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. By Lou1s Harrls
- Sen. Edward' M., Kennedy
has widened his_lead as the
‘preferred - nominee of the
Democratic Party for . 1976
in the latest Harris Survey
.among Democrats.and inde
pendents Gov.” George’ C.
. “Wallace of Alabama- has also © 5
.increased his support since
-/last - March as the first
_choice for the nomination.
Between them, Kennedy
" and Wallace are the prefer-
" red choice of 56 per cent of
, all Democrats and independ- .

he potential vote Jon;"elec-: -

ion day.- Others view such
‘a prospect'as-‘a highly cyni-
cal and even unprincnp}ed‘

-mo-n. likely to boomerang
1€ tried, It was just a year
. ago that Sen, Kennedy ap-

“peared -with Gov. .Wallace -
“‘in Alabama to participate
in an Independence Day"

’ ceremony.

Early in June,” the Harris
Survey asked a nationwide
cross-section of 1,132 Demo-
. erats and independents:

. ents surveyed. Among Dem-J Here is_a list- of people’:

.- Ocrats, Kennedy and’ Wal--

]ace walk off with 63 per 3 Y. possible nominees for the !
. .rDemocratzc Party - for Presi-

~"cent of the vote. .
Some , Democrats . have
vraised the prospect of puttmg
. together a Kennedy-Wallace
. ticket for their party in 1976 .
, in the presidential election, on.
' the assumption - that the two

., men represent opposite ends' -

-vof the political spectrum with- .

"'-._m _the Democratic Party, .

< x-not

. who have been mentioned as

As Chmce for Democratm Tlcket

*' members of their own party..

: rcandldates among Democratie, ' A

i 1% .June Mar, Noil.'

Sen.J Ed. Kennedv i 35% 3% 31%
Gov. G, Wallace .. 21 "
Sen. Henry Jackson - k
Sen. Ed. Muskieg :
Sen. G. McGovern-:. 6
Sen. Walt. Mondale 3 .
Sen. 8irch Bayh .» ?

1

1

1

_{“_".
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Sen. Lloyd Bentsen -.1...
- Gov. Dale Bumpers .
Gov. Reubln Askew.”. 1
" Ex. Gov. T. Sanford . ’
"Nons or Noi sure’
asked

L il
SN —WarNAD i

" Askew

., Sanford
+ None or Nef !uro R

..be your first choice for the :

“now estimated as increasing! S

dent in 1976 If you»had to
‘choose right now, who would

Democratic’ nomination forl : o
" President in 19767 . - .| Ce
Among independent voters, !

“from 18 to 38 per cent of the| L
electorate from 1968 to 19%,: : ’

/ Wallace is stronger than he is| . . 'v

among Democrats and strong-. A
-er than Kennedy with this =~ -
group. Jackson, Muskie ‘and! ) o
McGovern also run better:~ . . ..« :
with independents than with' . SRR

Here is the standing of the!'

" and independent voters from
this latest survey'

Kennew .
Wallace
Jackson ..’

Muskle 7
‘McGovern - 5 ¢
Mondate. .7 3 .~
] .

1

1

Bayh

Bentsen -
Bumuers
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makiag the trip a month ago, several
leading foreign. policy” experts- in the
Demogratic Party expressed strong res-. -

‘Senator . pEmnhedLtes
“Kennedy’

. T \,‘ e R L. . - . e 4—-7_. 7(/
v G R 70 . : When Kennedy: first thought “about-
Joseph Kraft' ;

N were then vibrant, It was pointed ‘out”.
: . to Ken'nedy that the Communist lead- .
ers would. use him rto - promote the'd
themeythatthey ‘were doing business*'
as usual ‘with . America- despite ;-the':
crackdown ,'on " cultural freedoms’ Tt '
was further pointed out to.the senator’
that hardliriers; foriexamiple: Sen. Jack. :
son, could ‘cite "his”trip to"argue that

Kennedy is- naive, and therefore _soft, .

ST g T 1 on Russia. . - L . '

Sen. Edward Kennedy steps off this b Ke?}n?dY:.,'v',Syvep!:.*.f.,th_e,se ""objectiqx}sf-f

~ week on some foreign-travel that ‘will - q asideix“Golng-to ‘Russia,” he said in
carry"hirh.'closerA to the race.for Presi- 4 one 1n1;erna1”debat._e, “is the: only- way

dent. He will«be' visiting:Western Lu
rope, Eastern :Europe and-the Soviet -
Union ‘where he is to.meet the Russian :

to make' an:impact. I'm going because -
[ want to make an impact.”: . .
“But'on’what? Well, all the signs indi-
cate that Kennedy wants a piece of the
debate™ on,- detente now. being ;con-
_‘nedyaccepted political - risks: not re : :d<lllscst1ez? \'elx)'}-’a Sicgetalflfr Of{-Sta_ts"Hepry'
* quired merely to maintain his'place in o b0 b ogde 'Itlh- ent._- ac son{--eI-d---hke,_
the Senate. What outweighed the risks, = [0 To3gen the options for the Demo-
. apparently, was; his: dinterest 'in;-:ent‘er -
" ing the: great debate;on detente which
has up “to ‘now; been- dominated by.the
- leading Democratic: prgside\x’l'tlia_ls,.:;gx;:c_i_‘x

< date, Henry¥JacKson. ~*; " =

- party boss Leonid Brezhnev.! .- -
In deciding to make the trip, -Ken

_E'qragigf}?‘é;féy and the’Americay; bé&ple,” '

‘he said in"a chat the other’day. s .

" Sen. Kennédy “also makes it .clear .

I ithat.(lile Sees .the.detente- debate as~a

He ‘ . c L rpresidential issu‘e'.‘.Speaking of 'his ‘trig

Theimportance -of Kennedy!s up- l' i ‘the ¢ ' ban
coming trz?vels can best be assessed by, .. -he teentloned. . the ¢ nuclear- test han

. comparison with-the past.Up “to now . .-

ltgggty r%egotiated by John Kennedy in
L R ¢ . “The* ]
the senator has ‘chiefly been identified- 3 .r"'treaty hag .i;gitgé‘fﬁf \;}all?’t'ttg?s 11?5;3
+in fgrqign p ohcy_,w__th- .s_plmt.eg‘ e _e 51 . *'quent arms"cohtrol progress. He aLclIdZd- '
: h.eavﬂy ; loaded w ;Eh;elgmegtsﬁg\f:impla k -that the 1963 treaty grew ':ou't"‘of"prei/i-
righteousness. : e R 0us proposals made during the Eisen. '
Hi_s‘i_nteresttiln th? Vietnam éva;,ciﬂ; h hower years by his. brother by Adlai
tered around the.refugee question. Stevenson and. by Hubeor dlai
. has been kpnown‘to’ support. self-deter y Hubert Humphrey.

i - Hedid not'add, but of course it'is true,
* mination for the. Irish. He came out . that they were the three eciy s ;o
inst i ing. - : ; g Dem-..
used by the new government in Chile, ;| CCrutie presidential candidates in he
.used 1 - L lateigge e e
i esent travels, by contrast,. fo-. .. - S . ‘
;Cuzil:hg;ply on the big and .difficult I Why-Sen. Kennedy should - now -be..
! foreign policy issue—the issue of de- jedging close to a presidential-race is -
tente with the Soviet Union. The sena- , .~ 1Ot altogether “clear. But two points,
*tor’s first step on his current tour will . .come to mind. He has deep misgivings
‘be to West Germany. There he: will C ‘_agt')’ut "WI}z‘.‘t_ he conceives to be the -
'Vi.Sit tjhic?; s-?ﬁ?.“a’i’fél‘ticzle;‘fﬁfig r‘r;(l)tsﬁ ;_ ~ hawkish policies now being- enunc'iai_ted .
g:.xpsgafe‘ and the 'countries of Eastern . by Sen. Jackson. He does not-want the

1976 ‘presidentjal nomination to go to
- Jackson, and the stronger Jackson looks |,
the more . Kennedy~is likely "to come >

Europe—Chancellor Willy’ Brandt. A3
After: a brief shuttle back to the .
United. States, Kennedy will be off to

i forward. " . .
here he will "visit | i . - .
Er?:te?;m}:stgope?ug%‘slirv(;é,hewhich~ has - ' Finally, there seems to be a change
achieved a certain- liberalization in" op- ... in his family situation, Until very re-
osition to Russia, and another country, = ' cently concern about the family has
goland which has achicved a certain - been a  powerful inhibition against -
liberalization within the Soviet security’. - .making a race for President. But thc‘
‘or Warsaw Pact. .7 % [ °rare cancer which led to the leg’ ampu-
R he senator will spend about *, . fation performed on the scnator's son
Flnal.l_yrt € sel}\a ¢ f “Moscow - :z i seems- to. 'haVe dlmmlshed the “con-"
a week.in Russ;a..,-Aﬁar 'litlmi)é seeing .. - Straint. The senator sounds now like' a.
and Mr Brezémev, c?t w;utside Eur f DI ‘’man-who has experienced the worst— -
Leningrad and one.city o : who has’nothing mare to lose .even by
pean:Rusgia, /oo ‘ N “running for President.” “Just think of ;

I

~that-little; boy,”- he ‘mused aloud the -
1, ;other day.. “There are only 50 cases
“'like his a year. Fifty cases out of 200
‘million Americans.” =~ = . S
__ ¢ © 1974, Fl\ld Enterprises, Inc. =~ -~ "7 °
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A STATEMENT BY SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY BEEoRE THE SENATE
{”< FINANCE COMMITTEE IN SUPPORT OF A 90 DAY DELAY IN OIL
-~ IMPORT FEES -

' FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
FRIDAY, FEERUARY 7, 1975

Y

' MrJ'Chalrman, I apprec1ate the opportunltj to appear
‘before the Senate Finance ‘Committee in support of H. R. 1767
which imposes a roll-back-of the $1 per barrel €ariff 1mposed
last Saturday and a 90 day delay of any addltlonal tar1ff fee
for quota. :
We belleve that a 90- day delay Will assure the Congress
- an opportunlty ‘to develop a cceperative approach with the
“executive branch in resolving cur energv problems; but one
which does not drlve the natlon S economygfurther_lnto the
. ground, ' e S '

The number one issue in Americi todav-is ending the
‘recession and puttlng our labor force back to work. We: cannot.
~ afford the President's budget assumptlon that "7 miilion
Amerlcans will be out of work over the next tbrc years. We
cannot afford the Pre51dent s budget assumptlon that our gross
national’ ‘product will decline again. 'And we cannot afford the
President's budget assumption that wé will continue to have

double-digit inflation,

» Our concerh is that ‘the Pres1dent S energy program was
developed without any deep understandlng of its: devastatlng )
effect on any hopes of economic recovery. BT : 2

, That ‘same concern was the foundatlon}’l“Belieye,‘for“
the overwhelming 309 to 114 vote of the House of Representatives
- on Wednesday in support of H.R. '1767." That action reflects a
similar expression of opposltlon to the tarlff and tax portlons

of the Pre31dent s energy program in the Senate. ' -

T 1ntroduced S J Res. 12 on January 23 1975, Qith
‘Senator Jackson.. S. J. Res. 12 now has” 52 other cosoonsors
from both- sides- of the aisle. = : - '

‘That- resolutlon had two key elements° flrst . the delay
‘of the effective date of: any addltlonal tarlffs, fees or quotas
on-imported petroleum for 90 days; and, second, a similar delay
-of any attempt to lift the existing prlce ce111ng of old oil.
'The resolution would assure a’ 30-day review perlod of any
°'nroposal follow1ng 1ts submlss1on to the Congresan'“

" The House measure now before the Commlitee 1ncorporates
the 90-day delay of tariffs, fees-or quotas ‘contained within

the Kennedy-Jackson rzsolution.

(more)
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We fully support its provisions as the most urgent matter
before the Congress.

Without the approval of this bill, the Congress would
‘have no opportunity to interpose adjudgment whether an alternative
energy program can be devised which does not jeopardize the
economy .

We believe that the President's energy program, of which

. the import fees .are a major part, -is not in the national interest.
We: belleve that it will add a mlnlmum of $55 to. $60 billion to

the backs of the nation's consumers. 'And.we belleve it will

subvert the positive impact of a tax cut that is essential to

stlmulate the economyou_, P

The Admlnlstratlon talks of a $30 billicn direct cest and
a 2 percent increase in the cost of 11V1ng 1ndex resultlng from
their energy program.ﬂw : - : L
, Those flgures are challenged by economlsts from both
partles and by the lerary of Congress.-.;fs:~v : :

' On Monday, in Boston, Dr. otto Eckstein, former member of
the Council of Economlc Advisors to President Johnson, testlfled
that -his estimates showed the impact of: the Pres1dent s energy
program-would be prlces between 3.5 to 4 p01nts higher on the'
cost - of 11v1ng 1ndex. o SR :

If we want to end dobble dlglt 1nflat10n that ‘has produced
the first decllne in the takxe-home pay of the American’ worker |
1n 20 years, then the Pre51dent s energy program 1s unacceptable.

A $3 tariff essentlally tells tne OPEc oroducers that the
price they are charglng for crude 0il, some :$11 per “barrel, 1s
'$3 .too low.. It makes no sense 1f one of cur goals is to see"
the. world prlce of 011 decllne.. It makes no sense- unless we
want to put more money 1nto the coffers of:major oil companles.

Even more d1sturb1ng, Dr. . Ecksteln testlfled that Wlth-
drawing. $55 to $60- billion in added encrgy and energy—related
costs would- doom any hopes .of rescuing the economy from its
deep recession. He said there would be a real threat of 9
percent unemployment nationally ky the end.of the’ year and as_ .,
high as 10 percent unemploymcnt at some p01nt next year. _ o

I spoke to 10, OOO angry Unlced Auto Workers on . Wednesdayf
'They want - Congress to understand that every- decision we make
‘'should be de51gned to put them and the other 7 million.
unemployed Amerlcans back to work: In Massachusetts, nearly
10 percent of my state's labor force is jobless. It would be .
_1rrespons1ble to permlt an energy program that threatens to add
more men and women to the unemployment rolls to take effect

. . -Before the. House Ways and.Means Commlttee, a serles of
‘ economlsts testlfled to the potentlally devastatlng 1mpact of
the Ford energy program on the chance for economlc recovery

Dr, Robert Gordon, of the Unlver51ty of Callfornla at
Berkeley stated of the energy program "The inflationary effect
is self-evident. 0il products w1ll rise s1gn1f1cantly ‘in prlce.
At the same time, there will probably be a net depreas1ve
effect on the level of economlc activity. " R

(more)
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Dr. Joseph A. Pechman, director of economic studies, at
the Brookings Institution testified: “The proposed taxes on
petroleum are, unfortunately, an ill-advised approach to the
energy problem. These taxes will be counter-productive in two
respects: first, they will raise prices substantially --

~ certainly more-than- the. dlrect 2 percent effect to be felt

1n1t1ally'-—-as the’ effect -of. the’ petroleum tax 1ncrease is

- pyramided through the economy, .second, on balance, they will
'.depreSS demand, because $6.5 bllllon of the $30 billion tax

increase will be used: to reduce the" corporate tax rate, reduction
that will have little effect on. corporate spending at least in

- the short r¥un. Thus, the energy program w1ll be 1nflat10nary

and deflationary at the same tlme“~ e

Wlater W Heller, former chalrman of the Council of

".,Economlc Adv1aors, now” regents professor of eéconomics at the

. drag on business act1v1ty,..? - He added
‘upward 1mpact on the price 1nd1tes, Wthh I suspect the official

University of Mlnnesota, testlfled' "Pre51dent Ford's 30-30

energy- program would:deal a fourth blow to the economy -- another
double whammy that would boost 1nflatron_and wcrsen recession.”

 Paul A volcker, now a senior- fellow at . Princeton's

'_Woodrow Wilson School of. Publlc and- Internatlonal Affairs,

testified that the President's energy prognam "could be anothen
‘Much clearer is the

2% estimate understates- s1gn1F1:aatly in seemlngly accounting

o only for the direct prlce effeots oft 011 and from the new taxes."

J/

. bills on the order of $250 or $300 a yea:
" 'costs, -the bill will be- ubst.ant:.ally nlgbcr...

-vJequlre, j“mp, -

Phlllp Klutznlck of the flew York investment bankers,

E‘Salomon Brothers, testified: "The Admlnlstratlon estimates that

for the average family it woald wean* a hJLe in their energy
Counting indirect

Finally, Mr. Chalrman, Arthur Oﬂun, fortuer chairman of
the Council of Economic Advisors, test1f1ed~~ {ANonetheless, one

.. aspect of energy policy looms as a dire and. 1mmlnent threat to
“457 our economy. If the President levies the indicated tariff on
flmported 0il and all oil prlces are decontrolled before any
’f}offsets to. these measures are enacted, the Pre51dent ‘would be
F'jdralnlng real 1ncome ‘away <rom the Amerlcan consumer at the
' _enormous annual rate of" ‘nearly $30° b:l.llion° I cannot believe
"that the President intends to risk a depression in order to
“‘hasten Congressional action on his energy proposals.- Yet his

own recent words point in that dlrectlon.' ‘'The Congress must

ensure agalnst any such ruinous actlon'——'lf pOSSlble, ‘by appealin:
to the President's good judgment; but, if ‘necessary. by restrictin:
“his statutory powers over tarlffs and mandatlng the exten51on of
"prlce celllngs." : SR . '

Mr. : Chalrman, these: are the warnlngs of emlnent economists

'ffof both partles ‘who fear the consequences of the energy policy
©on tne natlon 8 economy, ST T

I share the1r concern-'and taklng them at thel word, I

"belleve ‘the most respons1ble course- of. action avallable is to
approve H. R 1767 and: delay the $3- per barrel tariff for 90 days.

I would llke to empha51ae for a moment that it is not

- only- the economists who fear- the impact of this pollc1° The

people of thlS country Iear its 1mpact.n I ‘believe .they
are: ready to sacrlflce and to do thelr xhare to attempt to meet




’ . The PreSLuent s goal 1s to reduce consumptlon. Yet, a
.tarlff and addltlonal excise. taxes at the wellliead: are the
., least. accurate way of achlev1ng the goal,wﬁ»ls .program. -is a
.. shotgun. attacP that rnev1tably w1ll h1t a great nunber of
' 1nnocent v1ct1ms._¢v7 S T SR e :

The greatest reductlon expected - even unucr the

most p031t1ve ‘estimates of the FEA -- is not in- gasollne, where
virtually every observor belleves we should focus our reduced
consumption. : Instead, it is in residual oil that simply makes

. .very. llttle sense at all We Wlll be dlrectly .under-cutting the
ability of our 1ndustr1es to compete,, Nor .is .there any -

. consideration of- conservatlon measures already put 1nto

. effect. s = y Co e e o

- o Thus, even though- home hea*:ng users in- ‘Massachusetts
have dropped thelr consumption by 20 percent in: the. past year,
athey_would find thelr heating bills -- which have .doubled in the

.. past year -~ hit by a 30 percent increase. They have -their
--thermostats set at the lowest possible level nowand- 1t would
- .be unfair.and unrealistic to expect any addltlonal consumptlon

savings. . . - . . e

. pwssoes With price hikes spread across-the: board affecting home

ﬁviﬁheatlng 011 -residual as well as gasolla-, Iam- afrald ‘that --

- . ..other. than gasollne -- the anticipated redtctlons in- consumptlon,
L;at leasL -in New Lngland ‘are- _rllso_yg s R -

My - reglon is perhaps cne of those which'will"be affected
= most severely by the President's sroposal -We. depend'on
.petroleum nae ‘f”f.”, for 85 percent of our. energy. . The nation
. as-a whole depends on 011 for only 46. percent of its. energy use.
In addltlon, we rely. on foreign imports of crude for 30 percent
-~ of our oil and foreign imports of products for another 40
~:H£;7percent of our oil.. The national average for fOfelgn 1mports of
.. both crude and. products is only 32 percent L

', It is. ev1dent that any tarlff - whether 1t falls on

ig'crude or on products -- will -strike New England and. the other
- heavy’ 1mport1ng ctates heav1er than most other parts of the

country,;~
_ , In factv the-Administration s estimate of the increased
annual r55: i-.direct energy costs for New England is . .
exceedlngly low., They assume an annual hike of $180 per
~household. I should add that that in itself is a-14.5 percent

. hike. However,a New England Regional Commission study shows

~a range of between $228 and $321 added direct costs. That is

~a 18% percent to. 26 percent increase. Those aré enormous

- added costs for an. average family, particularly: when ‘'you realize
that almost one: out  of every ten members of the Massachusetts

,vlabor force is unemployed today._ . -

- C Nor do those prlce hlkes 1nclude any estlmate at
all of. the r1pple effect as added fuel costs boost the cost
to the consumer of other goods and serv1ces.r The lerary
of. Congress has estrmated that 1ncrease to be . between 1.5 and
2 t1mes the d;rect cost 1ncrease., The 1mpact on our. consumers
and on consumers across the country w1ll be 1nmense.}

Mr. Chalrman, let me summarlze th 'reasons why I
believe it is esseatial that’ thlS blll b adopted by the
-Senate. L

First, I believe the President's imrosition of oil
o {MORE)
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import fees will create the gravest economic damage to American
consumers and Americzn business. It will take between. $55 and
$60 billion out of the pockets of American consumers and it will
make it far more difficult for American business

to succeed against foreign competition. Its chief effect will
be to raise prices and to depress an economy that already

has seen industrial production plummet and unemployment sky-
rocket to the worst level since the depression. '

Second, it is inequitable. It will place the most severe
burden on those least able to bear the burden -~ the poor,

the elderly, and the unemployed and on those regions which already

have suffered the most severe increases in the cost of their
energy. Massachusetts and New England now pay 30 percent more
for energy than the rest of the nation. The President's
program will directly increase those costs.

Third, I believe it is inappropriate for a major
policy decision -- such as the increase in tariff
fees of such magnitude and the lifting of price controls on
0ld oil ~- to be taken without full Congreszicnal ccnsulta-.
tion and without any ‘prior public participaticn in the decision-
making process. I believe the procedure used by the
President was inadequate =nd possibly illegal. In amending
Section 232 of the Trade Act 1 believe we intended that
only in the most dire emergencies would the opportunity for publc
participation be denied. Also, I believe there is a requirement
for the Federal Energy Administration, prior to implementing
the President's proclamation, to follow the National
Environmental Policy Act procedures. '

Finally, I bel ieve that there is serious question
whether the tax and tariff program announced by the President
will have the desired effect of reducing consumption.

For all those reasons, Mr. Chairman, I believe it
it is essential that we sidetrack the unwise and deflationary
energy proposal of the Administration. With a 90-day delay
I am convinced that we can develop a credible energy
policy that will be consistent with economic recovery
which must remain our primary . objective.

-20-
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be read for amendment under the five--

minute rule. At the conclusion of the con-
sideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final pass-
age without intervening motion except one
motlon to recommit. .

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
California (Mr. Sisk) is recogmzed for
1 hour.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. ANDpERSON), pending which I yleld
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution. 143
provides for an open rule with 2 hours
of general debate on H.R. 2634, a bill

to Increase the temporary public debt-

limitation. All points of order against
the bill are walved.. R

For the benefit of my colleague who

raised the question earlier about waiver
- of points of order, actually the action
of the Committee on Rules in this case
was to literally, for all purposes, dis-
charge the Committee on Ways and
Means from further consideration of this
matter and to bring a bill directly to the
floor. Of course, there was no report on
the bill. The Ramseyer rule was not com-
-“plied with. As a result, it is necessary
that we have a waiver of points of order
in order to expeditiously consider this
particular bill which was only introduced
yesterday afternoon.

The bill extends the temporary limit
on the debt ceiling to June 30, 1975. 1
want to make it clear that this does not
deal with fiscal year 1976, but deals only
with the period up to-and until June 30
of 1975. It also increases the temporary
limitation to $531 billioh. Present law
provides for a temporary debt limit “of
$95 billion, and this would .increase it by

. $36 billion, so far as the temporary pe-
riod is concerned, bringing the total,
then, to $531 billion, which would be $131
billion as the temporary limit, and $400
billion, of course, is the permanent
ceiling.

Mr. Speaker, the Secretary of the
Treasury estimates that the current ceil-
ing of $495 billion will be reached on
February 18.

Passage of H.R. 2634 is then- needed
in order to meet this deadhne and there-
fore is imperative.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of the-
resolution in order to permit the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means to debate

-~ -the issue.

Mr. ANDERSON of Illmois Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

(Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. ANDERSON ‘of Ilinois. Mr.
‘Speaker, I rise in support of this rule
which would make in order House con-
sideration of H.R. 2634, a bill to intro-

duce and extend the temporary ceiling”

on the public debt.

I must admit t0 some ambivalence
about the action taken by our Rules
Committee yesterday because it was a
rather unusual, though not unprece-
. dented maneuver. The chairman of the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Ways and Means Committee had re-
quested a closed rule on the combination
tariff-prevention/debt-ceiling bill re-
ported from his committee. The Ways
and Means Committee had voted 15 to
14, I believe, to tack the unrelated debt
issue onto the bill suspending for 90
days the President’s authority to.adjust
petroleum tariffs or quotas.

The consensus which developed in the
Rules Committee was that it was irre-
sponsible to tie these two unrelated
issues together, and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. GREEN), & member of
the Ways and Means Committee, sug-
gested that we could divide the proposi=
tion by reporting two rules on two sepa~
rate bills.

My own inclination, glven previous
criticism in this body of such arbitrary
actions by the Rules Committee, was to
simply adopt on€ open rule on the entire
matter and permit the full House to work
‘its will on the merits of each of the prop-
ositions. My substitute rule was defeated,
.and the committee subsequently adopted
the two-bill, two-rule approach, even
though a separate debt ceiling bill had
not yet been introduced.

So, this is the source of my ambiva-

lence on the action taken by our commit-

tee. On the one hand, I don’t like to re-.

sort to such questionable tactics In the
Rules Committee; yet, on the other hand,
I think the Rules Committee took the re-
sponsible course which should have been
taken by the Ways and Means Commit-
tee in the first place. We just cannot
countenance allowing such an important
item as a debt ceiling increase to be held
hostage for partisan blackmail. Such
blatant confrontation politics make Rus-
sian roulette seem like pop-gun plinking
by comparison.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the rule
of reason and responsibility eventually
did prevail on the other side of. the aisle
and that the House will now be permitted
to consider each of these important items
separately and on their individualmerits.

Turning to the rule before us, it grants
2 hours of general debate with full
opportunity for amendment. Points of
order have been waived, as in the past
on such legislation, because this does in-
volve appropriating on an authorization.

I think most Members are aware of the
urgent need for this extension and in-
crease in the temporary debt ceiling. The

~permanent debt ceiling is $400 billion.
The present temporary ceiling of $495
does not expire until March 31, 1975. And
yet the Treasury Department estimates
that the present temporary ceiling will
be reached by the 18th of this month if
present outlay and receipt patterns con-
tinue. The bill which this rule makes in
order would thus raise the temporary
ceiling to $531 billion through the end of
this fiscal year. Additional House action
would be necessary at that time on the
administration request to raise the
temporary ceiling to $604 billion through
fiscal 1976.

It is therefore imperative, before this
House breaks for the Lincoln recess, to
act on this vital legislation. If we do not
act, the Government simply will not be
able to meet its obligations after Febru-
ary 18.
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I urge adoption of this rule so that the
House may proceed to act on this urgent
and vital debt ceiling bill.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the

TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF PRES-
IDENTIAL AUTHORITY TO IMPOSE
FEES ON, OR OTHERWISE ADJUST,
PETROLEUM IMPORTS

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee on the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (HL.R. 1767) to suspend for a
90-day period the authority of the Presi-
dent under section 232 of the Trade Ex-
pansion Act of 1962 or any other provi-
sion of law to increase tariffs, or to take
any other import adjustment action,
with respect to petroleum or products

derived therefrom; to negate any such_

action which may be taken by the Presi-

dent after January 15, 1975, and before’

the beginning of such 90-day period; and
for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN).

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 1767, with Mr.
NATCHER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill. _

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN)
will be recognized for 1 hour, and the

gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
ScHNEEBELI) Wwill be recognized for 1.
Hhour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN).

Mr. ULLMAN, Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 additional minutes.

First, let me express my appreciation
to the members of the committee and
also to the Committee on Rules for their
cooperation and coordination in getting
this measure before the Committee of

the Whole in a very orderly and rapid

manner.

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of H.R.

1767 is to temporarily suspend Presiden-
tial authority to impose fees on, or other-
wise adjust petroleum imports. The first
section of H.R. 1767 would suspend for
the 90-day period beginning on the date
of the enactment any authority that the
President ‘might have to adjust imports
of petroleum and petroleum products.
Section 2 would negate any Presiden-
tial action to adjust petroleum imports
taken after January 15, 1975, and before
the date of enactment, including the
termination of the Presidential procla-

mation on petroleum imports of Janu- "

ary 23, 1975. In addition, there is pro-
vided a rebate of duties, taxes, or fees

levied and collected pursuant to any such

action,

.
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Section 3 provides that the suspension
of Presidential authority to. adjust im-
ports will cease if at any time during the
90-day period war'is declared, a.national
emergency occurs, or certain. situations

- involving the-commitment of U.S. Armed
Forces arise.

At the appropriate time I will offer a
committee amendment to provide that
the act should not affect the import li-
cense fee system on petroleum and pe-
troleum products which was in efEect. on
January 15, 1975. ’

Let me say, Mr. Chalrman, to. my col-
leagues that the Committee on Ways and
Means does not want to have a con-
frontation with the executive branch or
the President of the United States. I met
with the President on two separate oc-
casions prior to the proclamation of the
President and strongly urged that he
give us a 90-day period to act and permit
the Congress to come forth with an en-
ergy policy. That, it seems to me, is the
responsibility of the Congress.

I wrote a letter to the President on
January 21 in which I stated:

. As you have implied in your message to
the Congress, the energy and indeed the
. economic problems we face call for compre-
hensive and consistent legislative approach.
In this regard, there is a preferable course to
take and one which will provide the greatest

degree of cooperation between the Executive.

branch and the Congress. To this end I re-
spectfully request that you take no further
action under the national security provision
to impose additional fees or tariffs on im-
ports of pétroleum and petroleum products,
but awalt appropriate legislative action. As
I am sure you are aware the Committee on
Ways and Means is responding to your re-
quest for action by making your proposal
the first order of business. , “

The President, I think, agreed with me
.that a confrontation between the execu-
tlve branch and the Congress would do
no good at all. What we must do as a
government—that is, both the legisla-
tive and the executive branches—is to
come up with a sound energy policy for
this Nation and do it rapidly. But I made
a strong argument with the President on
the basis of principle.

‘What the President is doing, essen-
tially, by imposing import fees is pre-
empting the policy area.

In the judgment of the Ways and
Means Committee and in the judgment
of the very able staff on the Committee
on Internal Revenue Taxation and in
particular, the very competent staff we
have on trade and tariffs, the President
is acting on marginal authority in impos-

ing the import fees. We also believe that.

the procedures he followed were ex-
tremely marginal in nature.

I think even more importantly what
the President Is doing is preempting
policy that should really be determined
by the Congress because he-:is moving
into the price structure in such a way
that it will of necessity create an infla-
_ tionary wave throughout the whole
economy. It will raise the prices of fer-
tilizers and of airline fares and of elec-
tricity and of plastics and of the ele-
ments in our soclety that depend upon
petroleum. It will have a major inflation-
ary impact.

The President knows all too well that
Congress cannot respond to an energy
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program in 30 days or even 60 days. He
served here- many years. We are going to
move I think more rapidly than this
Congress has ever: moved. in any, major
political aréa; but he well knows it takes
90- days minimum and possibly longer in

order to put in place legislatively a new

national policy and program in the field
of energy. But by the time the Congress
can act the President will have put in

‘place this $3' import fee which will have

a drastic effect on prices throughout our
economy. Then if the Congress comes
forth with an alternative policy, which
I believe we will, it will not have an in-
flationary impact but will restrict the
flow of petroleum into this country in
an orderly way but not through the price
mechanism. However, if the President

has.in fact through his action increased-

the price structure in the economy and
we then impose a more orderly procedure
that 1s not inflationary, the evil will have
already been done. Prices and energy
costs°will have already increased. All of
us who have lived through these infla-

tlonary times know all too well that once *

we get an increase in price and once we
get the inflation, we are not going to re-
capture lower price levels.

So 1 think the President is doing a

grave disservice not only to the consum- .

ing public of America, to those who pay
airline tickets, and who buy fertilizer,
all the things in which petréleum is

part of the price package, but also in my.

judgment a grave disservice to the con-

-stitutional system.

Congtess itself should be making this
basic policy decision. There Is not any
energy policy unless we act. I think it is
most unfair and I think it is most unwise
for the President to move unilaterally to

try to preempt policy, and that is why

we have before us this bill that would
stay the hand of the President for 90
days.

I ask for the support of Members in
passing this bill.. I hope it will be over-
whelmingly passed..

There is no intention, again, of caus-
inga confrontation. I met with the Presi-
dent twice, and I told him I would meet
with him as often as necessary to obtain
a constructive solution. Even now, after
imposition of the first layer of import
fees, there 1s no reason why in the world
we cannot have an accommodation:

‘What the people of America want is a

sound policy. They want answers to our
problems. They do not want confronta-
tion. It will be doing our country a great_
disservice if we get ourselves into a pos-
ture of bickering between .the two
branches of Government.

My good friend, the gentleman from
California, says he might introduce an
amendment that would allow the Presi-
dent during this period of time to im-
pose quotas even though we restrict him
on impom™ fees. I do not think it would
be a .disaster to pass that amendment,
but I do not think it is really proper un-
der the circumstances because a 90-day
period of time for the Congress of the
United States to make policy is not too
long a time.

We have gone on for months and years
and the President has not acted, and
now all‘at once he refuses to stay his
hands for 90 days when we are saying to
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him, “Give us 90 days and we will give
you a policy.”

I recognize that we have not in the
past been. fully responsive, and those of
us in the legislative-branch, I think, will
agree.

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

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 2 additional minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this is a new Congress.
This is a Congress fully aware of the
problems of this Nation. The problems

-of recession, for example, is of major

concern, and we are moving immediately
on the tax reduction package of major
proportions to accommodate that prob-
lem. We hope to have it on the floor of
this House very shortly. We will then
move immediately to an energy pack-
age. While. the Committee on Ways and
Means is considering its portion of the
package, we will attempt to coordinate
policies throughout the -other portions
of the House.

It is our intention to move more rap-
idly than we have ever moved before in
& new national policy area and get a bill
on the floor of the Congress within 45
days, or 60 days at the most, from the
time:1t takes to get 1t out.

This Congress, the 94th Congress, will
be responsive. All we are saying to the
President is to give us 90 days, put the
burden on us and we will produce a
sound energy policy; but do not preempt
our policymaking by placing us into a
mechanism that will, through: additional
inflation, do- grave: disservice to the
country at-this time.

Before I discuss each of these points:
in. detail, let me anticipate a question.
that has been asked a. number of times.
That is, why is the Committee on Ways
and Means seeking to set aside a part of
the President’s energy program at this
time when the committee has no alter~
native energy program to offer? I be-
lieve the answer is relatively simple. The

. President has no energy program umntil

the Congress enacts it. In fact, there are
any number of elements in the Presi-
dent's program- over which there are
honest and very wide differences of opin-
ion throughout the country. It is the re-
sponsibility of the Congress to examine
the options open to us.

The Committee on Ways and Means
does not have jurlsdiction over all as-
pects of the energy problem. However, if
we stand aside, we will permit the Pres-
ident to commit the Government to the
type of broad energy tax program de-
pending heavily on the price mechanism
and built on the petroleum import fee
action. As a result, other committees may
well be foreclosed from developing leg-
islation in their own areas of jurisdic-
tion. This is not appropriate, and it must
not be allowed to happen.

The point is, Mr. Chairman, we are be-
ing responstve to the Pre51dent We do
have the double challenge of inflation
and recession as well as energy problem.
The Committee on Ways and Means is
meeting and will continue to meet day
and night to report to this House needed -

‘tax reduction legislation. We intend im-

mediately to turn our attention to the
energy problem and report back to the
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House on that matter as soon as pos-
sible.

No, we do not have a complete alter-
native to the President’s energy proposals
to present to the House today. We do ask
favorable consideration of H.R. 1767. En-~
actment of this bill will preserve the
possibility that, just as always, the Pres-
ident’s program can be greatly improved
upon not only by the Committee on Ways
and Means but by other committees of
this House.

FULL AGREEMENT ON NEED TO REDUCE IMPORT
DEPENDENCY

Every Member of the House certainly
agrees that we need to reduce our reli-
ance on foreign oil. There are, however,
any number of approaches that can be
taken to achieve that goal. Not all of the
alternatives rely on the import fee on
petroleum proclaimed by the President
on January 23. Not all the alternatives
require an immediate and across-the-
board increase In energy costs that is
implicit in the President’s program. It is
ironic that we seemed to have relied on
the authority Congress delegated the
President some 20 years ago in section
232 of the Trade Expansion Act to pre-
. vent imports of petroleum from impair-
ing the national security. For any num-
ber of reasons, the results have been in-
creased dependence on foreign oil. It is
time Congress resumed its constitutional
responsibilities and enacted legislation to
assure that foreign oil will account for
a decreasing- share of our energy. con-
sumption.

PRESIDENT'S EMERGENCY ACTION UNNECESSARY

‘The President’s proclamation 1s said
to constitute at least some action to re-
duce demand for foreign oil, and that
his early action will help to achieve the
goal of 1.million barrels per day re-
duction in consumption during 1975. I
am not convinced. The figures on just
how the reduction will be achieved rely
heavily on the enactment of an excise
tax on domestic petrolewm, including
products and on natural gas, plus price
deregulation. The minimum import re-
straint achieved by issuing the procla-
mation and imposing the $1 to $3 per
barrel import fee and not waliting for
legislative action can hardly be meas-
ured. This is not a short-term crisis we

. face, but a long-term challenge.

‘The very nature of the investigation
and finding by the Secretary of the
Treasury belles the necessity of the
unilateral action by the President.

Rome was not built in a day, nor are
the important factors which go into a
national security action on imports ana-
lyzed and placed in perspective and the
appropriate action decided .in 10 days.
At 7 million barrels of oil imports per
day, the $3 per barrel fee is the equiv-
alent of a $7.7 billion tax increase, in this
case by a proclamation by the President.

Matters of this magnitude, particularly

involving the- equities of the divergent

. burdens of energy cost, demand much

more careful consideration and decisions

by the Congress. I remain unconvinced

that the unilateral action by the Presi-

gent was either warranted or soundly
ased. .
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PRESIDENT’S PROGRAM IS INFLATIONAH:Y

I am convinced that the President's

energy tax program is inflationary, much
too inflationary for the economy at this
time, and just as disappointing are the
severe recessionary aspects of the pro-
posals. -
" The administration has indicated that
the entire energy package is expected to
cause a one-time increase In the price
indexes of approximately 2 percent. This
Treasury Department estimate combines
the primary and ripple effects of the
total $30 billlon energy conservation
taxes and fees package. Therefore, the
administration considers the potential
inflation impact of the oil import fee
portion of the energy package to be
small.

