
view.

And if after the fourth year, that sub-
committee also fails to meet its re-
sponsibility, the General Accounting Of-
fice would be required to review and re-
port upon the program within 1 year.

In essence, this means that every pro-
gram would be reviewed ance in every 3
to b years, a requirement which I believe
to be reasonable and workable.

We would be derelict in gur responsi-
bility if we did not review programs for
which we authorize and appropriate at
least once in every 3 to 5 years.

There would be an intensive in-house
review going on at the same time. It is
my judgment that only through estab-
lishing such legislative oversight subcom-
mittees would Senators be assured a
means of meeting their oversight respon-
sibilities to the standing committees, the
Senate, and the Congress of the United
States.

I yield to the distinguished Senator
from Maryland.

Mr. BEALL. Mr, President, I thank the
Senator from Minnesota for yielding.
I shall try not to repeat what he has
said, but he has made a point very well
that perhaps the most important thing
we should do is seek to achieve legislative
oversight.
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The subject of what the Senator from
Minnesota has said about his amendment
and my amendment No. 1040 tries to
accomplish the same thing. The Senator
from Minnesota, as I understand, is going
to substitute a modification,

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is correct. I
shall send a modified amendment to the
desk, and as a further modification, I
wish to submit it on behalf of myself, the
Senator from Maryland (Mr. BEaLL), and
the Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIpEN).

Mr. ERVIN. I have no objection to the
modification.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I send it to the desk.
It is already so modified, according to
the amendment.

The modified amendment is as follows:

On page 171, between lines 14 and 15, in-
sert the following:

“(b) Section 136 of such Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsections:

*(d) To carry out such required analysis,
appraisal and evaluation, such eommittees of
the Senate shall each establish a Subcom-
mittee on Legislative Review, which shall
have the duty to eonduct for the committee
the responsibilities assigned to the commit-
tees by this section, and to report to the
committee to which each such subcommittee
Is responsible the results of the analysis, ap-
praisal and evaluation conducted under this
section, together with such recommendations
as the subcommittee deems appropriate. In
the case of a committee having one or more
subcommittees to which the committee has
given responsibility for considering and
making recommendations with respect to
subject matters within the subject jurisdic-
tion of the committee, the Subconmmittee on
Legislative Review of that eommittee shall
assist that subcommittee in reviewing and
studying the application, administration, and
execution of those laws, or parts of laws,
which are within such responsibility. Any
such subcommittee shall make a report on
the results of its review and study at least
once every three years. In the event the sub-
committee has not made a report within a
three-year period, the Subcommittee on Leg-
islative Review of the committee shall make
such review and study, and submit a repart
thereon to the committee, not later than
one year after the subcommittee having such
responsibility was to have made such report.
In the case of any subject matter not within
the responsibility of any particular subcom-
mittee of the committee, the Subcommittee
on Legislative Review of that committee shall
make such review and study with respect to
such subjeet matter and submit a report
thereon to the committee not less than once
every third year.

“{e) In any case in which the Subcom-
mittee on Legislative Review has not sub-
mitted a report to be prepared by it under
subsection (a) of this section, within the
period of time provided in that subsection,
the Comptroller General shall, within one
year after the last day en which the sub-
committee report was to have been sub-
mitted, make such study and report the sub-
committee was to have made, and submit
a report thereon to the committee.

" (f) The provisions of this section do not
apply to the Commitiee on Appropriations
of the Senate.

“(g) Subsections (d) and (f) of this
section are enacted as an exercise of the
rulemaking power of the Senate, subject to
and with full recognition of the power of
the Senate to enact or change any rule of
the Senate at any time, in its exercise of its
Constitutional right to determine the rules
of its proceedings. Nothing in this section
shall be construed, however, as precluding
any Legislative Review Subcommittee of the
Senate from conducting hearings and engag-

March 22, 1974

ing in other deliberations jointly with such
committees or subcommittees of the House
of Representatives which the House may des-
ignate to conduct the analyses, appraisals,
and reviews required under this title.”

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The purpose of my
objection to the amendment is that we
already have authority to do what it pro-
poses. As a matter of fact, the Committee
on Government Operations was created
for this purpose in the beginning.

I think the needed reform is to look at
committee jurisdiction. Any bill that is
introduced could, technically, go to the
Government Operations Committee, if we
want to stretch it a little bit, But I think
that if committees would do their job, it
would not be necessary to do what is
propaosed. They are supposed to follow
through and conduct oversight. When
they do not follow through, there can be
a good deal of delay.

I suppose that if I wanted to, I could
stretch the jurisdiction if the Committee
on Interstate Commerce to include every-
thing. Everything is in interstate com-
merce nowadays, is it not?

Mr. HUMPHREY, Just about.

Mr. MAGNUSON. We could claim
jurisdiction if a bill affected the environ-
ment. The Committee on the Judiciary
could take a bill relating to interstate
commerce which included a fine for a
violation. The Judiciary Commitiee
would say, “Oh, we have to take a look
at that.”

I think the most pertinent reform we
must have—and maybe a special com-
mittee should do this—is to reform the
jurisdiction of the regular committees.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland has the floor.

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, it is my
pleasure to serve on the Commerce Com-
mittee under the leadership of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Washington. I
know that the committee is doing an ex-
cellent job on oversight, but I submit
that there is a difference between having
hearings and submitting a report on
Drogress.

I certainly believe that it is imperative
that we improve legislative oversight.
However, I do not believe any of us are
pleased with the results under the Legis-
Iative Reorganization Act.

The bill reported by the Government
Operations Committee, as I understand
it, would have adopted the zero budget
concept. Under this concept, all programs
would expire at the end of a 3-year pe-
riod and reexamination and reevaluation
would be forced.

The reported bill by the Rules Com-
mittee eliminated this provision because
they felt that alfhough the provision was
laudable, “a uniform 3-year limit could
disrupt the operations of Federal agen-
ciles and impose a large workload on
congressional committees.” The bill I in-
troduced on the budget, S. 758, the Con-
gressional Budget Control and Oversight
Improvement Act, contains a provision
which, I believe, would represent a mid-
dle ground, yet assure that the evalua-
tion and oversight functions are, in fact,
met.

The reported bill, like the 1970 Reorga-
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nization Act, is also laudable and cer-
tainly contemplates additional review.
However, I do not believe that the bill
provides the mechanism for achieving
that goal. Therefore, the amendment I
offer now would guarantee that the vital
oversight function of the Congress would
be accomplished.

It is aimed at assuring that an ade-
quate, not a cursory review is made by
the legislative committees in the Con-
gress. It would do this by requiring each
standing committee of the House and the
Senate to establish a Subcommittee on
Legislative Review. When a committee
already has a subcommittee, with the
responsibility with respect to a subject
matter, that subcommittee, assisted by
the Legislative Review Subcommittee,
may evaluate the program or legislation.

However, if the subcommittee having
jurisdiction failed to evaluate and make
a report of its review and study at least
once every 3 years, the Subcommit-
tee on Legislative Review would then be
mandated to conduct a review.

To make it absolutely certain that a re-
view would be forthcoming, in any event,
once every b years, the General Account-
ing Office would be required to make a
study and report to the appropriate com-
mittee and the Congress if the review had
not been done by either the appropriate
subcommittee or the new Legislative Re-
view Subcommittee, by the end of the
fourth year.

I urge the adoption of this this amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from Maryland has
expired.

The Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
Ervin) has 3 minutes on the amend-
ment.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr, President, I ask the
Senate to reject the amendment simply
because it has nothing whatsoever to do
with this bill, which seeks to legislate.
This amendment would amend the Sen-
ate rules. It ought to be in the form of a
resolution. Let the Committee on Rules
and Administration study it, for the
amendment would change the rules of
every Senate committee,

I hope that the Senate will not let it
zt‘jde piggyback on this piece of legisla-

on,

Mr. BROCEK. Mr, President, I support
the idea presented by the Senator from
Minnesota. The intent of S. 1541, as re-
ported by Government Operations was
to require recurrent evaluation. Title
VIII in that bill required that major out-
lay programs not funded at least in part
by user taxes would be subject to a 3-
year limitation on authorization. Re-
authorization of a program would have
followed only after a thorough evalua-
tion of its effectiveness. Since social se-
curity, unemployment compensation,
highway, airport and other trust fund
financed programs were excepted, about
two-thirds of the total budget would
have been subject to this limitation.

The purpose of title VIII was to build
the concept of “zero-based budgeting”
into the congressional budgetary process.
New legislative initiatives should be con-
sidered on an equal footing with estab-
lished program. At present, there is an
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automatic bias operating on behalf of
continued funding of programs even if
they have failed to achieve their objec-
tives or if priorities have changed. This
bias can be overcome by subjecting on-
going programs to periodic evaluation
and analysis in order to determine
whether it is achieving its purposes in an
effective manner. Such an analysis would
allow for explicit comparison of estab-
lished program with alternatives. Thus,
zero-based budgeting is an essential
element of the budgetary process. Legis-
lative review subcommittees could carry
out such an important funetion.

The call for regular program evalua-
tion is certainly essential to the fulfill-
ment of the Congress’ oversight responsi-
bility. Program administrators must be
called upon to justify their programs on a
continuing basis.

The creation of review subcommittees
would encourage the authorizing com-
mittees to exercise greater control over
continuing programs. Greater control in
this instance should increase the powers
of these committees to expand success-
ful programs and end unsuccessiul pro-
grams or those programs that have ful-
filled their objectives. Authorization
limits would also have aided in this at-
tempt.

The new subcommittees would insure
that new and innovative programs would
be much more common. As old programs
are ended—which is rarely the case, to-
day—new programs can begin. Subcom-
mittees would be able to make the con-
sideration which do not tend to be made
today when no one is responsible and
programs are protected by unlimited or
long-term authorizations.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Library of Congress study
by Joseph E. Cantor, entitled “Examples
of Major Federal Programs Affected by
Title VIII of S. 1541, the Senate Budget
Reform Bill,” be printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the study
was ordered to be printed in the REcorb.
as follows:

ExaMpPLES oF MaJorR FEDERAL PROGRAMS
A¥FECTED BY Trrie VIII orF S. 1641, THE
SENATE BUDGET REFORM BILL AS REPORTED
BY THE SENATE GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
COMMITTEE ON NOVEMEER 20, 1973

(Research by Joseph E. Cantor)

(From Government and General Research

Division, Eenneth E. Gray, Division Chief)

In accord with your instructions, we have
prepa.red the attached report which indicates
how Senate committees and the programs
and agencies under their jurisdiction might
be affected by Title VIII of 8. 1541, as re-
ported from the Senate Government Opera-
tions Committee on November 20, 1973. The
list of programs by authorizmg committee,
along with other pertinent information, can
probably be better understood by an expla-
nation of our research procedure.

Title VIII provldes for a three-year limit
on authorization of all major Federal pro-
grams, We agree that the Congressional Re-
search Service would provide examples of
major Federal programs which would be af-
fected by the three-year limit, listed under
the authorizing committees which have juris-
diction over them. The ltsting we have pre-
pared goes beyond this to provide a fairly
complete list of the status of all authoriza-
tions, including those which are for three

years or less and therefore would not be
directly affected by Title VIII,
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While "“major” is clearly defined in the
legislation as involving the expenditure of
$100,000,000 or more in a three year period,
“program” is not defined either in the bill
or the committee print. Consequently there
is room for disagreement over what actually
constitutes Federal programs; activities,
agencies, or other budgetary categories. As
a general rule, the funds for most agencies
(ordinarily for the salarles and operating ex-
penses of the agency) are permanently au-
thorized by the legislation which created
them. In some cases, we distinguished be-
tween an agency, the funds for which are
permanently authorized, and some of its
programs, which have limited terms of
authorization.

In classfying major programs, we relied
primarily on the 1974 Federal Budget, We
defined as “major” all Budget Accounts with
“budget authority” proposed for fiscal year
1974 in amounts of approximately $33 mil-
lion or more (thereby producing an estimate
of $100 million over three years). We dealt
only with Federal funds, and excluded trust
funds such as the Highway and Soclal Se-
curity Funds,

In some cases we combined several entries
under a category or subcategory of an agency
to reflect a $33 million-plus program; in
others we employed the most detalled entry
(provided it met the $33 million minimum)
if it alone seemed to constitute a program
apart from the other entries in the category.
In each case the purpose was to have a rea-
sonably consistent definition of programs.

Asslgning major programs to the Senate
Committees with jurisdiction over them also
presented some difficulties. When guestions
arose over a program’s slot, we checked with
the Senate Parliamentarian’s Office or with
committee staff members. We should cau-
tion, however, that some programs matched
with a given committee may also contain
funds for subprograms within the scope of
another committee.

To determine the length of authorization
of program, we contacted committee staff or
budget or information offices in the agencies.
While this approach was dependent on hu-
man judgment, it afforded us the possibllity
to cover the greatest amount of ground in a
relatively short period of time. Only in cases
of serious guestions or incongruous informa-
tion did we check the actual statutes.

Considerable difficulty was encountered in
determining what constitutes an authoriza-
tion and its duration. One reason is that au-
thorizations come in many forms and that
in some of the forms there may not be a
clearcut distinction between the authoriza-
tion and appropriation stages. A second
problem occurs when the authorization is
permanent but its effectlve operation is de-
pendent upon the availability of funds. Thus
the authorization may be without limitation
of time, but when there is a money limit the
permanence may have little effect. A third
problem is that certain programs and their
specifications may be intertwined with one
another so that the operation of one program
is contingent upon meeting conditions set
in some other program.

We hope that the information set forth
will be of value to you. Should you desire
further Investigation or clarification of any
aspect of this work, please do not hesitate to
contact us.

COMMITTEE ON AERONAUTICAL AND SPACE
SCIENCES

ACCOUNT AND AUTHORIZATION

National Aeronautics and Bpace Adminis-
tration:

Research and Development, 1 year,

Construction of facilities, 1 year.

Research and program management, 1
year.
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COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY
ACCOUNTS AND AUTHORIZATION

Agriculture Departmental Management,
permanent.

Agriculture Research Serviece, permanent,

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Serv-
ice, permanent.

Cooperative State Hesearch Service, per-
manent.

Extension Serviee, permanent.

Agricultural Economics, permanent,

Foreign Agricultural Service, permanent.

Foreign Assistance and Special Export
Programs, 4 years.

Agrieultural Stabilization and Conserva-
tion Service, permanent,

Commodity Credit Corporation. Price
Support—Reimbursement for Net Realized
Losses most (Le~—wheat, feed grain pro-
grams) are 4 years authorizations; some are
permanent however, primarily 4 years.

Natlonal Woel Act, 4 years.

Rural Electrification Administration,
manent,

Farmer's Home Administration:

Salaries and Expenses, permanent.

Agriculture Credit Insurance Fund,
manent.

Rural Development Insurance Fund,
manent,

Boil Conservation Service, permanent.

Agriculture Marketing Service, permanent.

Forest Service, permanent.

Child Nutrition Programs:

School lunch, permanent.

Free and reduced-price lunch, permanent.

School breakfast, 2 years.

Special food service, 2 years,

Food Stamp Program, 4 years.

per-

per-
per-

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES
ACCOUNT AND AUTHORIZATION
Military Personnel, permanent.
Retired Pay, Defense, permanent.
Operations and Maintenance, permanent,
Procurement, 1 year.
Research and Development, 1 year,
Military Construetion, 1 year.
Family Housing, 1 year.
€Civil Defense, permanent.
Allowanees, permanent,
Canal Zone Government—operating ex-
penses, permanent.
Selective Service, permanent,

COMMITTEE ON BANKING, HOUSING AND
URBAN AFPAIRS
ACCOUNTS AND AUTHORIZATION
Housing and Urban Development, Depart-
ment Management, permanent.
Research and Technology, permanent,
Securities and Exchange Commission, per-
manent.
Homeownership Assistance—Section 235,
permanent,
Rental Housing Assistance—Section 236,
permanent.
Rent Supplemental Program, permanent.
Low-rent Public Housing, permanent.
Comprehensive Planning Grants, perma-
nent.?
Urban Renewal Fund, permanent,
Federal Housing Administration Fund, 1
year.
Small Business Administration:
Loan and Investment Fund, permanent.
Disaster loan fund, permanent,
CoMMITTEE 0N COMMERCE
ACCOUNT AND AUTHORIZATION

General Administration (Commerce Dept.),
permanent,

1 Although this program has permanent
authorization, there is a dollar-Hmit and
an additional authorization is required if
the payment is to exceed that Mmit,
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Domestic and International Business Ad-
ministration (Salaries), permanent.

Patent Office, National Bureau of Stand-
ards, National Technieal Information Serv-
ice, Office of Telecommunications, perma-
nent.

Maritime Administration:

Ship Construction, 1 year.
Operating—Differential Subsidies, 1 year.
Operations and Training, 1 year.

Office of the Secretary (Transportation
Dept.), permanent.

Coast Guard, 1 year.

Federal Aviation Administration,
manent.

Civil Aeronautics Board, permanent.

Consumer Product Safety Commission, per-
manent.

Corporation for Public Broadeasting, 1
year.

Federnl Communications Commission
(salaries and expenses), permanent.

Federal Trade Commission, permanent.

Interstate Commerce Commission, per-
manent.

Federal Power Commission, permanent.

per-

CoMMITTEE ON DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
ACCOUNT AND AUTHORIZATION

Federal Payment to D.C., permanent.!

Loans to D.€C. for ecapital outlay, per-
manent.

Repayable Advances to D.C. general fund—
Permanent, indefinite, permanent.

Washington Metropelitan Area Transit Au-
thority, permanent,

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE
ACCOUNT AND AUTHORIZATION

Bureau of Customs, permanent.

Bureau of the Public Debt, permanent.

Internal Revenue Service, permanent.

Interest on the Public Debt, permanent.

General Revenue Sharing, 5 years.

Sugar Act Program, permanent.

Treasury Department:

Office of the Secretary, permanent.

Bureau of Accounts, permanent.

Bureau of Alcohel, Tobacco, and Firearms,
permanent.

Seeret Service, permanent.

Social and Rehabilitation Services. Grants
to States for public assistance: Public As-
sistamce (Aid to Pamilles with Dependent
Children), permanent.

Grants to States for public assistance:
Providing or financing medical services
(Medicaid), permanent,

Grants to States for public assistance:
Sectal and individual services, permanent.

Work Incentives, permanent.

Social Security Administration. Payments
to 8.8, Trust Funds: Providing er finaneing
medical services, permanent.

Payments to S.8. Trust Funds: Retirement
and Soclal Insurance, permanent,

Supplemental security Iincome program,
permanent.

COoMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS
ACCOUNT AND AUTHORIZATION

International Security Assistance:

Military Credit Sales to Israel, 1 year.

Military Assistance, 1 year,

Foreign Military Credit Sales, 1 year.

Security Supporting Assistance, 1 year.

Multilateral Assistance:

International Financial Institutions, 1
year.

International Organizations and Programs,
1 year.

Bilateral Assistanee:

Grants and other programs, 2 years.

Alliance for Progress (Development loans),
2

years.
Development loans (Reveolving fund), 2
years,

Overseas Private Investment Cerporation,
permanent.
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President’s Foreign Assistance Contingency
Fund, 2 years.

State Department Administration, 1 year.

International eorganizations and confer-
ences, 1 year.

Educational Exchange, 1 year,

Peace Corps. ACTION international pro-
grams, 1 year.

U.8. Information Agency, 1 year.

International Radio Broadcasting activi-
ties, 1 year.

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS
ACCOUNT AND AUTHORIZATION
General Services Administration, perma-
nent.
General Accounting Office, permanent.

COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS
ACCOUNT AND AUTHORIZATION

Bureau of Land Management:

Management of lands and resources, per-
manent.

Fayments to counties, Oregon and Cali-
fornia land granis, permanent.

Payments to States from receipts under
Mineral Leasing Act, permanent.

Bureau of Indian Affairs:

Educational Assistance,
services, permanent.

Welfare and guidance services, permanent.

Employment assistance, permanent.

Resources management, permanent.

Construction, permanent.

Road construction: permanent centract
authority (under Highway Act), 2 years.

Alaska Native Claims, 11 years.

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation:

Land and water conservation: assistance
to States, 25 years.

Land and water conservation: Federal pro-
grams, 25 years.

Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands, 2
years,

Geologic Survey. Topographic surveys and
mapping, permanent.

Geological and mineral resource surveys
and mapping, permanent.

Water resources investigations,
nent.

Bureau of Mines: Mineral Resources De-
velopment, permanent.

Office of Coal Research, permanent.

Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife:

Wildlife resources (Resource manage-
ment), permanent.

Federal aid in Wildlife restoration, per-
manent.

National Park Service: Park management,
permanent.

Bureau of Reclamation:
Central Valley project, California, perma-
nent.

Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin program, per-
manent.

Bonneville Power Administration:

Construction, permanent.

Operations and maintenance, permanent,

Office of the Secretary (Interior Dept.),
permanent.

facilities and

perma-

COMMITTEE ON JUDICIARY
ACCOUNT AND AUTHORIZATION

Federal Judiciary, permanent.

Legal Activities and General Administra-
tion (Justice Dept.), permanent.

Federal Bureau of Investigation, perma-
nent.

Immigration and Naturalization Service,
permanent.

Federal prison system, permanent.

Law Enforcement Assistance Administra-
tion, 3 years.