Other estimates are far more pessi-
mistic. A January 1975 Library of Con-
gress Congressional Research Service re-
port indicates that all elements of the
administration’s energy program in the
aggregate could cost at least $50.3 billion
in 1975. Given an anticipated 1975 gross
national product of $1,500 billion, the
program could raise living costs by 3
percentage points, assuming - complete
pass-through of the sum to final prices.
Directly, before consideration of sec-
ondary or ripple effects, the energy pack-
age will raise the rate of inflation from
an estimated 6 to 7 percent to 9 to 10
percent in 1975. T

Energy costs are marked up through
layer upon layer of the manufacturing,
distribution, and retailing systems which
results in products embodying energy
having their prices raised by more than
the actual increase In energy costs. Many
wages and other payments like social
security are tied to the change in prices,
hence, compounding the rise in energy
prices’ effect on the general price level.
The ripple effect Is estimated to be 1.5
to 2 times the primary effect, implying
that, potentially, the administration’s
total energy package’s primary and sec-
ondary effects could cause 1974’s 12 per-
cent inflation rate tc continue through
1975. . .

It is quite clear that the negative im-
pact of the $50 billion increase in energy
costs on effective demand for other
goods. has been underestimated by the
administration.

This was reflected In an unusual con-
sensus among economists appearing be-
fore the Committee on Ways and Means.

Let me summarize statements by a few
of the economists regarding the energy
tax proposals: ) ‘

R. A. Gordon, University of California
and president, American Economics As-
sociation: Believes that the President’s
overall proposal will have a depressing
effect on production and employment
while being inflationary throughout the
economy. )

Argues against exclusive reliance on
the market-price system to allocate
necessary fuels. '

Paul A. Volcker, Woodrow Wilson
School of Public and International Af-
fairs, Princeton University: Views a
sudden $30 billion energy fiscal package
as being uncertain in its impacts, with
at least a short run drag on the economy
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while at the same time causing prices to
rise. '

Agrees with the President’s long-term
goals and the emphasis on price and
market mechanisms, but that it would
be too much for the present economy.

Philip M. Klutznick, chairman of the
Research and Policy Committee, Com-
.mittee for Economic Development:
Maintains that the President’s proposed
energy taxes will raise prices on gasoline,
fuel oil, electricity, et cetera, and will
increase the average family’s energy bill
by $250-$300 a year. Feels that there is

-risk that the overall inflationary impact
of the package will be substantial, after-
taking into account its indirect impact
on costs and prices, including multiplier
effects on wages. and other costs- of
business. .

Michael K. Evans, Chase Econometric
Associates, Inc.: Argues that the Presi-
dent’s proposed energy program has no
redeeming features, except for the pro-
posed deregulation of oil and natural gas.

Indicates that the President’s program
will reduce the rate of growth in the
first half of 1975 because of higher oil
prices without having an adequate off-
setting fiscal stimulus.

Charles L. Schultze, the Brookings In-
stitution: Feels ‘that although it is im-
portant to reduce our dependence on oil
imports over the next 5 years, it is not
a necessary condition now for economic
recovery. Asserts that the most needed
action is an ‘economic recovery, and that
the President’s import fee will seriously
affect any recovery program by siphon-
ing off $800 million a month by April 1—
$10 billlon a year—from consumers
which will almost negate the impact of
the proposed tax rebate.

Joseph A. Pechman, director of Eco-
nomic Studies, the Brookings Institu-
tion: Considers the proposed taxes on
petroleum to be an ill-advised approach
to the energy problem because such taxzes
will be counterproductive by causing
prices to rise substantially; and secondly,
they will depress demand because the
$6.5 billion in corporate tax rate reduc-
tion will have little effect on corporate
spending in the short run.

Walter W. Heller, University of Min-
nesota: Notes that the . .quadrupling -of
oil prices is now siphoning off some $30
billion a year from consumers while add-
ing about 3 points to the rate of inflation.
Maintains that the President’s proposed
energy tax program would deal a dou-
ble blow against the economy by boost-
ing inflation and worsening the reces-
sion.

Arthur M. Okun, senior fellow, the
Brookings Institution: Endorses the sep-
aration of the antirecession tax pack-
age from the more complex issue of
energy taxes. However, contends that if
the Import fees go inte effect and ofl
prices are decontrolled before income
tax offsets can be enacted, there will be
a substantial drain on the economy. If
the President does not delay such action,
recommends that the Congress restrict
the President’s statutory powers over
tariffs and mandate the continued price
ceiling on domestic oil. ’
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AT ISSUE ARE LEGISLATIVE GUIDELINES OR
DECISIONS BY EXECUTIVE FIAT

Although H.R. 14462 of the 93d Con-
gress did not become law, section 204 of
that bill would have amended section
232.of the Trade Expansion Act to pre-
scribe criteria for, and to limit the use
of, restrictions on the importation of
petroleum and products derived from pe-
troleum which may be imposed by the
President under section 232. Thus, the
nature of the proposed action forcefully
indicated the committee’s interests and
views on these matters which, in effect,
were ignored by the Secretary of the
Treasury in his section 232 investigatidn
and in the action taken by.the President.

‘The existing license fee system and
the import fee system proclaimed Janu-
ary 23 establishes a separate taxing
mechanism, defining taxable units and
categories of goods, determining equities
among taxpayers based on assumed.spe-
clal circumstances, and assigning rev-
enue collection .responsibilities. The
whole revenue and tariff system estab-

lished by the President is outside the -

tariff and customs law and the Internal
Revenue Code, and none of the criteria
and guidelines for administering the sys-
tem has been approved by the Congress.
" Even at the low level of the license
fees—$0.21 per barrel of crude—the fu-
ture revenue was significant enough to
_cause the committee last year to drop

the provisions of section 204 of H.R. .

14462, mentioned above, from a tax bill
it reported later in that session due to
the revenue loss' it was estimated could
result from the enactment of statutory
criteria on the imposition of import li-
cense fees on petroleum.

"The long and continued use of such a
broad authority as section 232 in the
exercise of basic legislative functions of
raising revenues and regulating com-
merce erodes the authority of the Con-
gress and prevents it from fully exercis-
ing its constitutional responsibilities.
THERE ARE PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVES TO THE

PRESIDENT’S ENERGY TAX PROPOSALS

There can be no doubt that in sus-
pending the President’s national secur-
ity authority and negating his recent
action under it with respect to imports
of petroleum, the Congress is assuming
a heavy responsibility to propose and
enact an energy legislation. The Com-
mitee on Ways and Means intends to
develop as soon as - possible’ and to
cooperate with other committees in de-
veloping a sound energy program, hope-
fully, in cooperation with the President.
‘Certainly it cannot be done effectively if
Congress must act under the leverage of
executive action which increases basic
energy costs through import fees with no
opportunity for the Congress to choose
more selective cost increases through the
tax system. By its action of favorably re-
porting H.R. 1767, the Committee on
Ways and Means is - accepting its
responsibility to develop and report to
the House as expeditiously as possible
legislation on petroleum and petroleum
products—both imports and domestically
produced—that 1s responsive to our
energy requirement and coordinated
with broad tax changes that are needed
to stimulate economic activity and
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alleviate the inequities stemming from
the inflationary pressures of the past
year and a half.

In order to carry out those responsi-
bilities effectively, the Congress must
enact H.R. 1767 and assume a full
partnership with the President in this
area of great concern.

For the reasons stated above, I ask
that the House approve H.R. 1767.

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

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this legisla-
tion because I strongly believe that the
President should not have his authority
to adjust import license fees taken away
from him, in view or a very real nationa}
security finding and.in the absence of
any alternative course of action.

H.R. 1767 is loaded with irony, as well
as danger. Its- sponsors would tell the
President he cannot implement a key
part of his plan to reduce our reliance on
imported oil, yet they have no cohesive
suggestion about what to do instead, ex-
cept wait—but for what and for how
long?

Mr. Chairman, there have been quite
a few issues raised with respect to the au-
thority under which the President acted
to implement his duty increase. I would
like to review that authority with my
colleagues.

In 1955 the Congress approved a trade
bill, including a ‘““national security pro-
vision,” giving the Chief Executive, in
the interest of national security, the au-
thority to use quotas, license fees, duties,
or other imports adjustments. This au-
thority was reexamined in development
of the Trode Act of 1962, and was incor-
porated in that legislation as section 232,

Again, in the 1974 trade bill, passed
Just last fall, this authority was further
reviewed, and the language relating to
Presidential action was retained intact.
Indeed, after almost 20 years of experi-
ence, that language has not been altered
in any substantial way.

Now, what implementation has been
made of this authority? In 1959 then
President Eisenhower issued a proclama-
tion, establishing quotas, because at that

time heavy and cheap imports of oil into’

the United States were knocking down
domestic prices, and endangering the
capability of home industry to find and
produce enough fuel to meet national
needs.

In 1973 the quotas were replaced by
license fees, with the fee on crude oil
placed at 63 cents a barrel. That is equal
to a cent and a half a gallon.

The action taken by the President in

establishing these fees was not chal-
lenged by the Congress at that time. So,
the question is, when the President
wants to implement a policy already es-
tablished, why this sudden questioning
of his authority to do so, especially in
view of the fact that authority has been
reviewed repeatedly by the Congress and
retained intact.

The Attorney General has stated as
was noted by the gentleman from Ili-
nois (Mr. ANDERSON), that the action
taken by the President was in full com-
pliance with the law.

‘Now, just what is the thrust of the
Presldent’s program? To what is it ad-
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dressed? What are the basic problems
involved?

The program goes directly to three
problems of highest priority: The prob-
lem of recession, the problem of infla-
tion, and the problem of energy conser-~
vation. In brief, the President’s approach
to the problem of recession includes a
rebate of 1974 taxes in the amount of -
about $12 billion. This would be given
back to taxpayers as early as May of this
yvear. At the same time, business expan-
sion, leading to more jobs, would be en-
hanced through an increase in the in--

.vestment credit.

- With respect to mﬂation the Presi-
dent requested action on a series of en-
ergy taxes, estimated to yield $30 billion
of annual revenue. This money would
be returned to the economy through a
major tax reduction, thus putting more
money in peoples’ pockets on a perma- .
nent basis. Reflecting a concern for in-
flationary problems, this package is
balanced between income and expendi-
tures.

The third problem, energy conserva-
tion, would be addressed through the
higher price that would result from in-
creased license fees. The price would dis-
courage consumption and at the same
time encourage the development of alter-
nate sources of supply.

'So, the President’s broad and compre-
hensive program would address itself to
three of our greatest problems—reces-
sion, inflation, and energy conservation—
and the $1 additional license fee that
he has imposed, and which we ask the
Members to endorse, is merely the first
step in implementing this program.

I would like to emphasize' that under
any effective program, whether devised
by the Congress or the President, the
price of oil is going to go up. Whether we
have an allocation system, rationing, im-
port. quotas or a combination of any of
these, the price of petroleum products
will rise. We have enjoyed for many,
many years low energy prices in the
United States, but that era has come to
an end, regardless of the program that
we adopt.

Mr. Chairman, there has been ample
time and opportunity for the Democratic
majority in the Congress to develop a
workable alternative. But none has
materialized and as far as I know none
is imminent. Meanwhile, our dependence
on foreign supplies continues mounting,
along with uncertainties about the sta- -
bility of those supplies.

‘We now import about 40 percent of
our total petroleum consumption, and
most of the ‘countries selling to us are
orgamzed into a cartel which has maxi-
mized prices at a.level four times. that
which prevailed prior to the 1973-74 em-
bargo. More than $2 billion are leaving
the United States every month to pay for -
that oil—a loss which steadily weakens
us economically and politically.

I submit that in these circumstances
prolonged inaction is dangerous. The
President has presented a carefully con-
structed program designed to remove us
from an an energy quagmire. It is a
tough and demanding program, and parts
of it may very well be unpopular. But
there are no easy ways out—a harsh fact
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which the Democratic majority in the
Congress undoubtedly has discovered and
which may be in part responsible for the
lack of a viable alternative at this time.

Without a better plan before us, Mr.
Chairman, the President should be al-
lowed to proceed with his program with-
out -delay, for the good of us all. His
"action would not ‘preclude the Congress
from proposing revisions, or even a com-
pletely different approach, if we indeed
are able to develop one. On the other
hand, each day which we waste in doing
nothing increases proportionately our
vulnerability because of our reliance on
imported oil.

The American people have made it
clear that they are anxlously awalting
the implementation of a sound and com-
prehensive program to reduce our vul-
nerability, and I believe they are pleased
that the President has come forward
with such a program. HR. 1767 would
thwart not only the President’s efforts in
this regard, but the public will as well.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to defeat this bill as presented to the
House.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ilinois
(Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI).

(Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Chairman,
when this bill came to a vote in the
Committee on Ways and Means, I sup-
ported it with some reluctance. I was
concerned that in our debate on the
bill, too little time was actually spent

discussing the actual merits of the Presi- -

dent’s import fee. I was concerned as
well, that-attaching the debt ceiling ex-
tension to this bill would further cloud
the consideration of this important en-
ergy issue. .

Now that the Rules Commlttee has
made In order sepafate votes on these
issues, it will be easler to debate the
actual suspension of the President’s pow-
er to impose import fees on petroleum.

I consponsored H.R. 1767 because I felt
that the President’s plan to increase im-
port fees on crude oil would impose

. tremendous economic hardships on many
"American families. This would be done
without producing any significant de-
crease in the level of crude oil imports.
In my opinion, the increased fee did not
-increase the economic disincentive neces-
sary to force the American consumer to
alter his present purchasing habits. In
fact, probably the only product whose
price would increase sufficlently to force
consumers to change their habits would

be home heating oil, home heating oil-

that is distilled from foreign crude. But,
as has been consistently pointed out by

_ my colleagues from New England, there
is presently no alternative to this home
heating oil for those consumers.

My support for this bill is based on
the premise that if we want to impose
economic Incentives to discourage the
use of petroleum, this must be done in a
way that will force consumers to alter
their spending patterns on products for
which the demand is somewhat flexible. I
feel that the President’s import fee is
not the economic incentive that would
accomplish this.
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Rather, in my opinion, it is necessary
to take steps to directly curtail the use
of gasoline—the one oil-based product
in this country in which significant con-
sumption curtailment can be achieved
without massive economic disruption.
While I personally favor a strong eco-
nomic disincentive to the use of gaso-
line, I could support any alternative
that would effectively eliminate wasteful
gasoline consumption and as a result, de-
crease the need for crude oil imports.

Mr. Chairman, the passage of this leg-
{slation today will give us 90 days in

which to form our own energy program.

In this time, the Congress must act, for
the American people are tired of hearing
endless discussions of this issue. So, I
hope that we in the Congress can come
together behind a unified program to
meet this present crisis, For, if we do
not, I for one will feel obligated to sup-
port the President in his approach in
solving our present energy crisis.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI, Mr. Chairman. I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr, CONABLE).

(Mr. CONABLE asked and was given

permission to revise and extend his re-

‘marks.)

Mr. CONABLE, Mr. Chairman, I hope
my colleagues will think carefully about
the consequences of their votes on H.R.
1767. T oppose the: bill, because I feel it

'is a negative reaction to a positive pro-

gram.

Certainly no one in this Chamber is
likely to argue that all Is well with re-
spect to our fuel supplies. We face critical
problems in this regard-—problems which
have grown in dimension and in number
over the past several years. Virtually
everyone in the Nation is aware, in vary-
ing degrees, of a need for concerted na-
tlonal action to meet these problems
headon.

The President has responded to this
need with an integrated program, a key
part of which is the imposition of a high-
er import license fee on foreign petro-

.leum. He took this step after careful de-

liberation and after a finding by the Sec-

retary. of the Treasury that imports of .

oil were indeed threatening to impalir
the national security.

- In reaching his determination of a
threat to national security, the Secretary
ordered an investigation, which involved
consultations with and advice from other
Cabinet members and agency heads. He
was directed to do this by section 127 of
the Trade Act of 1974, and it is worth
noting in this connection that both the
Secretary of State and the Secretary of
Defense have found conclusively that pe-
troleum imports do in fact constitute a

‘threat to the national security.

Section 127 also states that the Seere-
tary may, if he deems it appropriate, hold
public hearings or otherwise afford addi-

tional interested parties an opportunity

to present information and advice rela-
tive to the investigation. The Secretary
decided in this case that it would be in-
appropriate to follow such procedures,
because he believed that national secu-
rity required an immediate determina-
tion and action on oil imports. The lan-
guage of the section In this regard is
plainly permissive and the Secretary, who
was in command of the facts disclosed
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by the investigation, exercized the judge-
ment which the law unmistakably
allows.

The President, in acting on the Secre-
tary’s finding, exercized the authority
granted him under section 232 of the 1962
Trade Expansion Act. This is a relatively
old provision of law dating back to the
Trade Agreements Extension Act of
1955.

Known as the “national security provi-
sion” of our trade laws, the section states
that unless the -President disagrees with
a finding that imports of an article are—

In such quantitles and under such cir-
cumstances as to threaten to impair the na-
tlonal security . . . He shall take such action,
and for such time, as he deems necessary,
to adjust the imports of such article and its
derivatives so that such imports will'not so
threaten to impair the national security.

The original language with respect to
Presidential action was added by the
other body to the 1955 act, and both in
the committee report and in floor debate,
congressional intent was made clear that
the President could and should take
whatever action he believed necessary to
adjust imports of the article in question.

During the long life of this provision,
many requests to use it have been filed
and numerous investigations conducted,
but the Presidential action has been
taken only on petroleum imports.

Following a 36-day Investigation in
1959, President Eisenhower issued Proc-
lamation No. 3279, which established our
oil imports control program. At that time,
foreign shipments of petroleum were low
in price and at such levels that the ca-
pability of domestic industry to find and -
produce enough oil to meet national
needs was in jeopardy. As a result, quotas
were used to restrict incoming shipments.

Over the years, oil supply conditions
changed materially, and early in 1973,
quotas were replaced with a license fee
system. Heating oil had been in short
supply during the preceding winter and
there was a strong possibility that gaso-
line supplies would be inadequate the fol-
lowing summer. A Cabinet task force -
studying the problem found that quotas
no longer served the national interest,
that they were unduly limiting imports
at a time of impending shortages and
were no longer an essential device to
stimulate increased investment in do-
mestic exploration and production. The
administration felt that a license fee sys-
tem would result in increased foreign
supplies sufficient to meet current needs
vet would at the same time maintain
adequate controls on imports for na-
tional security purposes. N

Now, in the wake of the well-remem-
bered Arab oil embargo over a year ago
and the subsequent increase of imports
following its end, our national position
with respect to oil supplies has taken an-
other new turn.

About 4 out of every 10 barrels of
petroleum we use now comes from
abroad, and only a small portion of these
imports can be considered secure from
interruption in the event of a new po-
litical or military crisis. Most of the ex-
porting countries have formed a cartel
which, in addition to having the capacity
to control shipments into the TUnited
States at any level, has helped bring
about an oil price level which is roughly
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four times that prevailing prior to the
embargo. Funds to the oil producers are

. flowing out of the United States at an

\

annual rate of about $25 billlon, and
partly as a consequence our trade bal-

ance has sunk to the lowest level in years.

In view of these facts, it seems to me

‘that the only conclusion the President

could have reached was that immediate
action was needed to reduce our reliance
on imported petroleum and that a failure
to take such action would add to the
threat to our national security.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is significant
that our oil imports control program has
been continued for 15 years, under, five
Presidents, using both quotas and license
fees, and the Congress has not enacted
legislation during this time to alter that

_program.

The Attorney General, in a letter to

the Treasury Secretary confirming the

legality of administration action, pointed
out:

The force of congressional acqulescence in
this practice 1s particularly strong since
Congress has during that period, twice
amended the very provision in question—
the last time only a month ago.

"Mr. Chairman, it is clear that the
President acted pursuant to the law, in
response to public need and demand, and
in the face of a threat to our national

security. Those who would postpone the’

implementation of his program through
H.R. 1767 have no reasonable, compre-
hensive plan of their own.

I realize that I have dealt a good deal

here with the legalities of our situation..

I think we can spend too much tlme
talking about legalities.

The concern that many of us feel goes
beyond the uncertainties afflicting our
citizens lacking a comprehensive en-
ergy policy. We should also be concerned
with our posture in the world as a free
people. Clearly, our national security
concerns here are real. Not only do the
potentates presiding over the oil supply-
ing countries have the capacity to shut

off oil at the wellhead, but our supply

lines can be disrupted in many ways by
our potential enemies in the world.

However, our problem goes beyond the
long-range protection we must provide
for our national security. Our position is
one of potential leadership in an oil-
consuming world that is trying to pull
itself together.

Any effort by the oil-consuming world
to counter the operations of the oil cartel
requires some sort of united front on
our part. The United States is going to
have a very poor claim to leadership in
dealing with this threat if we.now back
down from an obvious step to reduce
consumption of imported oil. The oil-
producing countries are very likely to
increase the price of oil as long as they
feel we are incapable of concerted action.
They have raised the price of oil twice
since the embargo, and they will do it
further if we demonstrate weakness at
a time like this. Cohgress should con-
sider what sort of signal it is sending
to OPEC countries if it repudiates the
President on his constructive action. And
what signal does it send to our consuming
allies, as well? |

Mr. Chairman, I believe there are real.

dangers inherent in delaying positive ac-
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tion. It is 15 months since the embargo.
I urge the House to vote down the bill
before . us- and allow the President to
move forward in the exercise of the pow-
ers we have given him. Approval of H.R.
1767 would constitute, in my opinion,
a tragic step backward in our effort to
achieve a safer level of self-reliance in
energy.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr Chalrman I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MIKVA).

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

Mr. MIKVA., Mr. Chairman, I heard
the distinguished gentleman from New

"York suggest that the President’s first

tariff increase is an obvious move to

. reduce consumption.

I hope that this bill passes and that
it is signed by the President, in which
event we will never know whether Mr,
ConasLE is right or not. However, if that
eventuality does not come to pass, I think
the last thing that will occur as a result
of this first step of self-propelled action
by the President is to reduce consump-
tion one whit.

This step will raise prices. The fact
of the matter is that there is no con-
sensus in this country any place as to
what the energy package ought to be—
not in the Congress, not among the pub-
lic, not among the experts; and not
among the people in the administration.

During the -testimony on this bill and
on other bills before the Committee on
Ways and Means, it was very clear that
there are divided voices within the ad-
ministration itself as to what we ought
to be doing. If the President’s program
were adopted in its entirety, there have
been estimates by some of the best eco-
nomic experts in the country that it
might add as much as five points to the
rate of inflation. :

Think of that, Members of the Com-
mittee. Are we really in such an economic

-position that we could add an additional
five points to what has been such a .

deeply disturbing rate of inflation iIn
this year? I am sure the President does
not seek this result. The fact of the mat-
ter is that there are many who believe
that this is merely a step toward esca-
lating the “chicken war” with the Con-
gress.

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

Mr. MIKVA. I yield to the gentleman -

from Texas.

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I am
glad to hear the .gentleman in the well
raise this point. As I.'recall, the price
of oil was raised from about $3.40 in the
spring of 1973 to about $7 average in’the
early part of 1974, which generated ap-
proximately 3 percentage points of
inflation at that time. But what-we are
talking about here is a possible increase
from about $9.average to about $15 aver-
age, and to hear people talk, as I heard
this morning Mr. Greenspan speak in
terms of a 2-percent increase in the face

of that history seems to me to be wholly .
" without basis.

Mr. MIKVA., Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from Texas is absolutely correct;
there is no question that the previous in-

" flationary problems were accelerated and
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aggrevated and escalated by the increas-
ing costs in energy. And the proposals
here, if the entire -program were insti-
tuted, would make that last increase in
the cost of energy look like a modest in-
crease by comparison.

Mr. Chairman and members of the
committee, if a program is to succeed
then it is going to need support from
everybody in thé country. One part of
that support that will be needed is from
a Congress that agrees with the Execu-
tive as to where the best program can
be found.

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

- Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 additional minute to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, I thank .
the gentleman from Oregon for yielding
me this additional time. .

Mr. Chairman, I believe that the
chairman of the committee, the gentle-
man from Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN), laid it
on the line very clearly when he said.
that we are asking for a 90-day suspen-
sion; not a stall, as many of the Members
have most assuredly made it clear, and
if we cannot core up with the beginnings
of a program within 90 days then we
have no alternative but to let the Presi-
dent work his will. But I can-assure the
Members that if the President were told
that the Congress could find an answer
so as to do something about a program
that the administration really wants,
that I cannot believe for a moment that
it would be a program that would add
the level of acceleration to our inflation-
ary problems that this program would
add.

I cannot believe that the admmistra-
tion has no other answer, other-than one
that would clearly escalate the very
serious problems of energy costs and in-
crease the rampaging infiation. '

So, if we cannot find the answer in 90
days then we have to let the President
work his will.

Ninety days is not an unreasonable

. amount of time.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield '5 minutes to the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. CONTE) .

(Mr. CONTE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, as. the
first sponsor of antitariff legislation in
the 94th Congress, I rise to speak in
favor of H.R. 1767, a bill to suspend for -
90 days the President’s alleged authority
to impose a tariff on oil imports.

I am pleased to report that my own
bill, H.R. 315, which would amend the
Trade Expansion Act to require the
President to get the approval of Con-
gress before proposing an oil tariff, now
has 50 cosponsors. I would urge the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee

-on Ways and Means to give this bill his

further consideration.

Mr. Chairman, there is no region more
affected by the tariff than New England.
And there is no region that has given it
closer attention. I have studied the pos-
sible impact of the tariff on New Eng-
land, and I am deeply troubled. Let me
tell you why.

In New England, three- fourths of the
homes are heated by oil burners. The
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fuel they consume is 75 percent im-

ported. Electric utilities in my region -

generate 80 percent of their power by
burning oil, almost all of which is im-
ported. So overall, New England is 80
percent dependent on oil. Any increase in
the price ofeoil means a sharp jump in
inflation, unemployment, business fail-
ures and loss of consumer buying power:
For New England, the tariff is both in-
flationary and recessionary.

The tariff means serious trouble for
charitable organizations. The Boys’ Club
in Pittsfield, Mass., my home town, is
one example. Its fuel bills have risen by
$13,000 in the past 2 years. The tariff
would hike it another $10,000, making
the Boys' Club devote over one-fifth of
its budget just for fuel. This would mean
the end of the club’s ice hockey, skating,
swimming, and basketball programs.

For the 2 dozen independent colleges

- and universities in Massachusetts, the
tariff would mean sharply higher tuition
fees. These schools suffered higher fuel
costs In the past year that averaged out
to $100 per student. The tariff would add
another $50 to $70 in per-student costs.

- Being tax exempt, private institutions

like schools and hospitals would get none
of the higher fuel costs back as a tax
rebate. )

For industrial firms that consume resi-
dual fuel, the fariff would mean another
25-percent hike in energy costs. In'the
past 2 years, their fuel bills have tripled.
For many of the small, established paper,
textile, and hand tool companies in New
England—already plagued by high op-
erating costs and taxes, OSHA and EPA
clean-up laws—the tarif may be the
final blow that puts them out of business.

I am very concerned about the impact
of the tariff on home heating 0il con-
sumers. Their price for fuel has doubled
in the past 2 years. It now costs between
$110 and $150 a month to heat the aver-
age home. The tariff will add on another
$14 to $20 a month. I already see the
first stages of a ‘chilling prospect. If the
tariff goes through, by the end of this
winter, 30 percent of fuel oil consumers
in New England will be forced to pay
“cash on delivery.”

I am concerned about the impact of
the tariff on our hopes to build new oil
refineries in New England. With the so-
called tariff rebate, the administration
attempts to ease the impact of the tariff
on product imports. But by slapping a
$3 a barrel tariff on imported crude oil,
the prospects for building a refinery in

. New England—and we .now have two
projects well along now in the early plan-

ning stages—are hurt. i

The impact of the tariff on electric
utility bills will be devastating. In my
district there are thousands of new “all-
electric” homes. When they purchased
them, the new owners were promised
years of cheap electricity, based on the
promise of abundant nuclear energy in

- New England. The hopes for atomic
power have dimmed since then, and elec-
tric bills for these people have Jumped
alarmmgly

Let me give you some examples:

In the past year, the monthly electric
bill from December 1973 to December
1974 for John Bys of Easthampton, Mass.,
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rose from $80 to $150. Almost all of that
was due to the increase in “fuel adjust-
ment” charges. For his neighbor, Rogers
Madison, the December electric bill
jumped from $72 to $126. For John Pis-
tana on the same street, the same bill
increased from $57 to $113. I could go
on with thousands of examples.

Each of these homeowners has seen
his electric bill double in just 1 year. He
now pays almost as much for electricity
in the winter as he pays for his mortgage.

The tariff would increase the monthly
electric bill of each of these owners of
“all-electric” homes by 20 percent. John
Bys would be paying $225 a month—just
to keep his home at a minimum tem-

perature in the "60’s. After paying his

mortgage and utility bills, what will he
have left to live on?

These are some of the reasons why I
am worried about the impact of the tar-
iffs on New England.

Higher fuel prices would not conserve .

fuel in our region, because we are al-
ready at minimum consumption. Tax re-
bates would not cover more than half

.the income spent on higher fuel prices.

New England is in economic trouble. We
need time to come up with reasonable
alternatives. That is why we need a 90~
day deferral of-the tariff. :

So I urge my colleagues to support this
bill. .
Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. VANIK) .

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

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Chairman, I urge’

adoption of this legislation which would
postpone for 90 days, the President’'s
unilateral action imposing a $1 per bar-
rel fee on imported oil. An import fee of
this dimension constitutes a.-tax and
clearly intrudes upon the constitutional
right of the Congress to impose taxes.

The imposition of the $1 import tax is
the first step in the President’s energy
plan. It is the first step in what I be-
lleve is a blueprint for economic dis-
aster. It is the first step in the incredible
plan to increase the cost of living by a
staggering $120 billion.

If we permit the imposition of this $1
tax to go forward, we will immediately
see the price of oll—which is distributed
around the Nation on a weighted average
price basis—begin to climb. Other forms
of energy, which follow the price of oil,
will begin to increase. For example, in
1973, the average price of a ton of coal
was about $8.50. Last year, the average
price was about $15. Coal will soon be
quoted at $30 per ton. As the oil prices
rise—so will coal, natural gas, and ura-
nium prices.

The President’s proposal of which the
import fee is the first step, moves in one
clearcut economic direction—the decon-
trol of prices on old oil and the deregula-
tion of natural gas. The President’s ap-
proach is designed to create a reduction
in -oil imports and gas demand by per-
mitting drastic increases in price. In“a
time of crisis and shortage he endeavors
to turn the problem over to the energy
industry by giving it drastically higher
prices and profits on the theory that a

H 555

free market will produce conservation
and new supplies.

However, there can be no free market
in a scarce, essential commodity con-
trolled by so few. Today, 64 percent of
the crude oil reserves are controlled by
eight companies. In his statement, Pres-
ident Ford charges the OPEC nations
with rigging the price of oil by estab-

- lishing a price cartel, and then he pro-

poses to raise the price of old domestic
American oil to the level of what he
himself says is a price rigged by the
OPEC cartel.

In the year following the Cost of Living

-Council action which increased the price

of "old oil to $5.25 per barrel, the con-
sumer paid about $31 billion more for all
forms of energy. The total consumer
cost of oil and petroleum products rose .
from an estimated $56 billion in 1972 to
$74 billion in 1973 and to over $102 bil-
lion in 1974. If the President immediately
prevails in his efforts to decontrol old
oil, the price can be expected to escalate
to $11 plus the proposed excise tax of
$2 per barrel, or a total of $13 per bar-
rel. The import tax will equalize the for-
eign oil price at the same levels. The
pass-through of these prices along the
energy stream will increase energy costs
to the consumer by more than $100 bil-
lion. There can be no retreat of inflation
in the face of this circumstance.

The $13 per barrel oll will increasé the
costs of everything we buy and need. The
costs of freight and passenger transpor-
tation will soar. The costs of fertilizer
and food will multiply.

The President’s proposal will create
horrendous windfall profits which his re-
bate plan will never offset. The average
consumer costs will bear little relation-
ship to the insignificant rebate proposal.
The horrendous windfall profits are very
likely to escape the tax collector. It has
yet to be proven that Congress can pass
a meaningful windfall tax program. As
these prices anger the consumer, pres-
sures will develop for the elimination of
the excise taxes and the import taxes on
which the promised rebate or tax reduc-
‘tion is based. The best way to deal with
windfall profits is to prevent them from
occurring in the first place. There is
every likelihood that the Nation will be
letf with high petroleum prices, high

‘windfall profits to the petroleum indus-

try and increased Federal deficits.
The President’s program guarantees
continued high inflation and imposes a

. crushing burden on the consumers at

every point along the energy stream.
Those-who conserve energy are penalized
to the same degree as those who waste.
His program imposes a special burden on
homeowners who have no alternative
source of energy supplies for home heat-
ing and little capital for realistic con-
servation measures.

I believe that the Congress can come
up with a better idea. As a deliberative
body of two Chambers, composed of 535
Members, we must have time, and 90
days is not too much, if we are to prevent
a compounding of our economic disaster.

The passage of H.R. 1767 will give the
94th Congress a reasonable time in which
to act.
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Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr. ArRM-

STRONG) .

_(Mr. ARMSTRONG asked and was
glven permission to revise and extend
- his remarks.)

Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. Chairman, in
the brief period since the President an-
nounced his plan for reducing our ener-
gy imports, his program has received
* some muted praise and a great deal of
much louder criticism.

The most popular alternative to his
program, to Judge by some of his most
vocal critics, seems to be gasoline ra-
tioning. Many people believe—or profess

to believe—that this is the only equita--
ble way to reduce our energy consump-

tion.

On the surface, rationing seems a rea-
sonable proposition: Since we need to
cut back on the amount of fuel we use
and since we should share the sacrifice
fairly among us, the ldea seems to be
that we should™ Just limit every driver
to the same amount of gasoline and re-
quire anyone who wishes to use more
than that amount to buy extra.coupons
in an open market from those who
choose to use less gas. What could be
fairer than that?

Well, a closer ‘'examination of the de-
tails of such a program suggests that al-
most any alternative would be fairer, and
not only fairer but more effective as well

One of the first things to keep in mind
is that this system will not prevent the

price of gasoline and of other petroleum’

products from rising. Furthermore, a ra-
tloning program is estimated to allow
each driver only about 36 gallons of fuel
per month, based on an overall reduc-
tion in imports of 1 million barrels per

day. Additional coupons would probably.

cost about $1.20 each on the open mar-
ket, as consumers would vie for the right
to buy the limited remaining supply.
- For each gallon of gasoline over the
36-gallon limit then, the effective price,
- after the driver has actually paid for his
gas at the pump, would be about $1.75.
Therefore, the large majority of Amer-

icans, whose gasoline use averages 50 gal-'

lons a month, would find their overall
gas costs Increased from about $27 to
$44—more than 60 percent. In effect, for
them, the price of gas would have risen
to almost $0.90 a gallon.

Another cost factor involves refinery
engineering. Briefly stated, American re-
fineries are constructed to use about 43
to 47 percent of every barrel of oil to
produce gasoline. The remaining . amount
becomes heating oil, residual o¢il, and
other products. This ratio cannot be
changed without substantial rebuilding
of refineries involving massive expenses.
To achieve our goal of reduced consump-
tion under a rationing program, refiners
would be compelled to cut back their
production of gasoline to about 90 per-
cent of its present level. Reducing gaso-
line production, then, would mean.reduc-
ing the production of other fuels by a
.proportionate amount. The -country
would have to rely increasingly on ex-
pensive imported products—middle dis-
tillates, and so forth—to make up the
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deficit and the prices of these products,
of course, would rise. ]
However, we do not need to go into
these complicated calculations—to crawl
among the catalytic converters and frac-
tionating towers of a refinery—to see why
gasoline rationing does not present a
solid an$wer to the energy problem
. In the first place, it simply does not
cover enough ground. Gasoline consump-
tion represents about 40 percent of the
Nation’s total petroleum use. If we con-
trol the consumption of only this 40 per-
cent, we ignore such fruitful areas for
conservation as improved industrial effi-
ciency, better construction and insula-
tion of buildings, and less wasteful use
of electricity and natural gas. We cannot
be independent unless these other petro-
leum uses are also dramatically reduced.
Another point to keep in mind is that

individuals and industries dependent on -

gasoline would suffer disproportionately
under a rationing program. It would be
far fairer and more economically sound
to spread the effects of reduced consump-
tion across the spectrum of all consumers
and industries in the country.

Even the most successful rationing
program would be, at best, a short-term
and temporary solution .to our energy
problems. What we need today is a com-
prehensive program which will encourage
conservation as a way of life, not a pro-
gram which is in itself an invitation to
“beat the system.” In order to accomplish
our long-term goal of independence from
foreign energy sources, we need to ex-
pand our own energy production. A ra-
tioning program contains nothing that
would encourasge increased domestic
production, and offers no incentive what-
ever to explore ‘and develop a.lternate
energy sources.
~ But perhaps the strongest a,rgume'lt
against gasoline rationing as & measure
to solve the energy problem is the com-
plete impossibility of constructing & fair
program. Even the costly and cumber-
some bureaucracy which would be
needed to administer a rationing pro-
gram would not be able to give everyone
an éven break. So varied are our life-
styles and needs that any regulation
must Immediately have hundreds of
exceptions.

In one family, perhaps both parents
and three teenagers, all licensed driv-
ers, would be eligible for ration coupons.
If the young people used their gasoline
to drive to school instead of taking the
bus, would it be fair for them to have
it? If, on the other hand, they all had
part- or full-time jobs, would it be fair
for them not to have it?

And, what of a widowed mother of

three young children who supplements
income from her full-time job on one
side of town with earnings from a part-
time job on the other? If her one set of
coupons were insufficient to handle her
driving to and from work, would it be
fair to force her into the marketplace
to buy additional coupons at an esti-
mated $1.20 each?
. Inequities of this sort would abound
under even the best constructed of ra-
tioning programs. Then, too, there would
be geographical discrepancies.
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People living in the sparsely populated
West need more gasoline than people in
the densely populated areas of the East,
and ‘would endure undue hardship as a
result of rationing.

It would be literally impossible to con-’
struct a program that would haye equi-
table impact throughout our society.
Why then, should we be -eager to em-
brace the idea of gasoline rationing as
a cure for our energy problems?

What America needs now is a compre-
hensive energy program, one which will
provide both short- and long-term solu-
tions to our dependence on foreign en-
ergy sources, and one which will be as
equitable as possible to every citizen.
President Ford’s proposals may not, ‘in
all their parts, be the answer—we must
take them up, consider them, and accept
or reject them. But we must not ignore
them from the very start and opt,
instead, for gasoline rationing.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I

.yleld 5 minutes to the gentleman from

North Dakota (Mr. ANDREWS).

(Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota
asked and was given permission to re-
vise and extend his remarks.) .

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr
Chairman, I share the concern that
some of m’y colleagues have expressed
over this action of the President, yet I
also recognize the dire need to stimulate
domestic energy production. Perhaps we
could stimulate domestic - production
better by establishing a floor of $8.50 to
$8 a barrel on imported oil, so energy
companies could go after alternative
sources of energy, as well as the develop-
ment of new oil wells, without someone
fearing they would bankrupt these com-
panies by backdoor admission of tempo-
rarily cutrate oil. Perhaps that is the .
way to do it, and we can still do this
under the provisions the' President is
putting forth.

I think we have to recognize that in
the President’s proposal he allows a
passback of this $3 charge to the people
and to the corporations, as he presented

.it to us not only through the press but

in a working session last night.

I am concerned, because in his men-
tion of reimbursing this charge to corpo-
rations and individuals, he totally forgot
the biggest energy consuming business
in this country, agriculture. There was
no provision for farmers who use more
fuel than any other business in this
country, no passthrough. The concern,
of course, should be for consumers as
well, and the consumers are affected by
agricultural production availability. If
our farmers are not encouraged to pro-
duce, the entire Nation suffers. ’

Last night in a working session at the .
White House and yesterday morning in
my office with my colleague, the gentle-
man from Virginia (Mr. WaAMPLER), the

ranking member of the House Agricul-

tural Committee and some other mem- -
bers from agricultural areas, we visited
with Mr. Zarb and brought this to his
attention. He said he could do some-
thing about it and he pledged to us that -
he would act on it.