CoMMITTEE ON LABOR AND FUBLIC WELFARE
ACCOUNT AND AUTHORIZATION

Office of the Secretary—Health, Education
and Welfare, permanent,
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Food and Drug Administration, permanent.
Health Services and Mental Health Admin-
istration: 1
Mental Health:
General Mental Health, 1 year,
Drug Abuse, primarily 1 year,
Alcoholism, primarily 1 year.
Health Services Planning and Develop-
ment:
Health Services Research and Development,
1 year.
Comprehensive Health Planning, 1 year.
Medical Facilities Construction, 1 year,
Health Services Delivery:
Comprehensive Health Services, 1 year.
Maternal and Child Health, 1 year.
Family Planning, 1 year.
Patient Care and Special Health Services,
1 year,
Indian Health Services—Patlent Care, per-
manent.
Indian Health Facilities, permanent.
National Institutes of Health (exceptions
are National Cancer Institute and National
Heart and Lung Institute), largely perma-
nent,
Public Health Service Hospitals, perma-
nent.
National Institute of Education, 4 years.
Office of Education:
Elementary and Secondary Education, 3
years.
Emergency School Assistance, 3 years.
School Assistance in Federally Affected
Areas:
Part A Impact Aid, permanent.
Others, 3 years.
Education for the Handicapped, 3 years.
Vocational and Adult Education, 4 years.
Higher Education (Land Grant Colleges—
permanent), 4 years.
Student Loan Insurance Fund, 4 years.
Howard University, permanent.
Manpower Revenue-sharing,
(currently).
Federal unemployment benefits and allow-
ances, permanent.
Federal grants to states for employment
services, permanent.
Employment Standards Administration:
Salaries and Expenses, permanent,
Federal Civillan Employees’ benefits, per=
manent.
Occupational Safety and Health Adminis-
tration, permanent.
Bureau of Labor Statistics, permanent.
Department of Labor-Management, per-
manent.
Action—operating expenses, domestic Pro-
grams, 3 years.
Equal Employment Opportunity Commis-
sion, permanent.
National Labor Relations Board, perma-
nent.
National Endowment for the Arts and Hu-
manities, 3 years.
National Science Foundation, 1 year.
CoMMITTEE ON POsST OFFICE AND
CIviL SERVICE
ACCOUNT AND AUTHORIZATION
Records Actlvities—National Archives, per-
manent.
Civil Service Commission:
Salaries and Expenses, permanent.
Government payment for annuitants, em-
ployee health benefits, permanent.,
Payment to civil service retirement and
disability fund, permanent.
Payment to Postal Bervice Fund, 2 years.

315, years

CoMMITTEE ON PusLic WORKS
ACCOUNT AND AUTHORIZATION
Disaster Relief Fund (now under Federal

Disaster Asslstance Administration), perma-
nent.

1 Although most programs under this
agency are currently extended for one year
their usual length of authorization is multi-
year.
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Environmental Protection Agency (Clean
Alr Act, Encouraging development of low
emission vehicles, and other programs have
3 year authorizations), permanent.

Public Buildings Service, permanent.

Appalachian Regilonal Development Pro-
grams (exeept for highway programs which
are § years), 4 years,

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION
ACCOUNT AND AUTHORIZATION

Senate, permanent.

Legislative Branch—jolnt items, perma-
nent,

Library of Congress, permanent.

Government Printing Office, permanent.

Smithsonian Institutions, permanent,

COMMITTEE ON VETERAN' AFFAIRS
ACCOUNT AND AUTHORIZATION

Veterans' Administration:

Veterans’ service-connected compensation,
permanent,

Veterans' non-service-connected pension,
permanent.

Other veterans' income security programs,
permanent,

Readjustment benefits, permanent.

Medical care, permanent.

Medical and prosthetic research, perma-
nent.

Medical administration and miscellaneous
operating expenses, permanent.

General operating expenses, permanent.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on this amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent to proceed for
1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I dislike to object to the amendment of-
fered by the distinguished Senator, but
I do agree with the distinguished Senator
from North Carolina that the amend-
ment would change the standing rules of
the Senate. The Senafor may have al-
ready submitted a resolution on this sub-
ject before.

As chairman of the subcommittee
which has jurisdiction, I will hold hear-
ings. I shall be glad to hold hearings on
the resolution and let him know when
that will be, so that he can notify those
who wish to support such a resolution.
If we are going to change the standing
rules, I should like to see the Committee
on Rules and Administration at least
have a chance to consider the matter. If
we start doing it on the floor of the Sen-
ate we are going to get ourselves into
bad shape. I would hope that the Senator
from Minnesota would not propose this
amendment in the Senate.

Mr. HUMPHREY. May I ask my asso-
ciate on the amendment, the Senator
from Maryland, what his view is?

Mr. BEALL. I think it is a reasonable
request. This is a specific commitment to
get the job done in a specific period of
time.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have always found
the distinguished Senator from West Vir-
ginia to be a man of his word; not only
that, a man of action. I do not want to
delay matters. There is some truth in the
fact that the amendment proposes a
change in the rules. I assure the Senator
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from West Virginia that I will introduce
a resolution, with cosponsors. Therefore,
I withdraw the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is withdrawn.

Under the previous order, the Senator
from Florida is recognized.

AMENDMENTS NO. 1058

Myr. CHILES. Mr. President, I call up
my amendments No. 1056, for myself,
the Senator from New York (Mr, JAvITS),
the Senator from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE),
the Senator from Louisiana (Mr, JoHN-
sToN), and the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss) .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendments.

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendments be dispensed with and that
the amendments be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendments, ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, are as follows:

On page 168, line 3, strike out the closing
quotation marks, and between lines 3 and 4,
insert the following:

“{1) The Budget transmitted pursuant to
subsection (a) for each fiscal year, begin-
ning with the fiscal year ending September
30, 1979, shall contain a presentation of
budget authority, proposed budget author-
ity, outlays, proposed outlays, and descrip-
tive information in terms of—

“{1) a detailed structure of national needs
which shall be used to reference all agency
missions and programs;

“(2) agency missions; and

*{8) a summary of agency programs with
a description of hasic program steps to be
provided directly by the agencies to the ap-
propriate committees of Congress to the
extent applicable to agency activities.

“(4) To assist the President in carrying
out the provisions of subsection (i), and to
the extent practicable—

“(1) each agency shall furnish informa-
tion in support of its budget requests in
accordance with its assigned misslons in
terms of Federal functions and subfunctions,
including mission responsibilities of com-
ponent organizations; and

“(2) each agency shall relate all programs
to agency missions and shall furnish infor-
mation to describe the program step being
executed and for which budget authority is
being requested or outlays made to the ex-
tent applicable to agency activities.

“{k) For purposes of subsections (1) and
: “{1) The term ‘national needs’ means
those Federal functions and subfunctions
which are, at a given time, being performed
by the Government in order to provide for
the well-being of the Nation. National needs
(functions and subfunctions) describe the
purposes being served by budget authority
and outlays without regard to the means
that may be chosen to meet those purposes.

“{2) The term ‘agency missions’ means
those responsibilities for meeting national
needs which may be varlously assigned to
the agencies of the executive branch. Agency
missions can be expressed in terms of those
functions or subfunctions which may be, at
a given time, the responsibility of that
agency and its component organizations.

“(8) The term ‘program' means, to the
extent applicable to agency activities, that
organized set of activities and actions which
may be undertaken by an executive agency
in order to solve a particular problem, meet
a particular objective, and achieve a par-
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ticular set of goals directly related to ful-
filling that agency’s mission responsibilities
and which, over the course of the program,
entails significant expenditures of resources,

“(4) The following are four of the basic
steps in the process by which new programs,
or major modifications to existing programs,
are formulated and executed:

“(A) 'Establishing needs and goals' means
defining the particular problem to be solved
and the objective measures of the end re-
sults, or goals, to be sought and attained as
a consequence of the program. Goals de-
scribe the level of mission capability the
agency is seeking, when it is to be made
avallable, and the total cost within which
that capability is to be provided without
regard to the means used to achieve those
results.

“(B) 'Exploring alternatives’ means the
creation, definition, and evolution of com-
peting means to solve a particular problem,
drawing on the base of technology in order
to identify and evolve those approaches that
are promising, to eliminate those that are
not promising, and to supply information
on the expected costs and benefits of each
approach.

“(C) ‘Choosing the preferred program ap-
proach’ means the evaluation and choice of
the preferred program approach from among
remaining alternatives. The evaluation will
determine which approach will best meet
the updated goals of the program and the
costs and benefits accruing to each alter-
native In meeting the agency’s mission.

“(D) ‘Implementation’ means putting the
preferred program approach into operation
and monitoring its effectiveness, including
final development preparation of the chosen
approach, operational support and main-
tenance, and modification based on review
of program effectiveness.”

On page 182, line 14, before the period
insert “and sectiom 201 (i), (j), and (k) of
such Act (as added by section 601) shall
apply with respect to the fiscal year begin-
ning on October 1, 1978, and succeeding
fiscal years™.

Mr, CHILES. Mr. President, the de-
tailed justification for these amend-
ments was included in my floor state-
ment on Wednesday, March 20. Since
that time, we have worked out additional
language modifications to further im-
prove the amendments so that they
would be acceptable to all concerned
parties.

1 would like to reiterate the impor-
tance of the amendments.

They are designed to strengthen con-
gressional control over the budget, na-
tional priorities, and—in particular—
Federal programs by providing a frame-
work of budget information that builds
on end-purpose—or functional—cate-
gories; ties in agency programs; and
exposes key steps in program evolution.

The amendments would require, be-
ginning in fiscal year 1979, budget in-
formation to:

First. Clearly identify the separate
public needs that warrant major Fed-
eral expenditures; to have proposed ex-
penditures in the Federal budget related
to these public needs and to permit the
Congress to adjust the proposed expen-
ditures in accordance with its own view
of national priorities;

Second. Provide a bridge in the Fed-
eral budget between public needs and
the various agency programs intended
to satisfy those needs; and

Third. To institute for such programs
a framework of program step informa-
_tion to improve congressional oversight,
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a framework to permit the Congress to
participate more effectively in the policy
decisions that initiate new programs and
to ask questions about the conduct of
such programs which will influence their
performance,

decision,
costs.

Let me briefly summarize the support
for the amendments.

First. The amendments program con-
trol framework was recommended by the
Congressional Procurement Commission
after 2'-year study. Commissioners in-
cluded Senators JacksonN, GURNEY, and
myself, as well as Congressmen HoLI-
FIELD and HorTtonN, and the Comptroller
General.

Second. The amendments incorporate
substantial changes in response to OMB,
GAO, and congressional suggestions for
improvement.

Third. Secretary Schlesinger has sup-
ported this mission planning framework
in testimony this year and is moving to
implement it already in the Defense De-
partment.

Fourth. The program framework was
endorsed by the Interagency Steering
Group, including representatives from
Department of Defense, National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration,
Atomic Energy Commission, Department
of Transportation, and National Science
Foundation.

Fifth. The Comptroller General has
supported this approach and said it was
consistent with the work being performed
by the General Accounting Office under
the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1970.

Sixth. A ecomparable planning frame-
work was endorsed by Elliot Richardson
to reform Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare planning and pro-
grams in 1972,

Seventh. The need for this kind of in-
formation has been confirmed by staff of
Senate Appropriations and Commerce;
House Government Operations, Educa-
tion, and Labor; and other Committees
in a General Accounting Office survey.

Eighth. Finally, the amendments
would encourage business competition
and the application of new technology to
meet public needs by regularly gquestion-
ing how alternatives were being explored
in Federal programs.

In summary, the amendments—build
upon the functional and subfunctional
categories that are already included in
the President’s budget; ask for a bridge
to agency programs related to the func-
tions; and ask for information on what
stage each program is at.

Information in the last two areas is
not now furnished to the Congress or its
committees in a regular, consistent fash-
ion. To relieve Office of Management and
Budget of the burden of consolidating
program information, the amendments
were revised to permit the individual
agencies to submit it directly to their
counterpart committees.

The prime intent of these amendments
is to provide a simplified framework for
all the fragmented information Congress
now gets, a simplified tabulation of func-
tions—the purpose for which we are
spending the taxpayer's money—identi-
fication of related agencies’' programs;
and which basic step was being per-

and ultimate
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formed, with description of how the step
was proceeding going to the concerned
committees. This is hardly voluminous
and, most important, would make the
rest of the data more meaningful and
manageable,

The four basic steps naturally evolve
on any program but occur only once and
frequently years apart. Certainly our
committees have the ability and time to
track four crueial turning points in any
program.

I want to thank the distinguished
Senators from North Carolina (ErvIN),
Montana (MEercarr), Illinois (PERCY),
Maine (Muskie), New York (Javits),
Louisiana (JounsTON), and Utah (Moss)
for their cooperation and support in de-
veloping these amendments. Their in-
siglht and suggestions have been invalu-
able.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, we are per-
fectly willing to take the amendments to
conference.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. CHILES. I yield back the remain-
der of my time,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has been yielded back. The question is
on agreeing to the amendments.

The amendments were agreed to.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I believe there are no more amendments.
I ask that the Chair proceed to third
reading and then recognize the distin-
guished Senator from—I am sorry; I am
aware now of another amendment.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, is there
another amendment to be considered?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, in light
of the fact that there is another amend-
ment pending, I shall take only 2 or 3
minutes, and then yield back the re-
mainder of my time. I am aware of our
time schedule, and I am happy to do it.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield to me?

Mr. CURTIS. 1 yield.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unani-
mous consent, due to the fact that there
is a comparable House bill on the cal-
endar, and that affer third reading is
reached unanimous consent will be re-
quested to proceed to the consideration of
the House bill and substitute the Senate
language, that the vote that was hereto-
fore ordered on the Senate bill be trans-
ferred to make it a vote on the House
bill instead of the Senate bill,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. At 2
o'clock?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes, under the
same order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, this bill
and all of the effort that has gone into
it has some very fine aspects in focusing
the attention of Congress on the budget.
It contains procedural changes that I
think are advisable, in that we look at
the whole budget at once, and for that
reason I commend those Senators who
have worked so diligently on this meas-
ure.

I wish to point out, however, that to
most of us budget reform means a bal-
anced budget, living within our means.
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The disciplines to bring that about are
not in this measure.

And, Mr. President, that cannot be
done by statute. We cannot bind another
Congress. They could not only repeal
what is about to be enacted, but they
could totally igmore it. I call attention
to the fact that we have a statufe that
says Congress shall adjourn on a certain
date. We do not adjourn. Any time after
this measure becomes law, at any stage
in the proceedings, an individual Mem-
ber can offer anything he wants to, and
if it is enacted it is a statute; it is on
the same level as this law, and the last
act prevails.

Therefore, Mr. President, the only way
we can ever have budget reform in the
nature of a balanced budget is to write
such a procedure into the Constitution,
and I have such a proposal. I shall not
offer it today, but here is what it pro-
vides: It provides that if we spend more
than we take in, an automatic surtax
is imposed. If we spend 3 percent more
than we take in, a 3-percent surtax, 10
percent more, a 10-percent surtax, and
so on. It would compel a balanced budget.

I realize that there are times when, in
grave national emergency or upon a dec-
laration of war, we must use the credit
of the United States. So this proposal
provides that Congress, by a three-
fourths vote, can set aside such a pro-
posal for a year at a time, and then do
it again.

Mr. President, that will bring about
8 balanced budget. I realize that there
are many people who favor more Govern-
ment than I do. I respect them in that
position, but I also suggest that we pay
for it. There is no reason why we should
charge the current cost of Government
to our children and grandchildren any
more than we should charge our groceries
or other expenses of living to them. We
should pay for our Government as we go
along.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp at this
point Senate Joint Resolution 142, which
has been introduced by myself, Mr.
HRrUSKA, Mr. FANNIN, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr,
Herms, and Mr., WiLriam L, Scorr.

There being no objection, the joint re-
solution (8.J. Res. 142) was ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each
House concurring therein), That the follow-
ing article is hereby proposed as an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States, which shall be wvalid to all intents
and purposes as part of the Constitution
when ratified by the legislatures of three-
fourths of the several States within seven
years after its submission to the States for
ratification:

“ARTICLE —

“SgerioN 1. On or before the fifteenth day
after the beginning of each regular session
of the Congress, the President shall transmit
to the Congress a budget which shall set
forth aeparately—

“(1) his estimate of the receipts of the
Government, other than trust funds, during
the ensuing fiscal year under the laws then
existing;

“{2) his recommendations with respect to
outlays to be made from funds other than
trust funds during such ensuing fiscal year;
and
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“(3) if such recommendations exceeds such
estimate, a surtax rate which the President
determines to be necessary to be applied with
respect to the income tax of taxpayers to
those portions of taxable years of taxpayers
oceurring during such fiscal year, so that
such receipts will equal such outlays.

Buch surtax shall be eflective and so applied
to such fiscal year except as otherwise pro=-
vided in section 2 of this article.

“Sec. 2. During the first quarter of each
fiscal year, and during the third quarter of
each fiscal yaer, the Speaker of the House
of Representatives shall—

“(1) estimate the recelpts of the Govern-
ment, other than trust funds, during such
fiscal year;

“(2) estimate outlays to be made from
funds other than trust funds during such
fiscal year; and

“(3) (A) If such estimate of outlays exceeds
such estimate of receipts, determine a sur-
tax rate which the Speaker considers neces-
sary to be applied, with respect to the in-
come tax of taxpayers, to those portions of
taxable years of taxpayers remaining in such
fiscal year, so that such receipts will equal
such outlays; or

“{B) if such estimate of outlays equals

such estimate of receipts, determine that no
surtax rate is necessary to be applied.
Any such determination shall be effective,
and so applied, with respect to the remainder
of such fiscal year commencing on the first
day of the first month commencing at least
thirty days after such determination by the
Speaker. The surtax rate determined by the
President under section 1 of this article shall
not thereafter be applied commencing with
such effective date,

“SEc. 3. During the last month of each
fiscal year, the President shall review whether
the receipts of the Government, other than
trust funds, for such year will be less than
the outlays other than trust funds for that
fizcal year. If he finds that such receipts are
going to be less than such outlays, he shall
determine a surtax rate which he considers
necessary to be applied with respect to the
income tax of taxpayers, so that taxes re-
ceived by the Government from such sur-
tax, when added to other receipts of the
Government, will equal such outlays. Such
surtax shall be effective, and so applied, as
determined by the President only during the
next succeeding fiscal year. The surtax ef-
fective and applied under this section is in
addition to any other surtax that may be
effective and applied under this article and
may not be superseded or modified under
section 1 or 2 of this article.

“Sec. 4. The provisions of sections 1, 2, and
3 of this article may be suspended in the
case of a grave national emergency declared
by Congress (including a state of war for-
mally declared by Congress) by a concur-
rent resolution, agreed to by a rolleall vote of
three-fourths of all the Members of each
House of Congress, with each such resolu-
tion providing the period of time (not ex-
ceeding one year) during which those pro-
visions are to be suspended.

“Sec. 5. This article shall take effect on
the first day of the calendar year next fol-
lowing the ratification of this article.

“Sec. 6. The Congress shall have power to
enforce this article by appropriate legisla-
tion.",

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I hope
that the Senate will give serious consid-
eration to a budget reform that will work,
that will bind the Congress. There will
be another day. I shall have more to say
about it then.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from West Virginia,
the distinguished majority whip (Myr.
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Roeert C. Byrp), and myself, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

On page 109, beginning in line 13, after
the words “The Director shall receive the
same compensation as” strike the remainder
of the paragraph thru line 17, and insert “The
Secretary of the Senate. The Deputy Director
shall receive the same compensation as the
highest salary that can be pald to the Ad-
ministrative Assistant of a U.S. Senator.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I regret,
in a way, that this amendment has to be
offered, but the Benate having voted
down the amendment of the Senator
from Mississippi (Mr. STEnNNIs) which
would have adjusted the salaries of offi-
cers of the Senate and allowed salaries
of such people as the Secretary of the
Senate, and so forth, to be increased
somewhat, the question that we have be-
fore us is really two-fold: Do we want to
pay the Director of this new office that
would be set up under this bill the same
salary as a U.S. Senator? Because that is
the way it is provided in the bill: $42,500.

I do not think that any employee work-
ing for the U.S. Senate should receive
the same salary as a Senator. The ques-
tion, then, is how much less should he
receive?

There is a strong feeling that he should
not receive any more than the highest
paid official of the Senate staff at the
present time, and that is the Secretary
of the Senate. Unfortunately, the Secre-
tary of the Senate is now paid only
$36,000.

If we are only going to pay him $36,-
000, then we should only pay, in my
opinion, the director of this budget office,
whatever it is, that same salary. In the
future, when we adjust the salaries of
Senators, Representatives, and these
others, obviously we ought to adjust the
salary of the budget director, and I shall
be one of the first to join in the effort to
do that.

Mr. BROCE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield.

Mr. BROCEK. Mr. President, I could
not more vehemently disagree with the
Senator from Michigan. I understand his
logie, but the Director of the Congres-
sional Office of the Budget will not be an
employee of the Senate. The Congres-
sional Office of the Budget as a new
agency will be subject to the entire Con-
gress. We simply must get the best talent
we can find. It is an important and
crucial job, not only to the Congress but
to the country, and we must pay an
adequate wage to attract the kind of
individual we want to attract.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I vield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
would point out that the Secretary of the
Senate has approximately 500 people
under his responsibility. I do not think
anyone brought in under any new office
of this sort should be paid any more than
the people who have worked here faith-
fully and efficiently, and who are experi-
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enced, and I would hope we would not
denigrate those who have worked for us
dnd for the committees of the Senate by
bringing in someone else who will receive
$42,500. I do not think it is fair and I do
not think it is right, unless we want to
raise all the others to that figure, who
are just as good as any man who can be
brought in.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I respect-
fully disagree with the majority leader
and with the assistant minority leader. I
think we must judge these issues on their
own merits.

I think Senators and Representatives
are underpaid, and I have consistently
voted to get our pay up to the appropri-
ate levels. But here we are establishing no
new precedent; we are simply providing
another office created by Congress, re-
sponsible to the House of Representa-
tives and the Senate, like that of the
Comptroller General.

The Comptroller General of the United
States is paid $42,500. This is exactly the
same amount. I think it would be a re-
versal of everything we have tried to ac-
complish in this bill if we also paid the
Director of the Budget of the Congres-
sional Office of the Budget less than we
already provide for the Director of OMB.
‘We are trying to place them on a com-
parable basis. We are trying to see that
we are a coequal branch of the Govern-
ment. We are trying in every way to
attract the quality of man or woman that
would be attracted by the executive
branch. They want that professional ex-
perience. Representatives and Senators
have a lot of other benefits not included
in their pay. They get the honor and they
get the glory. We have plenty of people
applying for the jobs no matter what the
pay would be. But it is not true when we
are asking a man to give up a profes-
sional career and take a professional
position working for the House and Sen-
ate. The precedent is here and we have
thought it through carefully. I am ex-
tremely concerned at this last moment,
with 1 minute to go, that we bring
forward a matter which has been under
consideration for months by both com-
mittees and approved by the two com-
mittees of the Senate—and certainly the
House is not going to disagree with us. I
hope that we defeat it and certainly I
would ask for a rollcall vote.

Mr, GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I want to say that
I think our professionals here are just as
good as anywhere else.

Mr. PERCY. I have no disagreement
with the fact that they are underpaid.
It is about time we say so.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, this man is
not an employee of the Senate. He is an
employee of Congress, and he should be
paid on the same basis as another em-
ployee of Congress; namely, the Comp-
troller General.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Herms). The question is on agreeing to
Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) .

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered and the clerk will call
the roll.
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The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EacLETON), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. FUuLBrIGHT) , the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. EENNEDY), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. Long), the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. MeTzENBAUM), the Sen-
ator from Utah (Mr,. Moss), the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. Risicorr), the
Senator from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) ,
and the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
JoHNSTON) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
MeTzENBAUM) would vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON),
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Cook),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
Corron), the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. DomINICcK), the Senator from Ari-
zona (Mr. GOLDWATER) , the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. McCLURE), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND), and
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
WEICKER) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN) is absent because
of illness in the family.

I further announce that the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. HatriELD), the Sena-
tor from Vermont (Mr. StAFForRD), and
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Youneg) are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. THurMoND) and the Sen-
ator from Oregon (Mr. HaTFIELD) would
each vote “‘yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 43,
nays 36, as follows:

[No. 86 Leg.]
YEAS—43

Fong
Gravel
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Hartke
Helms

Baker
Bartlett
Beall
Bennett
Biden
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, Hruska
Harry F., Jr. Huddleston
Byrd, Robert C. Hughes
Cannon Javits
Curtis Magnuson
Dole Mansfield
Domenlei McClellan
Fannin Montoya

NAYS—36

Eastland
Ervin
Hart
Haskell
Hathaway
Hollings
Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
Mathias
MeGee Stevenson
McGovern Talmadge

NOT VOTING—21

Goldwater Moss
Hatfield Ribicoff
Johnston Stafford
Kennedy Symington
Long Thurmond
Eagleton MeClure Weicker
Fulbright Metzenbaum Young

So Mr. GriFrFIn’s amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. McCLELLAN., Mr. President, I
shall vote for the pending hill, because I

Nelson
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson
Proxmire
Roth
Schweiker
Scott, Hugh
Scott,
Willlam L.
Btevens
Taft
Tower
Tunney
Willlams

Abourezk
Allen
Bayh
Bentsen
Bible
Brock
Buckley
Case
Chiles
Church
Clark
Cranston

MclIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale
Muskie
Nunn

Pell

Percy
Randolph
Sparkman
Stennis

Alken
Bellmon
Cook
Cotton
Dominick
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strongly favor the attainment of its gen-
eral objectives.

However, I vote for it most reluctant-
1y, because I am convinced that this bill
in its present form will fall far short of
the goals it professes to achieve,

I am under no illusions about the re-
sults of this measure's implementation.
I do not see in this bill, under its present
provisions, any definite assurance or even
a strong prospect that this measure will
greatly improve the budgetary process or
materially strengthen congressional con-
trol over public spending.

Of course, this bill will go to confer-
ence. There, some desirable changes may
be made. But, I do not foresee that the
conferees can, or will, rewrite this bill
so as to make marked improvement in
it. Possibly the greatest virtue of this
particular legislation is that it may serve
as a vehicle for trial and error. Experi-
mentation with it for a year or two may
demonstrate the serious flaws that it
embraces and may indicate how the
deficiencies and weaknesses that it con-
tains can be eliminated.

We can only hope for the best—that
some good will come out of the serious
and dedicated effort that has been made
by the proponents of this measure to do
something practical and effective toward
reform of the budgetary process.

Mr. President, this bill, I believe, is
so fraught with complexities and so con-
fusing and cumbersome that it will be
most difficult, if not impossible, for the
Congress, as a practical matter, to com-
ply with its provisions and meet its re-
quirements. It may be destined to simply
fail and fall of its own weight. I am ap-
prehensive that, as now written, this
measure places such a burden on the
legislative and appropriation processes
that it is impractical and maybhe im-
possible for Congress to comply with its
terms and conform to its directives.

I sincerely hope my conclusions are
wrong, but I doubt it. Only time will tell.

Mr. President, if this measure should
prove to be inadequate or unworkable,
we must try again. The need for effective
budget reform and better control of pub-
lic spending is urgent. This problem will
not go away. It must be solved if we are
to preserve national solvency.

Mr., HELMS. Mr, President, I shall
vote, reluctantly, for this bill, but I hope
that my doing so will not leave the im-
pression that I consider this to be ade-
quate legislation.

I have heard some of its proponents
acknowledge that it is “half a loaf” in
terms of true budget reform. Even that
assessment, in my judgment, is extrava-
gant.

True budget reform will come only
when Members of Congress make up their
minds that they, as individuals, will re-
form themselves in terms of dangerous
fiscal practices. To put it bluntly, Mr,
President, if this Nation is to survive in
stability, we have got to return to eco-
nomic integrity.

There is nothing partisan about my
view, Mr. President. Both parties are to
blame, and all administrations for a gen-
eration. This business of spending billions
upon billions of dollars each year in ex-




March 22, 1974

cess of revenue has created a Federal
debt nearing a half trillion dollars. And
that is only a part of the story.

‘We can go back home, and make po-
litical speeches all we like, but there is
not a Member of this Senate who does
not know that it is the Congress that has
permitted this enormous Federal debt to
accumulate—the interest alone on which
is costing the American taxpayers $30
billion a year.

The distinguished Senator from Vir-
ginia (Mr. Harry F. Byrp, Jr.) and I
tried twice during this debate to persuade
this Senate to include a requirement for
a return to the balanced budget concept.
Twice we were defeated.

This makes five times, Mr. President—
five times—that Senator Byrp and I have
been rebuffed in our efforts in less than
12 months when we have pleaded for a
return to the balanced budget.

I mean to disparage no Senator, Mr.
President. But I do say that, as we pass
this bill, we ought to be honest with our-
selves, and with the American people,
and acknowledge that there is little pros-
pect of any early remedy to the Nation's
economic travail to be found in this bill.
Maybe it is “half a loaf,” or a “step in
the right direction”; or some other cliche.
But the hard fact of life is that we are
doing little, if anything, here today that
will be meaningful in reducing Federal
spending, or taxation, or inflation.

I shall vote for the bill, Mr. President,
but only on the condition that it be fully
understood that I have misgivings about
the practical results. I do hope that no
one will pretend to the American people
that we have fashioned a cure for what
ails the Nation.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, the
Federal Government spends too much of
the taxpayer’s money on programs which
are wasteful or of low priority. The rea-
sons for excessive spending are as nu-
merous as Federal programs themselves,
but the two most fundamental reasons
are political and informational.

Too often a hudget request is sub-
mitted by the executive branch and
approved by the Congress because doing
so is regarded as more advantageous
politically than saying “no” to a powerful
interest group in the bureaucracy or the
private sector. The most promising way
to attack that problem is not through
reform of the budget review process, but
rather through changes in the electoral
process which make it more difficult for
the special interests to buy influence.
For that reason, it is especially appro-
priate that the Senate consider cam-
paien financing legislation on the heels
of budget reform.

The informational problem is more
acute in the Congress, but is present
in the executive branch as well. Congress
lacks the staff needed to analyze infor-
mation accompanying executive branch
budget requests, and it lacks an orderly
process within which competing prior-
ities can be weighed one against the
other. This bill does much to lessen those
barriers. I would hope that the steps
taken in this bill will soon be followed by
firmer restraints on execessive spending,
such as an omnibus appropriations bill.
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I will continue my support for such
restraints.

More staff and a more efficient struc-
ture will put the Congress in a betier
position to fight waste, but they are no
substitute for will. By enacting this bill,
we give ourselves some tools we badly
need. Unless we summon up the strength
and courage to use those tools, our power
of the purse—the core of this institu-
tion—will become more shadow than
substance.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, after
more than 12 months of hard and often
difficult work, the Senate is about to pass
a bill to reform the way Congress makes
spending and revenue decisions.

The Congressional Budget Act of 1974
is perhaps the most important bill Con-
gress will consider this session, and it has
not received the attention it deserves.

The details of this legislation are com-
plicated. But the bill is designed to give
Congress the information and staff
necessary to determine each year how
much money the Government has, how
much it should take in, and how much
it should spend, before determining what
to buy with the taxpayers' dollars.

Until now, various committees of Con-
gress have been unable to determine how
their spending decisions will affect the
budget as a whole. Under the procedures
this bill will change, it is not until after
individual decisions are made that Con-
gress knows how much it has spent. This
is no way to run a household, and it is
no way to run a government.

With my colleagues on the two commit-
tees which drafted this bill, I have rec-
ognized that Congress has seen its con-
trol over the Federal purse strings ebb
away over the past 50 years because of
its inability to get a grip on the overall
budget, while the Office of Management
and Budget in the executive branch has
increased its power and influence.

And since the budget—up to this
point—has been the single most impor-
tant tool for shaping Government pol-
icy, the executive branch has increased
its control over policy decisions as well.

As this power has gradually shifted to
the executive, the people have come to
see Congress as an increasingly ineffec-
tive, uncreative institution which has
difficulty responding effectively to our
problems, and is reluctant to reform it-
self.

Budget reform will not change the
people’s feelings about Congress over-
night. But it will demonstrate that the
Congress sees the need for reform and is
willing to try new procedures. And it is
an important step toward restoring the
balance of power between the branches
of Government, and hetween Govern-
ment and the people.

Budget reform will mean a greater
representative voice for the taxpayers in
spending decisions, and it will provide
the kind of overall control over spend-
ing decisions that the taxpayers have
a right to expect.

Mr. President, in the past several
months we have come a long way toward
meaningful and workable budget reform.
This legislation, upon its enactment, will
not provide a panacea for all the ills that
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now afflict the process by which Congress
considers the budget.

But this legislation proves that Mem-=-
bers of the Senate can work together to
change their ways. It would not have
been possible without the cooperation of
both the Committee on Government Op-
erations and the Rules and Administra-
tion Committee, which worked together
to draft it. I am proud to have been part
of the bipartisan effort in the Govern-
ment Operations Committee that this
legislation represents. Special thanks,
however, must go to the distinguished
chairman of the Government Operations
Committee, Senator Ervin, and the
chairman of the Budget and Accounting
Subcommittee, Senator MeTcaLr. Also, I
want to commend the distinguished
chairman of the Rules Committee, Sen-
ator Cannon, and the majority whip,
Senator Byrp, for their time and dili-
gence in reviewing and perfecting this
legislation in the Rules Committee.

Finally, let me say that the process
for considering the budget included in
this bill can work with the cooperation
of the entire Senate. Our job now is to
implement it.

Mr. BUCKLEY. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the Congressional Budget
Act and heartily endorse the idea of re-
turning to the Congress the responsi-
bility for making the difficult fiscal de-
cisions whieh it seeks to accomplish, This
bill is the result of intensive investigation
and hard work by many Members of the
Senate and their stafls.

While it has some major weaknesses,
S. 1541 is a long first step in the direction
in which we should be moving and a
step which must be taken. For all too
long the Congress has dissipated its
budgetary initiatives, prerogatives, and
responsibilities to the point that it now
can do little more than endorse—or at
best modify slightly—those fiscal deci-
sions reached within the administration.
Even this it must do with limited staff
assistance and with only such detailed
information as an administration sees
fit to provide.

More than that, because the Congress
does not currently have a mechanism to
force itself to consider the fiscal impli-
cation of appropriations that are often
so casually voted, the Congress has con-
demned the country to endless inflation-
ary deficits. I speak in particular of the
practice in recent years of appropriating
substantial amounts through the device
of floor amendments, amendments that
in the aggregate add tens of billions of
dollars of Federal expenditures. Thus
the Congress has been feeding the forces
of inflation and, in my judgment, mak-
ing it necessary for the Executive to re-
sort to impoundment and vetoes so as
to keep some sort of check on the budget.
The bill now under debate represents
an important, though inadequate, effort
to restore fiscal responsibility to the Con-
gress.

It is eminently desirable, I believe, to
establish an orderly sequence of actions
the Congress must take, and to enforce
a rigid time schedule for those actions.
This will force us into more careful con-
sideration and a more logical decision-
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making process as we deal with what is
probably our primary responsibility—
providing for an adequate expenditure of
public funds for the total public good.

Mr. President, I do not know that it is
possible to set down a “perfect” time
schedule for these decisions which must
be met, but it does concern me that as
the bill now stands, the hardest deci-
sions—and those obviously with the
deepest political implications—will be
being made during the early fall of the
year, the precise time when politicizing
generally is at an unusually high pitch.
How much better it would be if the de-
cisions made in the first budget resolu-
tion could be final decisions—to be “rec-
onciled” only in most extraordinary
cases.

I believe one of the principle weak-
nesses of the bill, and I hope it will not
prove a fatal one, is that it contains no
effective teeth to force some degree of
restraint. The rules written into it can
be waived by a simple majority vote,
which means that any measure that
proves politically attractive although in-
volving a breach of budgetary limits, will
more likely than not be adopted through
the simple expedient of a waiver of the
machinery so carefully constructed in S.
1541, I hope that a two-thirds rule will
be invoked by the time this legislation
emerges from conference.

I do not so suffer from delusion that I
believe reform of the magnitude here at
hand can be accomplished perfectly and
overnight, for we have been more than
50 years in bringing ourselves to our
present point. I sincerely hope that as
the years pass we will be able to define
in detail what we are now agreeing on in
principle; and it is in that spirit that I
shall vote in favor of this bill.

Mr. ROTH, Mr. President, there is no
problem today concerning more Ameri-
cans than that of inflation, The fact that
the cost of living today is increasing at a
rate of almost 16 percent annually should
be a matter of most serious concern to
all the Members of Congress. Earlier I
had hoped that the action we took today
could have been claimed as a giant step
toward fiscal responsibility. At best it is
but a weak small step in that direction.
What so many have heralded as the
greatest reform in the last 20 years has
proven mainly to be mere rhetoric. We
have gone through the gestation period
of an elephant and merely given birth
to a mouse.

Budget reform has been a matber_of
great personal concern to me. The Joint
Committee on Budget Control was
formed as a consequence of my efforts to
establish a spending ceiling in 1972. I was
privileged to serve as a member of that
committee and would like to read into
the Recorp why that committee con-
cluded that major reform was necessary:

The Joint Study Committee believes that
the failure to arrlve at congressional budg-
etary decisions on an overall basis has been
a contributory factor in the size of these
deficits. The present institutional arrange-
ments in many cases appear to make it im-
possible to decide between competing prior-
ities with the result that spending is made
available for many programs where the pref-
erence, if expressed, might have been ta

choose alternatives and also to make spend-
ing reductions.
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The fact that no legislative committee has
the responsibility to decide whether total
outlays are appropriate in view of the cur-
rent situation appears to be responsible for
much of the problem. Perhaps components of
the budget among several different congres-
sional committees. As a resuli, each spend-
ing bill tends to be considered by Congress
a5 a separate entity, and any assessment of
relative priorities among spending programs
for the most part is made solely within the
context of the bill then before Congress.

Similarly, the report of Senator Mgt~
CALF'S Subcommittee of the Government
Operations Committee developed what I
considered to be an acceptable budget re-
form bill. From that step on, however,
there was a continual erosion of the
tough reforms recommended by the joint
committee. Today we are coming out
with a watered down form of the bill that
provides us with a few bricks instead of
the foundation upon which we should be
building fiscal responsibility.

Although under this legislation we are
considering the budget as a whole, we
continue to act on appropriations in-
dividually just as we have in the past.
Unfortunately, under this proposal, there
are no restraints such as the rule of con-
sistency of the joint committee. Even
though there is a proscription against ap-
propriating funds before the first con-
current resolution is adopted, if spending
decisions have been made throughout
the summer, will Congress realistically
rescind part of them later in the fall?

I am deeply dismayed that we are fail-
ing to make the budget meaningful in
ensuing deliberations of Congress. As I
pointed out in my opening statement, we
have created a rubbery ceiling that will
merely reflect increased spending. By our
actions we also have eliminated our ma-
Jor restraint on spending and I am
speaking of impoundment by the Pres-
ident. In saying this I want to make it
clear, however, that I am very much op-
posed to the misuse of this power when
programs mandated by congressional ac~
tion are eliminated. But the power to
restore these programs should be put in
the hands of the Congress—not the
courts.

Unfortunately, every effort to amend
this legislation in order to enforce re-
sponsible fiscal planning has been over-
whelmingly turned down. What it means
is that we will continue our inflation-
ary ways of deficit spending unless of
course the press begins to put the re-
vealing spotlight of publicitly upon our
spendthrift habits. Much has been said
about how this legislation will strength-
en the American dollar in the interna-
tional market, but any international ex-
pert who has watched these proceedings
has not gained any confidence that Con-
gress will take the difficult steps neces-
sary to strengthen the dollar.

Frankly, I am dismayed at the over-
optimistic claims being made as to the
import of this legislation. Let us be real-
istic. This bill is no cureall. It is, in my
humble judgment, such over-optimistic
claims made for this and other such leg-
islation that leads to a lack of credibility
on the part of the public and the faith
in and respect for Government will con-
tinue to go down as long as they are be-
ing made.
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Long range, I am hopeful and I shall
continue to fight for meaningful budget
reform legislation, and I hope that this
will be but the first step in forcing Con-
gress to come to grips with this very
important problem. I hasten to add, how-
ever, if we do not take additional steps
to strengthen the process the public will
not stand idly by as we contribute to the
high costs of the goods and services they
purchase by our inflationary spending
practices. We will, of course, ultimately
all be held accountable.

Mr, DOMENICI. Mr. President, the
Congress and the people of the United
States have become painfully aware, that
our present budgetary process is archaie,
and incapable of providing the type of
fiscal responsibility required for econom-
ic stability and growth. This point has
been made time and again by many Mem-
bers, myself included.

I have, on several occasions, attempted
to outline some of the deficiencies in our
present system, as I see them, and have
been an active supporter of initiatives
which would correct these shortcomings.
I feel sure that S. 1541, the Congression-
al Budget Act of 1974, is such an initia-
tive, a major effort that deserves our full
support.

In illustration of my belief that S. 1541
is a major step in the right direction, I
would like to list briefly the points with
which I have been most concerned under
our present-day budgetary process, and
then present the answers which I think
this bill offers to these problems.

First, Congress has no overview of the
appropriations process, by which it may
consider expected revenues so that ex-
penditures may be limited to a reason-
able amount. In other words, it has no
real system for preparing and keeping to
budget systems. In S. 1541, however, the
Budgel Committees would be responsible
for generating an initial budget resolu-
tion and allocating this specified funding
level out among the various committees
addressed in this resolution. These com-
mittees would, in turn, allocate funds to
their subcommittees, but at every stage
of this process, comparisons between lev-
els of funding and expenditures would he
made.

Furthermore, a second concurrent res-
olution on the budget would follow in
which funding levels in the first budget
resolution could be revised to conform
with, or guide, economic trends. In any
event, the funding level authorized in
the second budget resolution would not
exceed limitations set by the current level
of revenues. Besides providing Congress
with an important tool for controlling in-
flation, this type of organization will also
mitigate against the problems inherent
in having a totally fragmented appro-
priations process. That is, no longer will
13 different appropriations bills be con-
sidered and produced which have no rela-
tion to each other or to total appropria-
tions,

Second, there is never sufficient in-
formation on which to judge spending
priorities, although priorities must ob-
viously be set. This informational defi-
ciency makes it virtually impossible to
choose responsibly between competing |
expenditure programs.