Last night with the President in ‘at-
tendance, Mr. Zarb pledged, and my good

.friend, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
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vania, the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means was there,
that he would remedy this situation so
this tariff charge could be reimbursed
through to the farmers.

- Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chalrman will
the gentleman yield? .

Mr. ANDREWS of N orth Dakota. I
yvield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania. )

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I
was present when that statement was
made to the gentleman that some coop-
eration would be worked out whereby the
farmer would be refunded. This is not too
difficult to do, because at the present time
the farmer does get 4 cents Federal gas
tax refunded to him, for off-the-road fuel
usage, so the operation is already in being

and it ¢an be extended to rebate this new
Federal tax.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. That
is right.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. The statement was
made in the session last night.

‘Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Yes,
I also received g letter this morning from
Frank G. Zarb, Administrator of the Fed-
eral Energy Administration, in which he
said:

As we discussed, I share your concern over
the increased costs to farmers caused by the
President's energy tax proposals. I want to
assure you that we will have in operation a
program that will provide farmers sufficient
transitional tax rebates so that the increased
fuel costs associated with off-road farm use
will not unfairly impact the agricultural sec-
tor of our economy.

Mr. Chairman, I think also we have to
take a look at the impact across the Na-
tion of cost of heating fuels to people in
their own homes. We have to realize that
one rebate level uniformly across the
country is not fair, is not equitable. We
brought that out last night and I pointed
out to the President and to Mr. Zarb
that in my district we had 9,271 degree-
. days. The national average is 4,257 and
in Houston it is 1,434. The degree-dayisa
measure of heating cost and 1§ computed
by the weather bureau. We used twice as
many degree-days In North Dakota as
the average in America and four times as
many as people in the southern tier of
States.

Mr. Zarb also pledged they would seek

to balance this up on a State-by-State
basis, so that the passback to consumers
would recognize the additional heating
costs.

So, Mr. Chalrman while I am not
happy about a price hike of any kind in
these inflationary times, I have been as-
sured that sufficient concern will be paid
to our farmers and our homeowners in
northern latitudes that I am intending
to support this proposal, because the al-
-ternative, the lack of enough fuel at all,
is far worse to our part of the country,
it has far more dire consequences in our

. northern areas where we need to heat our
homes and in our agricultural areas
where we need to produce the food re-
quired by this Nation.

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

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. I
iield to the gentleman frem.South Da-

ota.
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Mr. ABDNOR. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to associate myself with the re-
marks of the gentleman in the well. As
the gentleman knows, my district and
his ‘district are very similar in tempera-
tures and industries and makeup of the
area.

1, too, was very relieved, after visiting
with Mr. Zarb, and again last night,
when I attended a meeting with the
President at the White House.” Of

course, I will be waiting anxiously to

see the program that will be forthcom-
ing that will correct the inequities that
exist in my district and rural America.

I am very pleased that the President and .

Mr. Zarb recognize our problem and in-
tend to do something about it.

The paramount concern I have had
ever since the President announced his
energy program Is the matter of equity
for rural areas of America.

As the program was received, I found
that I could not, in good conscience, en-
dorse it. To be sure, I most certainly de-
sired to give the action of President

Ford my support, for the steps he has

taken demonstrate that he has, indeed,
“bitten the bullet.”

The President did something ‘about
which the Congress in the past year has
done little. We witnessed at the con-
clusion of the last Congress the record
of much discussion, but little action by
the legislative branch of Government
on the critical energy and economic

‘problems confronting this Nation.

Our country has been crying for ac-
tion to meet the critical problems con-
fronting us. So it is with some admira-
tlon that I say that the President
responded, and forthrightly, with his
program.

However, while I salute the President
in moving forward while others merely
gave lipservice to our dilemma of a
country buffeted by the strange combi-
nation of inflation and recession, I have
been concerned.about some aspects of
this program. These would, it seems to
me, unfairly penalize a segment of our
populace In which geography and live-
lihood have, unfortunately, established
an unw1tt1ng victim of this new pro-
gram.

Primarily rural States such as South
Dakota have unusual -circumstances
confronting them which will result in
extreme economic difficulties should the
President’s program be adopted as sub-
mitted to the Congress.

My concern over this aspect of the
President’s program was reviewed in a
letter I wrote to Mr, Frank Zarb, Admin-
istrator of the Federal Energy Adminis-
tration. I would like to include that let-
ter in the Recorp at this point:

"  JANUARY 27, 1975.
Mr. FRANX ZARB,

Administrator, Federal Energy Admmwtra--

tion, Washington, D.C.

DEar MR. ZaRE: South Dakota Is located in
the heart of the bread basket of rural Amer-
ica. Agriculture not only is the lifeblood of
our state but of the whole nation, and I sin-
cerely feel that the Administration’s current
energy proposals could impailr the farmers’
financlal existence. In view of the response
by Acting Deputy Administrator Eric Zausner
to my question at the recent briefing you

‘held for Members of Congress, I felt the fol- -
lowing Information might be helpful in your
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assessment of the desperate sltuatlon con-
fronting agriculture producers.

Although some 12 to 13 per cent of the
total United States energy consumption is
located in the food and fiber sector of the
economy, approximately only 3 per cent is
consumed in farm production. In addition,
fuel as a farm production input in 1973 was
2.9 per cent of total production input costs.

This, however, understates the nature of
the cost of fuel to farm income returns. As
can be seen In the attached table generated
by the Economic Research Service of the De-
partment of Agriculture, the tmpact of fuel
prices on farm returns is significant. Fuel
purchases as a percentage of total cash sales
Is consistently less than b6 per cent for all
four types of farms. But if fuel purchases are

computed as a percentage of labor and man-

agement earnings, these range from 18.6 to
39.4 per cent.

If fuel costs were doubled, for example, re-
turns to labor and management for dailry
men would be reduced by almost 40 per cent,
and reduced nearly 20 per cent for graln
farmers.

We are all too well aware that farming,
more than any other sector of our economy,
is dependent on the vagarles of the market
place. Unlike manufacturing sectors, how-
ever, farmers cannot pass on higher input
costs by raising -their prices and are thus
caught in a price squeeze.

We are currently pressuring the farmer for
more production, possibly driving down
prices for his products. This new economic
and eneirgy proposal will-prove to be & great
hardship, threatening the very foundation of
American agriculture.

It is extremely important, therefore, that
we implement a program which will not force
the food producer out of business.

I would like to urge your consideration and
‘development of an energy program which will
not place the additional financial burden on
our rural population which will be imposed
by the present proposals.

Sincerely,
JAMES ABDNOR,
.- Member of Congress.

~ Subsequent to the letter, as noted be-
fore, a number of us met with Mr. Zarb
to further review our concerns over the
difficulties we felt would be faced by our
agricultural areas.

In this conference; assurances were
given to us that the problems of agri-
cultural areas would be given attention.
We were told revisions would be made in
the program so that farmers and those
living in our towns and cities of rural
America who are dependent upon agri-
culture, would not be unfairly penalized.

For example, a formula Is being de-
veloped which will permit a special al-
lowance or credit for fuel purchases
which will be above a prescribed level
and which are ‘a result of climate. This
means that people living in the so-called
cold weather areas of America will re-
ceive a credit for the extra amount of
fuel they are required to use.

South Dakota requires more heating
fuel to live—air conditioning is a luxury,
but heating is-a necessity in South .Da-
kota. To exemplify this difference,
Pierre, S. Dak., has 7,677 heating degree
days and Aberdeen, 8. Dak., has 8,617
heating degree days, while Houston,
Tex., has only 4,752 heating degree days.
The average temperature for Pierre 1s
46.2 degrees and 42.8 degrees for Aber-
deen, while Houston’s average tempera-
ture iIs 68.9 degrees. o

I think this particular proposal will be
of great benefit to some of our elderly
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people | who are confronted with the
problem of living on a small income and
faced with fuel costs which could take
virtually all of their meager income.
Another step would be to provide a
credit for gasoline used in business
travel. According to the Federal Enérgy

Administration, there are only three

other States in the United States that

use as much or more gasoline fer capita
than South Dakota. I sincerely do not

. believe that we waste more gasoline than
other areas but that the great distances
from our Service centers result in higher
usage. Without a rebate based on the
money expended for energy consumed,
South Dakotans would be penalized
worse than any other region.

Of great significance, however, is the
assurance given concerning agricultural

-use of both fuel and fertilizer, both of
which promise to sharply increase in
price. It is planned that farmers will be
able to take a credit for the additional
.amounts it will cost them for fuel and
fertilizer which will certainly make less
painful ‘this program.

And it should be noted, Mr. Chairman,
that these credits of which I speak are
not special benefits for a portion of our
population. What these credits will do
is achieve equity, and nothing more than
equity, for our farmers who—unlike all
other economic units of our society—
cannot pass along to the consumer the
increased costs they experience in their
operations. .

-1 think it is particularly important
that this fact be kept in mind that the
farmer must accept what the market will
pay for his livestock, for his poultry, for
his grain, regardless of how high his op-
erating costs may rise. This, of course, as
everyone knows, is not-true for any other
business operation in this country and
explains why it is necessary to have a
special protection provided by way of
an energy credit if we are to prevent the
agriculture economy from complete col-
lapse.

Mr. Chairman, much of my discussion
has resolved around the need for assist-
ing our agriculture enterprises and those
who rely on these enterprises for their

* livellhood. I believe the record should
also contain a very positive note on what
agrlculture means to America and I wish

to cite only one statistic. .

We hear much about the problem we
have with our balance of payments and
the difficulties we have with the great
outflow of American dollars overseas. In
fact, the problems we are dealing with
today are a direct result of the tremend-
ous imbalance which exists. If it were
not for agriculture, this deficit would be
even more severe. Last year if it had not
been for agricultural exports which to-
taled $11.7 billion above the break-even

potnt of farm exports and imports, the-

U.S. balance-of-trade deficit would have
been over $14 billion instead of the $3
plus billion. .
Mr. Chairman, on the basis of assur-
_ances given my colleagues and me by
the administration that steps would be
taken to protect our agricultural areas
" which therefore will make this program
as equitable as possible, I am pleased to
lend my support to the President’s
efforts. \
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The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from North Dakota has expired.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I
vield 1 additional minute to the gentle-
man from North Dakota.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. I
yield to my colleague from New York.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to compliment the gentleman on the
position he is taking. I know there is very

‘real concern about the increased costs,

resulting from the tariff on imported oil,
but there is going to be increased cost in
any event./ How much preferable it is
for us to have these increased costs pro-
vide us ‘also with the opportunity to get
under control a situation which is other-
wise going to deteriorate, which is going
to cost our farmers money without any
prospect of improvement. °

- Clearly, the opportunity for improve-
ment is implicit in the restriction of
imports that is being taken, and pro~
vides us with a handle to take hold of an
otherwise deteriorating situation.

Mr. ANDREWS of North Dakota. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman’s
comment.

Mr. Chairman, let me conclude by say-
ing that we need a supply of fuel on the
farm. While the walting in line at the gas
station in Washington is an inconveni-
ence, nondelivery of fuel oil to a home
in North Dakota where it is 40 degrees
below zero is stark tragedy. In addition,
not having fuel to till the soil short-
changes our consumers and stops farm-
ing, which is highly energy oriented, dead
in its tracks.

We need the supply. There has ‘been
no alternate that has been proposed in
this Nation to meet this challenge.

I appreciate the solemn commitments
made by the President and by Mr. Zarb
to take care of thetunique needs of agri~
culture and Northern climates. Based on

this, I intend to oppose this bill. That

‘would propose taking action on this criti-

cal matter. When the Congress. faces up

to its responsibility in the energy crisis

the import tariff can well be removed.

In the meantime, there is no alternative

to assure in the adequate domestic sup-
ply development we need.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
‘minutes to the ‘gentleman from Texas
(Mr. ECKHARDT) .

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, at
the outset I wish to say that there are
some things which the President pro-
poses as matters of general principle with
which I agree. We must have a positive
program which would include, first, re-
duction of imports; second, development
and encouraging of alternate sources of
energy; third, a means of decreasing
U.S. use of energy sources, mainly gaso-
line.

. As a member of the.Committee on In-
terstate and Foreign Commerce, I cer-
tainly intend to help develop a positive .
program in Congress to accomplish these
objectives, but I most strongly believe
that the proposals of the President are
not good answers to these propositions.

I present it this way: There may be
some of my colleagues on-the other side
of the aisle who may be able to refute

Jthese propositions, but I want to say
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simply that as I understand it, the pres-
ent average price of oll in the United
States is about $9. Old oil is $5.25. New
oil sells at about $10 -and foreign oil at
about $12.60.

If we add $2 ultimately to the price
of foreign o0il, we have then pegged the
price of oil at about $14.60, and it seems
obvious to me that the price of all oil
used in the -United States will go to ap-
prox1mate1y $14.60. .

The price of oil advanced in 1973 from
around $3.40 to approximately $7, just
about double. If we permit it to double |
again, we are simply putting into effect a
geometric progression in price, a dou-
bling once and then a doubling of the
Tesult.

I have heard talk this morning—in-
deed, at the White House from Mr.
Greenspan—that this would increase the -

cost of living by about 2 percent. It

astounds me that this statement could
seriously be made, because the increase
of the cost of living caused by oil from
1973 to 1974 was approximately 55
percent.

How conceivably could the larger in-
crease from 1974 to 1975 not produce a
greater increase in the cost of Hving
than occurred during the last yea.r'> Can
the economy stand this?

I recognize that there must be a
control on imports; I would place a
dollar limit on them. Recognizing that
there must be a decreased use of the use
of oil in the United States, I would im-
pose rationing, as I now see it
Recognizing that there must be some-
thing more done than is presently being
done, I would take steps to develop other
sources of energy. I think there are cer-
tainly more viable means for meeting
the very standards that ‘the President
says ought to be met than the utterly
disastrous plan that he has outlined of
which this is the first step.

Of course,-we should devise a specific
answer. Of course, we should not engage
in a game of oneupmanship between the
Presidency and the Congress—and we’
shall not do that on our side—but is it
unreasonable for us to consider the same
facts that the President considered in
devising his program To give him credit,
he does propose something concrete. Is
it unreasonable that we also take those
same facts, that we also hear the options
presented by the experts and develop
our own plan before we adopt a portion
of a plan which seems to me to be utterly
disastrous in the area that poses the
greatest danger to our economy, that is,
in the area of energy?

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I -

yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. MARTIN) .

(Mr. MARTIN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-

marks.)

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Chairman, while I
dislike any artificial price increases, I
must oppose this legislation which would
strip the President of his authority to
impose fees on oil imports. The Presi-
dent’s method of reducing oil import de-
pendency may be unpopular, but it will
be far more unpopular if we squander
valuable time waiting until war again re-
turns to the Middle East.
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I voted against this stripping bill in
committee and will do so again today.
The power this bill would strip is that
of the so-called “national - securlty”

.clause of the Trade Expansion Act of
1962; in one form or another it has been
on the books since the early years of the
Eisenhower administration. The power

* was fought for and gained by that ad-
ministration and then fought for and re-
tained by the Kennedy administration.
The question is now whether the power

i to restrict imports in the interest of na-
tional security will now be revoked, be-
cause it is used. Did those Members who

voted to support President Kennedy—-

and earlier President Eisenhower—with
regard to this power think it would never
be used or that, if used, the burden of its
“use would be nonexistent? Why would
the Congress give President Kennedy a
blank check because he asked for it, and
then deny a subsequent President the au-
thority to fill in the blanks? Ironically,
this is the third exercise of this author-
"ity. President Eisenhower first estab-
lished import quotas, and more recently
President Nixon affixed an import duty
of 63 cents on a barrel.
) The test as to the use of the “national
N security” clause is whether the particular
use is in the interest of national security.
We know there are costs imposed by
every exercise of governmental power.

- ting our entire economy, our entire so-
ciety, in that final and very awkward
position involuntarily assumed by the

"demise. In our cdse, we have the Orga-
R nization of Petroleum Exporting Coun-
tries—or, more accurately, Minister Yas-
sir Arafat and his supporters—holding
the lanyard. The posture is both vulner-
able and humiliating.
i This country cannot—absolutely can-
not—endure depedence upon hostile and
potentially hostile regimes abroad for our
energy supplies. At the very least, we
must curtall our consumption.of foreign
oil enough so that we can prevail through
future embargoes.
I am convinced that President Ford’s
fee impositions will lead to a reduction
_In oil imports. It will mean less oll than
we would otherwise have, and less than
we would want. But, it would mean one

foreign policy dictation by Mr. Arafat
and his supporters. Reduced oil imports
mean costs and discomforts. We have a
choice between that and remaining in
that picturesque but untenable position
of just waiting for the guillotine to drop
all at once. While we wait, the billions of
dollars to buy the foreign oil would con-
tinue to increase, making our would be
executioners even richer.

Sure, there will be costs resulting from
the exercise of the power granted Presi-
dents Eisenhower and Kennedy. Was it
ever envisioned that a curtailment of

~ out costs? But we can very easily adjust
the impact of those costs so that they
do not fall inordinately on any geo-
graphic section or economic strata. We
.cannot-do everything through the Inter-
nal Revenue Code, but we can at least

Here we have a situation in which our .
galloping demand for imported oil is put--

late Louis XVI at the moment of his

giant step toward being immune from:

imports by-quota or fee would be with- -
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do that much, as the President himself
has urged.

So, in the interest of makmg us im-
mune from the economic and social
disaster flowing from any future em-
bargo—and immune from Arab dictation
on foreign policy—I’'-urge that this
stripping bill be defeated.

Mr. Speaker, some have suggested ra-
tioning as an alternative. But rationing
is not an alternative, because it was
voted down last year. Some have sug-
gested that import quotas would be pre-
ferable to import duties. If that -is so,
then this bill is ironically defective be-
cause it' will suspend authority- to do
both. How embarrassing, Mr. Speaker.

There is no substitute for the Presi-
dent’s action, because no substitute has
been atthorized and—let us face it—none
is being authorized today. None is even
seriously being proposed, although a lot
of “suggestions’” have echoed off these
walls for a year and a half. °

Maybe some day Congress will come
up with “a better idea than Ford’. When
we do, then let us assert ourselves with
all the glory and power that we com-
mand. Until then, and especially for so
long as we do not have any alternative
idea to substitute, it would be more fit-
ting that we confine ourselves to rhetoric
and headlines—and stay out of the way
of those who have unpleasant work to do.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yleld
2 minutes to the gentleman- from Vir-
ginia (Mr. HARRIS) .

(Mr. HARRIS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

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

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

(Mr. COTTER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COTTER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in

‘support of H.R. 1767, a bill to suspend

for 90 days the President’s use of au-
thority under section 232 of the Trade
Expansion Act of 1962. As each Member
knows, the President has used this au-
thority to impose a serles of tariffs on
imported crude oil and 1mported oil
products.

I want to thank my chairman, AL
UrrMan, and our Trade Subcommittee

chairman, Bmr GreEN, for the. expedi-

tious and totally correct action in seek-
ing swift approval of this necessary legis-

‘lation.

Both Jim Burkr and I were charged
with getting such action by the mem-
bers of the New England Congressional
Caucus; and with the cooperation of

. these men and the entire Ways. and

Means Committee, we are ready to seek
this necessary delay through legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I, of course, support
the 90-day delay on the imposition of the
tariffs. In spite of repeated assertions
that no region of this Nation would suf-
fer adverse economic impact because of
these tariffs, these facts stand out:

New England is heavily dependent on
foreign oil, especlally foreign oil prod-
ucts such as residual oil and home heat-

_ing oil. We use 25 million barrels of for-
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eign home heating oil and over 147 mil-
lion barrels of residual oil, which pro-
vides fuel for 85 percent of New Eng-
land’s electrical capacity. _

The entitlements program, which the
administration says will equalize regional
cost disparity caused by the tariffs, is
now tied up in extensive court action.
One major oil company—Guli—has re-
fused to participate at all in the entitle-
ments program, and two other compa-
nies—Exxon and Marathon—are in the
midst of a lengthy court battle over the
constitutionality of the entitlement pro-
gram.

The result of these factors led to the
inevitable conclusion that the cost for the
tariffs will be borne by the users of for-
eign oil alone and all this talk of price
equalization looks to me like the tradi-
tional “sock-it to New England” policy
that has dommated Federal 011 import
policy. )

I have spoken with Lynn Brooks, ad-_
ministrator of the Connecticut Energy
Office, and he informs me that his new-
est, and most conservative, estimate is
that the direct costs of the President’s
entire energy package for Connecticut

-alone will exceed $420 million in higher

fuel and electric energy costs. This does
not even take in the indirect costs.

Further, Mr. Brooks estimates the
tariff alone will add an immediate cost
of $120 million to heating and electric
bills in Connecticut during the next few
months. Without equalization, there will
be an additional $16 million increase.

In brief, Mr. Chairman, the cost of this

tariff program will be borne in large

measure by the people of New England
who have experienced tremendous price
increases in home heating fuel of 102
percent and residual fuel of over 152 per-

‘cent. Yet at the same time people in New

England have been doing more than their
fair share in energy conservation. We
have cut our consumption of No. 2 heat-
ing fuel by over 20 percent and our use
of residual oil by 10 percent. Both of
these figures are well above the national
average. We are doing our share and we
hope to do even better; but forcing the
price of foreign oil products even higher
is a prescription for economy disaster.

Mr. Chairman, this position-does not.
underestimate the need for both the
President and Congress to work together
for a reasonable energy policy. The House
Ways and Means Committee is prepared
to turn to the ®hergy area immediate
after finishing the tax stlmulus pack-
age this week.

Yet I would be remiss if -I did not
point out another problem. In all my
questioning of witnesses and economists
last week—I might add, they were a bi-
partisan group and included Dr. Burns
of the Federal Reserve Board—I was very
concerned by the growing consensus that
not only would the President’s entire
energy tax deregulation proposals add
between 21, and 3% percent to the Con-
sumer Price Index, but as importantly,
would contribute directly to the deep-
ening recession that is currently facing
our country. Perhaps President Ford has
decided to “live with” 8 percent unem-
ployment for the next 3 years, but I have
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not, nor do I believe this Congress will
agree with this inhumane ‘economic
medicine.

The President and the Congress must

. be given a chance to work together, but
to hold an economie gun to the head of
New England is not a prudent way to
proceed.

One final point, Mr. Chalrman As my
colleagues may be aware, the Governors
of several New England States are con-
testing the legality of the President’s ac-
tions and trying to seek a court decision
on this matter. There is nothing in this
bill nor in the intent of those who sup-
port it .to undermine this effort.

Theréfore, Mr. Chairman, I urge my
colleagues to vote for this legislation.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I am a

.cosponsor of H.R. 1767, the bill to sus-
pend for 90 days the President’s author-
ity to increase oil import fees and I urge
the House of Representatives to move
swiftly in passing this essential legis-
lation.

The question before us today has been
called a Presidential power play to force
the Congress to act. It has been called
a show of strength to the OPEC coun-
tries. It has been called an effort to
stimulate the conservation of gas. It has
been called our first step to escape from
dependence on foreign oil. It has been
called many things.

I believe the real question is one of
these. The real question before us today
is this: Are we going to make Govern-
ment responsive to people’s basic needs?
‘The issue of oil—its cost, sources, alloca~
tion, and necessity—is at the core of the
American economy, in fact, the Amer-
ican way of life. This lesson we too pain-
fully learned last winter.

President Ford’s “crash” program of a
$1 to $3 increase in oil import fees, his
drastically and intentionally driving up
the cost of something so central to the
way we live right in the middle of a sky-
rocketing inflation, is clearly a direct
economic slap in the face to the Amer-

.. ican citizen. For when we jack up the

cost of oil, we raise the cost of almost
everythmg, especially our basic neces—
sities. A few examples:

Just this week I received reports that
the average residential electric bill went
up 60 percent in my State, an increase
far exceeding the 12 percent increase in
the cost of living in the area last year.
Likewise, gas bills for heating homes
jumped 31 percent.

A food chain in my dlstncb—whlch
serves citizens .who doped with a 22 per-
cent jump in food prices since 1973—has
informed me that this proposal will only
add “insult to injury.” Petroleum 1is
integral to the food industry. It is used
to operate farm machinery for planting
and harvesting; in transporting food
from the farm to the processing plant
to storage; and then from storage to the
store, not to mention the fuel used in
cooking and refrigeration,

One of the school superintendents in
my district—who has to heat 187 build-
ings and fuel 1,177 vehicles within an

~already too tight school budget, says that

* the oil hike will mean $965,000 in in-

creased costs.
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A hospital in my district says that its
fuel oil budget has tripled in the last
3 years. The cost of medical care gener-
ally in the Washington metropolitan
area has risen 17 percent in the last year.

An already financially perilous public
transportation system that this year has
a diesel fuel bill of almost $6 million
supplying 18,000 buses could be crippled
by this proposal. Ford’s plan would add
almost a million. dollars ‘to their fuel
budget. .

Fairfax County, the largest jurisdic-
tion in my district, paid 82 percent more
for petroleum products in the last year
and saw a whopping 160 percent surge in
electric rates. The public coffers-are not
bottomless. Costs like these inevitably
mean higher real estate taxes. And this
would mean higher taxes on top of higher
costs for food, clothing, electricity, and
heating oil at home.

This is just the beginning. Energy
costs are translated into manufacturing,
distributing, and- retailing costs. Singe
oil transports American goods by truck,
rail, and air, all our basic material needs
are affected.  Since petrochemicals are
the base for many plastic products, we
will face escalating prices for everything
from heart valves to ball point pens.

The experts say that overall the Ford
fee boost will cost the country from $30

. to $50 billion, $150 for every man, woman

and child, $600 a year for every family

Mr. Speaker, I vigorously oppose the
President’s proposal and there are many
reasons. But my first and foremost rea-
son is, as I have outlined, the_economi-
cally and personnally- disruptive effect
this increase will have on our American
people. The solutions are many and in-
volved. Both parties-have proposed some
that have merit, some that do not. I
propose that we_ Democrats and Repub-
licans, the Congress and the President,
seriously and immediately agree on an
all-encompassing crash program to solve
this economic-energy mess that is so
draining on us all. It was a crash pro-

‘gram that got us to the moon. We can

do no less to get every American back on
his or her feet securely and proudly.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, 1
yield such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from California (Mr. MooOR-
HEAD) .

(Mr. MOORH:EAD of Oalﬁorma asked

and was glven permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr.. MOORHEAD of California. Mr. -

Chairman, I rise in opposition to this leg-
islation. There has been much talk
around the country in recent weeks about
the prospect of mandatory gasoline ra-
tioning. Various Senators have expressed
support for such a program. I wonder;,
however, whether they: have thought
through the real implications of ration-
ing for the average American—whether

of four. Or in everyday terms, it will -they have recognized that a vote for ra-

mean 15 cents more for each ga.llon of’
gas, 10 cents more for every gallon of
residual fuel.

I believe no one can definitely calcu-
late the total dollar-cost because the
economy and energy are so intricately
intertwined. I doubt if the most sophis-
ticated computer could tell us in finite-
numbers what the total price tag of
this proposal will be. But I do not need a
computer to show me that this increase
will further inflate inflation.

Not only will the President’s proposal
swell the cost of our basic necessities,
it will also further stagnate our sick
economy. When business and industry
have to pay higher fuel and utility bills,
they have to cut somewhere. And the
first cuts always come in personnel. Thus,
we will see more layoffs, more food stamp
applicants, more medicaid recipients—
and so goes a labyrinthian nightmare.
The American economy will be further
depressed by depriving American con-
sumers of $30 to $50 billion in buying
power. Furthermore, Ford’s program,
rather than encouraging industrial ex-
pansion and providing more jobs, which
we criticdlly need, will further disable
industry and eliminate jobs.

I do not believe the administration’s-
“$19 -billion distribution. to individuals™
will make up for the enormous pinches
in the American pocketbook that would
result from this proposal. $19 billion—
coupled with executive deferrals and re-
cissions, cuts in food stamps and other
human services—falls far short of the-

$30 to $50 billion predicted cost of this .

program. More important, these numbers
do not begin to measure the humiliation
of human beings who cannot feed their
families, clothe their children, heat their
homes, and find a Job

tloning would be both unfair to the
American consumer and, ultimately, un-
wise for their own political future. Ra-
tioning may sound like an appetizing dish
on the menu, but it will mean prolonged
indigestion if we swallow it.

Today, the average American driver
uses approximately 50 gallons of gasoline
per month.

With mandatory rationing, the net ef-
fect would be to restrict the average
driver to only 36 gallons per month—
or a fraction more than 1 gallon per day.

This might, on the surface, seem like

an equitable solution to our current en-
ergy problem. The amount of gasoline
each American uses would be reduced,

~our oil imports would be contained, our

balance of payments would be aided. In
fact, there is only one objection to the
plan.

And that is, it will not work.

The fact of the matter is that ration-
ing, in order to be even remotely equi-
table, would require an enormous number
of exceptions to its provisions, as our
single past experience with it during
World War II made clear. And adjudi-
cation of these exceptions would require
an enormous bureaucracy. Now, I think
mest Senators are well acquainted with
= the kind and number of difficulties which

-would arise—all we have to do is multi-

ply our mail on social security and vet-
eran’s benefits by a factor of 50 or 100
to gage what this aspect of rationing
would entail. )

Let us consider for a moment the ef-
fects of a rationing program without
provisions for exceptions. —

Take the case of a widow with two
small *children, living in a suburban
community, who must drive 32 miles a
day to work in a car that gets about 12
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miles per gallon—13 is the national av-
erage. Under the rationing plan, her cost
to commute will increase 70 percent since
she would have to buy additional cou-
pons—at $1.20 each—every month, just
to keep her job. That amounfs to about
$250 a year. .

There are thousands of-other ehamples
of people dependent on their automobiles
for basic transportation to and from em-
ployment—migrant farmers, blue-collar
workers, salespeople, and so forth! Is a

gallon a day enough for them?

Similarly, a rigid gas rationing plan

creates inequities on a regional basis.
The average driver in rural areas travels
twice as far as his urban counterpart,

and the city dweller drives far less than

the suburbanite.

The point is, a 36-gallon-a-month gas
diet is not good for everybody. In fact, it
is not good for anybody in the long run.

Gasoline by coupon is, at best, a short-
term remedy for a smgle ailment—over-
consumption. Reducinlg demand for
gasoline for the estimated “130 million
or more cars, trucks, and buses on Amer-
ica’s highways is not enough: Conserva-
tion efforts directed only at the auto-
mobile ignore the need to save energy
in other areas by better building design,
construction, and insulation, more ef-
ficient industrial processes and practices,
and more efficient generation of electric-
ity. But conservation alone still isn’t the
answer. U.S. companies must accelerate
domestic production and the search for
alternative energy sources.

Thus, not only would rationing be in-
equitable—and, most probably, unwork-
able—in regard to curtailed consump-
tion, but it fails even to address the other
side of the energy crisis, increased pro-
duction.

So, if we put the President’s program
down with no further consideration, and,
instead, dredge up some kind of ration-
ing device, what will we do a year from
now, when the people have been justly
outraged by it, when it has. failed to

- promote development of new energy re-

sources—in short, when it has permitted
the energy crisis to roll on unimpeded for
a full year? What will we do? Pull the
President’s program out of the dustbin,
brush it off and try to make it work 12

‘months too late?

I-do not concur on all points of his
program. I want to study it, hear debate
on it, consider it in detail. But I do not
want to reject it out of hand only to find
that an ill-conceived rationing program
has been substituted in its place. That,

I think, would be the result of adopting.

this resolution. .

Mr. SCHNEEBELI, Mr. Chairman, I
yvield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia, (Mr. BUTLER) .

Mr. BUTLER. Mr..Chairman, Presi-
dent Ford has sent messages to the Con-
gress with heavy energy emphasis on
September 12, October 8, on November 18,
and of course, on January 15.

For all practical purposes, the Congress

-has been here since early December when
it held the first organizational meetings-

of the caucuses.
The Presidents action addresses itself
to a problem which we all acknowledge.
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I share the reservatmns expressed here
today about the President’s action; but
certainly we must concede that the
Democratic Party and its leadership has
had all the time they. need to respond
with a positive program of their own, if

they have the capacity and the intelli-

gence to do so.

In the absence of a program - of its
own, the Congress of the United States
ought to have the good grace to refrain
from saying no-:to the one proposal on
the table today.

I urge a vote against this legislation,
and I urge the appropriate committees to
go to work on- pos1t1ve programs of the1r
own. .

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr Chairman, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Kansas (Mrs. KEys).

(Mrs. KEYS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her
remarks.) ;

Mrs. KEYS. Mr. Chairman, .in my

opinion, there are.two criteria to-be used
in considering the President’'s energy
proposals: Fairness and effectiveness.

The proposal to increase oil import fees
$3 per barrel meets neither standard.

A higher price for imported oil will
mean higher prices for all petroleum
products and derivatives, for all persons
using those products.

. We must conserve gasoline, but the
President’s arbitrary action puts an in-
escapable burden on workers traveling to
their jobs, elderly persons driving to do
their shopping, and others using their
cars for necessary purposes.

These persons have no choice; they
have to make their check or their pension
stretch still further.

Other segments of our population also
have no choice. Farmers will be forced to
pay still higher prices for fertilizer and
propane. Homeowners will pay more for
heating oil. Consumers will pay more for
every product that is denved from petro-
leum.

The President’s proposal will result in
an indiscriminate tax on everyone, re-
gardless of their financial circumstances,
type of work, or personal energy con-
servation measures. -

~ In short, the proposal is not fair.

Neither would it be effective.

As a member of the Ways and Means
Committee, I heard several days of testi-
mony by administration officials in re-
gard to their energy proposals. I heard
no conclusive evidence that an increase
in the price of gasoline will produce any
significant energy savings. Unless the
price reaches extremely high levels, peo-
ple will continue to buy all the gasoline
they need or want.

Other petroleum products and deriva-
tives will also continue to be purchased.
Farmers do not have the option of not
buying fertilizer, for example. The higher
prices will just make it harder for them
to stay in business.

This Congress must and will accept the
responsibility for our energy policy; but
the President’s action to save energy
through higher import fees is neither
fair nor effective. I urge my colleagues to
i%pend the higher fees by passing H.R.

1.

- Mr. ULLMAN, Mr. Chairman, I yield
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5 minutes to the gentleman from Louisi-
ana (Mr. WAGGONNER), a member of the
committee.

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

Mr. WAGGONNER Mr. Chairman and
my colleagues of the Hoise, it is some-
what difficult for me to rise in opposition
to a bill from my own committee, and I
intend to compensate for this opposition,
however, by voting later today for the
next bill, which is from my committee.

But seriously, it is difficult to rise in op-

position to a bill brought here by our dis-
tinguished new chairman, giving due
consideration to the diligence with which
he has proceeded and to the sureness of
his actidn to lead this committee as the
committee ought to be led.

However, my distinguished "colleagues,
we have a problem in this country, and
there are no good answers. All the an-
swers are bad, and they are going to cost

somebody something by way of a sacrifice, .

either personally or monetarily.

The problem is simple. There is no ~

satisfactory answer. Supply, ‘as far as
oil and gas are concerned, simply does
not meet demand.

I come from a producing State I am
aware of the fact that in 1950 we were
self-sufficient in the United States with

regard to our petroleum needs, but by.

1960 we were importing 16 percent of our
petroleum needs. We have reached the
point now that we are importing 40 per-
cent of our required petroleum needs,
and we are paying out about $25 billion a
year for this product that we are forced
to import. )

If we do not do something, by 1980 we
will be importing a minimum of 50 per-
cent of our petroleum needs.

Whether you realize it or not, the situa-
tion is not told by those figures. The
truth is that since about 1970 in the
instance of crude oil, production has been
declining in the United States, the over-
all production has decreased. =

Another fact of life, and this is part of

‘the problem, is that two-thirds of all of

the known free world oil reserves are
not located in the United States, nor on
the North American Continent, nor in the
Western Hemisphere; but they are in the
Middle East. These reserves are held by
the Persian Guli nations, and they know
that they have got us over an oil barrel.

Also there are mtema,tlonal implica-
tions to the problem we have now. We

will have to have some help from others,- ~

and if 'we are going to have to get help
from others then we. will have to give
them something in the way of return.
We will have to maybe at some point in
time share products, and even now we

are helping them pay for the burden of. -

higher priced oil. The problem we have
is one that in October 1973 the people
who are asking for a delay today
laughed at. They said, “Oh, this is all just
a contrived shortage created as a fizment
‘of the imagination by the American oil
companies simply to enable themn to get
a higher price.”

These people are not saying today we v

were wrong in October of 1973, they are
saying “give us time to do something

~.
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about the problem.” They will not even
admit they were wrong in 1973. )

So at least we have come a little bit
along the way, and some people are ad-
mitting now that we have a problem.

What is the answer t6 the problem"
We have three options. The first one is
do nothing. And even those who say,
“Give us a delay today” admit that we
cannot forever afford to sit idly by and
do nothing; that we have to do some-
thing.

The second option is that we do some-
thing as the administration has done in
the form of a combination of fees, tar-
iff levys, taxes, and that sort of thing.

And the third option is the worst of
all worlds: Rationing.

While I am talking about rat1on1ng,
let me say that I have heard people
say, “Let us try allocations.”

Allocations would be rationing at an-
other level.

Have the people who suggest that for-
gotten those gas. station lines of late
1973? That was rationing by allocation.
It was nothing else but that.

The problem in addition is this, and
I want you northeasterners, you heating-
oil people, to listen to me: Only about
40 percent of a barrel of crude oil on the
average is converted into gasoline. We

need to conserve crude oil, not just gaso- -

line. If .we are going to conserve crude

* o0il we cannot ignore the 60 percent of

that barrel of crude oil which goes for
- other products and say, “You go ahead
and waste it, you go ahead and do what
you want to with it. Let us just conserve
in the instance of gasoline.” Thls we can-
not afford to do.

What has the President done? He has
levied fees in two cases; he has levied
and put in place a fee by the barrel on
imported crude oil of $1 which took effect
on February 1. He has done nothing
yet in the instance of the other fee, which
has to do with a fee on finished products.
But when he does, if he does it, as he
proposes, and if we can come up with a
better answer it will not be done, and
should not be done, he proposes a levy
of 60 cents a barrel on finished produects,

- with a rise the second month to $1.20

per barrel. This is favored treatment for-

the users of heating oil, not_discrimina-
tion.

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

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yleld
3 additional minutes to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, it
is unreasonable to expect, you of the
Northeast, that just those people who
use gasoline should - bear all of the
burden. If we are going to conserve crude

. oil we have to conserve crude oil in every
aspect of it, and that affects everything
that comes from a barrel of crude oil.

The other thing is excise taxes. He pro-
poses a levy on domestic oil. They have
not been put in place yet. I hope they
are not required to be put into force. I
hope we can come up—and believe we
can—with an answer before then under
the able leadership of the gentleman from

" Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN), -
Mr. Chairman, the President’s proposal
s intended to do—whether it will or not,

RN

I do not know—these things: First, to
conserve crude oil by increasing prices to
reduce demand, and this does work be-
cause we are not using any more product
today than we did in October 1973. It is
intended to put some pressure on the
OPEC nations to lower prices, because if
we can conserve and there is a reduced
demand, then those people are going to
have about 9 million barrels a day of ex-
cess production. I think they are going to
look for something to do with that excess
production.

- It-is intended to reduce, if we conserve,
the outflow of dollars, which we must do
something about. It is intended to provide
a maximum supply of petroleum and
petroleum products under the maximum
conditions of the operation of a free
market, a free economy. Some say it
will not. What do you suggest?