March 22, 1974

S. 1541 would create the Congressional
Office of the Budget which would provide
all committees and Members not only
with basic budgetary and fiscal informa-
tion, but also with projections of what
impact current budgetary decisions will
have on future budgets, and with in-
formation on alternatives to any given
funded program.

And third, it is obvious that a heavy
burden and much responsibility is placed
almost exclusively on the shoulders of
chairman and senior members of those
commitiers and subcommittees which are
concerned with appropriations.

Under S. 1541, however, no Member
would be allowed to serve on more than
one other standing, special, select, or
joint committees in addition to service on
a Budget Committee. This provision
would, then, allow members of the
Budget Committee to devote a greater
proportion of their time and energy to
management of the appropriations
process.

In summation, Mr. President, I feel
that this bill is a pragmatic and well
thought-out approach toward the evolu-
tion of sound fiscal policy tools which the
Congress badly needs. Although this
should not be viewed as the panacea for
all our budgetary ills, it represents the
type of reform needed to bring con-
gressional budgetary practices into the
20th century.

TREATMENT OF TAX EXPENDITURES IN THE

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT OF 19874

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 would sub-
stantially improve information about

and congressional control over tax ex-
penditures—those provisions of tax law
which provide for reductions in tax reve-
nue for special purposes.

By allowing special exclusions, exemp-
tions, deductions, credits, tax rates, or
deferrals, tax expenditures each year
cost the Federal Treasury billions of
dollars in tax revenues that would other-
wise be collected under our normal tax
structure. The revenue loss under each
direct tax expenditure is quite similar to a
budget outlay, since each one is justified
as serving nontax policy purposes. Some
tax expenditures, such as the $3.4 billion
of lost revenue in calendar year 1972 re-
sulting from charitable contribution in-
come tax deductions, serve goals on
which there is broad agreement. Other
tax expenditures, such as the $1.7 billion
revenue lost in 1972, because of percent-
age depletion provisions, serve as goals
on which there is disagreement, and
without proven effectiveness. But cur-
rently, none of these tax expenditures—
and the sum of their costs was, at least,
an estimated $59.8 billion in 1972—are
scrutinized as part of a rational congres-
sional decision about the entire Federal
budget.

The definition of tax expenditures in
section 3(a) (3) of the bill is:

Those revenue losses attributable to pro-
visions of the Federal tax laws which allow a
special exclusion, exemption, or deduction
from gross income or which provide a special
credit, a preferential rate of tax, or a deferral
of tax liability representing a deviation from

the normal tax structure for individuals and
corporations.

This definition includes a variety of
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tax expenditures, including items which
are not excluded by a provision of the tax
law but affirmatively as a result of In-
ternal Revenue Service interpretation
and practice.

The use of the words “income tax” in
the definition should not preclude con-
sideration of tax expenditures in the gift
and estate tax systems. Generation skip-
ping under the estate tax, for instance,
has an estimated cost of well over $250
million annually, and the charitable de-
duction under the estate tax, including
deductions for family foundations, has a
much larger annual cost, well over $1
billion annually.

The bill also includes a definition of
the tax expenditure budget as a complete
enumeration of such expenditures. This
enumeration should include at least all
the items in tax expenditure materials
prepared to date by the Treasury and
the relevant committees of Congress.

The Committee on the Budget will
have the duty to institute studies con-
cerning tax expenditures, to devise
methods of coordinating tax expendi-
tures with direct budget outlays, and to
report on this work. Their work should
include study of converting tax expendi-
tures into direct budget outlays—section
101(a).

The Congressional Budget Act would
integrate consideration of tax expendi-
tures into the congressional budget-mak-
ing process. The Congressional Office of
the Budget, for instance, would be re-
quired to develop information about tax
expenditures, and would report to Con-
gress before April 15 an estimate of tax
expenditure levels for the succeeding
fiscal year. The President would also be
required to include estimates of tax ex-
penditure levels in his proposed budget—
section 601.

While tax expenditures would not be
included in that text of concurrent res-
olutions on the budget, levels of tax ex-
penditures by major functional budget
categories would be included in the re-
port of the Budget Committees accom-
panying concurrent resolutions—section
301(e). The information in Budget Com-
mittee reports, together with the esti-
mated tax expenditures in the President’s
budget, would constitute background in-
formation for judging revenue levels in
the concurrent resolution.

In addition, bills proposing new or in-
creased tax expenditures would be sub-
ject to two of the requirements imposed
on bills providing new budget authority.
The report accompanying any such bill
or resolution would include a comparison
of the proposed tax expenditure level
with the level specified in the report on
the concurrent resolution, together with
a projection of the tax expenditures re-
sulting from the proposed legislation for
future fiscal years—section 308(e). Such
bills and resolutions would also be en-
acted into law prior to the August ad-
journment, as would be the case for new
budget authority bills—section 309.

S. 1541 requires the establishment of
a standardized information system for
Federal fiscal, budget, and program
data—section 801(a). This system will
include complete tax expenditure in-
formation. Tax expenditure budget data
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will be aggregated in the same functional
program categories as direct budget out-
lays, and will be fully integrated with
functional aggregations of direct budget
outlays so as always to present a com-
plete picture of total Federal effort in
any one functional area.

The provisions of S. 1541 relating to
tax expenditures are an essential part of
the increased budgetary control the bill
provides. They would insure that con-
gressional control of the budget extends
to all of our expenditures for public
purposes.

RESPONSIBILITY AND SPENDING IN CONGRESS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I believe
the state of our economy is the most
critical responsibility facing Congress
today. A stable, expanding, and sound
economic structure is a vital requirement
for the domestic and international
strength of our Nation. And it is abso-
lutely essential to the well-being of the
American people whose earnings, sav-
ings, pensions, and investments serve as
the foundation for our entire social and
economic structure.

DIFFICULT ERA

We have entered a most welcome era
but, admittedly, a difficult one. America
is at peace throughout the world. We
are not engaged in hostilities with any
other nation, and none of our young
men are being drafted to feed the ma-
chines of war. But peace has not come
without a price. And while the guns are
silent, our economy does not have the
stimulus of a war to provide jobs, ab-
sorb excess industrial capacity and fuel
business expansion.

This means that we have a system
which is vulnerable to many hazards
which do not affect a wartime economy.
And because the tremendous impact of
a war’s demand for goods and services is
not present, there is less flexibility, less
margin for error and fewer alternatives
for making adjustments in economic
policy.

Energy, food, raw materials—all these
matters and many more take on even
greater importance, because we must
deal with them within a narrower range
of limits and with greater risks of harm
from any mistakes, oversights, or faulty
policies.

CAUSE FOR ALARM

As I said, Congress bears great re-
sponsibility for the health of the
economy.

The decisions made by Congress on
everything from public works projects,
to military weapons, to energy research,
to tax rates have a profound effect on
the American economy and thereby on
the life of every citizen.

-But in this critical period, I believe
the citizens of this country have every
reason fo be, not only concerned, but
alarmed at the way Congress goes about
its business.

POOR COMPARISON

The disorganized, fragmented, and en-
tirely haphazard system of passing laws
to authorize projects and programs, ap-
propriate funding and raise tax revenues
is a sad commentary on congressional
leadership, responsibility and ability in
the economic field. The situation is cast
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in still more unfavorable light when a
comparison is drawn with the approach
of the executive branch.

After months and countless man hours
of effort the President presents a coher-
ent, organized, and rational plan of
Government operations in the form of
his annual budget. Many find reason to
disagree with it, criticize its features or
suggest changes, But the budget is one
document, a plan, a product of organized
and disciplined labor. It stands for some-
thing and provides a focal point for plan-
ning and decisionmaking.

2 NO COORDINATION OR DISCIPLINE

‘ But what happens when the budget
goes to Congress? It is somewhat as if a
big birthday cake had been set down on
an anthill. It is swarmed over by dozens
of committees, several hundred subcom-
mittees, and 535 Congressmen and Sen-
ators. Everybody grabs a chunk of it and
runs off in every possible direction. And
over the next 6 to 12 months a whole
string of independent and uncoordi-
nated measures wind their way through
hearings, markups, floor debates, and
conferences and are ultimately dumped
on the President’s desk. By this process
innumerable programs are set in motion
for years to come; money is spent on
every conceivable sort of project; and in
every—direct, backdoor, reprogramed,
trust-funded—way imaginable to the
minds of legislators. In the same process
taxes are levied on almost every possible
activity or enterprise which the public
chooses to undertake. All of this proc-
ess takes place without any master plan,
no overall guidelines, and apart from

any disciplined organization whatscever.

I NO ONE ELSE COULD SURVIVE

If a family, a business or probably any
other form of government—=State, city,
county, or township—tried to operate on
this basis the results would be bank-
ruptcy for the family or business and
certain voter outrage directed toward a
statehouse, city hall, or county seat. The
wonder is that Congress has been able
to get away with it for so long—or at all.

EASY POLITICS

Of course, politics must be considered.
And one of the oldest political shell
games is to vote massive spending in-
creases for every special interest program
that comes along and then raise the roof
when a President vetoes some overloaded
bill or “fails to control spending,” It is
easy for some to have it both ways, and
the election results show that this is a
successful gambit for those who care
more about votes than responsibility in

- government.

By this I do not mean that individual
Congressmen and Senators bear the full
responsibility, They must survive, and
the rules of the game are set to an im-
portant degree by the leadership of
Congress, The record is there, and it
speaks for itself, so the public should
judge where this power has been in Con-
gress, who has wielded it and how the
current system has survived unchal-
lenged for these many decades.

The need for change, for spending re-
sponsibility by Congress, has been ob-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

vious for years. But with today's critical

and delicate economic conditions, the

need has become an absolute necessity.
ONLY A FIRST SETEP

Reform in congressional budgetary
maitters is important, and I support S.
1541, the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, which is before the Senate today.
But we should not deceive ourselves or
the people that this bill, by ifself, will
inject a genuine and lasting degree of
responsibility into the House and Sen-
ate. As a first step toward that responsi-
bility it can accomplish something.
Without further reform it will be mean-
ingless.

We can establish timetables and dead-
lines and fancy-sounding procedures un-
til the Moon turns to green cheese, but
without other fundamental changes on
Capitol Hill, we will not have one bit of
improvement. These changes are cbvi-
ous, but enthusiasm for them at this
point does not appear to be overwhelm-
ing.

g RESTRUCTURE COMMITTEES

First, the committee system must be
restructured. Overlaps, jealously guarded
but senseless duplications, petty power
structures must be eliminated, and com-
mittee and subcommittee jurisdictions
must be rationalized. The fact that 32
standing and joint committees spent
some 600 hearing-days—not to mention
hours of floor debate—on energy ques-
tions during the last three sessions of
Congress should be ample indication
that something is haywire in the organi-
zational structure. And if there is no im-
provement in the flow of legislation
through the committee system and if
fragmentation of jurisdiction is not elim-
inated, the schedules, dates for action
and resolutions provided for in S. 1541
will be as meaningless as any other ex-
ercise in hypocrisy.

CONGRESSIONAL STAFF

In addition to restructuring the com-
mittee system the men and women who
serve on them should be provided ade-
quate staff resources. Currently a junior
member of a committee, particularly if
he belongs to the minority party, is little
more than an invited visitor to his com-~
mittees’ hearings.

With the majority having the over-
whelming bulk of most committee staffs,
a junior member on the opposite side of
the table is seriously shortchanged.

I would point out that as a Senator
who has achieved some seniority in the
past 5 years and who serves on one com-
mittee that makes no distinctions on
staff service, this is not so much a per-
sonal lament as one of principle. But I
believe it is unfortunate that newcom-
ers—especially here in the Senate on the
minority side—are denied the valuable
committee stafl assistance that the ma-
jority and more senior minority Mem-
bers enjoy. These people have a great
contribution in terms of energy, fresh
viewpoints, and enthusiasm to make in
their committees and in the Senate. And
to the extent that they are not utilized
and harnessed to the job of doing the
Senate’s business, the Senate will retard
its own abilities to change and bring
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about meaningful reforms in its opera-
tions.
OTHER AHREAS FOR REFORM
There are many other areas that re-
quire reform, including modernization of
our information and data systems, sched-
uling the working sessions of the House
and Senate and better ways for dealing
with the concerns and interests of our
constituents in our States and districts.
I point to these matters, because I be-
lieve it is important that we recognize
that budget reform is not the magic an-
swer to making Congress more effective
and more responsible in its handling of
the Nation’s affairs. Budget reform is
important and it is a good first step, but
much more remains to be done.
IMPACT ON FINANCE COMMITTEE

The jurisdiction of the Committee on
Finance touches some of the most im-
portant and sensitive areas of our sys-
tem. As a member of this committee, I
have been particularly interested in the
budget reform bill's impact. Taxes, the
national debt, medicare, medicaid, social
security, and welfare all fall within the
committee’s responsibility, so improve-
ments which could help the commitiee
in the exercise of its heavy workload
would be most welcome and appropriate.

1 was most interested, therefore, in the
analysis of the budget bill prepared by
the Finance Committee staff, and I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed in
the Recorp at this point, because it also
contains a good overview of the bhill's
major features and provisions.

REASONED BUDGET CONTROL IS NECESSARY—SEN-

ATE ACTS TO MEET ITS RESPONSIBILITY WITH
PASSAGE OF 5. 1541

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
know Members of the Senate share my
disquiet over the recent findings of pub-
lic opinion polls that the Congress is
held in low esteem by the American peo-
ple. At a time when public confidence in
the executive branch has been shaken
the Congress should be able to provide
leadership in these troubled times.

Unfortunately, the Congress is consid-
ered to be so bound by personal interest
and tradition that it is incapable of ad-
justing itself to the requirements of a
modern society.

Mr. President, the bill before the Sen-
ate, S. 1541, dispels the notion that the
Congress is failing to meet its responsi-
bilities. The area of fiscal control is cen-
tral to the operation of our Government.
We know that the adoption of Federal
programs without regard to their finan-
cial impact on total Government spend-
ing is irresponsible. The Congress, how-
ever, has traditionally been without the
means for viewing Government spending
as a total entity.

This legislation to create a Senate
committee on the budget and to revamp
legislative procedures in this body is ex-
tremely important. It has the twin bene-
fits of enabling us to examine and control
the impact of our actions on Government
fiscal policy and of reasserting congres-
sional prerogatives as a coequal branch
of the Government.

The Constitution of the United States,
in sections 8 and 9 of article I, gives to
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the Congress the specific and sole respon-
sibility for appropriating funds. The
budget process is simply the execution of
this responsibility.

The provisions of S. 1541 are as unique
as they are far reaching. As presently
before us, the bill represents months of
work and imput by many Members of
this body. After being reported from the
Committee on Government Operations
last November 28, it was rereferred to the
Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion.

Under the leadership of my able and
distinguished colleague from West Vir-
ginia, Senator RoserT C. BYrp, the Sub-
commitiee on Standing Rules conducted
further inquiries on the implications of
this legislation.

Because of its effect on the work of the
authorizing committees, Senator Byrp
invited chairmen of those committees to
become involved in consideration of S.
1541, Several of us took advantage of this
opportunity to relate our work to the
requirements of the budget control bill.
I am particularly appreciative of the in-
terest in this matter of fundamental Sen-
ate policy shown by Senators Jackson,
MacnNUson, HARTKE, and Moss for involv-
ing the committees they chair in the re-
finement process. This work could not
have been carried out, of course, with-
out the support of Senator Canwown as
chairman of the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

Substantial contributions to this legis-
lation have been made by the comanagers
of the bill, Senators Sam Ervin and Ep-
MUND S. Muskig, both of whom are in-
timately acquainted with the need for
authorizing commitiees to perform a part
in budget control.

Mr. President, the procedures provided
in 8. 1541 are concerned with much more
than fiscal management. The allocation
of funds to carry out Government pro-
grams really reflects our assessments as
to priorities and national goals.

This bill authorizes the establishment
of a committee on the budget, but it also
increases the responsibilities of the au-
thorizing committees. The new budget
committee must receive substantial input
from the authorizing committees, for
they have first-hand knowledge of pro-
gram requirements.

This is a responsibility that the Com-
mittee on Public Works willingly accepts.
Furthermore, it is consistent in some de-
gree with our present informal practice.
Senator Muskie's Subcommittee on En-
vironmental Pollution, for instance, con-
ducts hearings on the budget request for
the Environmental Protection Agency. In
this way we are equipped to advise the
Appropriations Committee on the Agen-
cy's funding needs as compared with both
the budget request and our assessment of
program requirements.

The restrictions of S. 1541 on long-
term authorizations are consistent with
the operation of the Committee on Pub-
lic Works. It has been our practice not
to include open-ended authorizations or
those that extend over a number of years
for the programs under our jurisdiction.

The Congress, Mr. President, is an in-
stitution that moves deliberately. There
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are those who may find this quality per-
sonally frustrating, but it was purposely
designed this way. The validity of the
approach chosen by our Founding Fath-
ers has, time and time again, been proven
correct.

Our actions have such widespread and
profound impact that I believe we should
act in no other way. The legislative proc-
ess in a democratic society is by nature
one of accommodating varying view-
points. We should not, and should not
be expected to, rush into decisions. Our
actions should be well-founded and well-
reasoned. The budget control process
contained in S. 1541 will help us to make
such judgments.

In the development of this bill before
it was reported from the Rules Commit-
tee, there were extensive meetings of
staff members from the other committees
concerned, I call particular attention to
the significant contributions made by
Karl Braithwaite who represented the
Committee on Public Works in these
meetings. Mr. Braithwaite is a political
scientist by profession who brought both
his training and his experience as a pro-
fessional Senate staff member to this
task. His grasp of the issues and his quiet
approach to drafting responsible legisla-
tion was of great assistance to our
committee.

Mr. President, this bill will equip the
Senate to better respond to the total
needs of the American nation and I urge
its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

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

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate proceed
to the consideration of Calendar No. 584,
H.R. T130, the bill on this subject that
was passed by the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A bill (H.R. 7130) to improve congressional
control over budgetary outlay and receipt
totals, to provide for a Legislative Budget
Office, to establish a procedure providing
congressional control over the impoundment
of funds by the executive branch, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I move to
strike all after the enacting clause and
substitute in lien thereof the text of S.
1541, as amended.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from North Carolina.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on final passage.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on the engrossment of the amend-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
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grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill (H.R. 7130) was read a third
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
question is, Shall it pass? On this ques-
tion the yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
called the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Missouri (Mr.
EaGLETON), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr, FuLeriGHT) , the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr, KennEpY), the Senator
from Louisiana (Mr. Long), the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. METZENBAUM) , the Sena-
tor from Utah (Mr. Moss), the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. Risicorr), and
the Senator from Missouri (Mr. SYMING-
TON) are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Louisiana (Mr.
Long), the Senator from Ohio (Mr. MET-
zENBAUM), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss), the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. Risicorr), the Senator from Mis-
souri (Mr. EacLETON), the Senator from
Arkansas (Mr. FULBRIGHT) , and the Sena-
tor from Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON)
would each vote “yea.”

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr, BELLMON),
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. Coox),
the Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
CorroNn), the Senator from Colorado (Mr,
Dominick), the Senator from Arizona
(Mr. GorLpwATeEr), the Senator from
Idaho (Mr. McCLURE), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. THUrRMOND), and
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr.
WEICKER) are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Vermont (Mr. Aken) is absent because
of illness in the family.

I further announce that the Senator
from Oregon (Mr. Hatrierp), the Sena-
tor from Vermont (Mr. Starrorp), and
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Younc) are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Kentucky (Mr.
Cook), the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
Dominick), the Senator from Oregon
(Mr, HATFIELD), the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. McCLure), the Senator from Ver-
mont (Mr. StaFrorp), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND), and
the Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
Youne) would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 80,
nays 0, as follows:

[No. 87 Leg.]
YEAS—80
Abourezk Case
Allen Chiles
Baker Church
Bartlett Clark
Bayh Cranston
Beall Curtis
Bennett Dole
Bentsen Domenici
Bible Eastland
Biden Ervin
Brock Fannin
Brooke Fong
Buckley Gravel
Burdick Grifin
Gurney

- Jr. Hansen
Byrd, Robert C. Hart
Cannon Hartke

Haskell
Hathaway
Helms
Hollings
Hruska
Huddleston
Hughes
Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Johnston
Magnuson
Mansfield
Mathias
McClellan
McGee
McGovern
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McIntyre
Metcalf
Mondale

Pell

Percy
Proxmire
Randolph
Roth

Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Montoya
Muskie
Nelson
Nunn
Packwood
Pastore
Pearson

Schweiker

NOT VOTING—20

Goldwater Ribicoff
Hatfield Staflord
Kennedy Symington
Long Thurmond
MeClure Weicker
Eagleton Metzenbaum  Young
Fulbright Moss

So the bill (HR. 7130) was passed.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which H.R. 7130,
as amended, was passed.