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of the pro-
posal to cut taxes is to help these people
who are unduly burdened, where every-
body is, going to be burdened to a point,
to allow them to pay for the cost-of-living

.increases of this program. The pressure

is on the Congress. I believe that we can
meet the responsibility, because we have
come a long, long way. But we have got
a problem now. I believe we are going to
put our shoulders to the wheel in the
Committee on Ways and Means, and in
other committees here, and we are going
to come up with a proposal we can pre-
sent to the President; and if we can prove
to him that what we propose 1Is better
than what he proposes, I believe that he
would accept it.

However, if I sat where the President
sits, I would not. take the criticism from
our international trade partners and our
allies there and from the people of this
country for doing nothing. I would keep
the pressure there until somebody showed
me they had something better in a de-
tailed and specific. way. If he had not
made a proposal of some sort some of
you who oppose him today would be crit-
icizing him for doing nothing.-
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We in the Committee on Ways and -

Means are going to work toward that

_goal. I, as an individual, am going to op-

pose the bill today, believing that we can
maybe later compromise this matter
somewhat and have everybody be a bit
happier. But we are not going to do it
without cost to everybody in this coun-
try. Where will you and where will the
country be if we do not reduce demand,
we do nothing; and have to cope with an-
other embargo which will be twice as dev-
astating? Most o fyou oppose the Presi-
dent’s proposal but none of you have a
specific proposal.

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

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr, Chauman, I
yleld such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
YOUNG).

(Mr. YOUNG of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of H.R. 1767, a
bill deferring for 90 days the President’s
authority to impose a tarltf on foreign oil
imports.

President Ford has demonstrated out-

\
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standing leadership by presenting to the
Congress. a coherent and comprehensive
program for stemming inflation and re-
ducing our energy costs. I agree with his
goals and wish to work for the achieve-
ment of Operation Independence through
energy conservation. I know the Presi-
dent is sincere in his desire to reduce 6ur
dependence on foreign oil, and I have
discussed this problem with him at great
length during several meetings. Thus,
I am reluctant to disagree with one part
of his specific plan for implementing the
energy conservation goal, that is, the im-
position of a $1 to $3 tariff on 1mported
oil.

But it is clear that the unposmon of
this additional tax does not provide any
guarantee that oil consumption will be
reduced. What the tax does guarantee
are high prices—for gasoline, for oil
products, .for synthetics derived from
petroleum, and for electricity.

The President is seeking to reduce
domestic consumption by 1 million bar-
rels of oil per day. Clearly, such a reduc-
tion will create shortages which we must
learn to live with. I feel that the Presi-
dent can accomplish the same goal—the
1-million-barrel-per-day reduction—by
simply placing a limit on oil imports,
without taxation or price increases. We
will have shortages in either case, but
under the President’s current plan, we
will have additional increases in costs.
A limit on oil imports, without any built-
in tax increase, is an important alterna-
tive which I feel that President and the
Congress should consider during the 90--
day deferral period established by H.R.

-1767. Therefore, I will vote for H.R. 1767

and stand ready to work with my col-
leagues and President Ford to develop
programs which will reduce oil consump-
tion without ralsing prices. ‘

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished mi-
nority leader, the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. RHODES).

(Mr. RHODES asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

- Mr, RHODES. Mr. CHairman, there is
no good way to deal with a scarcity.
Everybody wishes we did not have a
scarcity, but we do. We have a situation
in this world in which we are priced out |
of the market as far as petroleum is con-
cerned, to the extent that the scarcities
are imposed upon us because -of our in-
ability over a long period of time to sus-
tain the cost to our balance of payments
that will be necessary if we continue to
import crude oil at the prices which we
are now paying. So we do have a scarcity.

The only program which we have seen
put forth so far—in fact, the only pro-
gram in town—is the one that the Presi-
dent of the United States has offered. He
proposes to deal, with this scarcity by
raising prices by imposing a tax to the
point_that we will not import 1 million
barrels of oil a day which we now import.
This will save rather considerable sums
insofar as the international bill for pe-

-troleum is concerned.

However, the question arises, of course,
as to just how to deal with what will
then be a physical shortage as well as a
projected shortage. Some people suggest
that we deal with it by rationing. '
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I submit to the Members, Mr. Chair-

- man, that rationing will hot work over a

long period of time. It never has, and it
is flying in the face of what I consider
to be the best traditions of the free en-
terprise system to try to do it in that way.
I think it is much better to’do it by im-
position of a tax as the President has
proposed.

I would point out to the Members that
the President’s program is not just for
energy. It-is also part of his economic
program. I am certainly not giving away
any secrets when I say we do have a
recession in-this country. One of the
means of dealing with a recession is to do
what is necessary to get the economy of
the country moving again. One way is
to instill confidence in the economy. This
morning the distinguished Chairman of
the Federal Reserve Board, Dr. Arthur
Burns, made the point that it is not
enough to have an adequate money sup-
ply. We need to have the confidence of
the consumer which will cause the con-
sumer to spend money, in other words
to increase the velocity of the money
supply.

One of the ways to Increase confidence
of course is to put some rather quick
money into the hands of the consumer.
The President proposes that there be a
rebate for 1974 taxes to give to the con-
sumer; half to be returned in May, and
half in September. It will give the con-
sumer & rather massive shot in the arm,
as far as personal finances are con-
cerned, and most people believe it will
cause the consumer to go into the market
and make contracts and purchase goods
which he otherwise might not buy.

So this is to have a twofold effect. It
will have the effect of reducing the
amount of importation of oil and also it
will have the effect of giving an impetus
to the economy in areas which are in
need of it. So I think it is important that
we go ahead with this program.

If I could see another program which
was taking shape which had as much
chance of success as this one I might be
willing to support that other program. °

I might point out to Members also, as
the gentleman from Louisiana did, that
allowing this program to go into effect
is not an irrevokable decision. It is the
decision we make for now because it
is the best thing we have. Then if some-
thing else comes along later, there is no
reason why that better thing cannot be
enacted and substituted for this program
whenever the House and the Senate de-
cide in their wisdom that this is neces-
sary.

I say to my friends on my left, this is
a brandnew Congress. This is the first
key vote which we will have as members
of the party of the President of the
United States.

This is a very important vote because
on the results of this vote will depend

" a great deal of the motion, the motive

which is necessary for those on this side
of the aisle to shape up as a group of
people who have a program, who have
a mission in life, and who, yes, if they
were in the majority would know where
they were going. I think it might be a
well-put contrast to the people of this
country, and I suggest the best way to

A
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dramatize the fact that this is so, that

‘we do know where we are going, is to cast

a substantial vote against this bill which
would hamper the President of the
United States in his ability to deal with
the crisis which the country now faces.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield

5 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-

sylvania, the chairman of the trade
subcommittee. .

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania will proceed.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the .

gentleman yield?

Mr. GREEN., I yield to the gentleman
from Oregon.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman  from Pennsylvania is the
chairman of the new Subcommittee on
Trade of the Committee on Ways and

“Means. It 1s a new operation. We have

a very responsible subcommittee. The
gentleman from Pennsylvania Is assum-
ing the leadership in good fashion and
I commend him for it.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I want to
take just a few minutes, if I can, to re-
view the situation and ask everyone on
both sides of the aisle to take a look at
what it is we are trying to do.

First of all, what has the President
done? The President has acted unilater-
ally to put Into effect part of his pro-
gram for the economy and in the area of
energy. He gave no notice to the U.S.
Congress of any intention to do this, and

in my opinion did not conduct the proper

investigation, He based his action on a
study or an investigation that they
claimed was made from the 4th to the
14th 0f January and then announced on
the 13th, prior to receiving a copy of that
study from Secretary Simon.

Now, I do not want to get stuck on
procedure, except that I think procedure
is important. I think if we are going to
have, as the President said when he spoke
to the new Members of this Congress, a
spirit of cooperation, a spirit of com-
promise, a spirit of conciliaton, so that
we could get the action we so desperately
need. Let us get together with the Con-
gress and the President .and take that

“opportunity to shape the program. We

did not have that opportunity here. This
is one part of the President’s program.

The President’s program is an integral
program. I commend the President for
having a program. I commend the Presi-
dent for making it a total program. I
think that is important; but the fact of
the matter is that he has taken one part
of that program and unilaterally jammed
it down the throats of Congress.

Let us get away from the procedure
used for a minute and get down to
whether or not, the President’s decision

-was wise. The fact of the matter is that

every single economist from every point
in the spectrum who came before the
Committee on Ways and Means and in-
dicated that they thought that the Presi-
dent’s decision in this instance was ill-
advised, with the exception, of course, of

‘Secretary Simon.

Now, we are ‘not trying to be arbitrary.
Are we delaying the President’s -action?
Clearly, we are, and clearly we intend to,
but not to slow things down; to speed
things up.
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We have done everything we could in
this process to speed them up. As chair- -
man of the Subcommittee .on Trade
which would have had original jurisdic-
tion over this in our committee, we
waived subcommittee action so that we
could let the full committee consider the
testimony and evidence and act imme-
diately, as quickly as we possibly could.
When the Committee on Ways and
Means, with my participation and ill-ad-
visedly, I think, tied the two bills to-
gether, and when we saw what was be-
ginning to happen was a game of chicken
between the Congress and the President,
with the debt limit as a hostage, I went
before ‘the Rules Committee and the
chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means went before the committee: I
recommended this unusual procedure
that the Rules Committee adopted.

Why? To speed things up, not to slow
them down. We are anxious to get to
work on a tomprehensive package on the.
energy problem and for the economy.
The fact that we had this unilateral
action taken dlsagreed to by every econ-
omist that came before us and, I say,
from all spectrums, the fact that we had

- to stop and consider this delayed action

because we considered it ill-advised, has
caused us- to take valuable time away
from the kind of consideration that the
President of the United States would like
us to give and certainly we will give to
his entire proposal.

Now, to get back just for a moment to
procedure, it is really very interesting to
me all of a sudden to watch a group of
strict constructionists become broad con-
structionists. That is exactly what is
happening here. -

The fact is that there are -extraordi-
nary powers granted under section 232,
but those powers can only be exercised
after an investigation and the President
has seen the results of the investigation.
It is in the report, a copy of Secretary
Simon’s letter to the President of the
United States, sending him-the results -
of the investigation, after the President
made his announcement as to what his
action would be in connection with sec-
tion 232. .

This bill should be passed. I hope it
does not take us 90 days to act.

I indicated at the outset in the com-
mittee and I indicate now on the floor
that it is not my intention to do this
again. If the Congress does not act with-
in 90 days, if the Congress does not act,
will not act, or is incapable of acting,
then I think the President should act
even if, he is acting unilaterally.

Clearly, we have a crisis. Clearly, it has
national security implications, certainly
in the long run. Whether it does in the
next day or two or 90 days, I think is ex-
tremely questionable, but let us not argue
about that. We do have a crisis, and we
must act, and we must act together be-
cause what we are going to be asked to
do—and the point has been made by my
good -friend from New York (Mr.
ConaBLE) and by others—that it is im-
portant that Secretary Kissinger and
others be able to go to the other con-

- suming nations around the world and say

that the United States is prepared to act
with regard to its own consumption of

»
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oil as we would expect other companies
to do, so that we can have concerted
action around the world in connection
with this problem of a unified position,
hopefully, by the consumer nations.

But, we will only have the chance to
have that unified action if we are first,
here in our own country, .unified as to
what course of action we should take,
and that was the kind of call for com-
promise and conciliation that the Presi-
dent of the United States spoke of, and
it takes quick action by the U.S. Con-
gress.

I think we can act in 90 days. I will
not propose this bill again if we do not
act in 90 days. But, let us act together
with the President of the United States,

with him giving some notice to the Con-"

gress; with the Congress having a chance
to have some input. That is what we
seek today, a chance to help shape the
program.

There was a prior economic program.
I have heard how this has gone on 15
months. As late as November of this
year the President of the United States
had a program, which was rejected over-

" whelmingly by the American people and
which"most Members ran away from.

So, let us not just say that we have
to rubber stamp any program the Presi-
dent of the United States sends up here
to deal with the economy, but let us con-
sider it openly. Let us consider it fairly,
and let us work together without delay
to solve the problems we face during this
terrible crisis.

Mr. SCHNEEBELL. Mr. Chairman, I
recognize for 1 minute a new mem-
ber of the committee, a very valuable
member of our committee, the gentle-
man from Wisconsin (Mr. STEIGER).

(Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. STEIGER of  Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, I thank my distinguished
ranking member for yielding to me and
for his comments.

Mr. Chairman, I listened with great
interest to several of the speeches made
by the distinguished and articulate gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREEN).
I would hope my colleagues would not

become confused by a- legalistic argu--

ment from a Philadelphia lawyer.

I think it is absolutely clear that sec-
tion 232 grants to the President of the
United States the power to take the action
he took. It may be that Members do not
want him to take any action, but it is
fundamental to. understand that the Con-
gress of the United States granted au-
thority to the President of the United
States to take whatever action he deems
necessary.

As to whether there was an investiga-
tion or was not an investigation, I have
vet to find—and I have studied the
question—where a written report is re-
quired. Clearly, there was an investiga-
tion. Clearly, it was published.

‘Clearly, we do not have to have public
notice. So, at no point in time was the
President of the United States in any
way, manner, shape, or form abusing any
of the powers, the extraordinary powers,

granted to him, by this section under the -

act.
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I will, when we go back in the House,
ask unanimous consent to include the
letter from the Attorney General which
outlines this whole matter fully.

The letter follows:

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
Washington, D.C., Januar_z/ i4,1975.
Hon. WoLLIAM E. SIMON,
Secretary of the Treasury,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: This is in response to
your letter of January 7, 1975 requesting my
views as to compliance with §232 of the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962, as amended, 19
U.S.C. §1862, and with applicable Treasury
regulations, of the proposed procedures for
adoption and' the proposed contents of an
amendment to Proclamation 3279, Adjusting
Imports of Petroleum and Petroleum Prod-
ucts into the United States, 3 CFR Proc.
3279, as amended.

Proclamation 3279 was originally promul~
gated on March 10, 1959 (24 Fed. Reg. 1781),
after a finding by the Director of the Office
of Civil and Defense Mobilization pursuant
to 19 U.S.C. § 1352a (Pub. L. No. 85-686, § 8
(a), Aug. 20, 1958, 72 Stat. 678) ‘“‘that crude
oil and the principal crude oll derivatives
and products are being imported in such
quantities and under such circumstances as
to threaten to impair the national security,”
which finding was concurred in by the Presi-
dent. As you are aware, that finding was
based upon the facts that existed at that
time, an overproduction of petroleum (n the
world market with a consequent extremely
low price for foreign petroleum which dis-
couraged domestlc exploration and produc~
tion. No one doubts that the findings was
accurate, and a proper basis for the Procla-
mation, in 1959,! but the question arises
whether 1t is a lawful basls for the presently
contemplated modification of the restric-
tlons, especially In light of the drastic change
from the factual situation which provided

" the basis of the 1959 finding. Today the world

1s faced with high prices and threatened cut-
backs in production, and the United States
has recently suffered an oil embargo by
many producing states,

Secﬂon 232(b) of the Trade Expansion Act,
as amended, 19 U.S5.C. § 1862(b), after setting
forth the requirement for an investigation
and finding of a threat to.the national secu-
rity, provides that the Presfdent “. . . shall
take such actlon, end for such time, as he
deems mecessary to adjust the lmports of
such article and its derivatives so that such
Imports will not so threaten to impair the
national security.” (Emphasis supplied.)

‘The normal meaning of the phrase “such '

action,” in a context such as this, is not a
single act but rather a continuing course of
action, with respect to which the initial in-
vestigation and finding would satisfy the
statutory requirement. This interpretation
is amply supported by the legislative history
of the provision, which clearly contemplates
a continuing process of- monitoring and
modifylng the import restrictions, as their
limitations become apparent and their efforts
change. See e.g., the comments on the floor of
the House by Congressman Cooper, floor man-
ager of the bill which adopted the provision: 2

1In Texas Am, Asphalt Corp. v. Walker, 1T7
F. Supp. 315 (S.D. Tex. 1959), the President's
judgment that the facts called for exercise
of his authority was held not subject to ju-
dicial review.

219 U.S.C. §1862(b) hhas its origin In Sec-
tlon 7 of the Trade Agreements Extension
Act of 1955, 69 Stat. 166. It was originally
codified to 19 U.S.C. § 1352a. In the Trade.
Agreements Extension Act of 1958, Pub. L.
No. 85-686, §8(a) Aug, 20, 1958, 72 Stat.
678, the wording of the subsection was
slightly changed so as to Increase the Presi-
dent’s fiexibility and power, see S. Rep. No.
1838, 85th Cong., 2d sess., 1958 U.S. Code
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The President would not only retain flexi-
bility as to the particular measure which he
deems appropriate to take, but, having taken
an action, he would retain flexibility, with

" respect to the continuation, modification, or

suspension of any decislon that had been
made.” 3

The Conference Report on the bill stated
with reference to § 232(b) that “it Is ... the
understanding of all the conferees that the
authority granted to the President under
this provision is a continuing authority ... .”
H. Rep. No. 745, 84th Cong., 1st Sess. 7 (1955).
The 1958 amendments to § 232(b) were almed
at eliminating the same sort of wastefulness
and dupHcation of effort which a require-

-ment of reinvestigation for every modifica-

tlon of restrictions would produce. See S.
Rep. No. 1838, note 2 supra.

The interpretation here proposed, whereby
iImport restrictions once imposed can be mod-

-ified without an additional investigation and

finding, has been sanctioned by the Congress’
fallure to object to the President’s proceed-
ing on that basls repeatedly during the past
fifteen years.

Proclamation 3279 has been amended at
least twenty-six times since its issuance
In 1959, see U.S.C. §1862 note. Some of
those amendments have been minor ad-
ministrative changes; others have Involved
major alteration of the means by which
petroleum imports were restricted; none
have been preceded by a formal § 232(b)
Investigation and finding. The force of con-
gresslonal acqulescence In this practice is
particularly strong since Congress has, dur-
ing that period, twice amended the very
provision in question—the last time only
a month ago. Cf. Saxbee v. Bustos,
U.s. -~——, 43 USLW 4017, 4021 (Nov. 25,
1974).

The foregomg does not imply that the
statute contemplates modification. of re-
strictions without any Presidentlal deter-
mination that the modification Is necessary
to protect against lmports that threaten
national security. To the contrary, not only
for modification but even for continuation
of restrictions the statutory scheme pre-
sumes that the President will monitor,

through the appropriate agency (now the -

Department of the Treasury), the factual
sltuation and the effectiveness of his meas-
ures In meeting it. The point, however, is that
this monitoring, both for continuation and
for modification, does not have to comply
with the formal Investigation and finding
requirements applicable to the original im-
position of the restriction. And there is
nothing ‘to 1indicate that this rational
scheme somehow changes when the factual
basls on which a threat to the natlonal
security I1s found changes from that which
governed the original determination. Such
a8 distinction not only has.no foundation
In the statute or its legislative history; it
1s also unworkable, since facts constantly

change and there is no apparent criterion -

Congressional and Administrative News 3614,
and a new subsection was added which is
now 19 U.S.C. § 1862(c). In 1962 the entire
section was réenacted as § 232 of the Trade
Expansion Aet of 1962, Pub. L. No. 87-794,
Oct. 11, 1962, 76 Stat. 877, and codified to
19 U.S.C. § 1862, without change in meaning
or intent, see S. Rep. No. 2059, 87th Cong., 2d
sess., 1962 U.S. Code Congressional and Ad-
ministrative News 3118. Most recently the
Trade Act of 1974, Pub. L. No. 93-618, § 127
(d), made further slight amendments in the
investigative procedure.

2101 Cong. Rec. 8160-61 (1955). Because
these remarks were made in amplifying the
Conference Report by the House floor man-
ager, they are entitled to be given the same
welight as a supplemental committee report.
See Duplex Printing Press Co. V. Deering, 254
U.S. 443, 474-75 (1921).
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for determining when the change is signifi-
cant enough to give rise to a reinvestigation
and renewed finding requirement.

My conclusion that there is no legal re-
quirement for a new §232(b) investigation
and finding in order to issue the proposed
Proclamation does not preclude your mak-
ing a specific investigation and finding if
you wish to do s0 in connection with the

. constant monitoring which the statute en-

visions. Such discretionary action would not
be subject to the requirements of § 232(b)
nor to the Treasury regulations (31 CFR
Part 9) relating to that section. Moreover,
even if it were, there is no doubt that you
would not be required to give notice, allow
for public comment, or hold public hearings
on the matter, Sectlon 232(b) states that
“the Secretary shall, if it is appropriate
and after reasonable notice, hold public
hearings . . .” (Emphasis added;) There i
no evidence in the report of the committee
which drafted this language, S. Rep. No.
93-1298, 93d Cong., 2d Sess. 96 (1974), that

"1t 18 meant to establish a standard any more

specific or restrictive than Iits language
implies. Your own regulations. require public
notice upon undertaking an Investigation
and allow for public comment, 31 CFR
§$ 9.7(b); and they provide for public hear-
ings when the Asslstant Secretary deems it
appropriate, 31 CFR § 9.7(f). But these pro-
visions can be varied or dispensed with in
emergency situations or when, in your
judgment, national security Interests re-
quire, 31 CFR § 9.8. Your letter states that
you have determined in the present case
that mnational security interests require a
most speedy investigation which would not
allow for notice and hearings or comments.
This reason fully suffices for dispensation
from any such requirements of the statute
and the regulations.

+ There remains for bonslderatlon the ques-
tion whether § 232(b) authorizes the types

of measures adopted by the proposed Procla-

mation to restrict imports of petroleum and
petroleum derived products. It is clear that

- § 232 grants the President the broadest flexi-

bility in determining what measures to use
to restrict imports, as well as in modifying
the restrictions in’ light either of changed
circumstances or of evidence that existing
restrictions were insufficlent. The language
of the section, “take such action ... as he
deems necessary,” reflects this, and the leg-
islative history reinforces.it.

The report of the Committee which
drafted this provision stated that the Presi-
dent was to have the authority to take
“whatever action is necessary to adjust im-
ports.” (Emphasis supplied.) S. Rep. No. 232,

84th Cong., 1st Sess. 4 (1955). On the fioor’

of the Senate, Senator Milliken, -who .with
Senator Byrd actually drafted the provision
as an amendment to the House bill, stated
that: “It grants to the President authority

to take- whatever action he deems-necessary

to adjust imports. . . . He may use tariffs,
quotas, import taxes, or other methods of

import,, restrictlons ” (101 Cong. Rec. 5299

(1956) ).

Senator Barkley, also a member of the
Senate Finance Committee which added this
section to the bill, stated that the President
can “. . . impose such quotas or take other
steps as he may believe to be desirable in
order to maintain the national security.”
(101 Cong. Rec. 5298 (1955) ).

Senator Bennett, agaln a member of .the
Senate Finance Committee, commented on
the powers the President could give to the

Ofﬂce of Defense Mobllization, saying that—.

. they will have at thelr command the
entlre scope of tariffs, quotas, restrictions,
stockplllng, and any other variation of these
programs.” (101 Cong. Rec. 5688 (1956)).

The Conference Report made clear that
the President’s flexibility in choosing the
means extended not merely to his initial
actlon but also to any modifications that he
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might make in light of changed circum-
stances. H. Rep. No. 745, supra, see the floor
remarks of Congressman Cooper, quoted at
page 3, supra. The 1958 amendments in-
tended no change in this flexibility and dis-
cretion. The Senate Report stated: “As was
the .purpose when,K the national security
section was added in the 1955 extenstion of

the act, the amendments are designed to give.

the  President unquestioned authority to
1imit imports which threaten to impair de-
fense-essential industries.” (S. Rept. No. 1838,
supra).

" A broad interpretation of the Presndents
powers under §232(b) has been concurred
in by the courts. As stated in'-Pancoastal
Petroleum, Ltd. v. Udall, 348 F.2d 805, 807
(D.C. Cir. 1965), “The law confers discretion
on the President in broadest terms.”

Agalnst this background, there is no doubt
that the devices employed in the draft Proc-
lamation are within the authority of § 232
(b). These Include a return to the tariffs
eliminated by Proclamation 4210 of April 18,
1973, and an increase in the license fees
established by the same Proclamation. Both
tariffs and license fees are traditional means
of restricting imports and certainly envi-
sioned by the statutory provision.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM B. SAXBE,
Attorney General.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. FASCELL).

(Mr. FASCELL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise -

in support of the bill.

Mr. Chairman, as a sponsor of identi-
cal legislation, I urge our colleagues to
join in passing overwhelmingly the bill
H.R. 1767. This legislation is needed to
assert the legitimate role of the Congress
in formulating the Nation’s energy pol-
icy.

I am most distressed by President
Ford’s action in utilizing the national
security clause of the Trade Expansion
Act of 1962 to arbitrarily impose a high
import tax on oil before giving the Con-
gress an opportunity to review and act
upon the remainder of his energy pro-
posals. This single action by the President
will not conserve a significant amount
of energy nor will it contribute to the
national security.

It will, however, place a tremendous
burden on the people of the State of
Floride and other sections of the coun-
try, who, as a result of long-established
petroleum supply networks; are largely
dependent upon foreign oil for energy.

While President Ford promised in his
state of the Union message to equalize
the price burden nationwide, the actual
proposal issued by the Federal Energy
Administration will leave a grossly un-
fair portion of the import tax to be
paid by residents of Florida and the
New England States. These areas of the
country are already the hardest hit by
current foreign oil prices, and simply
cannot afford to pay more.

In imposing this additional tax on for-
eign oil without a fair equalization pro-
gram, the President is, in essence, hold-
ing Florlda and New England as eco-
nomic hostages in the energy policy de-
bate.

Further, while the people of these re-
glons are being bled dry by increased fuel
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oil and electricity costs, the -major oil

companies will add to their already im-
mense profits by immediately raising the
price of uncontrolled domesitc oil to
equal the price of imported oil.

While the increased import tax will
undoubtedly add to the coffers of the oil
companies and the miseries of' the con-
sumer, there is no indication that it will
conserve much oil. I question whether
even the drastic, across-the-board in-
creases in the price of all oil and gas that
the President has proposed will effec-
‘tively meet the short-term energy, con-
servation goals he has set for the Nation.
The dramatic price increase imposed by
the oil cartel 18 months ago has rediiced
energy consumption only slightly.

On the other hand, the same price hike
has fueled doube-digit inflation, created
severe hardship for many lower income
Americans and small businessmen, and
drained money from the domestic econ-
omy, thus contributing to the present
-serious recession. I can see no reason why
the President’s proposed price increase
will be any more beneficial than the
OPEC price increase except that the U.S.
Government, rather. than the OPEC na-
tions, will have the opportunity to share
in the bounty with the major oil com-
panies while the economy continues its
downward slide.

The additional import tax which the
President has imposed 1s an arbitrary
and unfair first step toward an energy
policy that will serlously damage our al-
ready reeling economy. Enactment of
this legislation, H.R. 1767, will provide
the Congress with the time it needs to
create a more rational energy policy.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
Bapiiro).

(Mr.- BADILLO asked and was glven
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Chalrman, I rise
in support of this legislation. As my dis-
tinguished colleague from Pennsylvania,
Mr. GreEN, has so forcefully stated, we
need to develop a comprehensive program
that will take into account the need for
concerted action all over the world. It is
for this reason that we must provide for
the 90-day suspension.

Moreover, it is not possible at this time .
to measure the full impact of the $3 per -

sbarrel oil import tariff throughout our
entire Nation.

I have been able t0 secure preliminary
information with respect to New York
City and I must say that it is devastating.

In New York City, which depends heav-
ily on imported fuels, the price of home
heating oil is already an astronomical $12,
to $13 per barrel. A $3 barrel import tar-
iff would translate' into an immediate
25-percent increase in the price of home
heating oil, an increase that most indi-
vidual homeowners can ill afford.

The increase would also affect the res-
idents of apartments, specifically the
poor who are forced to live in substand-
ard housing. Home RQeating oil, currently,
priced at over 40 cents a gallon, is ex--
pected to receive a minimum 8-cent-a-
gallon increase. Today, the New. York
City Council is debating a bill that would
pass along the increased’ energy cost to
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the tenant. The measure calls for a $3
per month per room increase in rent
whether the apartment is controlled or
decontrolled under the city’s rent control
laws. For the average five-room apart-
ment, this would mean a $15 per month
increase in rent for the tenant.

The pass-along measure, along with
the tariff would probably cause a deterio-
ration of housing conditions and greatly
aggravate the already overwhelming
problem of building ahandonments.
Those landlords who could not absorb
further increases in heating oil would
simply refuse to supply.their tenants
with heat and thereby exacerbate the
plight of the poor and accelerate the
rate of building abandonments. New
York City can do without any additional
factors which worsen living conditions,
cause the abandonment of buildings, and
further erode the city’s tax base.

In addition, the President’s proposal"

will cost the New York City consumer a
minimum Increase of $200 million per
year for electricity. For the average elec-
tricity customer, it will mean a raise in
the monthly utility bill of 8 percent per
month, )

The people of New York City, already
suffering tremendously because of our
current economic conditions, could not
bear the added burden of the $3 per bar-
rel oil import tariff. I understand that
people in areas elsewhere in the country
would be faced with similar -increases if
the President’s proposal were adopted.
It is for these reasons I support H.R. 1767.
I am hopeful that, following its adop-
tion, the Congress will consider more
equitable solutions to the energy prob-
. lem, such as fair price mixing of domestic
and imported oll, import limitations
coupled with meaningful priorities, and
tklxe reallocation of existing domestic sup-
plies.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr, Chairman, I-yleld
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Rhode Island (Mr. ST
GERMAIN) .

(Mr: ST GERMAIN asked and was
- given permission to revise and extend his

remarks.) )

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr, Chairman, I
am rising in support of H.R. 17617, to pro-
hibit ‘the levying of tariffs on imported
oil. To implement such a tax program is
to further deva.state the New Engla.nd

" reglon. :

If the closing of the naval base faclli-
ties in Rhode Island last year did not con-
tribute to a 9.1 percent current unem-
ployment rate, if the already bloated
prices of oil had not caused New Eng-
landers to pay 139 percent more for en-
ergy than the previous year—as opposed
to a 40 percent increase nationwide—If
New Englanders were not voluntarily re-
sponding to thé energy crisis by conserv-
ing at rates more than twice as high as
the national average, if New Englanders
were not dependent on imports for 75
percent of their oil and not dependent on

. oil for 85 percent of their energy needs,
perhaps then and only then would it be
appropriate to bring them this harsh
philosophy.

However, this is certainly not the case.
And we can neither minimize nor ignore
any of the elements of the problem
unique to the New England region.
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I must admit to some admiration of‘

President Ford as he has gone around
the country and spoken to the people
about his energy program. His breakfasts
with Congress, his use of the media, and
his appearances at various State. and
local affairs have bespoken his desire to
bring his program to the people and to
provide full explanations as he did in
Atlanta a couple of days ago.

.As Isaid, I admire his zeal. And I would
invite him to bring his program,. expla-
nation, zeal, and all, to the people of New
England. I invite President Ford to come
to Providence and explain to these people
why they deserve to carry yet another
burden. I invite him to tell the residents
of Rhode Island why a program supposed
to reflect a spirit of compromise and con-
ciliation, a two-way street, has suddenly
become a dead end.

New England is famous for its opposi-
tion to unfair taxation and has fought
more than one battle to sustain its rights.
Though we certainly are not declaring a
war with the administration, I do feel
that the President owes New England
equal time, that to speak to the rest of
the country is impressive, but to bring his
story to Providence, Boston, or any New
England city would certainly be the ulti-
mate test.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairmain, I yleld
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Wyoming (Mr. RoN-
CALIO). .

(Mr. RONCALIO asked and was glven
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.) -

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port H.R. 1767, to prohibit imposition of
import tariffs on crude oil, because I am
deeply concerned about the inequity of
the President’s energy program and be-
cause of the severe inflationary impact
it will have upon our economy.

My State of Wyoming is one of the
foremost petroleum producing States in
the Union, and I shall defend retention
of the oil depletion allowance for oil
and gas independent producers, particu-
larly for those who produce less than
3,000 barrels a day. They are ‘the back-
bone of the industry, and we need the
independents in the national effort to
increase domestic production and free
our country from OPEC control.

Though Iimposition of Import fees
would be beneficial to our domestic
petroleum industry, I am more concerned
about the $40 billion Increase in con-
sumer costs for fuel and petrochemical
products caused by the administration’s

energy program. The administration”

estimates that import tariffs alone would
raise the cost of gasoline at the pumps
by at least 10 cents per gallon. Added
to the fourfold increase in petroleum

.prices in the past year, that is an un-

reasonable burden upon American work-
ing people. And what guarantee have we
that the President’s goal of independence
from OPEC oil can be met through this
inequitable means by the year 1985?

The President’s action is not in the
spirit of cooperation with the Congress.
Rather it is a hasty act which will have
a terrible inflationary impact upon our
economy without the guarantee more
stringent actions -would have upon re-
ducing oil imports.

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
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‘We are all willing to bite the bullet
to reduce our 17-percent energy depend-
ency upon foreign sources of oil, but it
must be done in a manner fair to all
segments of our soclety. To deny this
passthrough today will be the beginning

_step In that direction.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman. from Vir-
ginia (Mr. FIsHER), & member of the
committee. .

(Mr. FISHER asked and was glven
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, in sup-
port of this-bill (H.R. 1767) I want to
make one point that I believe to be of -
critical importance. The placing of an
import fee of $1 on a barrel oil on Feb-
ruary 1, to be followed by additional
dollars on March 1 and April 1, make
three -significent steps In the dlrection
trying to reduce ol Imports mainly

. by raising oil prices. These steps, no

doubt, will be followed by removing
regulation of the price of domestic oil.
Taken together, these actions will be
inflationary and constitute an unneces-
sary burden on consumers of gall 011
products.

The Congress and the country need a
short time to consider these actions in -
the context of a comprehensive energy
policy, whether the President’s or its
own. We must not be drawn into a policy .
direction we may well not wish to take. !
Fallure to pass this bill would make it :
much more difficult for the Congress to
weigh the alternative solutions and leg-
islate wisely. Up to three months is not
too long a time to take to do this job
right. -

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I-

New York (Mr. PEYSER).

(Mr. PEYSER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PEYSER. Mr. Chairman, last
night, along with a number of my col-
leagues, I had the opportunity of being
with the President, Dr. Kissinger, and :
Mr. Zarb. I listened to the situation that
they outlined in this country and in the
world today, and I came away from that; -

. meeting genuinely disturbed over the fu--

ture -and the security of the United
States. I listened to them outline the real
critical situation this country is- faced
with today.

-In my belief, the President’s program
is not addressing the real problem. that
this country is facing today. It is my
hope, and, frankly, my prayer, that the
Congress and the proper committees are -
going to address this problem just as
though we were fighting a war, because
it is my understanding that we are, basi-
cally, fighting a war. This happens to be
an energy war. But it 1s a war for our
very survival.

We should and must establish natlona.l
goals. We must set a program in motion

- for the people of this country, we should

not worry about frightening the people’
with a tough program. The people of this
country will rise to support a program, &
national goal of conservation, a national
goal of nuclear energy, a national goal
in the development of new domestic oil.
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We have to take the steps. Give the
country something to shoot at, give it a
target, and this country will meet it. In
effect, I look at.the President’s program
as nothing but pussyfooting around the
issue. ; ) a

Mr. Chairman, I do not believe t.his
program of taxing import oil s going-to

. answer or solve the problem in any way—

it will create new problems. I believe we
must take hard steps; we must be will-
ing to take them in order to make this
country independent. If we do not have
the creative ability here in the Congress
to do that, then the President must do it.
But I hope the Members on both sides of
the aisle—this is not a one-party afiair—
will take the steps, will establish -the
goals, and will -tell the people what has
to be done and then go ahead and do it.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chalrman, I
yleld 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BROWN).

(Mr. BROWN of Ohio asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his

Temarks.)

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
am one of those who would have pre-

ferred something else besides costlier

fuel to solve the energy crisis. I would
have preferred something that would
cause less economic pain and depriva-
tion and injury to my constituents. But
the fact is that there is no such alterna-
tive offered that I can vote for in trying
to resolve this problem. ‘ .

I had hoped that my distinguished col-
leagues on the majority side of the alsle
would come up.with some more pleasant
alternative, a painless alternative. I
thought, through the control of the ef-
fective committees we have here in Con-
gress and utilizing the experience of the
large and well organized staffs of experts
that these committees have, perhaps
they could have come up with something
better. .

That would have saved me a good deal

_ of emnbarrassment, had they been able to

come up with a better alternative, be-
cause I do not like the idea of asking
people to pay more for gasoline or for
fuel oll or for the other products that
come from petroleum. Unfortunately,
nothing has come forth in the past sev-
eral weeks or, for that matter, for the
last. several months or, for that matter,
for the last year and a half during which
we have known that we had this energy
crisis, or, for that matter, for the last 5
years during which we have been afflicted
with inflation. If they could nat come up
with a painless alternative, perhaps they
could have come up with something less
painful. But again there has been no real
comprehensive less painful alternative
proposed. -
Mr. Chairman, the President’s plan
makes sense, painful though it may be.
It is designed to make it possible for us
as a nation to avoid being held“hostage
by the Arab oil producing powers and by

other powers which control more oil than .

we do in the world markets. It will keep
us from beilng dependent, after it has
operated for a period of time. Right now
we are dependent to the extent of 35 per-
cent of our present oil needs.

Increased prices will serve to bring in
more oil from our domestic reserves, both
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from military reserves and existing wells, -

from which we now get out, on the aver-
age, only about 32 percent of all the oil
-in the ground. I have been advised by
some technicians in the business who
reside in my part of the country that the
‘technology exists to get an average of
48 percent of the .oil out of old wells,
existing wells, if the price of oil were to
'go to about $2 higher than it is now.
That is a 50-percent increase. That
amounts to 48 percent of the oil out. of a
well that only brought in 32 percent be-
fore, which is a '50-percent increase in
our oil supply from such domestic wells.

In addition, the President’s plan en-

courages the development of new wells

on the Outer Continental Shelf, and the
vehicle he uses for that is an effective hu-
man quality—the desire for profit. The
conservation factor is equally as effec-
tive, and again it is & human quality—
the desire for self-protection.

If gasoline costs each of us more, we

will each find a way to get along with less_

of it. Perhaps we will get a sufficient

"amount in rebates from taxes to pay for
the additional costs that we cannot avoid.
As for the average citizen, he will prob-
ably do better than that, because those of
us in Congress have never been able to
devise a Federal program where the aver-
age citizen has not been able to figure
out & way to make it work for his ad-
vantage—or else the average citizen sees
that it does not work at all. .

So if we have a program of rebates, the
average citizen will save more because
the price is up, and he will probably
get more in rebates than it actually costs
him for gasoline. 'That Is the beauty of

..this program. It fits together. It uses
natural economic methods to accomplish
what we must do for good and sufficient
economic reasons for the benefit of the

Nation. It depends on the average citizen.

Rationing ? ‘Allocation? All of these re-
quire some form of very expensive Fed-
eral programs where supposedly superior
Intelligence from Washington makes all
the decisions. However, since that supe-
.-rlor Washington wit has not been able
to galvanize into action in order to re-
solve this problem in any better or more
comprehensive way than that which the
President of the United States has now
proposed to us, I have little confidence
In our ability to ration or allocate any
more equitably than free market eco-
nomic mechanisms.

Mr. Chairman, I do not.find any pleas-
ure in this rather painful plan, but I do
not find any pride in just putting it off
for 90 days and saying, “We will try to
think of something.”