Mr. MUSKIE. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The title was amended so as to read:

A bill to establish a new congressional
budget process; to establish Committees
on the Budget in each House; to establish
a Congressional Office of the Budget; and
for other purposes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Calendar No.
651, S. 1414, and Calendar No, 664, S.
1541, be placed on the calendar on page
14 under Subjects on the Table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Secretary of
the Senate be authorized to make techni-
cal and clerical corrections in the en-
grossment of the Senate amendments
to H.R. 7130 and that the bill be printed
as it was passed by the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I move that
the Senate insist on its amendments to
H.R. 7130, and request a conference with
the House of Representatives on the dis-
agreeing votes thereon, and that the
Chair be authorized to appoint the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. ErvIn,
Mr, Muskie, Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr. METCALF,
Mr. Cannvon, Mr. PeLL, Mr. RoBerT C.
Byrp, Mr. ALLEN, Mr, PERCY, Mr. ROTH,
Mr. Brock, Mr. Coox, Mr, HUGH SCOTT,
and Mr. GriFrin conferees on the part of
the Senate.

Alken
Bellmon
Cook
Cotton
Dominick

TRIBUTFE TO SENATORS ERVIN,
METCALF, CANNON, ROBERT C.
BYRD, AND OTHER SENATORS ON
PASSAGE OF BUDGET REFORM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
budget reform was set forth as one of the
Senate’s high priority items for the 93d
Congress. The Senate has approved
unanimously the Congressional Budget
Reform proposal, and this outstanding
success was achieved through the efforts
of many Members of this institution.

I rise now to pay tribute to those Mem-
bers most responsible. First, to the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Government
Operations Committee, Senator ERvVIN,
goes our deepest gratitude for his out-
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standing leadership in this effort. His
contributions and those of his commit-
tee have gone far to make the Legislative
Branch of our Government more respon-
sive and more responsible, more able and
better equipped to deal with the most
complex fiscal matters that are required
to support the Nation and all national
goals. We are indebted to Senator ErRvIN
for his unstinting devotion to the res-
olution of a matter that often in the
past has placed the legislative branch
at a disadvantage concerning the retriev-
al, the assimilation and the understand-
ing information regarding the Nation's
more difficult budgetary question.

We therefore, extend our deepest gra-
titude to Senator ErviN and to his
committee.

Managing this all-important measure
on the floor as well were the very able
and skillful Senators from Maine (Mr.
Muskie) and Montana (Mr., METCALF).
They exhibited once again their deep
wisdom and immense capacity for un-
derstanding in recognizing the problems
faced by Congress as it attempts to con-
trol the expenditures of the Government
and to establish national priorities in
applying and allocating resources. Sen-
ator Muskie and Senator MeTcALF have
compiled records unsurpassed in the ap-
plication of diligence and competence in
the areas covered by S. 1541. Throughout
this week we have been fortunate to have
their invaluable assistance and guidance,

Our gratitude should be extended as
well to the Rules Committee and par-
ticularly to Senator RoserT BYRp and
Senator Cannon. Their work in behalf
of the proposal and that of the Commit-
tee on Rules as a whole were based upon
many thoughtful and sincere views which
contributed enormously to the discussion
and ultimately to the overwhelming suc-
cess of the measure. They are legislators
whose effectiveness and leadership are
unsurpassed.

I would like also to pay tribute to the
distinguished Senators from Illinois (Mr.
Percy) and from Tennessee (Mr. BROCK)
for their efforts on behalf of a better
informed, more efficient and better
equipped Congress. The cooperative man-
ner in which they joined to support the
proposal contributed indispensably to the
expeditious handling and final passage
of the bill, They deserve the highest
praise for their work.

Joining also to assure a full and fair
discussion on the floor of all of the mat-
ters involved were the Senator from
Florida (Mr. CHIiLEs) and the Senator
from Delaware (Mr. Rore), I wish to
commend them particularly for their
participation and econtributions. The
Senate profited enormously from their
expressions concerning the issues in-
volved.

There were many other Senators who
joined as well. The record reflects the
broad spectrum of those concerned, those
whose support and views have made this
measure one of the most significant
building blocks in the reform of govern-
mental institutions. In fact, without the
cooperation of each Senator this week,
the Senate would not have been able
to accomplish the task with such eff-
cient and successful dispatch. I wish to
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thank the entire Senate for this achieve-
ment. It is a tribute to each and every
Member.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Heiting, one of his
secretaries,

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Haskerr) laid before the Senate mes-
sages from the President of the United
States submitting sundry nominations,
which were referred to the appropriate
Committee on Armed Services.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of Senate proceed-
ings.)

PROGRAM

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, while the
distinguished majority leader is in the
Chamber, I wonder if I might ask him if
he can enlighten us as to the program
for the rest of the day and possibly next
week.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I will be delighted
to respond to the question raised by the
distinguished acting Republican leader.

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1974

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Calendar No.
665, S. 3044, a bill to amend the Federal
Election Campaign Act of 1971 be laid
before the Senate and made the pending
business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The bill was stated by title as follows:

A bill (S.3044) to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971 to provide for
public financing of primary and general elec-
tion campaigns for Federal elective office, and
to amend certain other provisions of law re-
lating to the financing and conduct of such
campalgns.

PROGRAM

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, no
action will be taken on the bill today.
There will be no further votes today, to
the best of my knowledge. When the Sen-
ate reconvenes on Monday, S. 3044 will be
the pending business. When that is dis-
posed of, and that will take a couple of
days, to be optimistic, it will be followed
by 8. 354, the so-called no-fault automo-
bile insurance bill.

This afternoon I intend to yield to the
distinguished Senator from Georgia (Mr,
Nunn), the distinguished Senator from
Georgia (Mr. Tarmapnce), and the dis-
tinguished Senator from Kansas (Mr.
Dore) for matters of importance which
already have been cleared and about
which the distinguished acting Republi-
can leader knows.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
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Mr. GRIFFIN. I have been asked to
inguire about Calendar 710, S 2893, a bill
to amend the Public Health Service Act.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Pardon me. I for-
got to mention that. It is anticipated we
will bring it up on Tuesday, setting aside
the pending business briefly.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the Senator for
that notice.

FEDERAL ELECTION CAMPAIGN
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1974

Mr. CANNON, Mr. President, title I of
the bill affords an equal and fair oppor-
tunity to candidates of major, minor, or
other parties, to obtain a certain amount
of public financing from the Treasury of
the United States if they can demon-
strate a reasonable amount of support
from the electorate in any geographic
area in which an election is held and in
which they intend to run for nomination
for election or for election to Federal of-
fice. Any candidate who has a bona fide
following who will make contributions to
him or his authorized political commit-
tees sufficient to meet the base amounts
set by the title, is entitled to receive
matching payments from the govern-
ment. Further, those contributions, un-
der the bill, are eligible for matching
payments only up to certain limits.

Any candidate who participates in, or
who qualifies under State law to partici-
pate in, a Presidential preference pri-
mary and who desires to receive public
financing from the Federal Government,
must raise a threshold or “earnest
money” fund before becoming eligible for
the receipt of any public assistance.

The threshold amount is $250,000.
While contributions may be received up
to $3,000—which is the limit allowed by
5. 372 on contributions by individuals or
others—only the first $250 of any such
contribution would be counted toward
the base or threshold fund required-

The threshold fund would be required
to be raised by a Presidential candidate
only once—the first primary entered.

‘While the use of loans in the campaign
process is accepted, in accordance with
the provisions of existing law, including
the disclosure of any loans made to or on
behalf of any candidate, the committee
believes that no loan should be counted
in determining whether a candidate has
raised his threshold amount.

To demonstrate a genuine appeal to
the electorate, the candidate must raise
his threshold from committed gifts, in-
stead of mere loans which would be re-
paid from public funds after the thresh-
old is raised. If the threshold could be
raised from loans, in whole or in part,
the spirit of the law would be violated.

Loans have their place and may be
used for any other purpose during the
entire period of election campaigning ex-
cept for the raising of the “seed money”
or threshold fund required to be raised
by each candidate who desires to receive
matching Federal funds in primary elec-
tions for Federal office.

Once having met the required thresh-
old, the candidate would be eligible to
receive an equal or matching amount
from the Treasury. And, thereafter, each
dollar contribution up to $250 would
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qualify the candidate to receive equal
matching funds from the Government
until he reaches the limit set for the
amount he may spend in any primary
election. That limit, as provided by the
bill 8. 372, and incorporated in this bill,
is 10 cents multiplied by the voting age
population of the geographic area in
which an election is to be held, except,
that in the case of Presidential primary
elections, the limit is doubled for any
given State. That is, the Presidential
preference primary candidate may spend
for any primary election in a particular
State twice the amount that a candidate
running for nomination to the Senate in
that State may spend.

The reason for allowing Presidential
preference primary candidates to exceed
the limit set for any particular State, in
contrast to the limit set for candidates
for the Senate nomination or Represent-
ative at large nomination, is to give
an unknown individual the opportunity
to compete with one who enjoys a na-
tional identity or who is well known in
a particular area of the Nation.

However, the bill S. 372 set an aggre-
gate or overall limit on the amount
which could be spent for the entire
nominating process by a candidate seek-
ing nomination to the office of President
of the United States, and that overall
limit is retained for that purpose in
this bill; that is, 10 cents times the voting
age population of the United States for
the entire nomination period.

In calculating and auditing expendi-
tures made from contributions received
from private donors, every contribution
up to and including $3,000 would be
counted for the purpose of determining
the total spending limitation. But, for
the purpose of determining eligibility to
receive public financing, only those
private contributions up to $250 would
be counted.

Any candidate who qualifies, under the
law of the State in which he seeks
nomination, to seek nomination for elec-
tion to the office of U.S. Senator, Dele-
gate, Resident Commissioner, or Repre-
sentative from a State having only one
Representative, must also raise a thresh-
old or earnest-money bhase fund in
order to be eligible to receive Federal
matching funds.

Such a candidate would be required
to raise an amount equal to the lesser
of 20 percent of the maximum amount he
may spend in his primary election, or
$125,000. S. 372 set the limitation upon
the amount which a candidate for
nomination for election to the Senate
may spend. It is the amount to be
obtained by multiplying 10 cents times
the voting age population for the geo-
graphic area—the State—but not less
than $125,000. The $125,000 base was
established as a reasonable minimum for
expenditures by candidates of those
States having small populations.

Therefore, the 20 percent threshold
amount would begin with the $125,000
base and rise to the maximum, but for
those States having very large popula-
tions; that is, California, New York,
et cetera, the maximum threshold figure
would be $125,000. So, a candidate for
nomination to the Senate would be re-

7939

quired to raise an amount not less than
20 percent of the base—$125,000—or
$25,000, but not more than the maximum
for eligibility, or $125,000.

For the Senate, as for the House of
Representatives, only those individual
contributions not in excess of $100 would
qualify for public matching funds.

Once having met the threshold, all
additional dollar contributions not in
excess of $100 would qualify for matching
Federal payments up to the limitation
which a candidate for nomination to the
Senate may spend in any States.

A candidate for nomination for elec-
tion to the House of Representatives
must raise a threshold amount of $10,000.
The threshold is the same for all candi-
dates seeking nomination for election
to the House, except for those running
in the States having only one Repre-
sentative, or in the District of Columbia.
The $100 limit on contributions eligible
for matching payments applies as it does
for the Senate.

Where separate runoff elections must
be held to determine nominees for the
Senate or the House of Representatives,
the same provisions shall apply.

All candidates seeking nomination for
election to the offices of President, Sena-
tor, or Representative, have the option
of soliciting all private contributions up
to the limitation on spending if they so
choose, or seeking both private and pub-
lic matching funds. Total public financ-
ing of primary elections is not provided.

Candidates participating in general
election campaigns are treated differ-
ently, depending upon whether they are
the nominees of major or of minor par-
ties having no previous voting records.

A major party is defined as one whose
candidates for President and Vice Presi-
dent in the preceding election received
at least 25 percent of the total number
of popular votes cast in the United States
for all candidates for such offices.

A candidate nominated by a major
party would be eligible to receive full
public funding in his campaign for elec-
tion up to the limit set by the bill S.
372—15 cents times the voting age popu-
lation of the geographic area in which
the election is to be held—as carried over
into this public financing bill.

A minor party is defined to mean any
political party whose candidates for
President and Vice President in the pre-
ceding election received at least 5 per-
cent but less than 25 percent of the total
number of popular votes cast in the
United States for all candidates for such
offices.

A candidate nominated by a minor
party would be eligible for public funding
up to an amount which is in the same
ratio as the average number of popu-
lar votes cast for all the candidates of
the major party bears to the total num-
ber of popular votes cast for the candi-
date of the minor party.

Where only one political party quali-
fies as a major party, then that party
whose candidate for election to a par-
ticular office at the preceding general
election received the next greatest num-
ber of votes—but not less than 15 per-
cent of the total number of votes cast—
shall be treated as a major party and
entitled to receive full public funding as
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such for the current election. There are
States in which one political party or
the candidates of a political party is so
popular or dominant as to render, in
fact, all other parties minor parties,
whether Democratic or Republican.
Therefore, this provision will help to in-
sure the equal entitlement of the Demo-
cratic and Republican parties, except in
very rare instances where one of those
parties would rank third.

The bill also takes into consideration
the candidate who ran at the preceding
election as a Democrat or Republican
and received more than 25 percent of
the votes cast and who then runs at
the following election as an independ-
ent. When such a candidate switches
from one party to another he does not
carry with him the “track record”; that
is, votes cast at the last general elec-
tion, when he runs under another party
label. He would be entitled to payments
as an independent only if he receives
at least 5 percent of the votes at the
current election and his payments would
be in reimbursements after the election,
not before.

If that candidate runs again as an in-
dependent at the succeeding general
election, and if he received more than
256 percent of the vote as an independ-
ent at the preceding general election,
then he would be eligible for full public
funding,

If a candidate of a minor party whose
candidate for election to a given Fed-
eral office at the preceding general elec-
tion received at least 5 percent of the
votes cast, then he will be entitled to
office, he will be entitled to receive pub-
lic funds on a pro rata basis, and if at
the current election that candidate re-
ceives more than 5 percent of the total
votes cast, then he will be entitled to
receive additional payments, as reim-
bursements to reflect the additional
voter support.

In the general election, candidates
may choose to receive all private contri-
butions and no public funding, a blend
of private and public funding within
the limitations on expenditures for gen-
eral elections as set forth in the bill, or,
in the case of major party candidates,
exclusively public funding.

Postelection payments are available to
candidates in two situations.

First, if a minor party candidate or an
independent candidate who is entitled
to payments before the election in an
amount which is less than the amount
payable to the candidate of a major party
before the election receives a greater per-
centage of the votes than the candidate
of his party received in the last elec-
tion—when compared to the average per-
centage received by a major party can-
didate in that election—he is entitled to
receive an additional amount after the
election. For example, if the average per-
centage of the votes received by a major
party candidate in the preceding election
was 30 percent and the minor party can-
didate received 15 percent of the votes in
that election, the candidate of the minor
party in the current election is entitled
to a pre-election payment of half the
amount to which a major party candi-
date is entitled. If the minor party can-
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didate in the current election receives 40
percent of the vote and the average per-
centage received by the major party can-
didates is still 30 percent, the minor
party candidate is entitled to a postelec-
tion payment equal to the amount of the
preelection payment to which the major
party candidates were each entitled, re-
duced by the amount of any payments he
received before the election and the
amount of any contributions he received
for use in his campaign. If his preelection
payment and his contributions, added to-
gether, equal the spending limitation for
that race the amount of his postelection
payment is zero. If the sum of his pre-
election payment and the contributions
equals 90 percent of the spending limita-
tion, his postelection payment is 10 per-
cent of the spending limitation.

Second, a candidate who is not the
nominee of a major or minor party and
who did not receive more than 5 percent
of the votes in the most recent general
election for the same office, is not en-
titled to receive any preelection pay-
ments. If he takes the same steps before
the election to become eligible for pay-
ments that other candidates must take
in order to receive preelection payments,
then, if he receives 5 percent or more of
the votes in the current election he is
entitled to a payment after the election
which bears the same ratio to the maxi-
mum payment—equal to the spending
limitation—as the number of votes he
receives bears to the average number of
votes a major party candidate receives.
The postelection payment is reduced by
the amount of contributions he receives
for use in his campaign.

The rules under which the postelec-
tion payment may be used are basically
these:

First. The candidate cannot incur cam-
paign expenditures in excess of the
amount of his limitation under proposed
section 504. The limitation there is the
same as the limitation that would apply
if he were receiving preelection public
financing of his campaign.

Second. The postelection payment may
be used only to pay outstanding cam-
paign debts.

Third. The candidate is regarded as
having no outstanding campaign debts
until he has spent all the amounts he re-
ceived as contributions.

Fourth. Any part of the postelection
payment which is left after paying his
campaign debts must be returned to the
Treasury for deposit back into the fund.

Appropriations may be made by the
Congress based on the amounts taxpay-
ers have designated for the fund under
the checkoff system. Authority is pro-
vided for the appropriation of additional
amounts if necessary.

The Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is
amended to provide for the automatic
designation of $2 of income tax liability
of every individual whose income tax li-
ability s $2 or more for the taxable year
to the Federal election campaign fund,
unless the individual elects not to make
such a designation. In the case of a joint
return of a husband and wife having an
income tax liability of $4 or more, each
spouse is considered to have designated
that $2 shall be paid over to the fund
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unless he elects not to make such a des-
ignation.

If the taxpayer designations of $2 per
individual of tax MHability result in a
sufficient total fund to meet the require-
ments of all eandidates entitled to re-
ceive public financing, then the Congress
may appropriate that amount for distri-
bution by the Secretaary of the Treasury.
If the amounts of designated tax pay-
ments to the fund do not result in a suf-
ficient total amount to fulfill the entitle-
ments of all gualified candidates, then
the Congress may appropriate such ad-
ditional sums as may be necessary to
make up any deficit.

In the event that insufficient funds are
available to meet the entitlements of
candidates, and the Congress had not
acted to appropriate amounts necessary
to meet the entitlements of candidates,
then such candidates may receive private
contributions.

Any private contribution received
would be limited to the ceilings estab-
lished by the bill upon contributions
from individuals or political committees
and subject further to the amount of
publiec financing, if any, that the candi-
date is entitled or elects to receive.

The Internal Revenue Code would be
amended so as to allow an individual
who has made a political contribution
to a candidate or political committee or
political party during a calendar year
to claim in his tax return for that year
a tax credit or a tax deduction.

The tax credit is limited to one half
of the amount of the contribution made
and to $25 per individual, or $50 on a
joint return.

The tax deduction is limited to $100
per individual.

Thus these tax incentives would dou-
ble the provisions set forth in the exist-
ing law as they were enacted in the Rev-
enue Act of 1971,

Emphasis in this bill is placed upon
candidates. But, to preserve the place
of political parties in the elective proc-
ess the bill provides that the national
committee of a political party may spend
for political purposes an amount not in
excess of the amount to be obtained by
multiplying 2 cents by the voting age
population of the United States.

A State committee of a political party
may spend an amount to be obtained by
multiplying 2 cents by the voting age
population of the State in which it
functions.

Title IT of the bill contains in part the
text of S. 372—the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1973—which was
passed by the Senate on July 30, 1973.

The committee amendments to S. 372
do not affect any of the substantive pro-
visions relating to limitations upon con-
tributions or limitations upon expendi-
tures in primary or general elections. The
amendments, instead, are intended to
remove from the text only those matters
which were considered nonessential or
which duplicated other provisions of the
bill, or which were changed by subse-
quent action of the Congress. For ex-
ample, the section prohibiting mass
mailing of newsletters, and so forth,
within 60 days prior to the date of any
election, was made unnecessary by the
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enactment of Public Law 93-191, Decem-
ber 18, 1973, regulating the use of the
frank.

Title II, in general contains provi-
sions—relating to political broadcasting,
and revising title III of the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act of 1971—relating to
reporting and disclosure.

The hill includes also the provisions
of S. 372 which repeal the Campaign
Communications Aect, imposing limita-
tions on amounts spent by candidates for
Federal office for the use of broadcast
and printed media in their campaigns.
It also amends the Communications Act
of 1934—

First, to remove Federal candidates
from the equal time requirements of sec-
tion 315 of that act;

Second, to require broadcasters to de-
mand a certification by any Federal can-
didate, before charging him for broad-
cast time, indicating that the payment of
charges for that time will not exceed his
expenditure limit under title 18, United
States Code, and to apply this provision
to State and local candidates wherever
similar limits are imposed on them by
State law; and

Third, to require broadcasters to make
certain announcements and keep certain
records in connection with political
broadcasts.

Title IT of the bill is concerned with
a general revision of title III of the
Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971 —
relating to the disclosure of Federal cam-
paign funds.

The bill establishes an independent
Federal Election Commission within the
executive branch to enforce the report-
ing and disclosure requirements of the
1971 act and to enforce certain provi-
sions of chapter 29 of title 18, United
States Code—relating to crimes related
to political activity The Commission is
given broad powers of enforcement, in-
cluding the power to make presentations
to Federal grand juries and to prosecute
criminal cases.

In addition to a number of changes in
the details of the reporting and disclos-
ure requirements of the 1971 Act, title
II—

First, requires a candidate for Federal
office to designate a central campaign
committee to serve as his central re-
porting and disclosure agent, and to des-
ignate campaign depositories into which
all contributions and any public financ-
ing payments must be deposited and out
of which all campaign expenditures—
other than petty cash—must be made;

Second, increases penalties for viola-
tions of reporting and disclosure require-
ments to a maximum of $100,000 and 5
years’ imprisonment for a knowing viola-
tion;

Third, requires that no expenditure in
excess of $1,000 can be made in connec-
tion with a Presidential campaign unless
that expenditure has been approved by
the Chairman of the national committee
of the political party or his delegate; and

Fourth, provides that excess campaign
contributions may be used by a person
elected to Federal office to defray ex-
penses incurred in connection with that
office or as a contribution to a charity.
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Title ITI of the bill covers erimes relat-
ing to elections and political activities.
It carries over the limitations on con-
tributions by individuals and by political
committees set by S. 372.