- That, frankly, is a little embarrassing
to me after 18 months of this energy
crisis. It is a little embarrassing after 5
years of inflation. It is a little embar-
rassing after what happened to us last
year when the Arabs cutoff our oil.

as Members of Congress, to accept a com-
prehensive plan that tries to resolve a
real problem. If we have a better idea, I
am sure that our ideas can be presented
to the administration and some negotia-
tion can take place to come up with a
compromise over the next few months.
-But failing that, failing having the better

I think we ought to have-the integrity,
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idea now, I think the American people
look to us to try to solve what they also
perceive as a real problem. .

Mr. Chairman, I insert in' the record
the testimony this morning of Secretary
of the Treasury William E. Simon be-
fore the Joint Economic Committee. It
deals in general with-the energy problem,
and also in general with the economic
problem our Nation faces today.

It lays it on the line very clearly for
all of us to try to understand and accept,
even though it may not have been an
idea that we originally came up with.

The statement follows:

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE WILLIAM E.
SIMON

Mr. Chalrman and Members of the Joint
Economic Committee: :

It is a pleasuré to appear again before
your distinguished Committee. These ses-
sions provide a valuable opportunity to re-

. view the economlic and financlal develop-

ments of the recent past and to discuss ap-
propriate policles for the future.

We have no shortage of problems to deal
with this year. The economy 1s in recession
while intolerably high rates of inflation still
persist. At the same time, we must take
drastic steps to reduce our dependence upon
forelgn oil. These same three problems of
recession, inflation, and high-priced oll also
dominate the international scene and we
must. continue to work with our friends
abroad in search of acceptable solutions.

., Our discussions today take place within
the context of three recent events: the for-
mulation and submissign by President Ford
of a comprehensive program to. cope with
the interrelated problems of the economy
and energy; the submission by the. President
of the budget for the coming fiscal year; and
the release yesterday of President Ford’s
first economic report. The main elements of

-the- Administration’s program are familiar to

you and I will not take your time this morn-
ing to review this program at any length. It
does seem to me that your Committee I8
uniquely equipped to take a broad view of
our economic situation and possible. reme-
dies, and it 1s to these that I wish to turn
initially.
DOMESTIC ECONOMIC OUTELOOK

We have an economy with a short-run
problem of recession and a continuing prob-
lem of inflation. There is no doubt about
the recession; 1t may very well turn out
to be the longest and deepest decline since
World War IL. There 1s also no doubt about
the inflation. It dwarfs anything that we
have experienced In our peacetime history.
Both of these conditlons must be bought
under control. :

Much of the.current discussion concen-
trates almost exclusively upon the recession.
This s understandable. Falling output and
rising unemployment create economic hard-
ship, which would be intolerable if con-
tinued for too long a pertiod. Real output
declined at a 9 percent annual rate in the
fourth quarter and s agaln falling sharply
during the current quarter. Unemployment
rose above 7 percent by the close of last
year and will probably exceed 8 percent this
year before beginning a gradual decline. For
1975 as & whole the unemployment rate is
likely to average close to 8 percent, far above
last year’s 5.6 percent.

The trend through the year, however,
should be distinctly better than last year.
In 1974, output was falling rapidly by the
end of the year. By the end of this year,
output will be rising. In 1974, the rate of
inflation was in double digits by the end of
the year. By the end of this year, it will
be well below 10 percent. The Economic
Report provides our best estimates on out-

)
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put, prices, and employment. As in other
rent years, our own estimates are close to the
consensus of private economic forecasts.

The forecasts may not be altogether con-
vincing. Last year’s forecasts—our own and
most others—called for output to rise and
inflation to fall in the second half of the
year. That was not the way it turned out.
Now, with the good news once agaln sched-
uled for the second half of the year and
‘the bad news here In the present, some
skepticism 1s inevitable.

Our case for a recovery in the second
half of this year rests primarily upon cyclical
forces. Inflation caused the supply of mort-
gage credit to dry up and sent the housing
industry into a tallspin. With inflation grad-
ually receding now, and the economy soft,
short-term interest rates have declined
sharply. This has renewed the Iinflow of
funds to the thrift institutions and pro-
vided the essential precondition for a hous-
ing upturn,

Inflation also cut deeply into the real
income of consumers as prices transferred
income from most consumers to growers of
. graln and sugar and to owners of oil both
here and abroad. Inflation also cut indirectly
into real disposable income through higher
effective rates of taxation. As a consequence,
real consumer purchases fell 3 percent in
. the past year. However, now that the pattern
of wage settlements has accelerated and the
rate of inflation 18 subsiding, the real in-
come of workers should be on the upgrade
agaln in 1976. This, in turn, should lead to
an increase in consumer spending, providing
another element of support for the general
economlio recovery.

A third cyclical element that should turn
around during the year is Inventory invest-
ment. Businessmen are liquidating excesslve
stocks now, not only in the automoblile in-
dustry, but also in a wide range of other in-
dustries. Since final demands in the economy
will not fall away precipltously—for many
reasons, including the automatic stabilizers
built into our budget—the decline in inven-
tory investment will end and will turn
around and become a posltive economic fac-
tor 'once again.

Thus housing, consumer spending and in-
ventory investment will all be contributing
to a recovery from_the recession during 1975.

There have been § cyclical contractions in
the postwar period, 27 in the past 120 years.
We have survived them all. From every in-
dication, the present contraction will fall
within the accustomed postwar pattern. I
think there is no prospect whatsoever of a
. long and deep economic downturn on the
scale of the 1930s.

Nonetheless, we are not prepared simply
to let nature take Its course. The Federal
Reserve has already eased monetary condl-
tion substantially, Simlilarly, the President
has recommended a $16 pillion. temporary
tax rebate this calendar year to provide
economic stimulus - at a time when the
economy is weak. This tax rebate is in addi-
tion to the estimated $17 to 318 billion that
wlll be spent on unemployment compensa-
tion and public service employment pro-
grams In FY 1976. We advocate the $16 bil-
lion temporray .tax cut not because the
economy would not recover without it, but
because it will make the recovery In the
second half of the year more solld and
certain. i

Even so, there are no Instant cures. Our
current economic troubles grew out of mul-
tiple causes reaching back a decade or more.
While special factors, of which food and
fuel are the most prominent, were important,
the most fundamental sources of our diffi-
culties have been overstimulative monetary
and fiscal policies. It is unrealistic to expect
that the economic weakness can be cured
overnight. A careful and balanced policy ap-
proach is required, and it will take time to
yleld its full results.

The worst policy of all, In my opinion,
would be to both crank up Federal spending
and cut back taxes In a massive and perma-
nent way. Those are the very policles that
got us where we are now. That sort of advice
ignores or minimizes the fact that inflation
remains a problem of the first magnitude. It

‘also lgnores or minimizes the fact that the

enormous budget deficits have to be financed
in capltal markets that are already strained
by a decade of inflation. The financial im-
plications of a massive swing to fiscal ease
are so disturbing that I want to discuss them
with you subsequently at some length,
Even with a cy¢lical recovery beginning in
the middle months of the year, the economic
situation will remain difficult. Productivity

. has fallen. Galns in output later in the year

should mean that productivity growth will
resume. But prices, costs, and productivity
will not quickly come into anything like the
balanced non-inflationary relationship that
existed before the mid-1960s. Inflation has
become deeply imbedded in the economie
system and it will not be removed in a mat-
ter of a few quarters.

LONGER RUN CONSIDEEATIONS

We must face up to the fact that under
the best of circumstances we will finish this
year with the rate of unemployment and
the rate of inflation far above acceptable
long-term levels. From there, at least two
paths branch out into the economic future.
One choice would be to attempt to push the
economy back to full capacity operations at
breakneck speed without regard to the in-

-flationary consequences. That is the wrong

path to travel, because it would not work.
In a very short time, inflation would agaln
be rampant. We would then retrace the same
sequence of events .we have just been
through, tumbling Into another recession
and shaking public confldence even more
severely than at present.

The other path requires patience on the
part of the American people. There must
be vigorous growth in the economy so that
we can steadlly reduce unemployment. But
some margin of economic slack must remain
for a perlod of years to insure that infiation
can be squeezed out gradually. There must
be no early return to conditions of excess
demand. If this seems an overly cautious
approach, it might be recalled that in early
1965, after four yeafs of recovery from the
1960-61 . recession, the unemployment rate
was stlll only slightly below 5 percent but
the economy was relatively - free from
inflation. )

In the remote historical past, periods of

‘rapid Inflation were followed by financial

panics and an ensuing deflation. Since the
economlic and financial trauma of the 1930s
we have been unwilling to accept that re-
sult and, qulte properly, we have built safe-
guards Iinto the economic and financlal
system to prevent any deep cumulative
downturn from occurring. But we have not
yet learned any way of avoiding the infia-
tionary consequences when the economy is
pressed too far, too fast. Price controls are
no solution at all. They would destroy our
market economy if used permanently in
peacetime. Therefore, we must hold the
economy within the zone of acceptable price
performance and apply such other policies
as may be required to deal with any struc-
tural unemployment that remains.

As we look to the longer run, much greater
emphasis also needs to be placed upon the
central role of capital formation in economic
growth. Our own ratlo of private investment
to gross national product is much lower than
that of other major industrial nations. In
turn, this is reflected In our much lower
rate of growth in productivity.

In the future, we are going to have to do
better. The capital requirements of the
American economy over the next decade will
be enormous. We will need up to a trillion
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dollars for energy alone. Beyond.that, we will
need extremely large sums for control of
pollution, urban transportation, and re~
building some of our basic industries where
new Investment languished over the past
decade. In addition, there are the more con-
ventional, but still mammoth, requirements
for capital to replace and add to the present
stock of housing, factories and machinery.
Yet in the face of these massive require-
ments, we are not providing adequate incen-
tives for new Investment, Over the past dec-
ade the Inflation has led to high effective
rates of business taxation and low rates of
profitability, which in turn, have greatly

eroded the incentives for capital formation. -

It 1s not unfair to say that we are in a profits
depression in this country. Nonfinanecial cor-
porations reported profits after taxes in 1974
of $656.6 bllllon as compared to $38.2 billion
in 1965, an apparent ‘71 percent increase. But
when depreciation is calculated on a basis
that provides a more reallstic accounting for
the current value of the capital used in pro-
duction and when the effect of inflation on
Inventory values 18 eliminated, after-tax
profits actually declined by 60 percent from
$37.0 billlon in 1965 to $20.6 billion in 1974.
A major factor contributing to this decline
Is that Income taxes were payable on these
fictitlous elements of profits. That resulted
in a rise in the effective tax rate on true
profits from about 43 percent in 1965 to 69
percent in 1974. Thus, a realistic calculation

shows that the sharp rise in reported profits -

was an optical illusion caused by inflation.
Since, In .our economy, corporate profits
are the major source of funds for new in-
vestment, and thus in the creation of new
Jobs, all of this has grave implications for
capital formation and growth. That is per-
haps seen best in the figures for retained
earnings of nonfinancial corporations, re-
stated on the same basls to account realisti-
cally for Inventories and depreclation. It is
the retained earnings that corporations have
avallable to finance ‘additional new capacity
(as distinguished from the replacement of
existing capacity). In 1065, there were $20
billion of retalned earnings. By 1973, after
elght years in which real GNP had increased
36 percent, the retained earnings of non-

. financial corporations had dropped 70 per-

cent to $6 blllion.-And for 1974, our prelimi-
nary estimate for retalned earnings Is a
minus of nearly $10 billion. That means.that
there was not nearly enough even to replace
existing capacity, and nothing to finance
Investment in additional new capacity.

It is a simple but compelling economic
fact of life that increases in productive per-
formance are required over time to support
& rislng standard of living. Yet, as a Nation,
we are rapidly expanding public payments
to individuals but neglecting to provide ade-
quate incentives for new investment. Since
1965, in real terms, economic output has in-
creased by one-third while government
transfer payments to persons more than dou-
bled. On the other hand, private investment
expenditures—upon which the economic fu-
ture of all of us inevitably depends—have
falled to keep pace, rising by only a bit more
than one-fourth.

It is imperative that we make better pro-
vision for the future. This means that we
must place much greater emphasis upon
saving and investment and much less upon
consumption and government expenditure.

Today, recession, inflation, and energy policy ’

dominate the discussion of economic events
and policy. We must take determined action
to deal with these interrelated problems. At
the same time, however, we must begin to
shift the long-run balance of domestic prior-
ities away from consumption and govern-
ment “spending and toward investment and
increased productivity. I belleve history will
judge us, not on how we handle our short-
run problems such as recessilon, but on our
ability to deal with the more fundamental
problems of the allocation of resources and
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‘ capital formation. If, as a Nation, we fall to
address these problems, we will fail to attain
the prosperity and the rising standard of
living that the American people can achieve.
Our goal should be to enlarge the economic
pie, not just to redistribute it.

"FINANCING FEDERAL BUDGET DEFICITS

Federal budget deficits are estimated to
total $87 billlon In fiscal years 1975 and
1976—$35 billion this fiscal year and 8§52
billion next year. I have made no secret of
the fact that I feel that such deficits are
large by any standard and that they pose a
substantial problem. Let me make my con-
clusion on this issue quite clear. Although
they present dangers and although they will
Inevitably 1mpose stralns on the financial
markets, I belleve those deficits will be man-
* ageable if—and I want to stress this—If they
do not become significantly larger and if they
are temporary in duration.

It is true that financial coudltlons nor-

mally ease substantially during a recession .

and normally they remalin easy well into the
period of recovery. There are two maln rea-
sons for this: First, some private demands
for credit are closely related to the pace of
business activity and decline sharply during
a recession period. Short-term business bor-
rowlng to finance inventories is a prime ex-
ample. Second, the Federal Reserve custom-
arily “leans against the wind” ‘during a
period of recession and seeks to expand, or
at least maintaln, the rate of growth in
money and credit. Therefore, Interest rates
can be expected to decline and the avallabil-
1ty of credit to increase as a normal part of
the cycllcal process.

It must be considerations of this general
nature which lead some observers to con-

clude, too readily in my opinion, that the -

financing of large Federal deficits in the cur-

rent recession is a routine matter, largely

devold of any pa.rticular economic. signifi-
nce. I respectfully disagree.

The current recession is an outgrowth of -

a long perlod of inflation that has left pri-
vate financing demands much heavier than
usual. There has been the market decline in
profits I. mentioned earlier and a serious
erosion of the liquidity base of households
and busineses. The decline in the stock mar-
ket has in many cases virtually ruled out the
sale of new equity as a source of funds,
For these and other reasons, there has
been an unusually large supply of private
- debt 1ssues coming into the market. Our lat-
est -projections show that net new corporate
bond .issues, which rose from $12%% billion
In 1973 to $25 billlon in 1974, will advance
even further to some $30 bﬂnon or more in
1975, While corporate capital spending pro-
grams are belng cut back, there will still
be a very heavy volume of corporate long-
term borrowing. Furthermore, the state and
lecal fiscal position has changed drastically.
Their surpluses have melted away, tax re-
. celpts are affected by the recession, and state
and local borrowing needs wlll be substan-
tial.

Some slackening in private demands for
short-term credit is underway and more can
be expected, Yét by any previous recession
standards, total private demands for credit—
both short and long term-——are lkely to re-
malin falrly large.

Federal requirements will, of course, have
t0 be met. But there are risks in such a
situation. First, if private demand does not
fall back spontaneously to make room for
the larger Federal borrowing, credit demand
will outrun supply, interest rates will be
driven higher, and some private borrowers
will be crowded out. Judging from past ex-
perience, the housing industry would be the
most likely .to suffer. Indeed, its recovery
might even be aborted. At the worst, inan-
clal factors might be such a binding con-
stralnt as to dampen the normal cyclical re-
covery that would otherwise occur.

The second risk is on the inflation side.

Some observers suggest that, in order to
avoid any strains on the credit markets, the
Federal Reserve should undertake whatever
rate of growth in money and credit is re-

‘quired to insure that Federal and all other

borrowing requirements are met at stable
or declining interest rates. Thls approach,
however, could be a sure formuld for still
higher inflation rates when the recovery gets
into full swing—if not sooner. _

The key to successful financing of the
large Federal deficits lies in diligent restraint
of Federal expenditures. Large as they are,
the $85 billion. in deficits projected for fiscal
years 1975-76 can probably be accommeodated
although they will produce some strains in
the financial markets. However, If Congress
were to push Federal expenditures much be-~
yond the budgeted-levels, it would not be
possible to retain much optimism as to the
result. Either the recovery would be delayed
or more infiation would be experienced in the
future.

In previous recessions one could be more
relaxed about the filnancing of temporary
Federal deficits. This recession began, how-
ever, with the financial markets under con-
siderable pressure. If the Congress will work
with us in a joint effort to restraln expendi-
tures, we can probably move through the
period ahead without undue difficulty, but
it would be a mistake to ignore the possible
adverse effects of having to finance large
Federal deficita. In my opinion, the projected
deficits for fiscal 1975~76 are—in the context,
of our expectations about the course, of the

economy—about as large as our financial sys-'

tem. can tolerate without doing more harm
than good for the economy. .
THE DOMESTIC ECONOMY AND THE ENERGY
PROGRAM A .

In addition to the temporary measures de~
signed to cushion the Ilmpact of recession
and promote recovery, President Ford is rec-
ommending a comprehensive program to
achieve self-sufficiency in energy in ten years.
The essence of the program is the reduc-
tion of energy consumption through the use
of the market- mechanism. Under the Presi-
dent's program, energy price increases and

.other measures will enable us to achieve

an estimated 1 million barrels:per day saving

on imported oll by the end of this year and’

another 1 million barrels per day by the end
of 1977. From a macroeconomic: point. of
view, the program is designed to be neutral
in its impact on total demand. An additional
$30' billion will be collected in the formt
of taxes:and fees:but 1t will then be returned
to the economy, mostly in the: form of per-
manent tax’ reductions and payments to
non-taxpayers. ’

The Introduction of such a program, many
of whose effects cannot be predicted with
absolute precision, is. bound to: be controver-
sial. There probably would never be an ideal
time for such action. The plain fact of the
matter is, however, that many non-economic,
considerations. dictate the necessity of
prompt, oredible: action to move toward
energy independence. -

With our own economy in recession, it is
Important to insure that the energy pro-
gram has as neutral an impact as possible

on the overall economy. In particular, this .
.-requires that the timing of the economic

impact be carefully considered. Taken In con-
junction, the temporary $16 billioh tax cut
to stimulate the economy and the various
energy taxes are designed to exert thelr
maximum stimulus’in the second and third
quarters of this year and then to taper off
to a position of neutrality by the end of
1976. A table attached to my statement.pro-
vides an estimate by quarters of the. dlrect

- budget impact.

One undesired, but unavoidable, meact of
the energy program will be & temporary in-
fiation effect. Our best estimate is a one-shot
increase in the general price level of roughly
2 percent. It should be stressed that the
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rate of inflation is increased by this amount
once only, not on a permanent basis.

It is & valid question whether any pro-
gram seeking to reduce energy consumption
through a sizable shift in relative prices can
confidently be described. as neutral in its
impact. Its neutrality is, of course, only with
respect to the net effect on economic activity.
Energy intensive industrles and higher in-
come taxpayers—to mention only two ex-
amples—will feel a disproportionate impact.
Furthermore, there are uncertainties and
gaps. In our knowledge “which preclude a
definite and precise estimate of all the effects.
To the best of our ability, however, we have
put together an energy program which should
be neutral in its total impact on economic
activity. At the same time, it represents a
comprehensive and balanced national energy
policy that will effectively reduce our reliance
on insecure sources of energy.

FOREIGN ECONOMIC OUTLOOK

The picture I have given you of the U.S.
economy also portrays only too well the eco-
nomic situation in most other major indus-
trial countries. As the industrialized nations
have become more Interdependent, their
economles increasingly march in ‘step to-
gether, In 1972-73, the. industrialized na-
tions experienced virtually simultaneous
boom conditions. Now most have moved into
a generalized condition of minimal or nega-
tive growth and substantial unemployment
in the face of continuing. price pressures.

The recession which most major countries
are experiencing is the worst since World
War II. Collectively, our partners in the Or-
ganization for FEconomic Cooperation and
Development (OECD) saw their growth rate
fall to 114 percent last year from 61, percent
in 1973. Toward the end of last year the
Secretariat of the OECD was predicting 2
percent growth for the area in 1975, again
excluding the United States. From the re-
ports I have heard from my colleagues abroad
recently, however, I judge that this estimate
will have to be revised downward.

Japan and Germany; llke the U.S. are
experiencing a more pervasive slowdown in
economic activity than expected only a few
months ago. To a lesser degree, the outlook
for the French, British. and Canadian econ-
omies has also weakened. There is consld-
erable evidence of. loss. of confiderice on the
part of both consumers and investors, with
consequent damage to investment and jobs.
Reduced. levels of consumer spending, along
with high interest- rates, have led to con-
tlnued retrenchment in business plans for
plant and equipment expenditure.

Unemployment has also become a prob-
lem abroad. Decllnes in average hours
worked, increases in part time work and

.actual declines in employment, particularly

in the manufacturing and construction sec-
tors, are characteristic. Unemployment rates
in. Europe are in many cases approaching
postwar highs, and in the case of France,
unemployment has already reached a post-
war record. As in the United States, unem-
ployment levels may well increase further
before levelling off and starting down again
toward the end of the year.

Intolerable inflation rates abroad have re-
cently shown signs of easing. But for much
of last year, far from abating, In most coun-
tries tliey climbed to even higher.levels under
the pressure of the oll price increases and
escalating wage and salary demands.

Double digit 1nﬂa.tlon rates were recorded
in 22 of the 24 OECD-countrles in 1974, Ex-
cluding the United States, the OECD infla-
tion rate was over 15 percent for that year,
as compared with 814 percent in 1973 and an
average of 41, percent. in. the previous ten |
years..

All of the OECD countries: hope to bring
down thelr inflation rates in 1975, but none
expects to achleve a level which it would con-
silder satisfactory. Of the other OECD coun-
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. tries, price increases of less than 10 percent
are forecast for only Germany and Switzer-
land. Japan, Italy and the United Kingdom
still face the prospect of rates a>ove 15 per-
cent for 1975.

For the policy maker searching for the
means to restore both prices stability and
growth, the difficulty has been compounded
by record wage demands. In many countries,
wage Increases in 1974 averaged more than
20 percent—well above inflation rates—and
in Japan they approached.-30 percent. The
extent to which these pressures can be mod-
erated will be a key factor in determining
the success of efforts to reduce inflation in
1975.

In my talks with other finance ministers,
I find an acute awareness that economies
caught in a two-way stretch and that 1t
would be dangerous to focus on only one
source of the tension. Individually and to-
gether, governments are reappraising their
policies as time passes and the situation
changes. In several countries, government
policies have shifted, just as they have In
the United States. Most Governments are
moving cautiously, however, seeking to ab-
sorb slack gradually so as to avold givimg
a new boost to Inflatlonary pressures. Ger-
many—which had the best record on infla-
tion in 1974—has relaxed previous restrictive
policies significantly, and Britaln has also
moved progressively to stimulate its econ-
omy.

Canads has moved modestly toward less
restraint In both budget and monetary pol-
icy. France on the other hand, has sought
to maintain restraints. Japan, laboring un-
der a cost of llving Increase of 25 percent In
1974 and facing demands for another 30 per-
cent Increase in wages, has also kept re-
straints taut despite a 6.7 percent decline in
output in the fourth quarter.

One implication of the depressed outlook
for major economies this year is that for-
eign demand will not be of much assistance
in a.chleving early recovery. The volume of in-
ternational trade may well decline in 1975.
Another, more heartening, implication Iis
that there could be greater progress against
Infiation then earlier foreseen. There is a
possibility that the world wide slump may
lead to more softness in the prices of basic
commodities than has been incorporated into
most forecasts. With higher unemployment
rates, wage demands may turn out to be
somewhat more modest than anticipated. In-
flationary pressures-could thus subside some-

what more rapidly than expected, if govern~"

ments can resist pressures for excesslvely
stimulative policies.
INTERNATIONAL PAYMENTS
Never in peacetime has the pattern of
international payments shifted as sharply
and as suddenly as it did last year under the
impact of the OPEC cartel’s quadrupling of
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importing world. Germany was the only im-
portant industrial nation to experience an
increase in its surplus on trade account.

Record deficits in the oil importing coun-
trles had their counterpart In record sur-
pluses of the oll exporters. We estimate that
in 1974 the thirteen OPEC countries received
about $90 billion from oil exports, or roughly
four times the amount they earned in 1973,
In addition, their ofher exports, or roughly
about $5 billion, bringing their total receipts
to $95 billlon. During -this same perlod, the
OPEC nations spent approximately $35 bil-
llon—or a little more than a third of their
export receipts—on imports. This-left a bal-
ance of approximately $60 billlon available
for investment abroad. .

OPEC needed to find investment outlets
for this balance, and oil importing countries
needed to borrow these funds. Our rough and
tentative estimates suggest that in 1974, the
OPEC countries invested their surpluses as
follows:

Some $21 billion, or about 35 percent of
the surplus, apparently went into the Euro-
currency msarket, basically ln the form of
bank deposits.

Some $11 billion, or 18!, percent, flowed
directly into the United States. Available fig-

-ures suggest that of this amount, roughly

oil prices. The OECD countries, which had -

a combined current account surplus of $21,
billiorw in 1973, faced a deficit of perhaps
$374 billion in 1974. Countries which had
been accustomed .to exporting capital and
transferring resources to the developing
-countries found themselves unable to pay for
their own imports with their exports. They
have been forced to become borrowers—on a
scale out of all proportion to previous experi-
ence, . ’

The announcement that the United States
had a $3 billlon merchandise trade deficit in
1974 (census basls) occasioned _headlines
here in Washington. This was a deterioration
of less than $5 billlon from the 1973 balance,
With the trade surplus of the OPEC coun-
tries rising—in rough order of magnitude—
$60 billion in 1974, there had to be an equiva-
lent deterioration in the trade balances of
the oll importing countries as a group. Since
the U.S. was importing not much less than
a quarter -of the oll and our oil import bill
rose $18 billion, our trade position clearly
strengthened relative to most of the oil-

$6 billion went into short and longer-term
U.S. Government securities, while some 34
billion were placed in bank deposits, nego-
tiable certificates of deposlt, bankers’ ac-
ceptances, and other money market paper. As
best we can tell, less than 81 billion was
invested in property and equities In this
country.

Some $714 billion, or about 121, percent,
is belleved to have been invested in pound

sterling denominated assets in the United .

Kingdem, some of it in U.K. government
securities, some in bank deposits, some in
other money market instruments and some in
property and equities. This amount, I should
note, is quite apart from the large Euro-
currency deposits there.

Some $514 billlon, or about 9 percent, may
have been accounted for by direct lending
by OPEC countries to officlal and quasi-of-
ficial institutions in~ developed countries
other than the U.S. and the UK.

About $31% billlon, or 6 percent of the total,
represented OPEC investments in the obliga-
tions of official international financing in-
stitutions such as the World Bank and the
IMF.

Perhaps 321/2 billion, or 4 percent, has
flowed from the OPEC countries to other
developing countries. This includes funds
channeled through varlous OPEC lending in-
stitutions such as the Kuwait Fund and the
Arab Bank for Africa.

With regard to the remaining 16 percent,
we have only limited information, but this
residual would cover funds directed to in-
vestment management accounts as well as
private sector loans and purchases of cor-
porate securities in Europe and Japan. There
are, of course, other transactions we stmply

"know nothing about.

The rather wide distribution of OPEC
capital flows among markets in the oil im-
porting nations explains in part why the
massive shifts in financial assets did not lead
to the financial crises that some envisioned.
OPEC funds did not move to one or only a
few attractive capital markets, as once was
feared. R

The United States, with the largest capi-
tal markets, received directly only-181, per-
cent of the total, an amount substantially
less than OPEC’s increased receipts from oil
sales to the U.S. The United States also
continued to export large volumes of capi-
tal to other areas abroad, and our net capi-
tal imports last year, as measured by our
current account deficit, were probably in
the range of only §3 billlon.

It appears that something approaching
half of the OPEC investments last year were

‘floating
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placed through the commercial banking sys-
tems of the major industrialized countries.
The banks redistributed these funds exer-
cising their traditional intermediation role
in meeting the needs of borrowers through-
out the world. Admittedly, the sheer volume

of OPEC funds placed some strains on the -

banking systems. Probably few banks expect
to continue to increase international lend-
ing at the 1974 rate. Banks as & whole may
not be able to accept as large a portion of
the OPEC surplus in 1975.

Changes In the methods of channeling
OPEC Investments were already edvident In
the course or 1974. Banks were Increasingly
playing thé role of broker and assisting thelr
OPEC cllents in arranging direct placements.
OPEC countries were relying more heavily
on government-to-government credits, in-
vestment in longer-term securities of gov-

ernmental and quasi-governmental agencies .

and lending ‘to international institutions.

- There was also evidence of a small amount

of OPEC funds being invested in corporate

securities and real estate. As time passes, .

we are likely. to see a more varled pattern
of investment as well as increasing disburse-
ments under OPEC commitments of assist-
ance to developing natlons.

That.last year's totally unexpected and un-
precedented shift in international payments
flows occurred without financial crisis and
without disruption of trade says & great deal
for the soundness of the international bank-
ing system and the international capital
markets, the network of intergovernmental
financlal cooperation, and the system of
floating exchange rates.

Nevertheless, I recognize, that at times
concern has been expressed about the magni-
tude of exchange rate fluctuations under the
present regime. We recently witnessed a tém=
porary episode of large fluctuations in indi-
vidual rates, when the Swiss franc appre-
ciated by about 5 percent against the dollar
within a span of a few days. These abbera-

tions tend to reflect market reactions to

specific, lmmediate developments—in this
case probably to a bank failure and the de-
cline In U.S. Interest rates—but become sub-
sumed as the market adapts to broader eco-
nomic trends. As has generally been the case,
this most recent experience has had only a
minor impact on a broader measure of the
dollar’s “exchange rate”: the dollar’s average

value, relative to the currencies of all of the

.major industrial countries, declined by only

about 1 percent before a reversal was set In
motlon. Taking a more relevant period of
comparison, the dollar’s average exchange
rate is still at the level reached after the ma-
jor exchange rate realignments of 1971 and
1973, despite nearly two years of generalized
since the latter realignment.
Throughout this period of generalized float-
ing, our intervention policles have been di-
rected. to the avoldance of disorderly -ex-
change market conditions and not to the
achievement of maintenance of any partic-
ular rate. -

INTERNA_TIONAL COOPERATION

The experience of the past year has served
to reinforce our conviction that the financial
aspects of the oil situation are manageable.
Nonetheless, we have recognized the possibil-
ity that some countries might encounter
particular difficulty in meeting their finan-
cial requirements and turn to restrictive
actions which could disrupt the world
economy.

To reduce that risk, the United States de-
veloped a comprehenlive series of proposals
involving expanded use of the resources of
the International Monetary Fund, the estab-
lishment of a new “solidarity fund” to pro-
vide a “safety net” for members of the
OECD, and a Trust Fund to provide the con-
cessional assistance needed by the poorest of
the developing countries. Other countries
also had suggestions for new financing ar-
rangements. - These proposals have been the
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subject of intensive consultation and nego-
tiation over the past months.

Finance Ministers around the world have
developed a whole family of committees and
informal groupings In which they can meet
periodically to consider the world’s economic
and financial needs. The great value of this
network—including the Group of Ten, the
" Interim Committee of the IMF and the IMF/

IBRD Development Committee, as well as

smaller, less formal groups—was demon-

strated by the agreements reached at a se-

ries of meetings here in Washington in mid-

January. In the course of these sessions, a

consensus was reached on a number of meas-

ures which will provide additional financial
security for the near future and strengthen
the monetary system for the longer term:

Agreement was reached among the major

+ OECD countries that a new Solidarity Fund,

a financial support arrangement along the
lines of the United States proposal for a $25
billion “safety net’, should be established at
the earliest possible date. This arrangement
is to be avallable to provide supplementary
financing, if the need arises,.to participat-
ing OECD countries which follow coopera-
tive economic and energy policies. Detailed
work on this new arra.ngement is to be com-
pleted promptly.

Agreement was reached a.mong IMF coun-
tries that IMF resources would continue to
Play a role in 1975 to the extent needed. As
one expression of this intent, it was agreed

that the IMF oil facllity should be continued °

on a limited basls during 1975. Borrowing
from oil producers and others for this facility
will be limited to about $6 billion (or 5
billion SDR’S), less than some countries orig-
inally favored. This agreement was preceded
"by considerable discussion of different meth-
ods of using IMF resources. One approach is
to use the Fund's resources in effect as col-
lateral for loans as is done for the special
oil facility. A second approach is to mobilize
the Fund's resources directly for lending. In
the end, it was agreed to do both, There will
be some new borrowing and also increased
direct use of IMF resources to meet the needs
of nations in difficulty. Contributions from
oil producers and industrial countries to sub-
sidize interest costs of the IMF Oil Facility
for the very poorest countries may also be-
come a feature of the facility in 1975.
© Agreement In principle was also reached
to increase IMF quotas of member countries
by approximately one-third subject to agree-
ment on a related package of amendments to
"the IMF Articles of Agreement. The.major
oll exporters’ collective share of the total
- IMF quotas will be doubled in order to cail
for greater participation and a greater voice
for these countries in the -activities of the
International Monetary Fund. Quota in-
creases will be dependent upon the agree-
ment of countries when such use is econom-
lcally justified.

Agreement was also reached on the general
lines of a number of other amendments to
the IMF Articles, with the particulars to be
worked out over the months ahead. These
amendments are designed to improve the

structure of the IMF and bring it more in-

line with current realities. One amendment
supported by the United States will provide
that member countries are no longer re-
quired to maintain their exchange rates
within narrowly fixed margins, but can -float
their currencies—a practice which is not
legally permissible under the IMF Articles a8
now written.

Considerable progress was also made towarad
narrowing diﬁ‘erences with respect to the
broader question of gold and lts role in the
international monetary system. It was agreed
in principle that the officlal price of gold—
and its central function as ‘“‘numeraire” of
the monetary system—should be-abolished
and that obligations on the part of members
to pay the IMF in gold, and on the part of the
IMF to receive gold, should be ended. Prog-
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gess was also made toward replacing the ex-
isting prohibltion against members of the

IMF buying gold in the private market with

safeguards assuring that this freedom would
not be used to return gold to the center of
the monetary system. Our aim is to arrive at
workable arrangements which will take gold

out of the center of the international mone-

tary system, while also allowlng countries
greater freedom to utilize their gold holdings.

It 1s my hope that the entire package of-

quota provisions and amendments, including
those relating to gold, will be ready for ap-
proval at the Interimi Committee meetings
scheduled for this June-

Less progress was made at these meetings
than had been hoped in organizing assistance
for developing countries, some of which face
very serious difficulties. As I mentioned ear-
lier, there was some support for measures to
subsidize interest rates for loans to these
countries from the IMF oil facility. The
United States .proposal for a new facility—a
Trust Fund . managed by the IMF which
would channel funds to the poorest of the
developing nations on concesslonal terms—
remains under study. It contlnues to be our
hope that adequate arrangements can be de-

. vised, and that the OPEC nations will pro-

vide an appropriate part of the contributions
to this effort.

Ol1 consuming countries have also made
considerable progress in concerting their en-
ergy policles. Last fall agreement was reached
among a number of consuming countries on
the International Energy Program which was

"an outgrowth of Washington Energy- Confer-

ence in February of 1974. We have developed
an unprecedented program to limit individ-
ual and collective vulnerabliiity during emer-
gencies created by supply interruptions. Un-
der this arrangement, participating countries
have agreed to:

Bulld a common level of emergency self-
suficiency, which would allow them to live
without imports for a certaln period.

Develop demand restraint programs to cut
oil consumption by a common rate without
delay if necessary.

Allocate avallable oll to spread shortfalls
among partlclpants should there be supply
interruption.

Concrete plans are also now being laid to
coordinate programs of energy conservation
and longer term development of new sources

of supply. The new solidarity fund, by pro-.

viding financial assurance and promoting
confidence, will support accelerated efforts in
the energy field. And consumer solidarity in
both energy and finance will prepare the way
for a fruitful dialogue with the ofl produclng
countries.

Us. partficipation in the solldarlty fund
Ay
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will~involve commitments requiring the en-
dorsement of the Congress. I hope the Con-
gress will recognize the importance of this
arrangement in furthering our economic
goals and, following presentation of the de-
talled sgreement, endorse U.S. partlclpation

rs

.without delay.

With the passage of the Trade Act of 1974,
the new round of Multilateral Trade Nego-
tlations can move into substantive bargain-
ing. The February meeting of the Trade
Negotiations Committee will open this stage
of negotiations that are the most compre-
hensive ever attempted. They will deal not’
only with the traditional trade problems
of tariffs and nontariff barriers, but also with
overall reform of the lnterna.tlonal trading
framework.

Getting the trade negotiations underway
is more important now than ever because
of current world economic conditions. These
negotiations should help forestall unilateral
measures which attempt to shift economic
burdens to other countrles, and which, if
widespread, could have a depressing effect
on the world economy.

. THE CHALLENGES AHEAD

Mr.» Chairman, the past year has seen the
development of the high degree of consensus
necessary for effective actions to deal with
the multiple problems of recession, infla-
tion, and a disruption in the world energy
balance. While there still remains room for
honest differences as to the course to be
followed, I belleve that the scope for dis-
-agreement has become increasingly smaller.

Certainly we cannot afford, either in this
country or abroad, excessively stimulative
policles which could only lead to further es-
calation of an already intolerable inflationary
spiral. '

Nor can any country afford not to take -
prompt steps to ensure that the current re-
cesslon does not deepen and 1is instead suc-
ceeded by a resumption of the sustainable
growth of production and productivity neces-
sary to maintain the health of economies
around the world. -

And we cannot afford to delay programs of
strong action to create a new,energy balance.

The President has placed before the Con-
gress an effective, program to akidress all of
these problems. He has expressed his desire
and evidenced his willingness to work with
the Congress In carrying out that program.
‘We recognize that Members of the Congress
have views of thelr own—views that are held
with the same degree of conviction as we

‘hold ours within the Administration. Our

hope is that we can find reasonable means of
reconciling those differences, so that to-
gether we can provide America with the lead-
ership it needs at this critical hour.

TABLE 1.—DIRECT BUDGET [MPACT OF THE PRESIDENT'S ECONOMIC AND ENERGY. PROPOSALS
{in billions of doltars}

Calendar years—

1975 . 1976

2 L I 11 B\ 1 1} m v

Energy taxes . liieeel EER g

Return of energy tax revenues to economy.
Tax reduction

Temporary tax cut.._
Net effect

+4.1 412.6

+7.6 1.5

+2.5

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. WyLIE).

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

Mr. WYLIE. Mr. Chairman, I have

asked for this time to ask the distin-
guished gentleman from Oregon, the
chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means, & question, if I may. .

.Inasmuch as this leglslatlon affects
foreign producers and the President has
said that one of its purposes is to en-

f
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courage domestic oil production, I would
like to say that I have long had a con-
cern about the granting of foreign tax
credits for what are, in reahty, royalties
to the OPEC nations.

What does the chairman intend to do
about this situation?

Mr. ULLMAN. If the gentleman will
yield, this matter will come before the
committee when we get to the energy
package, which will be immediately fol-
lowing the tax reduction.

Last year we considered it tentatively.
It is a problem. The committee will have
to deal with that problem at that time
and, hopefully, have it on the floor with-
in the next 2-month period. If it is not
considered at that time, it will certainly
be consedered in connection with tax
reform.

Mr. WYLIE. I thank the gentleman.
Does this involve a substantial amount,
I would ask the gentleman? .

Mr. ULLMAN. It involves a substantial
amount.