No individual may give to any candi-
date personally, or to any agents or com-
mittees authorized to function on behalf
of the candidate more than $3,000 for
each election in which the candidate par-
ticipates.

No individual may give to all candi-
dates and all political committees during
any calendar year a total aggregate in
excess of $25,000.

No political committee may contrib-
ute to any candidate or to his au-
thorized agent or committee more than
$3,000 for each election in which the
candidate participates, but political
committees are not bound by the $25,000
overall limit imposed upon individuals.

This title also requires that contribu-
tions and expenditures in excess of $100
be in the form of a written instrument.

Title IV of the bill requires annual re-
ports by all candidates for Federal elec-
tive office, and all elected Federal offi-
cers, and other officers and employees
of the Federal Government who are
compensated at the rate of $25,000, or
more, per annum. Reports would in-
clude all sources of income, gifts in
excess of $100, the identity of assets
valued at $1,000 or over, transactions
in securities and commodities, and the
purchase and sale of real property ex-
cept the personal residence of the filer.

Mr. President, in this opening state-
ment I have emphasized those provisions
which are of utmost importance and
which are the most current of the
amendments to the Federal Election
Campaign Act of 1971 as amended.
Those latest features are related to the
public financing procedures of the bill;
that is, the manner in which a candidate
becomes qualified for the receipt of
matching Federal payments in a pri-
mary election, and the eligibility re-
quirements for the receipt of public
funds in a general election.

It is reasonable to assume that the
Members of the Senate are familiar with
the provisions of the existing law en-
acted on April 7, 1972, as amended by
the bill 8. 372 which passed the Senate
on July 31, 1973, but which has not
vet been acted upon by the House of
Representatives.

Mr. President, I hope that the Senate
will move with reasonable dispateh to
consider the important provisions of this
bill and to demonstrate to the Nation
that this body is making every effort to
enact a Federal election reform meas-
ure which will serve to restore public
confidence in the elective process.

Mr. President, as a final comment I
would refer again to my statement on
March 20, 1974, when I compared the
provisions of this bill. 8. 3044, with the
recommendations included in the Presi-
dent’s March 8 message on election
reform.

My statement appears on page S. 3968
of Wednesday’s Recorp and I ask that
the statement be reprinted at this point
in my remarks.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR HOwWARD W. CAN-
NON IN RESPONSE TO THE PRESIDENTIAL
MEessAGE oF MarcH 8, 1974, on ELEC-
TION REFORM
Mr. CANNON. Mr, President, on March 8,

1974, the President sent to the Congress a

message on campaign reform. The message

contained a number of recommendations,
nearly all of which have already been enacted
into law or have been passed by the Sen-
ate and are awaiting further action by the

House,

In order to study and compare the White
House proposals side by side with existing
law and Senate-passed bills and pending
bills, I have been awaiting the arrival of leg-
islative proposals from the executive branch,
but to date nothing has been submitted.

It is unfortunate, because the omnibus
Senate Bill, S. 3044, has been on the calendar
since February 21—a month ago—and will
soon be debated here in the Senate Chamber.

On Friday, March 15, 1974, the distin-
guished and very articulate senlor Senator
from Rhode Island, JoHN O. PAsSTORE, deliv-
ered a nationwide radio address—a congres-
sional response to the President's message.
Senator PASTORE'S comments were printed in
the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp of March 19, 1974,
on pages T081 and 7082, and I urge all of
my colleagues to read them.

What Senator PasToRE said, in part, is that
the Senate has been moving consistently to-
ward the adoption of better and stronger
election laws. The Federal Election Campaign
Act of 1971 became law on April 7, 1972. That
act requires timely, detalled disclosure of all
receipts and expenditures by all candidates
for Federal office and by all political commit-
tees raising or spending more than $1,000 in
a calendar year.

The act covers all Federal elections—pri-
mary, runoff primary, special and general,
and applies to caucuses and conventions.

In his message, the President stressed the
need for such added reforms as:

First. A single authorized political commit-
tee for each candidate;

Second. Complete disclosure of ldentities
of donors and recipients of campaign con-
tributions;

Third. Limitations on contributions by a
single contributor to Presidential and con-
gressional candidates;

Fourth. Prohibitions against the use of
cash, loans, and other gifts; and

Fifth. Creation of an independent Federal
Election Commission.

Mr, President, I do not know where the
advisers to the President have been in the
past year or so, or what public information
has been available to the President, but I
thought it was perfectly clear that the Senate
passed a bill, 8. 372, last July 30, 1973, by a
vote of 82 to 8, which Incorporated the fol-
lowing provisions and more:

First. Limitations on contributions by in-
dividuals and political committees—not more
than $3,000 to any candidate or political
committee;

Second. Limitations on expenditures in
primary and general elections—10 cents
times voting age population in primaries and
15 cents for general elections;

Third. Prohibitions agalnst the use of cash
excess of $100 for contributions or expendi-
tures;

Fourth. Requirement for a single central
campaign committee for each candidate for
election to Senate and House and not more
than one such committee in each State for
Presidential candidates;

Fifth. A campalgn depository for each
candidate where all deposits and withdrawals
shall be recorded; and

Sixth. An independent Federal Election
Commission to oversee the law and with




7942

primary civil and criminal and prosecutorlal
power.

It is obvious that Senate action 1s months
shead of Presidential recommendations and
should be given public credit.

This year, the bill I reported to the Senate
on February 21, 1974, B. 3044, again incor-
porates the provisions of existing law and
of the bill, 8. 872. Further, S. 3044 recom-
mends public financing of all Federal elec-
tions in order to allow any candidate to run
for office without relying upon wealthy con-
tributors or special interests.

The Senate, In both S, 372 and S. 3044,
would repeal the equal time provisions of
section 315 of the Communications Act of
1934; provide for modest tax credits or deduc~
tions for political contributions; and use the
existing law dollar checkoff as a basic for
financing Federal campaigns.

Except for a few suggestions to curb “dirty
tricks™ or to change the term of office for
Federal elective offices—which would be a
constitutional amendment—there is no sig-
nificant point in the Presidential message
which has not been considered and rejected
by the Senate or incorporated into the exist-
Ing law or the Senate-passed bill, S, 372.

In short, Mr. President, while the Congress
and, to a greater degree, the Senate, has been
fulfilling the need to provide meaningful
needed electlon reform the executive again
has demonstrated a practice of arriving with
too little, too late.

INTERPARLIAMENTARY UNION
MEETING IN BUCHAREST, RU-
MANIA—APPOINTMENTS BY THE
VICE PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HeLms) . The Chair, on behalf of the Vice
President, in accordance with Public
Law 85—474, appoints the following Sen-
ators to attend the Interparliamentary
Union Meeting, to be held in Bucharest,
Rumania, April 15-20, 1974; the Sena-
tor from Alabama (Mr. SparKMAN), the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. MoN-
TOoYA), the Senator from Pennsylvania
(Mr. HueH Scorr), the Senator from
Nebraska (Mr. CurTis), the Senator
from Vermont (Mr, STarForp), the Sen-
ator from Delaware (Mr. Rots), and the
Senator from Virginia (Mr. Witriam L.
ScorT).

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET ACT OF
1974

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I wish to
express my deep gratitude to the distin-
guished Senator from Maine (Mr. Mus-
KIE) and the distinguished Senator from
Illinois (Mr. PErcy) for the magnificent
assistance they have given in comanag-
ing the bill.

I wish to express my gratitude to all
members of the staff and particularly to
Robert Bland Smith, Jr. and Bill Good-
win of the staff of the Committee on
Government Operations for the assist-
ance they have given me on the floor,
and I wish to acknowledge my great obli-
gation to Robert A. Wallace, consultant
to the committee, and to Herbert Jasper
for the assistance they have given me.
I think as a result of the labors of these
gentlemen and the two committees in-
volved and the staffs of both committees,
the Senate has adopted a bill which
makes a long stride toward the effort to
set up machinery by which Congress can
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do its part to put the Federal financial
house in order.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, my com-
ments will be very brief. I know that all
of us are very encouraged by the 80 to
0 vote on the budget reform bill. All
of us would recognize that it is not a
perfect piece of legislation, but it is a
good piece of legislation as could be put
together now, and it will have to evolve
to meet the situation in the future.

Congress is all too commonly accused
of inaction eoupled with ineptness. We
are accused of inordinate delay, verging
on irresponsibility. I think my colleagues
will appreciate the significance of the
fact that we began this great effort of
reform only 17 months ago, in October
1972, when the Senate adopted the Debt
Ceiling Act of 1972 and thereby created
the Joint Study Committee on Budget
Control. We have acted with all the speed
adequate deliberations would allow. And,
I believe we have produced an extremely
significant reform that over time will
prove to be of revolutionary importance.

Senator Ervin, our distinguished
chairman, has observed that this bill is
one of the finest examples of the legis-
lative process in his experience. I wholly
concur. In it we have accommodated the
diverse views of all committees and Sen-
ators, Yet we have retained a strong re-
form bill. We have chosen responsibility,
not irresponsibility. We have chosen a
new course of concern for the people's
money, rather than continued uncon-
cern. We have chosen to regain control
of our own processes, rather than to let
our control continue to erode. We have
chosen to strengthen our institutions,
rather than to continue to let them
weaken.

For me, passage of this bill today rep-
resents the culmination of 17 months of
work toward reform. On October 13, 1972,
I introduced an amendment to H.R.
16810, the 1972 debt ceiling bill, to pro-
vide for a Committee on the Budget and
the setting of an annual spending ceiling
that would govern all spending. Later, in
February, 1973, I introduced a bill, along
with my distinguished colleagues Senator
Harry Byrp and Senator ALAN CRANSTON,
to provide for a new congressional budg-
et process, In our Committee on Govern-
ment Operations we created a new Sub-
committee on Budgeting, Management
and Expenditures. One of its major pur-
poses was to develop legislation to imple-
ment the work of the Joint Study Com-
mittee on Budget Control by producing
workable budget reform legislation. On
April 11, 1973, I introduced with Sena-
tor Ervin the bill we have just passed, S.
1541, I feel a deep sense of personal ful-
fillment and satisfaction that the prod-
uct we have wrought has been so over-
whelmingly adopted.

I wish particularly to commend the
distinguished Senator from North Car-
olina for his leadership of our commit-
tee during a year in which his time has
bheen full of so many other important
duties on behalf of the Senate and the
Nation. Next I think we should all ac-
knowledge our debt to Senator METCALF
for his determined and impartial chair-
manship of the Subcommittee on Budg-
eting, Management and Expenditures.
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The senior Senator from Maine (Mr.
Muskie) has brought to bear his deep
knowledge of congressional processes in
order to fashion a more workable bill.
Senator Javits is responsible for the bill’s
new emphasis on soclal goals and on
public information about revenue losses
due to special tax provisions. Senator
Rorr and Senator Nuwn have made a
substantial contribution through their
determination to enact a really mean-
ingful reform. Senator Brock has been
one of the earliest advocates of reform
and has contributed in many important
ways to the advancement of the bill.

Finally, I wish again to call attention
to the very distinguished Senator from
West Virginia, the assistant majority
leader (Mr. RoserT C. Byrp) for his in-
valuable efforts directed at all times to-
ward achieving a better bill.

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. PERCY. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAM L. SCOTT. I appreciate
the Senator’s yielding, and I would cer-
tainly add my commendation to him and
the floor leader, the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. Ervin), for the work they
have put into this bill, as well as their
committee. I certainly hope it proves to
be an effective measure that the Senate
has unanimously adopted. I have reser-
vations as to whether it will prove to be
the cure-all that we hope will be ac-
complished. I doubt that we are going to
find that the Senate is going to live by
the dates that have been set. I hope it
will. T heard the distinguished Senator
from Arkansas (Mr. McCrLELLAN) make
his comments some hours ago on this
point, and I share his views and com-
ments.

Frankly, I introduced a bill that would
transfer the whole Office of Management
and Budget from the executive branch
to the legislative branch. In the event
this bill does not pass, I hope serious
consideration will be given to stronger
measures, either the bill I introduced,
cosponsored by the minority leader (Mr.
HucH Scorr), or the measure which the
Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CurTis) has
introduced.

The thrust of my remarks is that I
hope this works. I have doubt that it will.
I appreciate the Senator’s yielding.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the con-
cern expressed by the Senator from Vir-
ginia is well-founded. I know that the
Senator from Maine (Mr. Muskie) and
I worked hard on this bill for many,
many months, and we had some sharp
differences of opinion on approaches.
While we had our differences on
approaches, we never veered from the
goal. I am glad to say that, after listen-
ing to the arguments of the distinguished
Senator from Maine, I sometimes ad-
mitted that the opinions I had previously
held and had been clinging to, receded.

But we are all concerned over the
fact that in the last 5 years we have
added $88 billion to the public debt, and
if we include the off-budget items such
as Ex-Im Bank and other Government-
sponsored agencies such as the Federal
National Mortgage Association, the total
deficit in the budget in the past 5 years
is $109 billion, all in a period of high
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economic activity. I trust that, now that
we have this legislation, when we bring
it out of conference in final form and
send it to the President for signature,
we will really look at the question in the
spirit of what we are trying to achieve.
What we are trying to stop is inflation,
which is on the verge of being ruinous
for the people of this country, particu-
larly the low-income people.

I recently took note of what Dr. Arthur
Burns, Chairman of the Board of the
Federal Reserve System, said in a state-
ment before the Committee on Appro-
priations of the House on February 21:

We have had deficits far too often over
the years, and this pattern has raised serious
doubts about our government’s ability to
exercise rational control over its tax and
expenditure policies.

Since 1950, we have had deficits in four
years out of five, and the size and frequency
of those deficits has tended to increase over
the years.

Numerous measures will be needed to re-
store general price stability, Among these,
none is more important in my judgment than
reform of the Federal budget.

We will have a marked impact on in-
flation if we have the will to restrain
our expenditures and bring them more
in line with our income; if we try to
work together to accomplish this objec-
tive. We now have an orderly procedure
in which to do that. This measure was
passed in the great tradition of biparti-
san action by Congress. No ideology was
involved in it. We recognize that we must
find ways of putting Congress in order,
and that we must spend the people’s
money more prudently. The procedure is
here established so we can do that.

Mr, MUSKIE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PERCY. I yield.

Mr. MUSKIE. I would like especially
to pay tribute to the distinguished chair-
man of the Government Operations Com-
mittee (Mr. Ervin). Many of us under-
took to make a contribution and an input
into this legislation, but if he had not
stepped in to assume leadership and to
bring together potentially disagreeing
elements in the Government Operations
Committee, this effort might well have
failed. He did so at a time when he was
enormously occupied with the Watergate
matter. This bill took a lot of time, He
came in at the last moment, when he
had not had the benefit of the back-
ground of the committee discussion that
the rest of us had.

I would like to pay tribute to him and
also to the distinguished Senator from
Illinois (Mr. Percy), the distinguished
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. Brock),
and other members of the committee.

I would like to make this one comment
with respect to the observations of the
distinguished Senator from Virginia (Mr,
Wirriam L. Scotrt). What we undertook
to do in this bill was to achieve a balance
between imposing the discipline of estab-
lished procedures without imposing
strictures that would make the Senate
restive and with which the Senate would
refuse to live. That is not an easy balance
to achieve. We might have erred on the
side of looseness; we might have erred on
the side of firmness; but the objective
was to strike a balance because, in the
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last analysis, neither this bill nor any
other bill that might have been con-
ceived will work unless individual Sena-
tors in the aggregate want to make it
work,

There is a framework here that I think
is workable. I think it can be done. It
represents a compromise, but I think the
essential structure of what was estab-
lished several months ago in the Govern-
ment Operations Committee can be re-
tained. Those of us who had a part in
dealing with it to be sufficiently familiar
with it believe it is workable. But it will
not work unless Senators are willing to
change their style of living in this body.
That includes me, and I will not under-
take to lecture anybody else. However, it
is going to mean that we are going to
have to keep our noses to the grindstone
on a 10-month basis each year in follow-
ing the deadlines to which the Senator
from Virginia made reference. It is going
to require that our entire office staffs are
attuned to what is happening in the
budget process for many weeks in a row.

That is not going to be easy to do, but
I think it can be done. I think that with
some 35 or 40 Senators, all told, now hav-
ing had some responsibility for the bill in
committee, and other Senators having
had exposure to it for several days on the
floor of the Senate, this vote represents
an indication of a determination on the
part of the Senate to make this process
work.

So I move on to the next step with
cautious optimism, I may say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Virginia.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I should
like to say to our beloved majority lead-
er that although we had a difference of
opinion, I do not think we have a dif-
ference of opinion when I say that we
are undertaking to ask our own Senate
staffs to serve at levels of pay that are
insufficient. The House has raised the
salaries of its officers. I would hope that
we could bring the salaries of our own
Senate staffs up to a standard of living
that is commensurate with their contri-
bution and to the rising cost of living. We
cannot ask families of our own staffs to
bear this burden when for 5 years we
have not raised their salaries.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, this bill
would never have reached the present
stage had it not been for the diligent
efforts of the distinguished Senator from
Montana (Mr, MeTcaLr), chairman of
the Subcommittee on Budgeting, Man-
agement and Expenditures of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations. He
conducted the original hearings, and in
the development of the bill he manifested
an earnest dedication to devising a work-
able piece of legislation. It is impossible
for me to pay too high a tribute to Sen-
ator Metcalf for the great work and the
ideas he brought to this legislation.

I would also like to say that other
members of the committee, such as the
distinguished Senator from Georgia (Mr.
Nunn), did tremendous work on the bill.
They all deserve the thanks of the Sen-
ate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
vield to the distinguished Senator from
Georgia (Mr. Nunn).
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EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate go into
executive session for the purpose of con-
sidering a nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to the
consideration of executive business.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I call up
the nomination of Col. Edward B. Bur-
dett, U.S. Air Force, to be a brigadier
general, which was reported earlier to-
day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
nomination will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read the
nomination of Col. Edward B. Burdett,
U.S. Air Force, to he a brigadier gen-
eral, U.S. Air Force.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, Colonel
Burdett was shot down over North Viet-
nam in 1967 and died while a prisoner
of war. His remains are purported to
be among those recently returned to the
United States by the North Vietnamese.

Colonel Burdett was an outstanding
officer who served the United States ex-
ceptionally well. Among his decorations
are the Silver Star, Legion of Merit,
Distinguished Flying Cross as well as
many others.

He was to have been promoted to
brigadier general in 1968, however, his
nomination was withheld in order to
protect him as he was known to be a
POW.

It is only fitting that we recognize his
exceptional service and sacrifice to his
country by confirming his promotion.

Mr., TALMADGE, Mr. President, the
President of the United States has
nominated a Georgian to receive post-
humously the rank of brigadier general
in the Air Force.

Col. Ed Burdett of Macon was shot
down, captured, and imprisoned by the
North Vietnamese while flying a mission
over Southeast Asia in 1967. Soon after,
he became eligible for the rank of
brigadier general, but his promotion was
withheld for fear that it might cause
him abuse at the hands of the enemy.

It is a tragedy that Colonel Burdett
cannot receive this regard in person,
having died in captivity. His remains
have recently been released by the North
Vietnamese, and his burial is imminent.
He leaves a widow and a mother in
Macon.

For that reason, I ask the Senate for a
speedy confirmation of his nomination.
There can be no higher sacrifice than a
man'’s life for his country. Without the
bravery and dedication such as Colonel
Burdett’'s our country could never have
become what it is today. Because men
like him have died for our freedom,
we are able to honor them for their acts
of heroism. But no honor we bestow
can fully voice our gratitude.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is considered
and confirmed.

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask that
the President be notified of the confirma-
tion of the nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the President will be so
notified.
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LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. NUNN. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate resume
the consideration of legislative business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

DEATH OF FORMER SENATOR B.
EVERETT JORDAN, OF NORTH
CAROLINA—SENATE RESOLUTION
298

Mr. ERVIN. Mr, President, at the re-
quest of the distinguished Senator from
Nevada (Mr. CannoN), chairman of the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
and with the cosponsorship of other
members of the Committee on Rules and
Administration, and the cosponsorship of
my distinguished colleague from North
Carolina (Mr. Herms), I submit a reso-
Iution (S. Res. 298) and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso-
lution will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with
profound sorrow and deep regret the an-
nouncement of the death of the Honorable
B. Everett Jordan, a Senator from the State
of North Carolina from April 19, 1958, to
January 2, 1973, and a former Chairman of
the Committee on Rules and Administration
for ten years.

Resolved, That the Secretary of the Sen-
ate communicate this resolution to the family
of the deceased.

Resolved, That, when the Senate adjourns
today, it adjourn as a further mark of re-
spect to the memory of the deceased Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will proceed to the
immediate consideration of the resolu-
tion.

Without objection, the resolution is
agreed to.

Mr., CANNON. Mr. President, it was
with profound sorrow that we learned
last Friday, March 15, during the ad-
journment of the Senate, of the death
that morning of our friend and former
colleague, the Honorable B. Everett Jor-
dan, who from April 19, 1958, until Jan-
uary 2, 1973, served with great distinec-
tion as the junior Senator from the State
of North Carolina.

During most of that time it was my
privilege to sit with him as a fellow mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, of which he was chairman
during his last 10 years in the Senate, the
longest period any Senator has ever held
that position.

He was an effective leader whose hall-
marks were unfailing integrity, friendli-
ness, understanding, courtesy, humor,
patience, kindliness, and a genunine inter-
est in the problems of his fellow human
beings.

He won for himself the respect and
affection of his fellow Senators and the
officers and employees of the Senate who
came to know him through the years he
was here, and many hundreds did know
him as their friend.

At the end of his last term he held more
chairmanships of committees, joint
committees, and subcommittees than any
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other Member of either House of the
Congress, and he was a hard-working,
diligent man—but he was never too busy
to exchange a friendly greeting with any-
one he met in the corridors in the Capi-
tol or to listen with concern to any prob-
lem of a Senator or a staff member or a
constituent from his beloved North Caro-
lina.

He drew on half a century of experi-
ence as a successful manufacturer of tex-
tile yarn, as a businessman and church,
civic, and political leader deeply con-
cerned with his community, State, and
Nation, and as an unusually effective leg-
islator ably representing the best inter-
ests of his country and his State in the
Senate.

He and his lovely wife Katherine were
devoted to each other and to their legion
of friends here as well as in North Caro-
lina. Our hearts go out to her and to their
fine family in their time of sorrow.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I am sure
that no Member of the Senate, since the
Senate first convened in 1789, has ever
had a kinder colleague than I had in the
person of Senator Jordan. I think it is
impossible to overmagnify his service to
North Carolina and to the Nation, and
the service he rendered as chairman of
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration, and to his fellow citizens.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
11 AM. ON TUESDAY, MARCH 26

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate adjourns today, it stand in adjourn-
ment until 11 am. on Tuesday next.

BENEFITS PAID UNDER TITLE XVI
OF BOCIAL SECURITY ACT

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay before the Senate a
message from the House of Representa-
tives on HR. 13025.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate the amendment of the House
of Representatives to the amendment of
the Senate to the text of the bill (H.R.
13025) to increase the period during
which benefits may be paid under title
XVI of the Social Security Act on the
basis of presumptive disability to certain
individuals who received aid, on the basis
of disability, for December 1973, under a
State plan approved under title XIV or
XVI of that act which was in lieu of the
matter proposed to be inserted by the
said amendment, insert:

Sec. 2. The last sentence of section 203 (e)
(2) of the Federal-State Extended Unem-
ployment Compensation Act of 1970 (as add-
ed by section 20 of Public Law 93-233) is
amended by striking out “April” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “July”.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, as it
originally came over from the House,
H.R. 13025 permitted payments under
the new supplemental security income
program to be made for up to 12 months
to certain disabled individuals. The pur-
pose of this was to give the Social Se-
curity Administration 12 months to com-
plete its determination of whether these
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individuals meet the new Federal defi-
nition of disability.

This provision was approved without
change by the Senate. However, the Sen-
ate added an amendment to the bill.
Both parts of the Senate amendment
deal with unemployment compensation.

Under the first part of the Senate
amendment, extended unemployment
benefits would continue to be paid for
an additional 3 months in States whose
insured unemployment rate is at least
4 percent. The House has accepted this
part of the Senate amendment.

Present law allows States up to 2 years
in which to pay back advances which
they may receive from the Federal Gov-
ernment if they need them in order to
pay unemployment compensation bene-
fits. The second part of the Senate
amendment would allow an additional
year for repayment by States whose ad-
vances would otherwise be due for repay-
ment this year.

It is this second part of the Senate
amendment that the House has rejected
in its action on the Senate-passed ver-
sion of H.R. 13025. I have discussed this
matter with the distinguished chairman
of the Finance Committee, Senator Lowg,
and with the distinguished ranking mi-
nority member, Senator BENNETT We are
all agreed that the Senate should send
the bill forward to the President with-
out delay to assure that neither disabled
persons nor unemployed persons have
their benefits cut off. However, we will
have an opportunity to consider again
the provision that the House rejected.

On this basis, Mr. President, I urge
that the Senate send the bill on to the
President as agreed to by the House.

Mr. President, I move that the Senate
concur in the House amendment to the
Senate amendment.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the
Senator from Georgia, speaking for the
chairman of the committee, also speaks
for the ranking minority member, and
I am happy to confirm the fact that
we in the minority support the proposi-
tion that the bill go forward in the form
suggested, and I urge the Senate to agree
to the motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
GrIFFIN) . The question is on agreeing to
the motion of the Senator from Georgia.

The motion was agreed to.

8. 3228—A BILL TO PROVIDE FUNER-
AL TRANSPORTATION AND LIV-
ING EXPENSE BENEFITS TO THE
FAMILIES OF DECEASED PRISON-
ERS OF WAR, AND FOR OTHER
PURPOSES

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I introduce
a bill to provide funeral transportation
and living expense benefits to the fami-
lies of deceased prisoners of war, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent for its immediate consideration

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Kansas?

There being no objection, the bill (8.
3228) was read the first time by title
and the second time at length; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill.
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the morning
paper carried a most compelling story
of the family of an American prisoner
of war who died in captivity in North
Vietnam. His remains—along with those
of 22 other deceased POW’'s—have been
released by Hanoi for burial in the United
States.

However, it appears that his family
faces the prospect of bearing the entire
cost of traveling to Washington from
Sacramento, Calif., to attend the funeral
E:remoniea in Arlington National Ceme-

Y.

This, naturally, will entail a consider-
able expense for the family of this man—
Navy Capt. John Abbott—as well as for
the families of the 22 other servicemen
whose remains were released in the last
2 weeks. And another 32 Americans
identified by North Vietnam as having
died in captivity but not vet released.

As most Americans recall, our Govern-
ment made a gracious and generous ef-
fort to accommodate the families of the
556 POW's who were released by Hanoi
in 1973. When these men were returned,
at last, to the continental United States
their families were brought in from dis-
tant cities for the joyous reunions which
the entire Nation so memorably wit-
nessed on television. In addition these
men and their wives, mothers, or sweet-
hearts were brought to Washington last
summer as the guests of the President
and the entire country for a day of recog-
nition and honor which culminated in
a state dinner at the White House.

Of course, these were entirely appro-
priate and fitting courtesies for these
brave men and their equally courageous
families. However, it now appears that
standard military regulations and re-
quirements may work an unfortunate
hardship on the POW families who were
not among those whose joy we shared
last year. There is no authority to pro-
vide other than the standard military
death benefits to the families of prisoners
who died while in captivity.

Therefore, I am introducing the Fun-
eral Transportation and Living Expense
Benefits Act of 1974 to, in some small
way, accord appropriate courtesies to the
families of our prisoners who died in
captivity and whose remains will be re-
turned in accordance with the Paris
Peace Agreements of 1873 for burial in
American soil.

1 ask unanimous consent that the story
from this morning's Washington Post be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcCORp,
as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 22, 1974)
Wmow Musr PAY Way To POW BURIAL
(By Ron Shaffer)

If Cecile Abbott of Sacramento, Calif. and
her 12-year-old son make it to the Arlington
Cemetery graveside for the burial of her
POW husband, U.8. Capt. John Abbott, whose
body was recently released by North Viet-
nam, it will only be because she paid the
cost of getiing there,

Mrs. Abbott thinks that's unfair, since
the government spent so much money 14
months ago to bring relatives of 556 return-
ing live POWSs to stateside hospitals for re-
unions. And later the government spent more
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to bring over 500 POWs and relatives to the
White House for a Presidential reception.

“I got to thinking about it,” Mrs. Abbott
sald yesterday, “and it seemed inequitable
that President Nixon could fly POWs and
their wives to Washington for a big wing-
ding at the White House, but someone at
the top could not provide travel for 23 fam-
iles of (dead) men returning from Vietnam."”

Capt. Abbott died in captivity in North
Vietnam, and in the last two weeks Hanoi
released his remains along with those of 22
other imprisoned American servicemen who
died there,

“Just because men come home in a coffin
does not make them any less herces than ithe
ones who came back alive,” said Mrs, Ab-
bott.

A Navy spokesman who refused to be
identified because of what he termed the
sensitive nature of the problem, explained
that the law does not allow the military to
provide transportation for the families of
men who died while in the service. "The
law didn't allow vs to do it for 55,000 men
who died in Vietnam and we can't do it now."”

The spokesman said he sympathized with
the relatives of these 23 families—"1 know
what they're faced with and we would like
to make it as easy as possible for them, but
we're kind of tied down in this.”

Mrs. Abbott, he said, would have been ac-
corded the same treatment as the other fam-
ilies if her husband had come back alive.

Although the law is specific about what
can be provided for relatives of men who
die in the service, no one should begrudge
the special treatment accorded to the POWs
who returned safely, the Navy spokesman
said. “After all,” he said, “"those POWs were
something special to all of us."

Mrs. Abbott, 43, had just celebrated her
10th wedding anniversary when she received
word that her husband had been shot down
while flying his A-4 jet attack aircraft over
North Vietnam. The military told her that a
parachute had been sighted, but that a search
and rescue team sent to the area reported
no egigns of the pilot.

That was April, 1966.

She heard nothing more until Jan, 27, 1873,
the day the peace accord was signed in Paris.
Then the North Vietnamese informed her
that her husband had died after seven days
in captivity.

Last week she received word from the
military that the North Vietnamese said they
were releasing the remains of her husband,
There have been no other details about his
death.

Capt. Abbott had enlisted in the Navy just
before the end of World War II, Mrs. Abbott
sald. “He was a test pilot at one point, and
he flew in Korea, and he had a chestful of
medals."”

Now, she says, with the latest message
about her husband it's as if she is going
through his death for the third time. “But
I'm greatly relieved that finally we can bury
his body on home soil.”

The remains of the 23, all officers, accord-
ing to the Pentagon, were taken to an Amer-
ican base in Thailand for identification after
Hanol released 12 bodies on March 6, and 11
on March 13, Negotiations are still under
way for the 32 other Americans who Hanoi
said died in captivity in South Vietnam.

The remains of six of the 23 released this
month arrived at Travis Ajr Base in Cali-
fornia yesterday. A Defense Department
spokesman said their ldentities could not be
divulged pending final identification work
at the Oakland Army Terminal mortuary.

No timetable has been set for burial of
any of the 23, or the return of the other 17
bodies from Thailand, according to a Defense
Department spokesman,

Relatives of deceased servicemen are en-
titled to government transportation of the
remains to a burial site selected by the next
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of kin, and up to $625 for interment costs
in a private ceremony, depending on the type
of funeral. A military ceremony is provided
without charge upon request.

The next of kin of all men who die during
military service receive a death gratituity of
from $800 to $£3,000, depending upon rank,
This money can be used any way the family
sees fit, including for funeral travel expenses,
according to a Pentagon spokesman.

A serviceman’s government-sponsored in-
surance provides §15,000 to beneficiaries, and
the next of kin of men Kkilled in action con-
tinue to receive full medical, commissary,
and exchange privileges unless the widow
remarries. The children continue in receiving
those benefits until they are 21, unless they
cre adopted.

Mr. DOLE. Mr, President, I also ask
unanimous consent that the Defense De-
partment’s March 7 and March 13 re-
patriation listings be printed in the Rec-
orp at this point.

There being no objection, the mate-
rials were ordered to be printed in the
Rrecorp, as follows:

Manrcu 7, 1974

The DRV has stated that remains of the
following personnel, previously reported as
having disd in captivity, are those repatri-
ated on March 6. Dates of capture and dates
of death are those reported by the DRV. The
remains are being examined at the Central
Identification Laboratory in Thailand in or-
der to confirm these identifications, All next
of kin have been notified. Biographical data
will not be released until identification is
confirmed,

DATE OF CAPTURE AND DATE OF DEATH

Burdett, Edward B, Col, USAF: 18 Nov
1967; 18 Nov 1967.

Cameron, Kenneth B., Capt, USN: 18 May
1967; 4 Oct 1970.

Cobeil, Earl G., LtCol, USAF: 5 Nov 1967;
5 Nov 1970.

Connell, James J., LtCdr,
1966; 14 Jan 1971.

Dennison, Terry A., Cdr, USN: 19 July 1966;
21 July 1866.

Diehl, Willlam C., Jr., LtCol, USAF: 7 Nov
1967, 8 Nov 1967.

Hartman, Richard D. Cdr, USN: 21 July
1967; 22 July 1967.

Newsom, Benjamin B., Col, USAF:
1966; 26 July 1966.

Pemberton, Gene T. Col, USAF:
1966; 24 July 1966.

*Schmidt, Norman, Col, USAF': 1 Sep 1966;
31 Aug 1967.

*Storz, Ronald E. LtCol, USAF: 28 Apr
1965; 23 Apr 1970.

* *Previously declared dead—no release per
Apr 1967; 25 Apr 1967.

MarcH 13, 1974

The DRV has stated that remains of the
following personnel, previously reported as
having died in captivity, are those repatriated
on March 13. Dates of capture and dates of
death are those reported by the DRV. The
remalns are being examined at the Central
Identification- Laboratory in Thalland in
order to confirm these identifications. Al
next of kin have been notified. Biographical
data will not be released until identification
is confirmed and the next of kin advised,

DATE OF CAPTURE AND DATE OF DEATH

Abbott, John, Capt, USN; 20 Apr €6 27
Apr 66.

Atterberry, Edwin L., LtCol, USAF; 12 Aug
67; 18 May 69.

Dodge, Ward K., Col, USAF; 5 Jul €T; 12
Jul 67.

USN: 15 July

23 July

23 July

*Previously declared dead.
**Weskamp, Robert L., Capt, USAF: 25
NOX request,
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Frederlck, John W, Jr.,, CWO4, USMC; 27
Feb 67; 10 Jul 72.

Griffin, James L., Cdr, USN; 19 May 67;
21 May 67.

Grubb, Wilmer N., LtCol, USAF; 26 Jan
66; 4 Feb 66.

Heggen, Keith R., LtCol, USAF; 21 Dec 72;
26 Dec 72.

Sijan, Lance P., Capt, USAF; 12 Jan 68;
22 Jan 68.

Smith, Homer L., Capt, USN; 20 May 67;
21 May 67.

Stamm, Earnest A, Cdr, USN; 25 Nov 68;
16 Jan 69.

Walters,
20 May 67.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOLE. I yield,

Mr. MATHIAS. I applaud the Senator
from Kansas for responding in a very
human and sensitive way to what is, I
think, an obligation, certainly a moral
obligation, on the part of the Govern-
ment, and I hope he will permit me to
become a cosponsor of the bill.

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent
that the Senator from Maryland be made
a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. I have cleared this measure
with the Senator from Texas (Mr.
Tower), the chairman of the committee,
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr. STEN-
n1s), and the Republican and Demo-
cratic leadership, It occurs to me, as one
who has followed very closely the actions
of our POW’s and MIA's, their families,
and the Government in this area that we
are doing something that should be done.

I also ask unanimous consent that the
names of the Senator from Michigan
(Mr. GriFFIN) and the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. DomenIici) be added as co-
sponsors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill is open to amendment. If there
be no amendment to be proposed, the
question is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill (S. 3228) was ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, was read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

S. 3228
A bill to provide funeral transportation and
living expense benefits to the families of
deceased prisoners of war, and for other
purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

SecTioN 1, SHorRT TITLE—This Act may be
cited as the “Funeral Transportation and
Living Expense Benefits Act of 1074."

BEC. 2. FINDINGS,—(a) The United States
did in 1973 provide transportation and other
amenities to families of 556 returned prison-
ers of war for reunions upon these men's
arrival in the continental United States after
release from imprisonment by the Govern-
ment of the Democratic Republic of Vietnam
and did in 1973 also provide transportation
and other amenities to these returned prison-
ers of war and their families to attend cere-
monies in thelr honor in Washington, Dis-
trict of Columbia.

(h) The remains of other prisoners of war,
having dled in captivity in Southeast Asia,
are now being returned to the United States
for burial,

(¢) The United States owes no lesser de-
gree of respect, honor, or solicitude to the

Jack, LtCdr. USN; 19 May 67;
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memories of the men who died in captivity
and their families than in the cases of those
who survived and returned allve to the
United States.

(d) It is fitting and proper, therefore, as
a mark of respect to those men who died in
captivity while serving in the Armed Forces
of the United States, that comparable cour-
tesies and amenities be extended to the fam-
ilies of these deceased military personnel.

SecTION 3. BENEFITS.—The Secretary of De-
fense is authorized to provide funeral trans-
portation and lving expenses benefits for
the family of any deceased member of the
Armed Forces who shall have died while
classified as a prisoner of war or as missing
in action during the Vietnam conflict and
whose remains shall have been returned to
the United States after January 27, 1973.

(b) Such benefits shall include transporta-
tion round trip from such family members’
places of residence to the place of burial for
such deceased member of the Armed Forces,
living expenses, and other such allowances as
the Secretary shall deem appropriate,

(c) Eligible family members shall include
the deceased’s widow, children, stepchildren,
mother, father, stepfather, and stepmother,
or if none of these shall desire to be granted
such benefits, the deceased's brothers, sis-
ters, half brothers and half sisters.

THE ETHICS COMMITTEE SELECTS
A NEW CHAIRMAN

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, under
the terms of the resolution that created
the Senate Ethics Committee, that com-
mittee selects its own chairman.

We have always been and we still are a
nonpartisan committee, with three mem-
bers from the minority and three from
the majority. We have thought, though,
that it is better that the chairman be
selected from the majority with refer-
ence to matters that might have to be
presented on the Senate floor, and that
the procedures would fit in better.

At a meeting of this committee yester-
day afternoon, the Chairman—I have
been chairman now for some years—
talked with the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. TALMADGE) , who was the next rank-
ing member of the majority party, about
the matter. Mr. Tatmance thought that
he was already greatly burdened with
work and could not carry on as chair-
man; I therefore nominated for chair-
man the Senator from Nevada (Myr.
CANNON) ,

Mr, President, the vote for his selection
as chairman was not a close vote; it was
unanimous. He is a man of fine ability
and high integrity.

I continue, Mr, President, as a member
of the committee. The other members are
the Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT),
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr,
BrookEe), and I have already mentioned
the Senator from Georgia and the Sen-
ator from Nevada.

As I say, I am not leaving the commit-
tee, Mr. President, but the Senator from
Utah (Mr. BENNETT) and I have been on
this committee since its inception. It has
been a privilege to serve with all of them,
but I wanted to pay special tribute to
him. We have been in some tight places
and up against some hard rocks, and he
never varies in the least from principles
of highest integrity. I have found that
true also of the other members of the
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committee, but T wanted to pay special
tribute to the Senator from Utah.
Mr, President, I yield the floor.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
Nos. 711, 712, 713, and 714, in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered,

ARTHUR RIKE

The bill (S. 404) for the relief of
Arthur Rike was considered, ordered to
be engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That, notwith-
standing any statute of limitations, or lapse
of time, or bars of laches or any proceeding
heretofore had in the United States District
Court for the District of North Dakota, jur-
isdiction is hereby conferred upon the United
States District Court for the District of North
Dakota to hear, determine, and render judg-
ment upon any claim filed by Arthur Rike
against the United States for compensation
for personal injury, medical expenses, and
property damage sustained by him arising
out of an accident which occurred on Decem-
ber 24, 1964, allegedly as a result of negli-
gent operation of a motor vehicle by an em-
ployee of the United States while acting
within the scope of his Federal employment.

Sec. 2. Suit upon any such claim may be
instituted at any time within one year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, and
any judgment rendered as a result of such
suit shall not exceed the sum of $10,000.

Sec. 3. Nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued as an inference of liability on the part
of the United States. Except as otherwise
provided herein, proceedings for the determi-
nation of such claim, and review and pay-
ment of any judgment or judgments thereon,
shall be had in the same manner as in the
case of claims over which such court has
Jurisdiction under section 1346(b) of title 28,
Unlited States Code.

CHATTOOGA RIVER, NORTH CARO-
LINA, SOUTH CAROLINA, AND
GEORGIA

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 9492) to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act by designating the
Chattooga River, North Carolina, South
Carolina, and Georgia, as a component of
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers
System, and for other purposes, which
had been reported from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs with an
amendment to strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert:

That the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (82 Stat.
806; 16 U.8.C, 1274 et seq.), as amended, is
further amended as follows:

(a) In section 3(a) after paragraph (9)
insert the following new paragraph:

“(10) CHATTOOGA, NORTH CAROLINA, SOUTH
CarOLINA, GEORGIA—The Segment from 0.8
mile below Cashiers Lake in North Carolina
to Tugaloo Reservoir, and the West Fork
Chattooga River from its junction with
Chattooga upstream 7.3 miles, as generally
depicted on the boundary map entitled ‘Pro-
posed Wild and Scenic Chattooga River and
Corridor Boundary’, dated August 1973; to
be administered by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture: Provided, That the Secretary of Agri-
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culture shall take such action as is provided
for under subsection (b) of this section with-
in one year from the date of enactment of
this paragraph (10): Provided further, That
for the purposes of this river, there are au-
thorized to be appropriated not more than
$2,000,000 for the acquisition of lands and
interests in lands and not more than $809,-
000 for development.".

(b) In section T(b) (i) delete *“five-year"
and insert in leu thereof “ten-year".