Let me qualify that somewhat. We are
going to have a third package with re-
spect to tax reform. I think it would be
of the utmost urgency that we get an
energy package, and the committee may
desire to wait until tax reform passes,
but certainly some time this year it will
be brought to the floor of the House.

Mr. WYLIE. I assume that included in
said consideration will be the question
of the oil depletion allowance on foreign
oil income?

Mr. ULLMAN. Certainly; this was
part of the tax reform package last year.
It should be a part of the energy packs
age that we expect to bring next to the
Congress.

Mr. WYLIE. Would elimination of
these tax benefits be a feasible alterna-
tive to this approach of imposing a $1
tax on a barrel of crude oil; I mean all
of the tax breaks, the tax credit, the oil
depletion allowance, the deduction for

intangible drilling expenses, et cetera?

Mr. ULLMAN. I say to the gentleman
‘that a part of it is, but the whole energy
program is far broader than that, This
is only one little plece of it.

Mr. WYLIE. I thank the gentleman.

Mr, ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. DENT).

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

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, the facts
are available for all who want to see
them. Within 3 years from this very date,
within about 2 years and 3 months after
the embargo that was put on, and the
price rises that were announced by the
oil companies, these United States could
have been independent of all oil imports
into our country. We have the greatest
resource’ in both Btu’s, volume, and
availability of energy in the entire world
right within our own land.

One nation on the face of the Earth,
when driven to it by a,dversaries all over
the world pressuring them,
them, was able to come up with coal as
the source of all their energy, 85 per-
cent of all of their oil requirements and
gas requirements being derived from
coal—and our coal deposits are even

pinching .
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richer than the coal deposits of that
country, South Africa.

They have now started, since the em-
bargo was put on, toward converting all
of their diesel fuel equipment, naviga-
tion equipment, transportation equip-

ment, boilerhouse equipment, into coal-..

burning units. ,

We in America have just announced
the purchase of $160 million worth of
new locomotives burning diesel fuel.

We do not want to get well.

We do not want to correct this situa-
tion

We had to have some kind of an issue,

and not an issue that would lead to the
salvation of this problem which indeed
means the very survival of our Nation.

We have at this moment coal being
produced above ground,- and not being
sold. The western coal which was in-
tended to fire the stokers of the power-
plants of the West is being shipped East.
This affects the cost of ore as well as
coal. We have never been able to have a
great economy anywhere in our ore
production unless we sold our coal to the
West. We shipped coal out on the Great
Lakes into Duluth and Superior, and

‘above, and brought back ore. We are now

going to have an increase in the cost of
the ore coming into the steel producing
States, because we will have to ship the
freighters out with empty bottoms to
bring back ore. They will ship coal from
the West to the East, and go back with
empty cars.

The amount of coal coming from the
West to the FEast has risen from 4
unit cars per week to 68 unit cars per
week in a little less than a year.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chalrman, I yleld
the gentleman from Pennsylva.ma an-
other 3 minutes,

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me the additional
time.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, wi]l the

gentleman yleld?

Mr. DENT. I am happy to yield to the
gentleman from Oregon.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I think
what the gentleman from Pennsylvania

is saying is that unless we face up to the .

total problem that we cannot expect to
have an energy program in this country.
The President’s program does nothing
toward Increasing our coal production

or our conversion program. We have to_

convert and we have to get started. This
will be a major part of the program, and
has to be a part of any energy package.

The program proposed by the President’

does not face up to this issue. ‘

Mr. DENT. The gentleman from Ore-
gon is absolutely correct in what he has
said.

In the early 1960’s, along with the
late John Saylor, I was a cosponsor, and
in helping to pass the first coal experi-
mentation program in this country. We
have spent millions of dollars ever since,
and up to right now we have not gotten
5 gallons of oil.

The South Africans started 7 years
ago. They do not produce 1 gallon of
oil, and they are producing 85 percent of
their needs. Within 60 days they will
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produce 110 percent of thelr require-
ments.

What are we talking about here? What
crisis is there? There is an energy crisis
because we have a thinking crisis in
America.

Do you know that all the major coal
companies have been purchased by the
oil companies? All of the major oil com-
panies own the coal in the West. They
are shipping the coal to the East to stoke
our furnaces here, and they are keeping
the oil-burning furnaces out there to
burn oil now, the valuable oil that ought
to be put into transportation, ought to be
put into the grease and oil that is re-
quired to run our machinery, and the
commerce of this country.

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

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

Mr. KEMP. T appreciate my friend’s
yielding, and congratulate him for hlS
statement.

I could not agree with you more about
the great need for coal conversion. I just
wanted to ask the gentleman if he does
not think that the President’s program
to deregulate new natural gas thus allow-
ing the price of new natural gas at the
wellhead to go up, would make coal com-
petitive, and ultimately make a contribu-
tion to the industry?

Mr. DENT. Coal needs. nothing to
make it competitive except to help this
country to put it to use.

Mr. KEMP. If the gentleman will yield
further, I should like to ask another
question. Has not the FCC artificlally
low-priced natural gas accelerated the
switch from coal to natural gas?

Mr. DENT. No, not necessarily. In fact,
if we would convert our coal into gas, we
would probably reduce the price of oil
and gasoline to the users of oil and gaso-
line, because there is no need in the
world for this Nation to import one bar-
rel of oil.

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

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I .

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
OChio (Mr. WHALEN) : -

(Mr.- WHALEN asked and was given -
permission to revise and extend his' .
remarks.)

Mr. WHALEN. Mr. Chairman, I nse
in support of H.R. 17617. :

Fuel prices were a major element in
last year's 12.2-percent increase in the
Consumer Price Index. Thus, any pro-
gram designed to combat inflation should
seek a meaningful reduction in the con-
sumption of imported oil-—the price of
which increased from $3.32 per barrel in
December 1972, to $12. 50 per barrel in
December 1974. :

Regrettably, the President’s energy
program not only fails to achievé this
goal but, in-its implementation, exacts
a very high economic and social cost.

Specifically, I have four objections to
the administration’s plan—the first part
of which—#$1 per barrel tax on imported
oll—was invoked last Saturday.

Pirst, the conservation effect will be

‘minimal. In today’s industrial economy,

oil is a necessity. Therefore, it is much
less elastic than other commodities in .
that prices have relatively little effect on -
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demand. For example, in December 1972,
the composite price of oil-——domestic and
foreign prices combined—was $3.50 per
barrel. The averagé price of gasoline ab
the pump was $0.2514 per gallon—not
including Federal and State taxes. The

avetage daily consumption during that’

month was 18,738,000 barrels of oil.

In December 1974, at a time when the
composit price was $9.50 per barrel—an
increase of 171 percent in 24 months—
and the average per gallon price at the
pump was $0.4145, a 65-percent rise; the
average oil consumption was 18,168,000
barrels per day This slight decline in oil
usage is attributable prmc1pal]y to the
current economic recession, not an in-
crease in energy costs.

From the foregoing, it is clear that the
imposition of higher taxes on imported
and domestically produced oil will have
little effect on industrial and individual
consumption of that product.

Second, the administrations’s energy
program is highly inflationary. President
Ford concedes that his proposed new poli-
cles will increase taxes by $30 billion.
Under the executive branch’s economic
plan, this direct cost to business and the
consumer will be offset by a correspond-
ing $30 billion Federal rebate—in the
form of tax reduction, increased revenue
sharing, and other means. However,
. much of the $30 billlon in increased

taxes will be absorbed by our Nation’s
business firms and, therefore, will be
passed on to the public in the form of
higher prices.
An illustration of this “pass-through”
- phenomenon is the doubling of heat and
electric bills in my congressional district,
occasioned by the higher fuel costs being
‘borne by local utilities. The February 10
issue of Business Week notes that sepa-
rate economic studies reveal that the
multiplier effects of the President’s plan
will create anywhere from a 2.8-
percent—Chase Econometric Associ-
ates—to 4-percent—Data Resources,
Inc.—increase in the Consumer Price In-
dex. Library of Congress research indi-
cates that the total cost of the Ford plan
would be ‘““at least $50.3 billion in 1975.”
Simply stated, the administration is
apparently seeking to combat higher
prices by generating more inflation.
Third, if allowed to continue, the Pres-
ident’s energy undertaking will aggra-
vate an already serious economic reces-
sion. Our’ present business downturn
stems primarily from the 9-year period
of rising prices which commenced with
our military intrusion in Southeast Asia.
This inflationary spiral reduced the aver-
age citizen's buying power—for instance,

between September 30, 1973, and Sep-~-

tember 30, 1974, real per capita income
in the United States declined by $110,
$25 billion overall decline in purchasing
power.

As already indicated, the President’s
energy policy will reduce further the
consumer’s ability to buy. What will fol-
low is inevitable. Declining consumption
will'lead to curtailed production of goods
and services; this, in turn, will reduce
total employment requirements, thereby
swelling the Nation’s ranks  of unem-
ployed.

Fourth, the administration’s new en-
ergy policy is inequitable in its applica~-
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premise that the marketplace is the sim-
plest and most effective way of allocat-
ing resources. If the issue involved the
utilization of luxury items—chocolate
eclairs or vacation trips to Florida—
this principle might be defensible. How-
ever, as delineated previously, we are
concerned with restricting the use of a
necessity—a commodity required both by
industry and the private citizen—conced-
ing, of course, that there is considerable
wastage by both user categories.

Under the Ford program, oil distribu-
tion will be regulated by the price
mechanism. This means that the ques-

tion of who obtains oil products will be .

determined by “ability to buy,” not
“need.” This concept, of course, penalizes
low- and middle-income Americans.
There is nothing in the executive
branch’s plan to restrain wealthy -citi-
zens from driving o6r flying from New
York to San Francisco on a vacation

“jaunt, but it may preclude the blue

collar worker from driving to and from
his place of employment. I have two
ancillary concerns regarding the ad-
ministration’s energy proposals. First,
the “marketplace” principle is already
being distorted. For instance, imported
duties for oil destined for the New
England States will be less than-those
applicable for the rest of the coun-
try. The President also has promised to
give relief to farmers, as well as educa-
tional and other nonprofit institutions.
Too, Mr. Ford has pledged to give con-

-sideration to the problem of higher-than

average usage resulting from geographi-
cal peculiarities—colder winters; greater
commuter distances.

Consequently, the administration al-
ready has begun to accept “need” as a
distribution factor. In so doing, Federal
energy authorities have begun the tran-
sition’' into the allocation-rationing ap-
proach they so deplore.

Second, I am disturbed by the linkage
between tax relief and the imposition of
a system of sumptuary taxes. The most
successful sumptuary tax is one which
curtails consumption completely, there~
by raising no _revenues. At best, the in-
come effects of a sumptuary tax are un-
certain. Therefore, while the President,

& majority of the Congress, and Amer-

ica’s leading economists are agreed upon
the desirability of a tax cut, predicating
such a reduction upon the vagaries of a
sumptuary’ tax seems inappropriate.

In conclusion, administration spokes-
men urge congressional adoption of the
Ford energy package “because it is the
only-game in town.” To sanction a plan
containing the previously.outlined de-
fects because it is the only program off
the drawing board is illogical. It is for
this reason that I support H.R. 1767. By
the same token, a more feasible approach
to our energy problems is essential. It is
the responsibility of the Congress to de-
velop such a program. To the attain-
ment of this objective I pledge my full
cooperation and support.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to-the gentleman from Mich-
igan (Mr. VANDER VEEN). -

(Mr. VANDER VEEN asked and
was glven permission to rewse and ex-
tend his remarks.)
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Mr. VANDER VEEN. Mr. Chairman, as
a member of the Committee on Ways
and Means I was privileged to hear over
the last 10 days to 2 weeks a series of the

most eminent economists we could bring -

before the committee. They were there
to testify on two principal matters, the
tax emergency relief bill and the energy
program that has been suggested to the
country by the President.

As has been pointed out earlier here
today,. without exception every single
one of those economists, and they num-
bered about 20 in total and ranged from
one end of the spectrum to the other,
including Mr. Herbert Stein, stated that
economically the President’s proposal to
impose a tariff on imported oil would be
an economic mistake. Many of them used
different kinds of adjectives to describe
it, but the word “disaster” was used by

.more than one. So I asked myself, to-

gether with other members of the com-
mittee, what the real purpose is of asking
at this time that this country go to the
expense,
would be involved in the imposition of
tariffs on imported oil such as the Presi-
dent has suggested.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, w111
the gentleman yield?

Mr. VANDER VEEN. I yield to the gen—
tleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chalrman the
gentleman from Michigan made a state-
ment that the economists who testified
before our committee objected to the
President’s program. As I recall it, there
were several economists who testified
they thought an ongoing program such
as the President suggested might be fea-

_sible as a part of the total program.

Mr. VANDER VEEN., I ask the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania if he can name
some of them?

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. I think that Messrs.
Stein, Weidenbaum, and Roosa may have
been among them.

Mr. VANDER VEEN. Wlth all due re-
spect to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SCHNEEBELI), I believe that
Mr. Stein did not testify in accordance
with what the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania has just reported Mr. Stein to say.
We may have misunderstood the gentle-
man.

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

Mr. VANDER VEEN. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve the gentleman will agree the econ-
omists before our committee testified
primarily on the tax cut and that al-

_though - some of them may have ex-

pressed opinions about the energy pro-
gram, the burden of their testimony re-
lated to other things. Therefore, they
were not there for the purpose of dealing
with the energy program which our com-
mittee was described as addressing it-
self to later on in connection with the
total energy policy. Is that not correct?

Mr. VANDER VEEN, It is correct, I

- will say to the gentleman from New York

(Mr. CONABLE) .

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

Mr. VANDER VEEN. I yleld to the
gentleman from Oregon the chairman
of the committee.

the enormous expense that
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Mr. ULLMAN, Mr. Chairman, it would
be fair to say that most of the panelists
dealt with this problem In one way or
another and most of them were not in
favor of that program.

Mr. VANDER VEEN. I would be glad
to accept that.

I would like to make this pomt I was
one of those who was invited to the White
House for a working breakfast this morn-
ing. The first speaker presented to us
was the Secretary of State Dr. Kissinger.
I felt as if he should have been a wit-
ness before the Committee on Ways and
Means because I felt during the testi-
mony that it was Dr. Kissinger who could

- really give us the real reason why this
program was being proposed.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yleld
the gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. VANDER VEEN. Mr. Chairman, I
was waiting for someone this morning to
ask Dr. Kissinger what the reason was
for his program and he said in his careful
statement that it was to glve encourage-
ment and leadership to the rest of the
oil importing countries of the world.

Mr. Kissinger was not asked—we were
not given the opportunity to ask the di-
rect question: “Would you consider any
other alternatives to this kind of a pro-
gram?”

* We were not given the opportunity to
ask him this directly. This may have been
only because of the shortage of time.

The question I wished to ask was:
“Could you not achieve the same result
you wish by & quota of whatever num-
ber of barrels per day you may wish to
prevent coming into this country?”

It is my feellng that there are other
more direct and more precise ways to
accomplish the result that Dr. Kissmger
says Is the purpose of the tariff.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has again
expired.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Ilinois (Mr. O’BRIEN).

(Mr. O'BRIEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. O'BRIEN. Mr. Chairman, the
President’s plan for reducing consump-
tion of gasoline and other petroleum
products may not be perfect, but it does
offer a unified approach to the problem.
And, as many editorial writers and com-
mentators have pointed out, it is the
only comprehensive program before us
at the present time.

We are being asked today to suspend
for 90 days the President’s authority to
adjust imports of petroleum and petro-
leum products. In other words, the bill
reported by the Committee on Ways
and Means weuld block implementation
of the President’s order increasing pe-

_ troleum import fees which he made ef-
" fective February 1. The committee’s Ta-
tionale for this bill, as set forth on
page 4 of its report, is that its enact-
ment “will reserve congressional options
to work as an equal partner with the
President on our energy problems, in-
cluding the problem of the growing de-
pendence on foreign oil.” Nobody can
quarrel with ‘the partnership notion.
But here we have a situation where one
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of the partners, the President, has al-
ready acted to reduce our dependence on
foreign oil, while the other partner, the
Congress, stands ready to block that ac-
tion without having an alternative plan
to take its place. Wouldn't it be wiser
not to interfere with the President’s au-
thority to increase the import fees until
we have something better to offer?

‘We must not lose sight of the fact that
only President Ford and his advisers
have developed a comprehensive energy
program to protect our national security
and our freedom of action In foreign
policy, to reduce the outfliow of dollars
from our economy, and to reduce our
International trade deficit. Those who
criticize 1t should have an alternative
plan to offer. Let us keep the President’s
program In operation until we find a
better solution, if indeed one is.available.

My colleagues may not heed these
words but they should because enactment
of this bill will assure continuance of the
dollar drain for imported oil until we
find some other way to curb this coun-
try’s voracious appetite for petroleum
products. We currently depend on foreign
sources for 38 percent of the oil consumed
in the United States. Imported oil cost

_us $24 billion in 1974. By 1975, the bill

could -rise to $32 billlon and it will keep
on Increasing in succeeding years if we
fail to act.

Those dollars represent wealth, owner-
ship, and jobs transferred from the
United States to the oil producing coun-

tries. This leaves our industries vulner-.

able to interruption of energy supplies,
as occured during ‘the 1973-74 Arab em-
bargo, and our foreign policy subject to
the advice and consent of the oil produc-
Ing states.

Mr. Chairman, if the message I get
from home is similag to that which other
Congressmen get, it is, “For heaven’s
sake, do something.”

I do not think a 90-day delay is in the
national interest. While my people are
concerned about their personal energy
needs, they are also ‘deeply concerned
about the national interest.

I suggest for the benefit of our con-
stituents that we allow the President’s
program to go Into effect and thus put
pressure on the Congress to re-do the
job, if, Indeed, we think we can do it
better than he.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I
yleld such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr. Mc-
COLLISTER) .

(Mr. McCOLLISTER asked and was
given permission to reyisé and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. McCOLLISTER. Mr. Chairman, I
would briefly like to state my reasons

for opposing the qroposed resolution.

Its sponsors say that it will merely
postpone the implementation of the
President’s program for a few months—
enough time for us to think out our own
position on the issues—to decide if the
President’s program really is the best
thing for America.

But let us be under no illus1on about
the matter. To take no action is in it-
self to take action in the least construc-
tive possible manner. It means that the
same economic crisis which now troubles
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us will continue to contribute to our Na-
tion’s economic ills for at least 90 more
days. More likely, before the sponsors
are ready to present their own plan, an-
other 6 months, or even a full year will
have elapsed—a full year of stagnation,
continued outflow of American capital,
‘continued layoffs of American workers,

.and, of course, continued-energy paraly-

sis. Our country cannot accept the pros-
pect, much less the fact, of such a course
of inaction.

There is, however, an even more
troubling prospect before us, and I think
that we have to be aware of it if we are
to understand what underlies efforts of
the resolution’s supporters.

They realize that if the President’s
program is dealt this setback, at the very
outset, the way will be clear for imple-
mentation of their own favored plan;
namely, mandatory gasoline rationing.

But mandatory rationing would be a
return to a system discredited 30 years

-ago, and a complete denial of the basis

of the American economic system—the
free market.

What rationing does is to say to the
average man, “You are not competent
to make intelligent choices about energy;
we In the government, who knows what's
best for you, will make your choices for
you 12

This syst.em was tried last during
World War II. Do any of us have to
be reminded what happened then? We
saw profiteering, evasion, corruption and,
in the end, general lneffectiveness. And
at the same time, a massive bureaucracy
was called into being to administer the -
program, & bureaucracy which contrib-
uted nothing to the Nation's economy
and nothing to the winning of the war. .
‘The results would be no better if ration-
ing were tried today; in fact, they would
be far worse in their economic impact,
owing to the greater weakness of today’s
economy.

The results would be no better if ra-
tioning were tried today in fact, they
would be far worse in their economic
impact, owing to the greater weakness
of today’s economy.

A rationing program, if implemented,
would require: 15,000 to 20,000 full-time
Federal bureaucrats; the use of 40,000
post offices to aid in its administration;
setting up 3,000 State and local boards
to grant exceptions to raticning rules;
and, $2 billion of the taxpayers money
per year to operate. :

Moreover, a rationing program would
take 4 to 6 months to activate, months
during which we would be at the mercy
of the current energy crisis. And it would,
when complete,. give the average Ameri-
can driver exactly 36 gallons of gasoline
per month. Today the average driver uses
50 gallons per month.

It would be &' bonanza for organized
crime, the greatest since prohibition.
With fuel supplies so reduced, and with
the rewards so. great, a black market
could spring up in a matter of months
pumping millions of dollars from .the .
pockets of the American taxpayer Into
the subsidization of racketeering and in-
ternational drug traffic. Do the sponsors
of rationing really desire such results?

Some expect that the problems of a
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black market can be-averted by the use
of a so-called “white market” system
whereby those having more coupons than

they needed themselves could sell their-

surplus to someone needing an additional

supply.

But this system itself could lead to

" abuses. How would the coupons be dis-

tributed, by family or by individual

" driver? If by family, how would we deal

with the heeds of a teenager who needs
a car to get to work? If by individual,
how would we handle a family, with a
number of teenaged drivers, able to travel
when and where it wanted, and their
neighbor, a widow with small children
who would get too few coupons for her
family needs.

The examples I have just cited are
drawn- from an excellent editorial in
the Washington  Post of January 26. I
commend this editorial to the attention
of Members of the House.

So the “white market” is no solution
to the problems of a rationing program
any more than the rationing program it-
self Is a solution to our energy problem.

These points might seem to offer suffi-
cient refutation of the thesis that ra-
tioning is the easy cure for all of our
energy ills, but there is one point yet to
be made: the failure of balance that such
a program would involve.

.In order for us to solve our energy
problem, it Is necessary to create a bal-

anced program, one that will boost our.

domestic energy production at the same
time that it reduces our energy con-
sumption.

The President’s program does this. By
increasing the price to be paid for energy,

- it encourages fuel economy. At the same

time it creates & financial incentive for
theé type of energy development that we
need.

Rationing does not do this. It offers
nothing but energy privation and offers
this at a time when we are desperately
trying to stem the effects of recession
on our economy.

America cannot afford the bureauc-
racy this system would entall, the in-
efficiency with which it would be admin-
istered, or the ineffectiveness and the in-
equities that would be its only results.

For this reason, I urge my colleagues
to oppose the proposed resolution. It
1s only the opening-wedge of a program
that our economy cannot, and should
not, be asked to bear.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. SARASIN).

(Mr. SARASIN asked and was glven

permission to revise and extend his re- .

marks.) .

Mr. SARASIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this bill and in support of
the President’s program.

It has been mentioned on this floor
that we are at war. I think that if we
continue to delay and procrastinate, we
are very quickly going to lose that war.

We have a very basic question before
us; that is: Is the goal set out for us to
become energy invulnerable by 1985
worthy of being reached? If we answer
that question no we might as well forget
this program or any other program; but
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I happen to think the éoa.l is worthy of
being reached.

How do we get to be energy invulner-'

able without saying that we are going
to_deliberately deny ourselves oil that is
there, that we are going to slow our im-
ports before our dependence becomes
even greater than it is; before we send
billions of dollars oversea.s and out of our
economy?

I am sure it has been mentioned over
and over that imported oil cost us $3

“billion in 1970, $24 billion in 1974, and
will reach $32 billion in 1977, unless we
turn this around. How do we do this?

What system do we use?

I like the President’s program because
it has a symmetry to it. It-has a balance
to it, and if the numbers are wrong, if
we dec1de that the energy cost to the
individual is, in fact, greater than the
estimates, _then let us adjust it on the
other side of the ledger and make the
necessary tax adjustments and -tax re-
bates required to make up for that loss

to the individual, but let us not destroy a -

program that has this kind of balance.

There are other alternatives suggested,
such as allocation; which are self-
Imposed embargoes. Those of us in New
England remember well what the em-
bargo did to us in 1973. Rationing, which
is the worst of our choices, is being sug-
gested. Rationing can reach the goal of
conservation, but does nothing for the
economy or for development of alterna-
tives sources and creates a system which
is designed to be beaten, which obviously
will self-destruct before it has a chance
to accomplish the desired purpose, and
which will become the most despised sys-
tem of governmental -interference ever
put forward. I am categorically opposed
to this option.

A tax at the gasoline pump might dis-
courage consumption but also fails to
meet the goal of alternative source de-
velopment and will impose a tax of at
};east $0.40 to- eﬁect the desired conserva~
ion

Or, do we let price become the incen-
tive for conservation? Do we allow people
to make their own decisions? Do we allow
them to set their own priorities, and
do we cover them for the increased cost

.of energy? I think the President’s pro-

gram does cover the cost, and reach the
other goals as well. That is why this pro-
gram is a good vehicle to use.

We are saying, if we do not adopt
this; we are saying, if we go along with
the delays;. “Mr. President, we have not
the slightest idea of what to do. We
know we are not going to be able to do
anything. The only thing we are sure
of is that we do not like what you are
doing.”

It is very easy to line up people on
this floor to say, “Yes, I am against the
President’s program,” but ask them
what their program is and see how many
people are left standing in that collec-
tion of those who are against the Presi-
dent’s program.

‘This body is very, very quick to give
away the goodies.' There is no question
income tax rebates and tax adjustments
will pass this House but where do we see

this Congress making the hard declsions?
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We do not see any alternative program,

"an alternative program which has the
same Kind of balance. One which ad-

dresses itself to eventual freedom from
unsafe oil imports; one which directs it-
self to domestic energy development; one
which allows the automatic market func-
tions to bear most of the load; one which
is as fair and equitable to our society. as
possible.

Such a program is not before us, so
we should be directing our efforts to im-
prove and fine tune the President’s pro-
gram. It is the only game in town.

Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr.-Chairman, I
have no further requests for time.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, this
country is in a serious recession. This is
no time to send an inflationary wave
through this economy, as the President’s
impert fee schedule would provide.

We in this Congress have a responsi-
bility for coming up with a sound energy
package. The President’s program is no
substitute for an energy package. All this
Jmeasure says 1s, “Give the Congress 90
*days to come up with a program.”

That is the constitutional way. I urge
all the Members to support this bill.

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

Mr. ULLMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. COUGHLIN. Mr. Chairman, while
I have my own reservations about some
parts of the President’s energy proposals,
and in particular higher tariffs on im-
ported oil, I am going to vote against
stripping the President of tariff-impos-
ing powers in a final effort to get the
Democratic majority in the Congress off
its collective tail. . . .

In my judgment the proposed across-
the-board increase in the tariff on im-
ported petroleum will unfairly penalize
users of fuel oil as well as cause increased
prices in other segments of the economy.
For these reasons I favor other energy
conservation measures.

At the same, time I cannot in good
conscience take away from the President
the only lever he-has to pry the Demo-
cratic Congress into taking some kind
of action to meet the energy emergency. °
The Democratic leadership in particular
has put on an impotent display of parti-
sanship at its worst by continually op-
posing administration initiatives while
offering no solid plans to ameliorate the
energy situation.-

Individual Democrats, including the
Senate majority leader, have offered a
number of general plans to cut oil con-
sumption without providing any specifics.
The Democrats have failed to agree on
a single approach let alone a single plan.

And incredibly, with an emergency
situation before us, the Democrat leader-
ship recessed Congress for the better part
of December and January and now pro-
pose to recess again, having done little
or nothing in the meantime. .

Mr. PICKLE. Mr. Chairman, did-you
know that the Governor of Texas, Hon.
Ralph Briscoe, has stated that the Pres- -
ident’s proposed program would gener-
ate harsh consequences that he finds
unacceptable because of their negative
impact on Texas?
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The Governor’s office maintains a com-

puter mmulat:on of the Texas economy
and it tells us that the immediate effect

of the President’s increasing import fees

on crude oil and petroleum products will
result in a decline in employment in
Texas of 9,000 jobs. The loss in total
personal income in Texas is estimated at
$102.9 million. State and local govern-
ment taxes are estimated to lose $17.4
million if the tax rates remain un-
changed. Fuel and feedstock costs would
result in increase of $142 million to the
petrochemical industry in Texas. Gaso-
line prices are estimated to increase at
least 4 cents per gallon. Natural gas util-
ity prices are estimated to rise 54 percent,
while electric utilities will rise as follows:
[In percent]

Commercial - oo m e 12. 2
Industrial oo 21. 4
Residential - mmremm— 10.6
Refined petroleum products_o—.o----- 18. 6

These price increases will be felt by
all industries in the Texas economy. For
example, $13-per-ton increase in the cost
of natural gas used in the manufacture
of 1 ton of anhydrous ammonia fertilizer
by Texas farmers. This can be expected
not only to raise the farmers costs but
to raise the prices that the consumer has
to pay for agricultural products.

This program, of course, hurts all the
States. We are all in this together. We
all need to work to get energy prices to
a level that we can afford. Raising them
by imposing a severe tax on them, will
not help but hurt the consumer.

Another interesting assessment was
made by Governor Briscoe’s simulated
model of the Texas economy that has a
point that affects all the other States
too. A national equilibrium analysis on
the market versus regulated crude oil
and natural gas showed that .without
price regulations or price controls on
crude oil, natural gas, or coal, the 1974
price of these fuels would have been:
- Crude oil, $8.70 per barrel at wellhead;
natural gas, $0.66 per thousand cubic
feet at wellhead; and coal, $6.20 per ton
at mine. '

At these prices for oil gas and coal, the
industry would have discovered-  new
reserves and increased production fa-
cilities within the State so that declining
trends in oil and gas production in Texas
would have been reversed in the late
1970's. At these prices it is estimated that
Texas oil production would have in-
creased by 26.1 percent in 1980, gas pro-
duction would have increased 20.6 per-
cent in 1980. A comparison of estimated
production under controlled prices and
the estimated national market clearing
prices are shown below

1Holloway, M. L., H. W. Grubb, and W. L.
Grossman, “An Economic Analysis of De-
clining Petroleum Supplies in Texas: Income,
Employment, Tax, and Production Effects as
Measured by Input-Output and Supply-
Demand Simulation Models,” Office of the
Governor, Austin, Texas. Ja.nuary, 1975 (re-
port in review).

\
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Crude oif Natural gas

0ld price New price - Old price.  New price .
(billion (billion Increase (billion (billion Increase
Year barrels) barrels) (percent) barrels) barrels) (percent)
1,185 1,185 . ... 8. 360 8.360 ..o
1.103 1.133 2.7 7.050 8. 000 1.9
1.031 1,001 5.8 7.390 1.700 4.2
. 968 1. 062 9.7 6.970 7.450 6.9
.913 1. 043 14,2 6.610 7.280 10.1
. 866 1.036 19.6 6.230 7.160 14.9
. 825 1. 040 ~26.1 5.910 7.130 20..6

The input model further shows that:

although increased prices for Texas crude
oil and natural gas would increase the
prices of petroleum refinery products
petrochemicals and electricity to Texas
consumers, total personal income in
Texas would increase. ’

While these figures are good for Texas.
the further increase in oil and gas pro-

duction would mean that all the States -

could rely on domestically produced oil
and gas rather than the uncertainties we
face with foreign oil. The lessen is ob-
«vious. While we question the President’s
tax on oil imports, nevertheless his pro-
posed deregulation of the price of ‘“old
oil” and natural gas can only have an
overall positive effect. In general, his pro-
posed program has many worthwhile ob-
jectives, and I support many of them.

Mr. Chairman, during the committee
hearings, I offered an amendment that
would have allowed the $1 tariff to go
into effect on February 1, as proposed,
but to hold off or delay the imposition
of the additional $2 and $3 tariff for 60
days so that the Congress could-come
up with proposals of their own. I felt
the President had the legal right to pro-
pose the tariffs, and that the first dollar
tariff was or could be acceptable. The
administration would not accept that ap-
proach, apparently choosing to negotiate
later or to compromise later. The ma-
jority of the Democrats on the commit-
tee felt that no tariff or fees should be
imposed. Neither group or side would
make an effort to. compromise at this
point.

The $1 tariff is now in eﬁect This
morning the President indicated he
might be willing to go to the $2 level and
no more. But if we defeat this bill many
of us would be unable to offer amend-
ments. We would be locked in on our
position. The President’s program will
be the program.

I am willing to meet the President
more than halfway. I do not think the
public interest will be served if- we en-
gage in partisan conflict now in energy
matters. We must conserve. The Presi-
dent has advanced a bold program, but
he has chosen the price mechanism—at
this time—to be practically the only
weapon to force conservation. I am will-
ing to let the price be one of the vehicles
to help us obtain conservation but not
the only weapon.

Mr. DRINAN. Mr. Cha.lrma.n I rise m
strong support of the legislation pres-
ently being considered by the House,
H.R. 1767, the oil import fee bill. This

»

legislation would suspend for 90 days the
authority of the President to increase
import fees, tariffs, or quotas on petro-
leum and refined products. It would also
repeal any similar actions taken by the
President after January 15, 1975. While
the act only delays the final imposition
of the oil import fees, it is important
that this legislation pass so as to prevent
the President’s energy program from
going into“effect.

I have strongly objected to President
Ford’s energy program previously on a
number of occasions. I have argued that
if this program is adopted, it will deal a
devastating blow to New England, and in
particular to my State of Massachusetts.
" In the New England region, we are 75 .
percent dependent on oil for our energy
needs.” This is a much larger percentage
than most other regions of the country.
Statistics show that while New England
is three-quarters dependent on oil, most
other regions are only 10- to'20-percent

.dependent on this form of energy. For

example, the East South Central region
of the United States uses oil for 10 per-
cent of its energy needs, and the Pacific
region is 20 percent dependent on ofil.
Clearly, when we talk -about raising
prices.of oil, we must réalize that New -
England takes the full brunt of these
cost hikes.

Mr. Chairman, the administration’s
energy program is no small-cost item.
If the total energy package were enacted,
the cost to American consumers would
be at least $30 billion in 1975. This $30°
billion figure has come, however, from
the PFederal Energy Administration. A
more independent study conducted by

_the Library of Congress estimated that

President Ford’s energy proposals could
cost consumers an additional $50 billion -
per year, truly a staggering sum. The
Library of Congress has also estimated
that the tax on crude oil alone could cost
consumers $12.6 billion. The ripple effect
of these higher oil prices would be felt
throughout the economy as well. With
this energy program enacted, last year's
12 percent inflation rate would probably -
continue throughout 1975.

When we speak in terms of billions of
dollars, Mr. Chairman, it is very difficult
for us to understand the magnitude of
those figures. However, they may be eas-’
ily understood if we bring them down to
a more personal level.

with this.in mind, we should point to
the figures which the White House has
recently released estimating the in-
creased energy costs for the Ameriecan .
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family as a result of this broad program.
After its latest calculations, the adminis-
tration 1s now projecting that for a fam-
ily of four, the average costincrease
could amount to as much. as $345 per

“year in increased fuel bills. In these pres-

ent times of economic recession I ask
the President, “Can these drastic meas-
ures really be justified?”

The rationale behind the President’s
energy program is that these import
fees will cut down on the consumption
of energy. While on the surface it might

seem that energy conservation would.

résult from this drastic step, in New
England, this would not be the case. Our
region is already well ahead of the rest
of the’country in promoting energy con-
servation. We are doing our share and
this is reflected in the energy savings
which have been brought about. Indus-
trial companies in Massachusetts have
cut fuel consumption from 20 to 35 per-

-cent, and residential consumers have

realized up to 20-percent savings in
heating oil. Yet there is a practical limit
to the conservation measures which
can be taken by industries and com-
panies, and I fear that the only way to
further reduce oil consumption would
be to actually close the doors of our

businesses. Instead of having the effect.

of conserving energy, the oil tariff
would only force these companies to pay
a higher price for what they must have.

As I have previously stated, HR. 1767
only suspends the President’s authority
to increase import fees for 90 days.
‘While I belleve that this action must be
taken on a short-term basis, I am most
in favor of legislation which would re-
quire the approval of Congress before
the imposition of such tariffs take place.
In article I, sectlon 8 of the Constitu-
tion, Congress Is given the exclusive
power to “lay and collect taxes, duties,
imports and excises.” I do not feel that
the President, irrespective of the provi-
sions of the Trade Expansion Act of
1962, has the power to impose uni-
laterally a tariff duty. Whether the
tariff is called a duty or a “license” as
the administration prefers to call it, i
is the Congress and not the President
which is given the power to act in this
area. ) ’

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I feel
that the impact of the Ford energy pro-
gram would strike a devastating blow at
New England. With only 5.8 percent of
the Nation’s population, New England
is being asked to bear over 10 percent
of the newly imposed cost increases.
While I da believe that the Congress
must act to reduce this country’s de-
pendence on imported oil, I maintain
that President Ford’s plan is ill-advised
and discriminatorily applied against
New England. Surely the Congress is
capable of dev1smg a more equitable
system. .

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, H.R.
1767, which would temporarily suspend
the President’s power to impose fees upon
petroleum imports, has my unequivocal
and total support, just as the President’s
recent actions pursuant to this authority
have my absolute disapproval and op-

position. Even with the rebate system-

which the administration has devised to
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alleviate the harshest effects of the oil
tariff on my region, New England, severe
economic dislocation will be the hallmark
of Mr. Ford’s program to raise energy
Import prices. In particular, the prices of
home heating fuel and residual oil, which
heat New England’s homes and run its

businesses respectively, and which have .

skyrocketed in the past year, will still
climb sharply. Both products are im-
ported into the Northeastern States and
cannot be replaced by domestic supplies.
Since New England is practically unique

‘in its near total dependence on these

products for heating and power and
domestic refineries do not have the ca-
pacity to replace any significant amount
of the imports.

For people who have since the’ found-
ing of this Republic been known as a
frugal and thrifty race, the New England
Yankees now find themselves in the un-
enviable position of being punished for
their truly admirable effort of the past
year and a half in greatly reducing ener-
gy usage. Of course, they had the spur of
quadrupled prices, high unemployment,
and incredible inflation to quicken this
surge of conservation, but their gains
have been great—a 20 percent cut in
home heating fuel usage and a 15 percent
cut In the use of residual oil. President
Ford’s new tax on Imported oil and pe-
troleum products has the effect of greatly
increasing the price of products whose
usage has already been pared to the bone.

Some of my constituents—too many to-

mention—now live in constant 60° tem-
peratures because they cannot afford to
heat their homes at higher levels. And
yes, New England businesses have been
and continue to be failing because of im-

possible prices they must pay for power

or specialized petroleum derivatives.

Mr. Chairman, sadly enough, increased
taxes on imported oil will not merely
raise oil prices. Increased charges for
energy will have a ripple effect on retail
prices across the whole spectrum of
American products. It has been esti-
mated that, even taking into considera-
tion the President’s proposed tax rebates
and tax cuts, consumers across the Na-
tion will experience little if any benefit
in the first year and from $30 to $40 bil-
Hon in price increases in the second year.
That kind of an economic drag offers a
strange sort of weapon with which to
fight unemployment and recession. I just
do not know of a responsible economic
analysist that recommends more of the

.problem as a solution to the problem. I

think that this indicates the lack of fore-
sight and depth of consideration inherent
in the presentation of the President’s
economic package. You simply cannot
sacrifice an entire region of the country
in an effort to halt economic ills, and in
the process bankrupt the lower- and mid-
dle-income consumers throughout the
entire country, and call that the answer
to recession.

Mr. Chairman, the country cannot
wait to see the economic chaos that Mr.
Ford’s programs will bring. At the same
time, it must be obvious to all that the
Congress has not yet formulated a pre-
cise package of relief measures despite
general agreement on ‘many points.
Faced with these circumstances, it is in-
cumbent on this body to place Mr. Ford’s
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energy tax powers in abeyance for a few
months until we in the House and Sen-
ate can explore the alternatives to this
most disastrous of policies. This may re-
quire a number of months and H.R. 1767
provides 3 months. I believe that this
time will be well used by the Congress.
The House Ways and Means Committee
has already made important advances in
increasing the tax cuts proposed by the
President. We cannot afford, however,
to delay much longer in implementing
such programs. Every day brings fresh
evidence of deepening- economic woes.
We require a tax cut, but we must also
set our house in order by providing for
strict energy conservation and the reor-
dering of spending priorities.”