(¢) In section 16 delete “$17,000,000" and
insert in lieu thereof “$37,600,000”.

{(d) (1) In section 4 delete subsection (a)
and insert in Heu thereof the following:

“Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary of the Interior
or, where national forest lands are involved,
the Secretary of Agriculture or, in appropri-
ate cases, the two Secretaries jointly shall
study and submit to the President reports
on the suitability or nonsuitabllity for addi-
tion to the national wild and scenic rivers
system of rivers which are designated herein
or hereafter by the Congress as potential
additions to such system. The President shall
report to the Congress his recommendations
and proposals with respect to the designation
of each such river or section thereof under
this Act. Such studies shall be completed and
such reports shall be made to the Congress
with respect to all rivers named in subpara-
graphs 6(a) (1) through (27) of this Act
within three complete fiscal years after the
date of enactment of this amendment: Pro-
vided, however, That with respect to the
Suwanee River, Georgia and Florida, and the
Upper Iowa River, Iowa, such study shall be
completed and reports made thereon to the
Congress prior to October 2, 1970. With re-
spect to any river designated for potential
addition to the national wild and seenic rivers
system by Act of Congress subsequent to
this Act, the study of such river shall be
completed and reports made thereon by the
President to the Congress within three com-
plete fiscal years from the date of enactment
of such Act. In conducting these studies the
Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary
of Agriculture shall give priority to those
rivers with respect to which there is the
greatest likelihood of developments which, if
undertaken, would render the rivers unsuit-
able for inclusion in the national wild and
scenic rivers system. Every such study and
plan shall be coordinated with any water re-
sources planning involving the same river
which is being conducted pursuant to the
Water Resources Planning Act (79 Stat, 244,
42 U.S.S. 1962 et seq.).

“Each report, ineluding maps and illustra-
tions, shall show among other things the area
included within the report; the character-
isticse which do or do not make the area a
worthy addition to the system; the current
status of land ownership and use in the area;
the r 1ably foreseeable potential uses of
the land and water which would be enhanced,
foreclosed, or curtailed if the area were in-
cluded in the national wild and scenic rivers
system; the Federal agency (which in the
case of a river which is wholly or substan-
tially within a national forest, shall be the
Department of Agriculture) by which it is
proposed the area, should it be added to the
system, be administered; the extent to which
it is proposed that such administration, in-
chading the costs thereof, be shared by State
and local agencies; and the estimated cost
to the United States of acguiring necessary
lands and interests in land and of admin-
istering the area, should it be added to the
system. Each such report shall be printed
as a Senate or House document."”

(2) In section 5 delete subsection (b) and
reletter subsections (c) and (d) as (b) and
(c), respectively.

(3) In section 7(b)i) delete all after “Aect"”
and Insert in Heu thereof "or the three com-
plete fiscal year period following any Act of
Congress designating any river for potential
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addition to the national wild and scenic
river system, whichever is later, and”.

(4) In section T(b)(il) delete “which Is
recommended”, insert In lieu thereof "‘the
report for which is submitted”, and delete
“for inclusion in the national wild and scenic
rivers system™.

The amendment was agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

MRS. WANDA MARTENS

The bill (S. 240) for the relief of Mrs.
Wanda Martens was considered, ordered
to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

S. 240

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in the
administration of the Federal Employees’
Compensation Act, as amended, Mrs. Wanda
Martens of Havre, Montana, widow of Jesse
Otha Martens, shall be deemed to be en-
titled to receive payments of benefits and
compensation under such Act, from and after
the date of the death of the said Jesse Otha
Martens, in like manner as if the Secretary
of Labor had found that the death of the
said Jesse Otha Martens on July 9, 1960, re-
sulted from an injury sustained by him while
in the performance of his duties as an Im-
migrant Inspector, Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service, Department of Justice.

Sec. 2. Any amounts payable by reason of
the enactment of this Act with respect to
any period prior to the date of such enact-
ment (including funeral and burial expens-
es) shall be paid in a lump sum within six-
ty days after the date of enactment of this
Act.

Sec. 3. The provisions of section 23 of the
Federal Employees’ Compensation Act, as
amended, shall be applicable with respect
to any claim for legal services or for any
pother services rendered in respect to any
claim for benefits or compensation by the
said Mrs, Wanda Martens covered by the
preceding sections of this Act.

CUMBRES AND TOLTEC SCENIC
RATLROAD COMPACT

The bill (S, 2362) granting the con-
sent and approval of Congress to the
Cumbres and Toltec Scenic Railroad
Compact was considered, ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

8. 2362

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
consent and approval of Congress is hereby
given to the Cumbres and Toltec Railroad
Compact as agreed to by the States of Colo-
rade and New Mexico, which compact is as
follows:

“CUMBRES AND TOLTEC SCENIC RAILROAD COMPACT

“The State of New Mexico and the State
of Colorado, desiring to provide for the joint
acquisition, ewnership, and control of an in-
terstate narrow gauge scenic railroad, known
as the Cumbres and Toltec Scenic Rallroad,
within Rio Arriba County in New Mexico
and Archuleta and Conejos Counties in Colo-
rado, to promote the public welfare by en-
couraging and facilitating recreation and by
preserving, as a living museum for future
generations, a mode of transportation that
helped in the development and promotion of
the territories and States, and to remove all
causges of present and future controversy be-
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tween them with respect thereto, and being
moved by considerations of interstate com-
ity, have agreed upon the following articles:
“ARTICLE I
“The States of New Mexico and Colorado
agree jointly to acquire, own and make provi-
sion for the operation of the Cumbres and
Toltec Scenic Railroad.
“ArTICLE IL
“The States of New Mexico and Colorado
hereby ratify and affirm the agreement of
July 1, 1970, entered between the railroad
authorities of the States.
“ArTICLE IIL
“The States of New Mexico and Colorado
agree to make such amendments to the
July 1, 1970, agreement and such other con-
tracts, leases, franchises, econcessions, or
other agreements as may hereafter appear to
both States to be necessary and proper for
the control, operation, or disposition of the
sald railroad.
*“ArTICLE IV
“The States of New Mexlco and Colorado
agree to the consideration of the enact-
ment of such laws or constitutional amend-
ments exempting the said rallroad or its
operations from various laws of both States
as both States shall hereafter mutually find
necessary and proper.
“ArTICLE V
“Nothing contained herein shall be con-
etrued so as to limit, abridge, or affect the
Jurisdiction er authority, if any, of the Inter-
state Commerce Commission over the said
railroad, or the applicability, if any, of the
tax laws of the United States to the sald
raflroad or its operation.”.
Sec. 2. The right to alter, amend, or repeal
this Act is expressly reserved.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NeTT). The Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. DomEnIcI) is recognized.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for a unanimous-
consent request?

Mr. DOMENICI. I yield.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATORS PROXMIRE AND PASTORE
ON TUESDAY NEXT; AUTHORITY
FOR THE TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS, AND
FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION
OF THE UNFINISHED BUSINESS

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on Tues-
day next, after the two leaders or their
designees have been recognized under
the standing order, the Senator from
Wiseonsin (Mr. ProxMIRE) be recognized
for not to exceed 15 minutes, after which
the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
Pastore) be recognized for not to ex-
ceed 15 minutes, after which there be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business of not to exceed 15
minutes, with statements therein limited
to 5 minutes each, at the conclusion of
which the Senate resume the considera-
tion of the unfinished business, the cam-
paign financing bill,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
cobjection, it is so ordered.

DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS WITH
EUROPEAN COUNTRIES

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
today to address this body on a matter
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of deep concern to me, and to those New
Mexicans, those Americans that I have
had the time to visit with on my recent
trip to my home State. I have had a
look at the recent exchange between
representatives of our Government and
representatives of the European nations
from the view point of the average
American, the American far from the
supersophisticated syllogisms and high-
blown bureaucratic mechinations of
Washington.

Let me put it bluntly, Mr, President.
My friends in New Mexico are more than
a little perplexed by the recent state-
ments by leaders of the European alli-
ance. When Michel Jobert of France
says that “the presence of U.S. Forces
in Europe is not fundamental;” when a
British official says that Secretary
Henry Kissingers’ call for cooperation
among oil consuming nations of the West
is “naive;” when the Japanese officials
claim that “our need for oil makes our
position very delicate and very vulner-
able;” when these things are said in
light of the past, my friends, who pay
their taxes, who went to war in Europe,
and whose children are stationed in
Europe, stand confused.

Let me put it more bluntly. When
Monsier Jobert fought in the south of
France, and in Ifaly, in 1944 and 1945,
with the aid of millions of dollars of
American materiel, and with blood of
American fighting men flowing next to
him, did he think that we in this coun-
try were saying, “The presence of the
Nazis in France is not of fundamental
importance?” When our British friend
found American troops staggering into
Normandy did he believe we were “po-
litically naive?” And when we spent mil-
lions of dollars to reconstruct Japan
after the World War, did some high gov-
ernment official in this Nation counsel
caution? We all know the answers to
those questions: We did none of those.
We did our duty as both reality and
morality dictated it. We may have been
naive, we may have mistaken funda-
mental things for superficial things up-
on occasion, we may not have been as
cautious as our hindsight counsels us.
But our errors were errors of compas-
sion. We have heeded self-interest cer-
tainly, but we have listened most often
to the needs of our allies. Figures lie, one
sage says, and they do not lie, another
tells us. Be that as it may, I will remind
my fellow Senators of the magnitude of
the sacrifice of this Nation for the cause
of Europe during the past five and one-
half decades.

This Nation has more than 300,000
troops stationed in Europe. Our NATO
commitment exceeds $16 billion an-
nually. France itself still owes this Na-
tion, in prinecipal and interest due, but
unpaid, more than $8.8 billion from
World War I alone. During World War
II, America contributed more than $48.7
billion through lend lease—and then
we turned around and only asked for
repayment of $2 billion of that. In other
words, this Nation gave to the European
community in its time of greatest danger
more money than our Federal Govern-
ment spends annually to feed our poor,
to heal our elderly, or to educate our
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young, When France found itself in dire
straits in Vietnam in the early 1950's, who
did it turn to for assistance? And we
responded with arms and money, much
to our eventual sorrow. In the post-
World War II period, America gave
foreign grants and credits exceeding $148
billion. I could mention that $10 billion
in liberty loans of World War I; the
$13 billion under the Marshall plan; or
the fact that no nation except Finland
is current in its repayment of World
War I debts to this Nation.

We, then, have not been reluctant to
shoulder our part of the burden of pro-
tecting freedom in this world. We have
not been “cautious” when it comes to
helping our friends. Sometimes our aid
has been in our own best interests—as
certainly our involvement in World War
II was. But our aid has always been
tinged with genuine concern for our
friends in Europe. We have troops there
now because we believe the security of
Western Europe is important, but also
because we believe we have to make a
stand there for freedom.

If we had spent that $13 billion in the
Marshall plan on petroleum and energy
research and development in this Nation,
instead of giving it to Europe, we proba-
bly would not have a petroleum/energy
shortage in this Nation right now. If we
had spent $49 billion in this Nation on
rural development and economic expan-
sion, we would not have the terrible
problems of the cities and the impover-
ished we are battling now.

Can you imagine, Mr. President, the
status of our drive to clean up the air
and water of this Nation if we had spent
$5.3 billion to protect the environment
instead of offering it to our allies in the
form of civilian supplies?

Where would rural development and
improved secondary highway programs
be in this Nation if we had spent $5.4
billion on them instead of spending that
amount on economic development loans
overseas?

I am not talking about military ex-
penditures now. I am talking about non-
military, humanitarian aid for the poor,
for the ravaged, for the destitute. I am
talking about more than $45 billion in
AID and predecessor agencies for the
period 1946-67 alone. I am talking about
$15 billion in the food for freedom pro-
gram; $10 billion through the Export-
Import Bank; and, while I do not wish
to seem unfriendly to Monsieur Jobert,
I am talking about more than $3 billion
in AID and predecessor programs, $20
million in food for freedom grants, and
a total of more than $5 billion in overall
economic aid to France alone.

So it saddens me when I read that
after our Energy Conference, held despite
the stern objections of Monsieur Jobert,
and the agreements we reached there
with 12 of our friends, the Common
Market nations on March 4 joined with
France in authorizing independent eco-
nomic and technical cooperation with 20
Arab nations.

I understand why President Nixon and
Secretary Kissinger were upset by the
lack of consultation. We thought we had
a mutual understanding. It turned out,
apparently, that only we held that un-
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derstanding, that the agreement was a
one-way street.

I have cautioned this body before
about detente, explaining that reducing
tensions is a noble goal, but that we must
insist that detente be a two-way street.
I am glad that President Nixon has told
the Europeans that cooperation between
longtime friends is also a two-way
street. We can survive the energy short-
age, because we have the economie
strength and the technology. Europe
would be worse hit by skyrocketing oil
prices—Walter Levy's analysis of in-
creased oil costs to Europe showed $39.7
billion from 1972 to 1974, while America
would have had to pay $15.9 billion more
and Japan $12.8 billion. Plainly, our de-
sire for cooperation among consuming
nations was in the best interests of Eu-
rope, as well as us. Yet, the Europeans
apparently saw fit to make their own
deal.

Let me tell this body, and our Euro-
pean friends, what the people I talk to
say about this whole situation. They
say, “If France does not think our troop
presence is of fundamental importance,
then let us take our troops out of Eu-
rope. Let us let the French pick up a
bigger part of the cost of defending Eu-
rope. Let us go ahead and bring our
troops home, save all that money,
strengthen our dollar overseas, cut down
on defense costs, and let the Europeans
make their own deal for defense, since
they are so anxious to make their own
deal for energy.” That is a summary of
what the people told me, those who pay
the bill, the taxpayers in my State and
wherever I find them,

I think the American people raise a
good question: If we are no longer
wanted in Europe, why are we there?
I assure our European friends that there
is plenty of sentiment in this body for
removal of our troops from Europe and
for stopping foreign aid, without aggra-
vating the situation by harsh remarks.
If the time has come for a fundamental
reevaluation of our position within the
Atlantic alliance, then let us begin the
job now. If our sacrifice, told in blood,
sweat, tears, and prodigious productivity,
is no longer appreciated; if our risk is no
longer of “fundamental iniportance”; if
our good will is no longer believed, then
I say it is time to remove ourselves as a
source of irritation and unpleasantness
to our European friends. It may well be
that they will love us more when we are
gone,

I will add, only, Mr. President, that I
present these remarks in the spirit of one
who has voted to continue our help to
the poor nations, to the needy peoples of
the world. I feel that we have a moral
commitment to help those who are less
fortunate than we are. I feel that we
have, as a Christian nation, the duty and
the burden of sharing with our brothers
in other lands. The majority of Ameri-
cans have agreed with me and still do,
I believe. They are willing to cut down a
little on domestic programs to give a
helping hand to nations ac~oss the globe.

While we often have been philan-
thropic for some perceived self-interest,
as I pointed out earlier, we most often
have been generous because we are a
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good and considerate people, and our
people are concerned about all people.

I hope Mr. President, that we will get a
chance soon to air this issue in its en-
tirety. Perhaps we have overstayed our
welcome or have done too much for our
friends. Perhaps we have been a bit naive
all along, though, I conclude, never un-
generous and never without charity.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator from New
Mexico yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. I am delighted to
vield to the Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I would like, for the
record, just to give one example of what
one person did in Turkey. This man came
from the United States of America as an
employee of AID. He came from the Mid-
west to Ankara, Turkey. He gave of his
knowledge of farming. For part of the
yvears he was there, he assisted in the use
of machines in farming operations.

Because of his knowledge, and his ef-
forts working with Turkish farmers, their
productivity was increased many, many
fold. The exports of goods increased sub-
stantially. This is but the contribution of
one man from the AID organization—
unheralded, unapplauded, but certainly
representative of that larger group of in-
dividuals whose contributions are con-
structive in nature and to whom praise
should be given for their endeavors in
aiding people in faraway countries.

It is important that the Senator from
New Mexico assess the value of this Na-
tion’s representatives who work with the
peoples of other countries.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered,

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR RANDOLPH AND SENATOR
ROBERT C. BYRD ON THURSDAY,
MARCH 28, 1974

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on next

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Thursday, March 28, 1974, after the two
leaders or their designees have been
recognized under the standing order, Mr.
RanbpoLPH be recognized for not to
exceed 15 minutes, after which the junlor
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. ROBERT
C. Byrp) be recognized for not to exceed
15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the Senate will convene next on Tuesday
of next week at the hour of 11 a.m, After
the two leaders or their designees have
been recognized under the standing order
Mr. ProxMiRE and Mr, PAsTore will be
recognized each for not to exceed 15
minutes, and in that order; aftey which
there will be a period for the trajjsaction
of routine morning business fo! not to
exceed 15 minutes with ststements
limited therein to 5 minutes.

At the conclusion of the period for the
transaction of routine morning business
the Senate will resume consideration of
the then unfinished business, S. 3044, the
public financing of campaigns bill.
There is no time limitation on that bill.
To repeat the optimistic statement by
Mr. MANSFIELD, it is hoped that action
on the measure may be completed in a
couple of days.

Also on Tuesday it is anticipated that
S. 2893, a bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act may be called up and acted
upon.

Also on Tuesday S. 1835, the so-called
servicemen’s group life insurance bill,
may be called up and acted upon.

Conference reports may be called up at
any time., Yea-and-nay votes may occur
on Tuesday next.

ADJOURNMENT TO 11 AM., TUES-
DAY, MARCH 26, “97+

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi ienS,
if there be no further business to come
before the Senate, I move, in accordance
with the previous order, and pursuant
to the provisions of Senate Resolution
298, as a further mark of respect to the
memory of the late Senator B. Everett
Jordan of North Carolina, that the Sen-
ate stand in adjournment until 11 a.m.
on Tuesday next.

The motion was agreed to; and, at 3:30
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p.m., the Senate adjourned until Tues-
day, March 26, 1974, at 11 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the

Senate on March 22, 1974:
IN THE AIR FORCE

The following officers for appointment in
the Reserve of the Air Force to the grade in-
dicated, under the provisions of Chapters 35
and 837, Title 10, United States Code:

To be major general

Brig. Gen. Arthur W. Clark, ISV,
Air Force Reserve.

Brig. Gen. William Lyon, I Starcal v,
Air Force Reserve.

Brig. Gen. Oscar D. Olson, T2 arccalE vV,
Air Force Reserve.

Brig. Gen. Alfred Verhulst, IS e cdlrY,
Air Force Reserve.

Brig. Gen. John S. Warner, [ Stacrdl vV,
Air Force Reserve.

To be brigadier general

Col. Bruce M. Davidson, IS cccdlrV,
Air Force Reserve.

Col. Edward Dillon, IFTETSTrdlFV, Air
Force Reserve.

Col. George M. Douglas, ISt al "V,
Air Force Reserve.

Col. Arthur A. Gentry, e cdlV, Air
Force Reserve.

Col. Irving B. Holley, Jr., IS aral vV,
Air Force Reserve.

Col. Harry J. Huff II, [JIEESEllFV, Air

Force Reserve.

Col. Willard G. Hull, B2 eV, Air

Force Reserve.

Col. James D. Isaacks, Jr., I Eec iV,
Air Force Reserve.

Col. Orrin W. Matthews, IS dE "V,
Air Force Reserve.

Col. Alvin J. Moser, Jr., el V.,

Air Force Reserve.

Col. Dalton S. Oliver, I o alrV, Air

Force Reserve,

Col. Frank J. Parrish, I SISV, Air

Force Reserve.
Col. Barnett Zumoff, IS dlrV, Air
Force Reserve.

CONFIRMATION

Executive nominations confirmed by

the Senate March 22, 1974:
IN THE AIR FORCE

The following officer for temporary ap-
pointment to the grade of Brigadier General
in the United States Air Force under the
provisions of Chapter 839, Title 10 of the
United States Code:

To be brigadier general

Col. Edward B. Burdett, S acrall R,

Regular Air Force.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

SENATOR  WILLIAM V. ROTH
SPEAKS BEFORE THE MILFORD
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

HON. WILLIAM V. ROTH, JR.

OF DELAWARE
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Friday, March 22, 1974

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent to have printed in the Ex-
tensions of Remarks a recent speech I
made in Delaware, before the Milford
Chamber of Commerce.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

STATEMENT OF SENATOR WiLLiam V. ROTH,

JrR., BFFORE THE MILFORD CHAMBER OF

COMMERCE ON MArcH 18, 1974

Ladies and genflemen of the Chamber of
Commerce, it is a great pleasure for me to be
here in Milford. I am not sure how many of
you may have heard me when I was at the
Rotary Club in early February, but those of
you who did may recall that on that occa-
sion I discussed the energy crisis. Our
State and Nation's energy problems, of
course, are still very much with us and con-
tinue to occupy the majority of my time in

Washington. Many of us believe that we
would not be in such bad straits today if we
had exercised more foresight a few years
ago. I recall that in 1970 a number of ex-
perts testified in Congressional hearings that
our country could be faced with very serious
energy shortages in a few years. In response
to this testimony, I had introduced a bill to
establish a Commission on Fuels and Energy
to provide a complete assessment of the
problem and make recommendations on how
an energy crisis should be avoided. Unfortu-
nately, as so often happens, no action was
taken until the crisis was already upon us.

I mention this incident because I believe
it illustrates the importance of taking a long
range view of our problems and seeking in-
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