This Congress has the obligation to get
our economy moving again. It must act
swiftly, but only after a consideration of
options other than the President intends
to offer us. To do this, we need the 90
days provided by H.R. 1767. I urge the
overwhelming passage of this bill that
will be necessary to later overcome the
expected veto. The consequences of any
other outcome offer no hope for economic
recovery.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of H.R. 1767, a bill to suspend
the President’s authority to Impose tar-
iffs on imported oil. Although the Presi-
dent’s directive to place a $1-per-barrel .
fee on foreign oil went into effect on
February 1, I believe that it is impor--
tant for us to delay this program because
there are serious questions as to whether
it will accomplish its intended goals.

The great drawback of the adminis-
tration plan is that #t will have the im-
mediate effect of raising prices on all pe-
troleum products directly and on all
commodities and products produced in
industries dependent on imported oil. By
his own admission, the President’s tariff
proposal will raise the American people’s

- oil bills by $30 billion this year, and the

estimates of its inflationary impact
range from a 2-percent to 4-percent in-
crease in the cost of living in 1975.

To counter higher fuel costs, the ad-
ministration has proposed $16 billion in
tax cuts, $12 billion for individuals and
$4 blllion for business. Assuming his own
forecasts are correct, on balance the
President plans to take $14 billion out of
the pockets of consumers this year in an
attempt to cut oil consumption.

Mr. Speaker, there is widespread
agreement that recession is our most ur-
gent problem, and it is my conviction
that by jacking up oil prices to new in-
flationary levels long before any tax re-
bates or other income supplements reach
consumers, the President has reversed
the order in which programs should be
implemented to solve our economic
problems:

Unemployment continues climbing to
new highs, real earnings are falling be-
hind cost-of-living increases, production
declines, GNP is dropping, and we have
massive balance-of-payments deficits. It
is clear, therefore, that our first priority
must be to stimulate the economy by tax
cuts, followed by an expansion of public
service jobs, emergency measures to re-
store the health of the housing market,
and Incentives for business to expand
and thereby create opportumtim for
employment.
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But not until such antirecessionary
measures are enacted and their benefits
flowing into the economy should we risk
fueling a new inflationary spiral by im-
posing steep tariffs on oil. We need time
to examine all the alternatives—from
rationing to tariffis to gasoline price
hikes—before taking hasty action, as I
believe the administration has done, on
any proposal that threatens to have ad-

.verse effects on the economy in the long

run.

I have no argument at all, Mr. Speaker,
with the goal of reducing our vulner-
ability to foreign oil embargoes and uni-

lateral price increases. On the contrary,

one of our highest priorities must be the
formulation of a long-range conservation
program that will result in our achieving
eventual self-sufficiency in energy. But
the administration’s tariff scheme was
conceived and put in place with too much

haste and without sufficient considera-.

tion of its impact on the economy. Since
no public hearings were held on this sub-
Ject and since, as has happened so fre-
quently in the formulation of our hodge-
podge national oil policy, there was no
consultation with Congress preceding the
President’s directive, I believe that the
prudent course is to suspend the tariffs
for 90 days to assure more careful

deliberations as to the best solutions for

our pressing national problems.

We must insure that the tax and en-
ergy programs we enact mesh in such a
way that the economy will be stimulated
by increases in jobs and consumer pur-
chasing power, and that those effects will
not be negated by stiff hikes in the prices
of oil, utilities, and petroleum products.

Mr. Speaker, this is not a partisan
dispute, for the American people will
not—and should not—abide our playing
politics on such a critical matter. We
need to act with deliberate speed, not
reckless haste, and I believe that 90
days will allow time for sufficient con-
sultation between the President and the
Congress as to the most feasible pro-
grams to attack our national problems.
Working together, we should be able to
produce a coordinated and comprehen-
sive long-range tax and energy package
in the immediate weeks ahead. We must
avoid the danger of acting just for the
sake of acting, and for that reason, Mr.
Speaker, I will vote for- passage of HR.
1767 today.

Mr. EVANS of Indiana. Mr, Chairman,
I am neither an economist nor an energy
expert, and I do not represent myself
as one.

But if we have leamed ahything dur-
ing the past 2 years, it is the basic prin-
ciple that increased oil prices mean
higher prices here at home across the
board, and we must be fully cognizant
of and prepared for what is accurately
and reliably estimated to be the result
of such an increase before blithely in-
creasing the cost by artificial means.

It is obvious to me that all the conse-
quences of the President’s proposal are
not clear at this time. The administra-
tion estimates that the President’s ac-
tion would cost consumers about $30 bil-
lion in 1975. On the other hand, the Li-
brary of Congress estimates the cost to
consumers to be $50 billion this year,
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causing last year’s 12 percent inflation
rate to continue in 1975. High unemploy-
ment and decreased buying power due
to last year’s double-digit infiation have
already taken their toll, and I don't
believe Congress should embark on" a
course of action which would continue
such hardships. .

I fully agree with the President that.
we must lower our dependence on for-
eign oil. The question is, instead, how

best to implement this policy. Without.

further study, by Congress and the ad-
ministration, and I note with sqme skep-
ticism that the Secretary of the Treasury
was able. to investigate the complex
arena of issues involved in the increase
in the amazingly brief time span of a
few weeks, I do not believe anyone, either
in Congress or the administration, has
all the facts with which to make a
knowledgeable decision.

" Mr. STOKES. Mr. Chairman, as a co-
sponsor of legislation identical to H.R.
1767, I rise to urge the passage of_this
measure. As we withess an economic
situation imperiling the security and
livelihoods of millions of Americéns, it is
imperative that the policies we pursue
not cause even more severe- economic
disruption. -

My- support for this resolution stems
from both my conviction that the im-
port fee proposal is - terrible on policy
grounds, and from my concern that
hasty action in defiance of strong con-
gressional calls for more careful evalua-
tion is both unwise and intolerable.

This resolution conveys the sense of
the Congress that the President not im-
pose any tariff or import restrictions
prior to April 1, 1975. What we ask for
here is a reasonable opportunity for Con-
gress to act.

When proposing such a major change
in our economic structure as raising the
oil import fee, it is particularly neces-
sary to be certain that all points of view
have been well represented in delibera-
tions, and that all the-ramifications of
such action are understood. That is a
role which Congress performs extremely
well,

It is important for us to discern, as
precisely as possible, what the impact of
a major new policy will be on our. econ-

“omy and our citizens. Any impact must

be measured by both the immediate and
direct results and the subsequent in-
direct results so often- misunderstood.
Already we have discovered that reason-
able changes in questionable assump-
tions used by the administration vary
the estimated impact of this program by
38 percent. If Mr. Ford's plan is com-
pared to an automobile then the oil im-
port fee proposal can be expected to fit
like a 38 percent oversized tire. And I

.do not intend to ride in such a hodge-

podge.

" .What I hope to gain is a chance to dis-
cuss the substance of this proposal, to
point out why I feel the logic behind this
rise In the oil import fee is seriously
flawed, and to allow the expeditious de-
velopment of alternative policies.

We are asked to understand that we
can remedy the damage done by exces-
sively high oil prices if only we make
them higher still. Higher crude oil prices
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will be passed through the economy and.

affect food processing, farming, all
transportation, mdustrlal fuels, plastics,
and chemicals.

The price of, other fuels will naturally
increase as well. Excess automobile gaso-
line use is likely to be less curtailed than
vital home heating and industrial use
because, as recently pointed out by the
Joint Economic Committee of Congress:

To avoid losing sales, refiners would have
an incentive to pass the tax through dispro-
portionately on the most essential products
with the least price elasticity of demand.

If this were done, it would maximize the
price Inflation and consumer hardship from

‘the tax and minimize the oil savings,

A crude oil tax will spur a new round
of inflation, deepen the recession, and it
may not even be that significant in cur-
tailing gasoline consumption. I urge the
passage of this resolution so that Con-
gress may intelligently and thoughtfully
bring relief to the American people.

Mr.” BEARD of Rhode Island. Mr.
Chairman, 2 days ago the President pre-
sented to us the fiscal year 1976 budget
as part of his economic and energy pro-
gram. This budget contains a deficit of at
least $50 billion cutbackin social setv-
ices and an increase of $8 billion for
defense. In short, it is a blueprint for
ocntinued economic disaster, especially
for New England.

The Ford program is based in part
upon a tariff on oil imports. However, I
believe this tariff will have a tremendous
inflationary impact on all sectors of our
economy. The average New Englander
cannot afford to pay additional taxes
hidden in higher fuel costs..The -94th
Congress has a clear mandate: We must

remedy the worst economic affliction our-

country has experienced since the de-
pression. We need to stimulate the econ-
omy without unnecessary inflation. The
administration’s proposals do not. meet
these objectives. Congress must provide
fair alternative programs to meet our
economic and energy needs. It is our
obligation as a separate and equal
branch of Government to innovate to
resolve people’s problems. I urge my col-
leagues to impose a 90-day prohibition of
tariffs on oil imports as a necessary first
step in getting the economy moving
again.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chalrman, I rise
in support of H.R. 1767 which would
suspend the Presiden’s power to increase
the tariff on imported oil for 90 days to
give this Congress time to enact a com-
prehensive program to deal with the en-
ergy crisis that faces us today.

The President’s decision to increase the
tariff on imported oil would be a disaster
if it became effective. The burden of in-
creased fuel costs would- be unfairly
placed on the consumers least able to re-
duce their consumption. Home heating

‘bills alone would increase by over $200 a

year in New England and the ripple ef-
fect that this proposal would have on
our economy.is estimated to be a drag of
more than $8(Q0 m11110n in New England
alone.

Furthermore, the Pre51dents decision
represents a unilateral action which

denies Congress the ability to exercise -

its legal authority to deal with the crit-
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ical energy and economic issues which
must be resolved.

I commend the distinguished chair-
man and the members of the Committee
on Ways and Means for their expeditious
action on this proposal, and I urge my
colleagues to vote for this bill and against
the President’s proposal which would
be a national disaster.

Mr. BROYHILL. Mr. Chairman, after
listening to a lot of rhetoric from both
sides of the aisle on President Ford’s na-
tional energy program, I have come to
the conclusion that there is no one per-
fect energy plan.

Without doubt, there will be com-
promise before a final program is en-
acted. The President and his chief ad-
visors have indicated their willingness to
work out any viable changes which Con-
gress may- propose.

During the weeks ahead, as these crit-
ical decisions are made, I trust that we
will keep sight of the larger goals and
principles that are essential for any na-
tional energy policy to be effective.

In the near term, our primary goal
must be to reduce oil imports. The Presi-
dent has set reduction targets of 1 mil-
lion barrels a day by the end of 1975, and
2 billion barrels a'day by the end of 1977.

Over the midterm—the next several
years—our goal must be to increase pro-
duction and development of “our own
domestic energy .resources, while con-
tinuing a .concerted effort to cut back on

energy consumption so we can further‘

reduce our reliance on imports. -

Over the longer haul, hopefully before
the year 2000, this Nation must strive to
develop the technology and new sources

- of energy that will carry us and the rest

of the world beyond our dependence on
depletable fossil fuels. -

And, I feel strongly that whatever plan
of action that we agree on must be con-
sistent with the basic principles that are
imperative for the wellbeing of this Na-
tion. That means the energy program

smust go hand in glove with our national
.economic goals. .

It means that while some hardships
are unavoidable, the American consumer
must be provided with energy at the low-
est possible cost, and that both the hard-
ships and the benefits of the program
be distributed as equitably as possmle
among our citizens.

It means that some tradeoffs must be
made over the next few years to balance
our energy requirements with our en-
vironmental concerns.

And it means that while an effective
program requires increased Government
involvement in the energy marketplace,
precipitous action must be avoided and
every effort made to retain and strength-
en the fundamental integrity of our free
market system.

Most of the programs we will enact in
the weeks ahead will be concerned with
setting our own domestic energy house in
order. And that is as it should be.

At the same time, as the leader of the
free world, the United States has a large
stake in setting the kind of example nec-
essary to foster solidarity among all the
energy importing nations of the West.

I trust the actions taken in this Cham-
ber and by our colleagues on the other
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side of the Rotunda will display the type
of objective concern and leadership need-
ed to answer these goals.
DELAY AND RATIONING—UNACCEPTABLE
} ALTERNATIVES

Passage of the resolution—that is, re-
Jection of the very first portion of the
administration’s comprehensive eco-
nomic and energy program to come be-
fore us for a vote—would, for all prac-
tical purposes, leave us with two alterna-
tives: to continue to do nothing, or to
pass some measure mandating gasoline
rationing. Both of these alternatives are
unacceptable, and for this reason the-
resolution should be rejected. )

For 4 years—since we undertook a Na-
tional Fuels and Energy Study—we have
done nothing. For the past year—since
the oil embargo forced the energy crisis

into-the consciousness of virtually every -

American—we have done nothing. And
during these years this Nation’s energy
ills have developed, worsened, and be-
come acute. We could not afford the
luxury of inaction 4 years ago or 1 year
ago; we can afford it even less today.

The President’s proposals are not, per-
haps, timely themselves. Nor, in every
detail, do they necessarily spell out the
course we should follow. But presenta-
tion of his program, at least, set the
stage for a response we can no longer
avoid. He has, at least, forced Congress
to abandon the unacceptable alternative
of continued inaction.

But does that mean that, because we
disagree with individual portions of his
program, we should scrap it at the very

outset and turn, instead, to that second .

alternative, mandatory rationing, which
is, in my judgment, every bit as unac-
ceptable as.further delay?

At the moment, rationing seems to en-
joy some popular support. Gallup and
Harris polls suggest that 50 to 60 percent
of the American people are favorably
disposed toward it. This is not surpris-
ing. The administration program, com-
plicated as it may be, Is crystal clear in
its major thrust—we are going to pay
more fér energy in the future, and that
includes gasoline. The President has
been perfectly forthright about it. The
costs of rationing, on the other hand, are
less obvious. And 1its advocates, for good
reason, have not spelled them out to the,
people.

So, popular perception of the alterna-
tives today Is of more costly gasoline
under the President’s program, on one
side, and of some simple, painless solu-
tion through rationing, on the other.

But, can we really face the people of

"our respective States and tell them that

rationing would effectively cut oil im-
ports to tolerable levels with no expense
to them in convenience, mobility or
money? Can we, in good conscience, con-
firm their mistaken belief that rationing
would guarantee them a fair share of
supply at low cost and- little sacrifice?

Curtailing oil imports is not a short-
term need; it is a long-term necessity.
We all know that reduced consumption
must become a permanent feature of
American life. Given this national im-
perative  is it wise or fair to promote
rationing as the easy way out of -our
energy dilemma?
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Evaluation of the problems of gasoline
rationing does not have to depend upon
speculation or theory. We have the evi~
dence of history—the 38 months of
rationing imposed on the Nation during
World War IIL.

It was a time when patriotic fervor in

this country was running as high as it *

ever has—a time when the entire coun-
try was united in its desire to win the
war. And yet, during those 38 months,
during that time of unprecedented na-
tional unity, the rationing system had
to be reorganized three times, black
marketers eventually controlled over
5 percent of the Nation’s gasoline supply,
300-million gallons worth of stamps

were stoleni from ration boards, Congress,

had to launch an investigation of the
whole program, more than a thousand
dealers in counterfeit and stolen coupons

were arrested, and over 40,000 filling’

stations had to make good on illegitimate
coupons. And all of that took place at
a time when there were one-fourth as
many automobiles on the road as there
are today.

Now we are hearing talk about “white
market” rationing—a system that would
miraculously dispense with all of these
difficulties. It, too, has a deceptively
superficial appeal: every driver would
receive the same basic: allotment of
coupons; those who had more than
they needed could sell them on the open
market to others who were willing to pay
the price for a few extra gallons. This, we
are expected to believe, Is just free enter-
prise. But it is not that simple.

To reduce our oil imports by 1 million
barrels a ‘day, we would have to limit
each driver in the country to just 36
gallons per month-—or slightly more
than a gallon a day. Perhaps that might
be enough for some hypothetical “aver-
age” American motorist, but how many
drivers actually conform to that abstract
profile? What, for example about a
blue-collar worker who has to_travel 20
miles each. way from his home to work
and back? Is it a “simple” solution for
him to supplement his basic 36-gallon
allotment by paying an estimated $1.20
per coupon on the “white” market to a

doctor or accountant whose office is in

hishome?

It might be simple but it would cer-
tainly not be fair.

Nor would it be fair for the millions of
Americans who would have to buy extra
coupons to subsidize the inevitable net-
work of brokers and middlemen who
would spring up between them and those
motorists who have coupons to sell.

These individual inequities would be
intensified by regional differences. For
instance, Easterners with relatively
well-developed transit systems and short
driving distances, could accommodate
themselves to rationing far more easily
than drivers who must daily negotiate
the vast distances of the Midwestern and
Western States. The average driver in
Montana, for example, travels about
twice as many miles per month as his
counterpart in New Jersey. Could the
extra financial burden that rationing
would impose on him be considered fair?

But even assuming that all the diffi-
culties concerning who should get how

~
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much gasoline could be equitably re-
solved, there are compelling arguments
against rationing.

First, it would focus entirely on gaso-
line—considerably less than half of our
petroleum consumption. It would do
nothing to reduce consumption of other
oil products. It places the entire sacrifice
of conseryation on just one segment of
society.

Second, although gasoline rationing
might dampen demand, it would do
nothing to encourage production of one
additional drop of oil—mnothing to pro-
vide incentive to tap our other vast
energy resources.

In fact, since most of our refineries
were built during an era of profligate
gasoline consumption, they are equipped
to produce more gasoline than anything
else. We cannot cut gasoline usage by

l-million barrels per day without
cutting the supply of all other petro-
leum products, including, for example,
home heating oil.
In short, gasoline rationing would im-
pose undue hardship on the American
Ppeople and would compound, not resolve,
our energy problems. Like continued in-
action, it is an unacceptable alternative.
For this reason, we must not shoot down
the administration’s program with the
first shot. Rather, we should take it up,
examine it constructively, eliminate
those portions of it that we find wrong,
and from it develop a comprehensive
energy program that addresses the
larger questions of the energy crisis and
is fair for the American people.
Mr. MAGUIRE. Mr. Chairman, the
President's proposed hike in' oil import
tariffs violates the' spirit of cooperation
he has pledged to foster with the Con-
gress. It is also. unsound economics. Be-
cause the price increases are indiscrimi-
nate and_.across the board rather than
targeted at energy consumption practices
which are relatively the most wasteful,
the President’s plan will further aggra-
vate both inflation and recession. The
victims of his unilateral actlon will be
the American people.
. After revising earlier figures, the Pres-

ident estimates that. his program will
cost about $345 per year for a family of
four. I believe even that figure is low.
After paying for all the indirect costs
that will occur in food ‘production, manu-
facturing, transportation, building ma-
terials, and all the other goods ahd serv-

ices that would be affected throughout

the economy, it is apparent that the ac-
tual impact on the average family will
be much more serious—perhaps two or
three times what the President now esti-
mates. The administration’s tax. plan
would only offset a portion of these in-
- creased costs, and the relief promised
by his proposed tax rebate schedule is
unfortunately weighted in favor of
wealthier individuals and .corporations
and against the average homeowner.
We cannot permit this administration
to place the burden of balancing the
‘budget on the people who can least afford

to bear it—the poor, the elderly, the

middle-income family. These are the
people who have already shouldered the
recent 40-percent increase in gasoline
costs and a near doubling of fuel oil
prices.
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I must therefore respectfully join with
my colleagues to suspend implementation
of the President’s plan. I do so in the
expectation that we will be able to de-
velop a less indiscriminate, more equi-
table program which fits the solution to
the problem—both in economic and in
human terms.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. Chairman, I

‘honestly wish I could stand here today

and offer my unqualified support for the
President’s energy program. Along with
virtually every other Member of ' this
Chamber, I share the President’s deep
concern about this Nation’s overcon-
sumption of energy, and overdependence
upon foreign petroleum sources. The
problem is indeed a serious one, which
requires sober action by the Congress and
by the President.

I have nothing but admiration for the
President’s determination on this issue.
He has chosen a strong course of action,
and a strong course is needed. But after
a thorough analysis, I can only conclude
that the first step of his program is
unfair, if not totally in the wrong direc-
tion.

Raising the fees for oil imports would
place an intolerable burden on the New
England region, which includes my home
State of Vermont. We have already done
much in Vermont to conserve energy,
and are proud of the record. For ex-
ample, Vermont’s gasoline consumption
dropped 5.6 percent from 1973 to 1974,
compared to 1.2 percent nationally. Even
more dramatically, during the same
period Vermonters decerased their con-
sumption of medium distillate and resid-

,ual fuel oils by 20 to 25 percent.

In my own home, we have cut in half
our consumption of heating fuel, with
no reduction in our heating bills. That

.is a fairly typical situation for a Ver-

mont family. The residents of my home
State have proven their willingness’ to
make sacrifices for fuel conservation.
But the winters are cold, and they must
heat their homes. And Vermont is a rural
State, where the majority of workers
have no alternative to theautomobile as
a means of commuting tc their places
of employment. I cannot believe higher
prices will achieve any meaningful
further reductions in consumption in
Vermont. Instead, they will impose need-
less pain. You cannot squeeze blood from
Barre granite. * )

- The tariff program will cost the aver-
age Vermont family about $250 annually,
some $50 more than for the average
family in the rest of the Nation. If the
entire program as proposed by the Pres-
ident comes into play, the inequity may
be ended by price increases throughout
the remainder of the Nation. But we have
no assurance that the entire program

will ever be enacted. Decontrol of crude-

oil prices, indeed any proposal for in-
creased prices, is not popular in this
Chamber. Imposition of the tariff now is
similar to asking New Englanders to duck
their heads in the bathtub without an
assurance that the water will be drained.

And continuing with the same analogy,
we- are uncertain of the consequences
even if the water is drained. The experts
are.in disagreement as to projections of
the economic impact of the administra-

. tion’s energy program. -
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The Congressional Research Service
estimates the.loss of consumer purchas-
ing power would be slightly over $50 bil-
lion, or more than douple the President’s
estimate. If the $50 billion figure is cor-
rect, then even with the proposed tax .
rebates the average U.S. family would
carry an additional financial burden of
$490. Some experts tell us the program
could increase the inflation rate by 3
percent,-and that the impact on indus-
try would drive unemployment up to 8
percent or more. I am not suggesting
that those projections are any more ac-
curate than the President’s. I am simply
saying that there is no way for us to
know at this time with reasonable cer- -
tainty. And if the worst of the projec-
tions are correct, the consequences could
be catastrophic. .

Mr. Chairman, I am firmly convmced
that this Congress can deal decisively
with today’s energy problems after
passage of H.R. 1767. This legislation
will by no means negate this Nation’s
commitment to'the goals of conservation
and energy selfsufficiency. I personally
shall be working on at least three al-
ternative routes.

The first is a modification of the
President’s plan, to remove inequities
to New England and avoid any drastic
economic impact on the Nation.

The se€cond is to carefully watch the
rationing proposals which appear to be
forthcoming. I personally have grave
reservations about rationing, largely be-
cause it could pose a terrible threat to
the tourist industry which is vital to the
economy of Vermont and many other
parts/of the Nation. It would also be
expensive and clumsy to administer. -
But rationing proposals should be closely
watched and examined to determine
how to minimize the harmful effects if,
as a last resort, such a system is eventu-
ally -passed by the Congress. :

The third route is to continuously
search for new approaches. The New
England delegation is working on a leg~
islative package which is expected to be
completed within 2 weeks. I will be com-
plementing this effort with proposals
now being developed in my office. It
would not be fruitful now to review all
the proposals under consideration, but
I am confident that the Congress can
and will take action on a program which
will be both fair and effective.

Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, it is indeed unfortunate that

‘the first legislative action on energy by -

the 94th Congress must, be in opposition
to the President’s initiative; however I -
firmly believe that we are right in delay-
ing the use of import tariffs and fees to
drive up the price of foreign oil. I have
tremendous respect for the President,
and I know he is sincere in his desire to
provide leadership in this difficult time.

However, I also know that the direc-
tion he has chosen will be disastrous for
the country, and particularly for New
England. Our region derives 85 percent
of its total energy from oil, twice the
national average. Further, New England
is twice as dependent on foreign oil as is
the rest of the country. We import two-
thirds to three-quarters of the ofl we
use, whereas the national average is
one-third.
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This is not by choice, but because New
England has long been the economic
stepchild of the major oil companies.
We are at the end of the domestic dis-
tribution system, and we are always the
first region to feel the effect of any
increase in price, or any reduction in
supply. Over the years, our utilities and
industries have been forced to import
oil because it has been the only way to
obtain the product at prices competitive
with the rest of the country. Without

foreign oil, our manufacturers would be -

at a severe competitive . disadvantage.
The economics of our domestic oil indus-
try forced New England to rely so heavily
on imports. *

Therefore, any price increase or supply
reduction in imported oil has a much
greater effect on New England. In the
last year, we have seen the price of oil
triple in New England, with residual
prices skyrocketing from $4 a barrel to
over $12 a barrel.

_- This increase was felt immediately in
7 of 10 homes in New England, because
they burn oil for heat. It was also quickly
reflected in utility charges, because New
England’s electric generators mostly

_burn oil. My constituents have found

themselves paying heating bills that of-
ten exceed their monthly mortgage pay-
ments,-and also are paying electric bills
-on which the fuel adjustment charge is
more than the basic rate itself. I have
constituents contacting me who are
bankrupt because of higher heat and
electricity costs.

Business and industry in New England
are just as severely affected. When I was
in the city of Taunton, Mass., the other
day, one businessman showed me the

utility bill for his plant. In 1973, he paid
$23,000 for oil. In 1974, he paid $93,000
for the same amount. This terrible in-
crease is by no means an isolated in-
stance. -

And now we have an Executive order
calling for further increases, at a time
when unemployment in Massachusetts
stands at 9.9 percent, and is rising almost
1 percentage point each month. The
national average is far less, 7.5 percent.

We are confronted by the fact that the
proposed tariff increase, will add $800
million to the cost of energy in New Eng-
land. The added havoc that this increase
would wreak in New England, for the
homeowner, for the unemployed, for the
elderly, for the poor, for our economic
foundations, is completely unacceptable.

It is obvious that we as a nation can no
longer afford to be as dependent on for-
eign petroleum, and I fully support our
Government’s efforts to achieve that ob-
jective. But we cannot cut our needs so

abruptly. The reduction in oil imports .

must be more gradual, so that in the
process we do not pr oduce atrophy in our
economy.

Certainly Congress has a responsibil-
ity. It is up to us to draft an alternative
program, which will accomplish our na-
tional goals and avoid the pitfalls accom-
panying the tariff increase. In taking
back the power to adjust import tariffs
and fees, Congress is also assuming the
burden of decision and the responsibility

for the results of our actions. I hope that -

our actions here today w11_1 result in com-
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promise, not confrontation. We need so-
lutions, better solutions than.have so far
been proposed. It is the foremost chal-
lenge this Nation now faces, and our
future prosperity and independence de-
pends on our initiative.

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, Pre51-
dent Ford has offered the Nation a com-
plex program for the purpose of dealing
with some .economic_aspects of the en-
ergy shortage. Today we-are to cast our
first vote on this program; specifically,
we are to vote on the imported oil tax.

After considerable study, I have con-

cluded that this tax, and the entire pro- .

gram, would make our problems worse

rather than better. Therefore, I shall.

vote against it.

Let us consider the standards by which
an energy program should be judged, and
let us evaluate the Ford program in terms
of these standards.

First, the program-should reduce our
dependence on imported oil. I know there
are those who argue that a “drain Amer-
ica first” policy is unwise, but on balance
I am convinced our best course is to
minimize the total export of American
wealth during the 20-or so years before
technology can bring our need for fossil
fuel down to a tolerable level.

By this standard, the Ford program 1s

- g failure. If the import tax were applied

in isolation, it would have considerable

beneficial effect. But since the plan calls

for taxing and decontrolling domestic oil
so that its price will rise to the price of
the taxed imported oil, the import-re-

ducing effect is lost except to the extent:

that all oil consumption is reduced.

Second, the program should minimize
the total economic burden placed upon
the American people. In this respect, the
program is an absolute, abysmal, spec-
tacular catastrophe. It is by this standard
that my strongest objections to the pro-
gram _are generated.

Mr. Ford proposes to discourage con-
sumption of petroleum by taxing and de-
controlling crude oil up to a price of
about $15 per barrel. This will express
itself in a direct increase.of about 12
cents per gallon of gasoline at the pump.
Since decontrolling will allow the oil
companies to receive about $12 per barrel
for old oil as opposed to the present $5.25
per barrel, an excess profits tax would be
imposed. Funds raised would be returned
to the people by an income tax reduction.

At first glance, all this appears reason-
able. Consumption would be discouraged
by higher prices, but the additional cost
would be returned to the consumer. Thus,
those who use less petroleum would
come out ahead; those who use more
would have to pay steeply for their
profligacy.

But on closer examination, the beauti-_

ful theory has warts in practice. In fact,
it is all wart.

Consider the excess Droﬁts tax. It
does not really get at the excess profits.
In fact it allows a totally unconscionable
profit increase on old oil of nearly $2.

Moreover, the excess profits tax will
be applied to crude oil only. But as the

price of crude rises, the price of every-

thing else—not only refined petroleum
products, but every commodity that is
manufactured or transported by petro-
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leum-based energy—will go up, and every
firm that sustains this increased cost
will not only pass it along to the con-
sumer but will add its cut. Responsible
economists have estimated that the Ford
energy tax package will total about $15
billion in itself but the ‘American people
will find themselves with a $50 billion in-
crease in consumer prices.

Therefore, if we make realistic assump-
tions about the excess profits tax spe-
cifics, we find the Ford program giving
a twofold bonanza to industry and’a two-
fold sock in the jaw to the American
people. -

I do not favor-any kind of energy tax.
But if there is to be a tax, it should be
imposed at the reail level, both for selec-"
tivity and to prevent its effects from
multiplying through the wholesale- 1eta11
chain.

Third, the program should dxstrlbute
the burden among the American people
in a socially responsible manner.

By this measure, the Ford program is
all Republican, which means the rich get
richer and the poor stay home and
freeze.

The Ford idea is for everyone to pay
the same price for petroleum products,
but to ease the burden through cash re-
bates. So far so good; this is the only way
such a program can be administered ef-
fectively—and I am pleased that Mr.
Ford does not mind copymg one of Sen-
ator McGOVERN’S campaign proposals.

- But look at what happens when Ford
puts the theory into practice: Zero-in-
come families get $80; families w1th in-
comes of $5,000 get-$197; and”families
with incomes of $50,000 get $1,130.

As I have said, perhaps this is a Re-
publican administration’s concept of fair -
and equitable load sharing. It is not
mine.

Fourth, the program should give every-
one at all levels a strong.incentive to
reduce energy consumption. In fairness,
I must give the Ford program good marks
in this respect. Whilé not ideal, it does
as well as a realistic program can.

Fifth, the program should encourage
new oil exploration and discover, and
discourage draining of old reserves. By
this criterion, the Ford program gets a
zero, since it wipes out the price differ-
ence between old and new oil.

Sixth, the program should give us
long-term direction toward more efficient

~.

- energy consumption. This is a fancy way

of saying we need money for good mass
transit systems that will-be used because
they get people where they want to go;
the Paris system is a good example. Coin-
cidentally, a mass transit program will
also provide jobs. The Ford program di-
rects none of the energy tax funds to
mass transit, so it gets a zero by this
standard.

Seventh, the .program should mini-
mize the degradation of quality of life.
We do not want people to have to wait
3 hours for a tank of gas as they did a
year ago. By this criterion, the Ford pro-
gram works well. But this is not enough.

We have drifted along without an en-
ery policy for entirely too long. President
Ford is correct when he says we need
decisive action, and the very fact that
he has produced a plan is to his credit.
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This 1s particularly true in light of his
and h_is predecessor’s record on inaction
on all pressing domestic problems. But it
is not enough to have a plan; it must be
a good plan and this is not.
. It is now incumbent upon us in Con-
gress to produce a better idea. In ,my
view, we can do a great deal better with
an intelligent rationing program. I rec-
ognize that this will’entail some incon-
venience, and also a substantial bureauc-
racy. Nevertheless, on balance I believe
it to be the best program available.

The administration’s objections to ra-
tioning are incomprehensible. They cen-

ter around various hypothetical people—
ranchers, migrant workers, people who .

move cross country, et cetera—and poing
out how these people w111 exceed their
basic ration.

This has to win the “Rlcha.rd Nixon
Award for Weakest Argument of the,
Year.” These people will simply have to
buy extra ration stamps. They will thus
pay a relatively low price for their first
batch of fuel and a high price for the re-
mainder. Under the Ford tax system,
they would pay an intermediate price
for all their fuel. The net results will be
approximately identical, depending on
the details of the rationing program.

The administration arguments are

particularly, objectionable in that they:

imply rationing should be rejected be-
cause it would penalize some high en-
ergy users. It is fantasy to suggest that
things could be otherwise. The fact is
we are short of petroleum, and there is
simply no painless way around the prob-
lem. Whether under a rationing system
or a tax system, everybody is going to
suffer. The best we can do is to dis-
tribute the suffering equitably and not
add to it. This is what the Ford program
-does not do, and what a good rationing
program could do.

My own preference is for a relatively
inflexible ration program. The American
people are highly sensitized to and an-
tagonistic -toward anything that sug-
gests favoritism. If we start giving extra
rations to everybody and his brother, the
whole system could lose public trust and
collapse. If a man drives a 4,500-pound
car 50 miles to and from work, he has no
claim on extra rations; he needs a
smaller car or a car pool. An obstetrician
may need extra rations, but most physi-
cians, who make neither house calls nor
emergency hospital visits, should not get .
extra rations. Members of Congress have
no claim to extra rations. And so forth.

A good rationing system can be worked
out, and I hope'to see Congress get on
with the job.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Chairman, it
seems to be habitual with both the ad-
ministration and Congress to speak of
the current economic problems of reces-
sion, inflation and energy shortage in
cosmic terms far removed from the real-
ity of constituents. Today I would like
to step back from the “OPEC nations,”
“billions of dollars,” and “double-digit
inflation” to address the problems of a
single constituent whose concerns, I be-
lieve, are highly representative to those
in Rhode Island, New England, and per-
haps the entire country.

" This constituent, Nick, is an independ-

=
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ent service station owner who is con-
cerned not with the reduction of 1 mil-
lion barrels per day of imported oil, but

__with the few cents’ increase in his price

per gallon of gasoline which has placed
him far above competitive prices in the
area. Nick buys from a small oil distrib-

“utor who sells the imported product, as

do most of the New England dealers. And
a further tax on imported oil will surely

spell Nick’s ruin. The question becomes,
.how do we explain to Nick, and numer-

ous others who will be adversely affected
by the import tax, that this move is re-
quired because of our need to create
programs to oppose OPEC nations’ con-
trol over the United States. Do we point
to the outrageous attempt recently made
by an Arab sheik to buy the Alamo for
his son’s birthday? Do we tell Nick that
in one night Arablan oil barons lost sev-
eral hundred thousand dollars in Las
Vegas?

1, for one, have no further answers
to give Nick to explain why he, being a
Rhode Islander, should be charged
higher prices than those dealers sup-

plied by the major, domestic companies, ™

simply because of New England's eco-
nomic dependence on imported oil. I
cannot ‘explain to Nick why he and all

- other Rhode Islanders will shortly be

charged even greater fees for gasoline,
heating fuels, and other petroleum prod-
ucts, even though all of the New England
States have voluntarily conserved fuel at
much higher rates than the rest of the
country. ) .

I do have one answer, perhaps the only
equitable one, to propose to my col-
leagues. Let us seek an alternative to the
President’s program which will place the
burden proportionately throughout the
country. New England should not be pun-
ished because of its involuntary depend-
ence on imported oil. Our constituents
deserve to be served individually and
collectively. I do not believe that a ‘“bite

“the bullét”’ philosophy which asks ba-

sically that New Englanders.chew more
than their share of the ammunition is
either an honest™or realistic solution to
the energy problem.
LivcoLN CITGO SERVICE;

. Lincoln, R.I., January 15, 1975.
Hon. FERNAND ST GERMAIN,
Rayburn House O]ﬁce Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: I am writing this letter to bring
to your attention a situation that exists in
the gasoline service station business, of which
you may be unaware of.

The price.of gasoline as it is being sold
on the street is taking its toll on all of the

small service stations that are privately

owned. It seems to me that somebody in the
government should be aware of these facts,
because uhnless the small businessman can
have a fair chance to build a successful busi-
ness in America, there will be no incentlive
for men like myself to work hard to bulid
a better country. It seems to me that for too
long we have passively sat by and let the big

money interests take over in one community

after another.

Here in the Town of Iincoln where I operate_

my business, competition is so keen I just
can't believe it is fairly carried on. The gaso-
line prices that are posted on this avenue
run from 45.9 to 52.9, which is my price. I
am the smallest service station on the street
with probably the lowest overhead, but can't
com_peﬁe in this market. My present price that

February 5, 1975

I pay for a gallon of ge.sol'ine is 45.6/10. At’

present I am working on ‘a 7.3 .cent margin,
which when you consider the national average
at 10 cents a gallon, Is pretty low.

In order for me to enter into competition

with other dealers, I would have to be able to
buy my product for approXimately the same '

tank wagon price. It is my belief that com-~
petition should be among retailers not whole-
salers. In the present situation it seems that
wholesalers are all selling their gasoline at
various prices. Gulf Oll has a wholesale price
of 2.5 cents lower than Citgo. It has been
lower all year long. This means because I
am a dealer who can only buy. from Citgo,
I have the privilege of paying 2.5 cents more
a gallon for such a basic product. If the
Major Oil Companies want to compete with
each other, gasoline should -be sold on an
open market.

My sales representative says that the Oitgo
tank wagon price is higher than. other com-
panies because they have to buy foreign oil.
1t is my understanding that some of the ma-
jors like Gulf, Exxon, Texaco, Mobil and
American have plenty of native product to
sell so they can sell to their dealers at a lower
price. As a Citgo Dealer I must buy Ioreign
oil at a higher price and my customers are
penalized for patronizing my station.

I am a Veteran 'of the Korean War and
fought for this country in 1952 with the 45th
Infantry Division and feel I deserve & chance
in this country of ours and feel I &m being
short changed. I am not a person who wants
charity or any kind of special treatment, but
what I want is men 'like yourself to fight for
equal opportunity for all men like myself,

One way you could begin-is by finding out

what the different ol company tank wagon.

prices are and why the big varlation. Nobody
can give the excuse that certain dealers pay
less because they buy in quantity. All gaso-
line is sold. in large amounts. I huy 3000 to
4000 gallons every dellvery and sometimes as
much- as 7000 or 8000 at a time. I suggest all
Major oil companies publiclze the tank wagon
price to the dealers via the newspaper.
If you were a customer of mine, you would

be paying dbout 60 cents more for every ten °

gallons you purchase from me. You drive into
my station and say, “Fill i up Nick.” The
sale comes to $7.56 for 14.3 gallons of gas. A
tax of 12 cents on every gallon of gas goes to
repalr our roads, which never seem up to par.

You drive down the road thinking about the °

high price you pald just to fill your tank at
Nick’s Station at 52.9 a gallon. As you. are

driving by Shell which post 46.9 Cumberland -

Farms 46.9, American 46.9 and Texaco 46.9,
you must have to feel that Nick is. really
gouging you. .

I am sure it is obvious to you by now that
dealers like myself need help in this or we
will just fade away like many private stations
have done in the past. Competition is only
good when 1t is done on a falr basis. I do not
consider this as competition, a better way of
stating 1t would be oil company pressure on
small independent dealers.

I feel that since you are a native of this
area, you would lend an ear to me and not
Just file this letter in the waste basket. You
may have an opportunity of going to bat for
the little guy, his only defense and voice In
government. We can’t lobby in Washington.

I am wrlting this letter to you knowing
you will bring these facts to the a.ttentlon
of the proper government agency.

Very truly yours,
NICHOLAS B. OREILLY

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chalrman I rise
in support of H.R. 1767 whi¢ch would pro-
hibit imposition of tariffs, fees, and quo-
tas on oil imports.

The bill to postpone for 3 months the

Presidéntial power to impose oil import
fees is the first battle in the war against

#
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the sagging economy that the Congress
will wage this year.

The President’s proposal, as many oth- -

ers have indicated, is too harsh a method
of dealing with a complicated problem
and it would have dealt a particularly
devastating blow to the North Atlantic
States whose homeowners already pay a
discriminatingly high proportion of their
annual incomes for petroleum products.
As is the case with so many of the Presi-
dent’s energy proposals, the wrong people
are singled out to assume most of the
burden for carrying the administration’s
proposals. -

Thankfully, we are able to head off at
the pass this poorly conceived proposal.
Three months from now, the Congress
should have its own energy package ready
to enact, or failing that, the immediate
impact upon Northeastern States should
not be so great with winter past.

I should point out to the House what
New York Governor Hugh Carey has al-
ready told President Ford. Imposition of

the $3-a-barrel import quota would cause

a 20-percent increase in heating costs
not only to every homeowner within our
State, but to every governmental juris-
diction. Schools, office buildings, mass
transit systems all would suffer unjustly
because of the proposed fees. Where
would the money come from to provide

the basic services? It would have to come -

from the pockets of individual taxpay-
ers who are already groaning under the
heavy load they carry. Certainly, our
cities and our States, as well as indi-
vidual citizens, must reorder- their pri-
orities in the coming months as we ad-
just to the new world of high petroleum
costs. But unless we are ready to return
to the Dark Ages, we must do our best
to maintain vital services at prices our
citizens can afford. The action of the
House will do that today, the Ford pro-
posal would reverse all we have sought to
gain in years past.

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I rise to-
day in support of H.R. 1767 which would
suspend for a period of 90 days, the Pres-
ident’s authority to Increase tariffs, im-
port fees and quotas on petroleum and
refined products. I support the legisla-
tion not only because of the obvious in-
flationary impact of this discriminatory.
across-the-board tariff proposal which
the President has mandated on the Na-
tion as a whole, but also because of the
unwarranted disproportionate hardship
which' imposition of the tariffs and the

' increased prices would bring down upon .

my own constituents In the State of
Hawalii.

Surely the President himself can see
that by increasing the tariffs on imported
oil and removing controls on the pricing
of domestic oil, higher prices for energy
and petroleum-based products such as
plastics and fertilizers will soar. Smaller
service and manufacturing concerns in
my district have already made it clear
that increased costs of petroleum prod-
ucts can no longer be absorbed and that
these increased costs must now be passed
on to the consumer. And surely the
President must see that his own proposal
for tax rebates and tax reductions for the
future cannot hope to offset these higher
consumer prices. We see the Govern-
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ment pouring money into the economy in
order to fight recession on the one hand,
while at the same time, under the Pres-
ident’s plan, the government asks that
the . consumer take that money—and
more—to offset_higher prices which come
as a result of an obviously counter-pro-
ductive government oil pricing policy. We
have now seen that the White House
realizes that its own optimistic predic-
tions of what the new energy package
will cost the average American family
are too optimistic—that the cost to the
average family could go as high as $345
a year, an amount that is three-fourths
of an entire month’s income for someone
who is living at what the Government
has established as the poverty level.

We cannot allow the restructuring of
petroleum pricing as the President has
decreed. H.R. 1767 will allow the Con-
gress sufficient time to examine the sev-
eral better alternatives to our common
and most worthy goal of energy conserva-
tion to assure equitable treatment among
those most able and those least able to
bear the increased economic burdens
which seem likely to result. Fair treat-
ment for all American citizens must be
the goal of public policy; surely the
President’s tariff increase proposals can-
not be considered fair to all.

In addition to hitting hard at the pock-
ethooks of low-income Americans, this
proposed plan to raise the costs of all
petroleum products will work special
hardships on those areas of the country
which have a heavier-than-average de-
pendence on oil as a source-of energy. We
have heard a great deal lately about the
plight of the New England States in this
regard, and I fully sympathize with that
plight. If the situation in New England is
bad, I would remind my colleagues that
we In Hawaii are 100 percent dependent
on oil as a source of energy. We have no
natural gas lines from sources across the
Pacific in the continental United States;
we have no hydroelectric power or nu-
clear plants; we have no coal fields; nor

do we have any practical means of get- .

ting coal dr gas to our islands. We have
a virtual total dependence on oil, about
65 percent from foreign sources in Asia,
and 35 percent from domestic U.S.
sources. An analysis of the impact of the
President’s proposed tariff increases- on
foreign oil and the lifting of price con-
trols . on domestic oil indicates that in-
creases in utility rates in Hawaii would
be five times the comparable increases in
other parts of the United States. °

While the President in his state of the
Union address to this Congress promised
geographical relief for areas dispropor-
tionately effected by the energy plan, no
such relief for Hawail—and evidently in-
adequate relief for New England—has
been included in Federal Energy Admin-
Istration regulations published to imple-
ment the revised fees. We cannot allow
these tariff increases and revised fees to
take effect.

For these reasons, Mr. Chairman, I
urge my fellow Representatlves to vote
for H.R. 17617.

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr.
Chairman, on January 23 the President
issued a proclamation which would in-
crease the import fees on crude oil by $1
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per barrel effective February 1, $2 per
barrel as of March 1, and $3 per barrel
as of April 1.

Since we presently import about 37
percent of the oil we use—about 4.1 mil-
lion_barrels per day of crude oil and .
about 2.6 million barrels per day of fuel
oil and other refinery products—the eif-
fect of this program on our economy 1s
devastating. According to a January
1975 study conducted by the Library of
Congress Congressional Research Serv-
ice, this import fee program will increase
the rate of inflation about 50 percent in
1975, even before considering the ripple
effect that would emanate from the pri-
mary price increase. The result would be
a continuation of the double-digit 12
percent inflation rate through 1975.

The reason for the President’s action
is to cut Imports by 1 million barrels a
day and, thus reduce the outflow of U.S.
dollars to the oil producing nations. Cer-
tainly, we should cut imports and I feel
that the decisive action by the President
was a needed addition to our dialog on
energy conservation.

However, the oil tariff program, as
proposed by the President, runs a great
danger toward resulting in increased in- -
flation, greater recession, and even more
unemployment. Moreover, those areas,
such as Los Angeles, which must rely on
imported oil because of its low sulfur
content, would be especially hard-
pressed by the import fee system. The
Southern California Edison Co., which
provides public utility electric service to
more than 7.5 million residents, esti-
mates that the tax on imported oil would
cost their customers in excess of $150
million in additional increased rates an-
nually. Pacific Gas and Electric Co.,
which serves 3 million customers, states
that the additional tax would result in

an $80 increase in rates,

Not only would the consumer’s elec-
tric bills be increased, but the cost of
groceries would also increase, since fer-
tilizer is a prime derivative of petroleum.

In addition, the price of gasoline, as
a result of the Import tax, would rise by
approximately 10 or 15 cents a gallon.

Thus, the oil import tax, as proposed
by the President would threaten our al-
ready shaky economy and could lead us
into even greater economic turmoil, with
the middle and moderate wage earners
bearing the brunt of the fight.

Is there not a better way to cut im-
ports? -

I believe that we must move quickly
to reduce our dependence on overseas .
oil. But a rationing program, advocated
by many, would be unwieldly and in-
equitable. And a gasoline tax would fall
particularly hard on those individuals
with limited incomes. However, a com-
bination of these approaches, with gas
“stamps” for the middle and moderate
wage earners, might present an alterna-
tive. Conservation, certainly, should be
increased; if the U.S. cars on the road
averaged 20 miles per gallon, we would
save 500,000 barrels of oil per day—half
of the savings goal expressed by the
President. .

In addition, gasless Sundays or week-
ends Is an alternative that should be
explored. '
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Mr. Chairman, we must conserve our
resources and we must -reduce our de-
pendence on foreign oil. However, the
proposed oil tariff threatens to do more
harm than good and should be post-
poned until the other alternatives have
been analyzed and acted upon.

Mr. HANLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in~

support of H.R. 1767, a bill suspending
for 90 days the President’s authority to
levy import tariffs on oil.

As you know, the President hopes to
reduce our reliance on imported oil by
using higher prices to force a reduction
in demand of some 1 million barrels a
day. While in all probability such a plan
would reduce consumption of oil, it
would also have the disastrous effect of
setting off another round of inflation,
place further strain on an already reces-
sionary economy and harm .the well-
‘being of the American people through a
further erosion of their purchasing
power. This is an action that can only
be construed as completely contrary to
governmental efforts to stimulate spend-

- ing and reduce unemployment.

As a result of the October War in the
Middle East and the subsequent Arab
oil embargo, imported oll prices jumped
150 percent in a few short months, slid-
ing an already shaky economy into a
full-bloom recession. The $3-a-barrel
import tariff would add a further 75
percent increase to this already.massive
burden and would represent a complete
about-face in our efforts to bring the
price of energy down to a reasonable
level.

While the President is to be com-
mended for his initiative in developing
an energy program, Congress would be

" making a grave error in judgment if it

" American people;

were to confuse initiative with wisdom.
These may sound like harsh words, but I
feel they are commensurate with the
harsh action the President has taken in
committing the American people to
another round of price hikes. These same
dismayed over the
probable effects of the President’s plan,
are also very worried that the Congress
has no satisfactory alternative to raising
the price of oil. I, in all honesty, must
share their concern, for at present we
do not have a comprehensive legislative
program to meet the challenge in this

area. However, given the time extension,

containéd within H.R. 1767, I am fully
confident that the expertise and experi-
ence of the committee process will de-
velop the comprehensive and thoughtful
approach that is the hallmark of this
body’s best legislative efforts.

I hope you can agree with the senti-
ments expressed above and that you will
support this legislation to give Congress
the necessary time to go forward with
alternatives to the import oil tariff.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Chairman, two
aspects of this legislation I feel justify
further comment.

Several speakers have pointed a finger
of blame and alarm at Arab nations. It is
true-of course that Arab nations imposed
a boycott on oil shipments in 1973. No
one mentions that this action was taken
as a means of economic warfare by the
Arab States to bring pressure on West-
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ern nations in support of their desire to
have the State of Israel return occupled
lands to Syria, Egypt, and Jordan. One

. may argue whether the Arab position was

justified, of course, but the linkage be-
tween the o0il embargo and occupied
lands cannot be denied.

A resolution of the controversy over
occupied lands hopefully is emerging.
When it comes, as I believe it will, the
likelihood of a new embargo will dimin-

ish substantially.

By implication if not directly, several
speakers have scored Arab States as un-
dependable sources of oil. No mention is
made of the fact that Arab States—ad-
mittedly at a high price—have supplied
fully U.S. o0il needs in recent months
whereas shipments from two non-Arab
OPEC States—Venezuela and Canada—
have dropped. .

.The other aspect relates to inflation.
In my view, inflation is the greatest peril
facing.our citizens, certainly the greatest
since the Civil War. Although unem-
ployment is at a high level and less de-
pendence on Imported oil is desirable,
I view both of these goals as less critical
than halting inflation.

I oppose this legislation with mixed
feelings, because I feel that the Presi-
dent’s proposals place too much em-
phasis on curbing oil imports. The price,
in terms of inflationary pressure, is too
high.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I support the passage of H.R.
1767, which would negate the recent
action of the President in proclaiming
a°$1 to $3 per barrel fee on imports of
petroleum and petroleum products. New
England, which depends more than any
other area of the country on petroleum
imports, particularly for home heating
and residual fuel oils, would also bear

the greatest. inflationary burden of this .

program. The New England Fuel Insti-
tute estimates that the President’s pro-
gram would increase oil costs for con-
sumers in New England by more than

-$1%% billion and that electric bills could

rise between 30 to 40 percent. This comes

at a time when New England utilities -

and other energy users have already
been undertaking voluntary conserva-
tion measures.

Consequently, increased fees on oil

_products would not be likely to bring
about a further. significant decrease in

consumption. The President’s program
also comes at a time when the impact of
recession and unemployment has been
pictured particularly severe in New Eng-

. land. The increased fuel costs proposed

at this time can only increase the clos-
ings and exodus of industry from the
area which cannot meet their higher
energy bills. :

I wish to thank.the chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee for his
leadership in bringing about prompt ac-
tion on this bill, which can enable the
Congress to legislate a sound energy pro-
gram which is balanced and equitable in
its impact on all regions of the country.

Mr. MOFFETT. Mr. Chairman, I wish
to voice my firm opposition to the ad-
ministration’s planned tariff on im-
ported petroleum products and to ex-

February 5, 1975

press my support for HR. 1767, which
rescinds any such Presidential order for
90 days.

As a Representative from a north-
eastern State, I find the inequitable bur-
den placed on a region so dependent
upon imported petroleum products to-
tally unacceptable. As a Member of a
body whose duty it is to make laws and
to oversee the implementation of laws,
I resent-the usurpation of this power by

.the executive branch with that well-

worn and in this case, unsubstantiated,
argument of ‘“national security.” And,
as a consumer of petroleum products in
varying forms to either heat my home
or place food on my table, I, share the
frustration of my constituents, who are
finding it more and more difficult to
make ends meet.

I believe it is our obligation to ease
the economic burden on the American
people. And I feel even more strongly
that raising the prices on increasingly
inelastic commodities is not the proper
vehicle to alleviate the current pressures
on the average American family.

The strongest single inflationary factor
in the past year has been the rising cost
of energy. But this proposed -import fee
will only serve to fuel the fires of infla-
tion. The major emphasis in a national

conservation of energy, rather than Mr.
Ford’s “price rationing.” Unfortunately,

-the administration’s proposals only pay

lip service to this conservation concept.
The President’s program includes few
substantive provisions which will genu-
inely affect the present crisis in other
than short-range terms. In addition, the
administration’s total lack of concern for
those on fixed incomes—the elderly, the
poor, the disabled—is both hea,rtless and
‘unnecessary.

For the benefit of my colleagues, I in-
sert a brief outline of some of pertinent
arguments presented before the Energy
Resources Council in December 1974, by
Mr. Gary DeLoss, staff attorney for the
corporate acoountability research group,
on the need for a mandatory energy
conservation policy.

The first point Mr. DeLoss emphasizes
is that our economy cannot afford an-

other $18 billion in excess profits for the.

energy industry; additionally, Mr. De-
Loss indicates his support for price. roll-
backs on domestic oil, gas, and coal. A
program of mandatory limits on energy
consumption would permit such rollbacks

without simultaneously stimulating an
.undesirable increase in energy use. Con-

versely, these rollbacks would help make
the mandatory reduction of energy con=
sumption palatable to the public. The
tradeoff is sacrificing some consumption

while gaining lower cost energy in re-’

turn.

Second, Mr. DeLoss points out that
mandatory energy conservation is anti-
inflationary. Squeezing energy waste out
of the economy would improve efficiency
in the production of goods and the de-
livery of serviges.

A third consideration is" that manda-
tory energy conservation can eliminate
our trade deflcit. Since so much, if not
all, of this deficit has resulted from the

-energy policy should be, in my opinion, -

s
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increased costs of oil imports, a reduc-
- tion in consumption of imported oil of
about 7.1 percent, according to Mr. De-
Loss, could mean a trade surplus once
‘again.

Mandatory energy conservation can
also help insure a proper distribution of
natural gas supplies. An allocation sys-
tem for this commodity is feasible and
necessary- to prevent the closing of fac-
tories, schools, and other users of natural
gas which are unable to find substitute
energy supplies.

A final and important aspect of Mr.
DeLoss’ testimony is that a program
of mandatory energy conservation would
reduce envirommental hazards inherent
in overzealous exploration and power-

plant construction programs. TUtility

companies have displayed a very consist-
ent tendency to maximize profits and
expand their plants at the cost of any
environmental or conservation consid-
erations. .

- Implementation of this type of long-

range plan could be accomplished.

through a variety of alternatives, all of
which deserve thorough examination and
cost-benefit analyses. What is clear to
me, at this point, is that President Ford’s
proposal of “price-rationing” is not the
answer; In fact, it can only serve to ag-
gravate an already serious situation.
~Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN. Mr. Chairman,
over the past several days I have taken
_ the time to carefully study the number
of energy proposals presented by the
President and the congressional leader-
ship, because I share the concerns of my
constituents in finding.the most efficient;
equitable, and economic means to re-
solve our energy problems. I have con-
cluded that, at this point, the President’s
plan represents a more practical ap-
proach to the total energy dilemmas than
the individual, “patchwork” proposals
presented in Congress thus far.

First, I want to set the record straight
on two points that I think the President,
and most of the Congress would agree
on:

There are no simple, overnight solu-
tions to our energy problems. We have
the capability to achieve energy inde-
pendence but reaching this goal will re-
quire commitment and cooperation.

Each of the energy alternatives we are
now considering will add to the cost of
energy, not only in economic terms, but
also in social and environmental con-
siderations. The days of cheap energy
-are over and from now on, energy will be
occupying a higher priority position on
our scale of social and economic values.

Why? )

Because several years ago, the United
States began moving from a position of

strength as a major energy-exporting

nation—one which produced enough
- energy to meet its own requirements and
sell energy to other countries on favor-
able economic terms—+to a position of in-
creasing energy dependence—a position
of economic vulnerability.
While demand for energy at home in-
creased enormously, the economic cli-

mate in the United States became less -

- favorable to the energy industry.
Through the regulation of natural gas, a
loosely administered oil imports program,
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and other related actions. the Federal
Government brought about a decline in

the domestic production of oil and gas,-
and energy companies began to expand -

their overseas operations where the
energy resources of 'other nations could
be favorably exploited to produce maxi-
mum energy supplies at the lowest pos-
sible costs.

As a result, until recently, Amenca.n
consumers have had access to cheap,
available energy supplies. But as a na-
tion, the United States has paid an aw-
fully high price, because our dependence
has left us dangerously vulnerable to in-
ternational boycotts and other economic
pressures, and consumers are now feeling

" the.pitch.

Consider these facts:

In 1970, the United States paid out $3
billion to foreign governments for im-
ported oil.

In 1974, oil imports cost the United
States $24 billion,

If we continue to import at present
levels, by 1977, foreign oil will cost the
United States an estimated $32 billion.

At the present time, the United States

imports about 38 percent of the petro-

leum it consumes.

If present trends continue, by 1977,
imports will constitute 50 percent of the
petroleum products consumed in the
United States. o

The implication of these facts is un-
mistakably clear. Our growing appetite
for foreign oil has accelerated the growth
of Inflation and made the United States
more vulnerable in world affairs. If this
trend is not halted and gradually re-
versed, there is no question but that the
United States will become a second-class

power, unable to maintain a stable econ- .

omy at home and unable to protect its
citizens from unacceptable compromises
in its dealings with other nations.

With this in mind, I think the Amer-
ican people can readily see why we can-
not wait any longer to reduce this de-
pendence.

What is the best course of action to
achieve our goal?

To answer this question, I want to
briefly compare the program outlined by
the President and measures proposed by
the leadership in the Congress. '

First, the President’s approach is far-
reaching and comprehensive. To meet in-
creasing energy costs, it provides a
means for reimbursing those hardest

~ hit—those on fixed incomes, the low- and

moderate-income wage-earner and the
small businessman—for those added
costs through a system of tax rebates and
incentives. The President’s program will
stimulate the accelerated development
and production of domestic energy re-
sources and production facilities to In-
sure that our national defense interests
are protected and that the American
consumer will have access to stable, se-
cure, and reasonably priced energy.
While it provides incentives to the en-
ergy industry to increase production,- it
would prevent the industry from taking
an unfair advantage through a windfall
profits tax. Finally, while encouraging
development of new energy sources and
supplies, the President’s plan offers in-
centives for energy conservation and
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brings environmental and economic.con-
siderations into balance, by recognizing

the fact that reliable and assured sources
of energy are absolutely essentia] if we

‘are to restore the required confidence in

the Investor and the job-creating enter-
prises of the private sector.

In short, the administration’s program
provides an across-the-board approach
for achieving energy independence—it 1s

‘an action plan for coping with short-

term energy problems as we move 1o
achieve long-range energy goals. -

To place the administration’s plan in
perspective, I see it this way—the in-
crease in energy costs is offset by a re--
duction -and/or rebate in taxes to the in-
dividual. The major gains for society
and the country as a whole come about
with the establishment of a positive en-

. ergy conservation program and by creat-

ing more incentives for energy produc-
tion, thus adding to supply. This, then,
will set in motion a trend toward produc-
tion, sale, and use of a more energy-effi-
clent automobile and/or the develop-
ment of a more comprehensive, efficient
and functional bus or mass transit sys-
tem. While the fuel may cost more, the
more efficient auto will use less fuel,
equalizing the overall cost to.the con-

sumer, cutting down on total fuel con- -

sumption and enabling each of us to
make "a personal contribution to energy
conservation and independence._Under
the administration’s program, decision-
making on energy choices is left in the
hands of the consumer, rather than in
the hands of a large, cumbersome, ineffi-
cient Government bureaucracy.

In addition and of utmost importance
is the fact that we are doing something
positive about checking the very dan-
gerous outflow of dollars to oil-producing
nations that is threatening our entire
monetary system and our balance of pay-
ments relating to international trade.

Finally, as this positive energy conser-
vation program talges effect, we will in-
crease our bargaining leverages in con-
cert with other energy-consuming na-
tions as we lessen our demand for and
dependence on the oil-producing nations’
supples. This reduction in demand could
have the affect of lowering the price of
crude ofl in the future—particularly as
we develop alternative energy sources.

All of this can and will add immeasur-
ably to America’s economic strength and
stability at home and throughout the
world.

What are the alternatives?

It has been suggested that individual
rationing of gasoline is a better and
fairer means of weaning ourselves away
from foreign oil, but now many in the
Congress who advocated rationing as an
alternative are backing off, because the
facts simply do not' support this con-
clusion.

Consider these points:

It has been estimated that to meet the
stated goal of saving 1 milllon barrels
per day, while assuring.adequate fuel for
business and iIndustry, each licensed
driver—who now uses an average of 50
gallons per month—would be limited to
36 gallons per month. For those drivers
who. would be required to purchase more
than the basic ration, the price of gaso-
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line could run as high as $1.75 per gal-

lon.

Rationing is a short-term solution to
dole out existing supplies of gasoline, put
it provides- no incentive for increasing
domestic oil supplies or development of
New energy sources.

- Rationing limits gasoline consumption
not through price but through prohibi-
tion, creating an artificial shortage and
encouraging people to “beat the system”
rather than conserve energy, and could
lead to development of a “black market”
or production and sale of counterfeit
ration coupons.

Gasoline consumption amounts to
about 40 percent of total petroleum use,
and as an energy conservation tool, ra-
tioning would not deal with the consump-
tion of other fuels, which also must be
reduced.

In a rationing system where each
driver receives the same number of cou-
pons, there is-no way that individual

needs and preferences or regional driving

patterns can be taken into consideration.
Rationing would involve the Govern-
ment even more in our individual lives

through more bureaucratic controls. It .

has been estimated that an effective ra-
tioning system would require 15,000 to
25,000 additional Government employees
and would cost ta.xpayers about $2 billlon
annually.

Finally, most of the ea.rller congres-
sional advocates of rationing are back-
ing away from support. Recently, the
Southern Governors came out against
rationing.

There are but a few of the consequences
that any plan to ration gasoline, no mat-
ter how well-intentioned, will have on

individual citizens, along with the long .

lines and delays we experienced during
last year’s fuel shortages.

Others have proposed plans offering a
“mixed bag” of oil import reductions and
‘quotas, petroleum allocations, rationing,
and increases in gas taXes to discourage
automobile use. Yet the proposals pre-
sented thus far offer no comprehensive
“package” for rebating higher fuel costs
to those on fixed incomes, low- and mod-
erate-income wage-earners and small
businessmen; no programs for increasing
energy supplies or developing new energy
sources; and no incentives for energy
conservation.

As my colleague in the Senate Mr.
GRIFFIN, 50 aptly stated, it has been well
over a year since the Arab oil embargo,
which cost the American consumer be-
tween $10 and $20 billlon, was first im-
posed, yet the leadership of the Congress
has done nothing to curtail or reduce for-
eign imports and alleviate the devastat-
ing .economic impact another embargo
could have on our sagging economy.

The President, on the other hand, has
proposed a specific action plan for
achieving energy independence, and
while I, like many others, have reserva-
tions about certain elements of the plan,
it seems to me that the President’s ap-
proach ‘does provide a basic framework
within which the Congress and the Presi-
dent can work out a mutually acceptable
compromise.

For this reason, I strongly believe that

taking action to negate the President’s -
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initiative to reduce foreign oil imports
is shortsighted and ill-advised, unless
and until the leadership is prepared to
offer a positive and constructive alterna-

‘tive.

As I see 1t, President Ford has taken an
important first step. The ball is now in

Congress’ court and every Member of the

House and Senate has the responsibility
of evaluating this proposal on its merits
free from partisan or political considera-
tions. These are serious times and de-
mand that we either accept this com-
prehensive energy package or come forth
with improvements or better alternatives.
I, for one, will reserve my options-and
work toward possible improving amend-
ments, but I will not be a party to delay
and procrastination on a question which
so vitally affects all Americans. Our fu-
ture, our economy, our people, and our
position of respect in this dangerous and
unstable world are all key factors de-
pendent on the Congress’ and the Presi-
dent’s cooperative and positive action.

It seems to me that if the Congress-

wants to demonstrate to the American
people that it is serious about dealing
effectively with our energy dilemma, we
ought to be dealing with the entire ques-
tion in as comprehensive a manner as it
has been put before us in the President’s
proposed Energy Independence Act of
1975. To do otherwise places us in the
position of being part of the ‘problem
rather than part of the solution.

Mr. O’'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of  this legislation to
suspend for 90 days the authority of the
President to increase import fees, tariffs,

or quotas® on petroleum and refined .
- products.

I heartily’ commend Chairman .AL
UrLMan and the members of the Ways
and Means Committee for their coura-
geous and expeditious consideration of
this bill. The President’s plan to increase
oil import fees, coupled with an excise
tax on domestic crude oil, will have a
severe inflationary impact and will
worsen the Nation’s recessionary econ-
omy. Chairman UrimaN has clearly
pointed out In the debate today- that
there are other more desirable alterna-
tives to the President’s inflationary en=
ergy tax program which must and will
be considered by this Congress. The
President’s Executive order would pre-
empt these alternatives. .

This temporary legislation is desper-
ately needed if we are to avert a
worsening of our economic difficulties.
I urge all my colleagues to endorse thxs
measure and vote aye.

David Rosenbloom, of the Parkman
Center for Urban Affairs, has conducted
for me a research project on the impact
of the President’s tax and energy pro-
posals on residents of Boston. The re-
sults of this research point out graphi-
cally that the President’s action will place
unfair burdens on certain regions of the
Nation, particularly in the New England
States, which are most dependent upon
imported fuel oil. I include Mr. Rosen-
bloom’s report for the benefit of my
colleagues: .

If President Ford’s economic program be-
comes law, the real income of almost every
family in Boston will decline in 1975. Fami-
lies living near or below the poverty line and

-
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older people living on social security will be
particularly hard hit, The 20% of Boston's
familles with incomes below $5000 a year
will lose almost $400 in buying power in the
next year. If the President’s proposais are
fully adopted, older individuals living alone
on social security will lose almost 10% of
their buying power. Couples living on social
security will see.4.6% of their buying power
erode.

If the earnings of workers in the city re-
main steady during the next year despite
the recession the average working family in
Boston. (four people with an income of $10,-
000) will take about a $650 cut in real pay.
If worker’s incomes decline, as they did in
the last quarter of 1974, families will be even
worse off. If they get a 5% pay raise for 1975,
the average family will be worse off at the
end of the year than it is now.

Further, rather than meet its objective of
stimulating the economy out of the current
recession, the President’s program will
weaken the economy of the city of Boston
and threaten the abllity of state and local
government to hold the line on taxes. De-
splte the recesslon, vigorous efforts by local
government and private developers have led
to scheduling more than one billion dollars
in new construction in Boston for 1975. The
higher interest rates that will result from
the President's program threaten this job
creating construction and provide the likeli-
hood of even higher unemployment.

The energy tax package proposed by the
President is a direct challenge to State and
local government’s efforts to hold the line on
tax increases. For example, the tax rate in
the city of Boston will rise by $8.40 per thou-
sand if the city is forced to pass on to tax
payers the entire burden of price Increases
expected to result from the energy tax pro-
gram.

These conclusions emerge from an analysis
of the impact of the President’s proposals on
Boston resldents the sections which follow
indicate how the conclusions were reached.

ELEMENTS IN THE PROJECTIONS

“Expected gains in income—During past re-

cessions, money income has held about steady
because of increases in government support
payments llke social security and welfare.
However, money income actually declined
during the last quarter of 1974 for workers
in Massachusetts and there are continuing
rumors that welfare and unemployment pay-
ments may be reduced if the' numbers of
people who need help continue climbing. On
the other hand people earning higher salaries
in® service and professional jobs have not yet
been hit hard by the recession. Thus it is
very difficult to predict if and how much
money income will rise for Boston familles
next year. A different projection is made for
each income group and is explalned in the
detailed presentation.

The 1974 Tax rebate—The President has
proposed that 129% of 'all personal income
taxes, up to $1000 a family be rebated in two
payments during 1975. This will represent
an increase in the income of everyone who
paid taxes on 1974 income.

The .permanent tax rate reduction—The
President has proposed permanent reductions
In the personal tax rates. These new rates
will put more money in  most people’s
pockets. The effects of these reductions are
calculated for each of the typical income
groups studied from IRS projections.

Low income payment—The $80 payments
proposed by the President were added to the
incomes of the poorest groups examined.

The expected rate of inflation—There are
two elements in the President’s proposals
that will'cause prices to go up. They are 1)
the continuing impact on the inflation al-
ready in the economy and 2) the impact of
the new energy taxes themselves. To assess
the net impact of the Presldent’s programs
on Boston famlilies, a projection of the con-
tinuing inflation had to be made. The rate

i
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of inflation In the United States during 1974
was 129%. That could have been continued
as the projection for 1975. However, prior to
the President’s proposals a consensus seemed
to be emerging among economists that the
rate of Inflation for 1975 would be some-
where between 8% and 10%. There was noth-
ing in the President’s proposals to indicate
an easing of inflationary pressures. In fact,
the heavy federal borrowing that will be
needed to pay for the large deficits may well
add new pressure. The projection for con-
tinuing Inflation used in this report is the
lowest of those made for the year prior to
the Presldent’s proposals. (The effect of
choosing a low projection is to make the
estimates more conservative or lower than
they may actually turn out to be. -

Additional home heating costs—The Presi-

dent has proposed new taxes on imported oil,
new fees on domestic oll and steps that will
increase natural gas prices. To calculate the
likely impact on Boston familles, the antici-
pated increase of 12 cents per gallon was mul-
tiplied by the average number of gallons of

oil used by Boston famllies. The result was -

about $200 a year or a 329 increase in the
cost of heating a home in Boston.

Curiously, this was lower than the estimate
of 8250/year increased home heating costs is-
sued by the White House. Thus the estimate
used in this report may be consérvative.

Additional electricity costs—New England

imports almost 90% of the oil used to gen-"

erate electricity. The costs of fuel is passed
directly along to consumers. Thus an increase

of $3 a barrel on the price of fuel will show -

up in higher electric bills very quickly. Bos-
. ton residents can expect another 20% in-
crease in thelr fuel bills over the course of
next year. This is a somewhat lower estimate
than the.national forecast of 25% made by
the Edison Institute to account for the phas-
ing of the tax and price increases over the

— -- next few months,

Possible increase in state and local tazes—
The federal government can run a deficlt in
bad times, but state and local governments
can not. When their costs rise or incomes fall
they must elther cut services or increase
taxes. The energy proposals alone will prob-
ably mean an inflation of about 4% for the
Boston clty government and 8.3% for the

" Commonwealth government. The possible in-
creases are calculated according to the share
of local and state taxes now paid by differ-
ent income groups. In fact, both the city and
state governments are committed to not rais-
Inig taxes during the next year, and they will
try very hard to offset the price increases
caused by the President’s program. However,
if the city of Boston s forced to pass its en-

ergy related cost increases along to taxpayers

the ,tax rate in the city would go up about
) $8.40/thousand.

These flgures take into account the extra

money the Commonwealth and clty will get
from the federal government to help them
pay thelr higher fuel bills. Boston’s share of
the special appropriation will be about §6
milllon, but 1ts added costs will bé about $21
.million. The possible increases calculated in
this report make up for the difference.
’ LOW-INCOME FAMILIES i
More than 209 of Boston’'s families have
incomes of less than $5,000 a year. Since
many in this group already rely-on-unem-
ployment or welfare funds, they can look
forward to no increases in income during
1976. In fact, there have been several press
reports that welfare and unemployment
benefits may be cut back as a result of the
recession. This group of families did not pay
much in federal taxes in 1974, so the rebate
will give them only about $12. The perma-
nent tax cut will help them because they
wlll no longer pay any federal income taxes.
This will increase their income by about $100
a year. The payment to low income people
will give each family another $80 or $160-de-
pending on whether one or two adults are
present. Thus, theaPreslden?’s proposals will
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put up to $270 into the hands of our poorest
familles. However, the continuing infiation,
and the added costs of home heating oll and
electriclty resulting from the President’s en-

-ergy tax program will cost them about $622
‘during 1976 and possible increases In state
~ and local taxes related to the cost of energy

would cost them $35. Thus the poorest fam-
ilies in Boston will see the value of their in-

comes shrink by almost §400 during 1975, if —~

the President’s proposals are adopted. |

Impact of the President’s proposals on a
Boston low-income family of four -

Present adjusted gross income_.____ $5, 000
Expected gain in income. 1]
1974 tax rebate_____._.._ 12
Permanent tax cut-.-_-_ 98
Low Income payment____________.___ 160
Total additions to income_____ 270
Expectéd infiation at 8 p'ercent ______ 400
Additional home heating costs. 200
Additional electricity costs_.__..____ 22
Possible increase in State and local
tAXeS e mmeameeee 36
Total reductions o income..._. 857
Net loss for year-. ... 387

Expected real income at end of year-. 4,613

Loss in real income during year_.___
MODERATE-INCOME FAMILIES

The median family income in Boston 1is
now around $10,000 for a family of four. The
heads of most of these households are still
employed. In normal times people in this
income” group can expect their incomes to
increase every year. However, in the last
quarter of 1974, money income actually de-
clined in Massachusetts and it is therefore
impossible to predict & rise in income for
this group in 1975. This large group of fam-
{lies will benefit from the tax proposals made
by the President. The rebate will bhe worth
about $104 and the,tax cut an additional
$349. As with the poorer families, however,
inflation and increased heat and electricity

costs and state and local taxes make this -

group of families lose about $650 dollars in
real income, this Is the equivalent of taking
a 6.6% cut In pay during the next year.

Many working families have raised their
incomes by having- both adults work full
or part time. Thus many families in the city
now make about $15,000 a year. Even if these
families' incomes stay steady during this
recession, they too will be net losers at the
end of the year. The family of four which
makes $15,000 in 1974 in Boston can expect
to take a pay cut of about 7.5% by the end
of 1975 if the President’s proposals have the
predicted effect.

Impact of the Preside;t's proposals orR a
Boston moderate-income family of four
Present.adjusted gross income___.__._
Expected gain In income€ooo—o..___ 0

1974 tax rebate..______._ 104
Permarent tax cut_.- 349
Low income payment 0
- Total additions to Income.__.._ 463
Expected infiation at 8 percent_._. 800
Additional home heating costs._..__ 200
Additional electrieity-costs..__.____ 36
Possible increase in State and local
bAXES e _ T4
Total reductions to income.._ 1,110
Net loss for year—____.__..__ - 857
‘Expected real income at end of year_ 9, 343
Percent loss in real income during
JEAT e e 6.5%

HIGHER INCOME FAMILIES

Even higher income families in the city
making $20,000 and continuing to increase

7%
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their income will suffer losses during 1975.
Many of these families have not yet been
hit by the recesslon. Their heads of house-
holds are often In service or professional
jobs. They may be able to keep their jobs
and even get modest pay Increases In 1975.
By the end of the year, however, they will
probably have real incomes that are about
2.5% smaller than what they have now.

Impact of the President’s proposals on a
Boston middle-income family of four

Present adjusted gross income____.__ $15, 000
Expected gain In income_-coce_. 0
1974 tax rebate_-..... - 204
Permanent tax cut__. 221
Low income payment....ocoecaaoan 0
Total additions to income_._. 425
Expected inflation at 8 percent__._ 1,200
Additional home heating-costs... 200
Additional electricity costs_.._.<_._ 36
Possible increase in State and local
723 (- S U, 113
Total reductions to Income.. 1,549
_ Net loss for year-——— - 1) 124
. Expected real income at end of year. 13,876
Percent loss In real income during
b0 Y 7.5%

1mpact of the Prestaent’s proposals on a
Boston high-income family of four

Present adjusted gross income.______ $20, 000
Expected gain in income.._- 21,000
1974 tax rebate.-_ .- - 319
Permanent tax cut__._.-- - 210
- Low income payment. . .. _ac_ooa- 0
Total additions to income____ 1,529
Expected inflation at 8 percent_____._ 1, 600
Additional home heating costs.... 200
Additional electricity costSocmoao-. 60
Possible increase in State and local
taXes o e eciim——— 124
Total reductions to income._. 1,:984 .
Net loss for year_ ccomeoeoo- 455
Expected real income at end of year. 19,545
Percent loss in real income during
VOBY o mmmem 2.3%

" PEOPLE LIVING ON SOCIAL SECURITY

Twelve percent of Boston’s population is
over 65. Most of these people depend on social
security payments for .their income. Cur-
rently they are scheduled to receive a 9%
incerase in payments during 1975. Under the
President’s plan this increase would be re-
duced to 5%. When the Increased costs grow-
ing from the Persident's program and con-
tinued inflation -are totaled, individuals liv-
ing alone on social security will suffer a 9.4%
‘loss In Income in 1975 and couples will suffer
a 4.69 loss. : ’

Impact of the President’s proposals on a Bos-
ton elderly individual living alone on social

security
Annual»socia.l security benefits______ 82, 244
Cost of llving increase at 9 percent.__ 202
Tax rebate 0
Tax cut___._____ 0
Income payment 80
Total ‘Additions to Income.__._ 282
Scheduled cost-of-living increase:
Expected inflation at 8 percent... 180
Proposed cost-of-living reduction to
6 percent____ . __ oo . 90
~ Additional home heating costs 200
Addjtional electricity costs..____.. 22
Possible increase in state and local
R - 5. - S S - 0
N o Bre—t——
Total reduction to income..._- 492
Net loss for-year—ovea——eea--a 210
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’ I‘mpact of the President’s proposals on ¢ Bos-.
ton elderly individual living alone on soctal
security—Continued

Expected real income at end-of year- $2,034

Percent loss in real incofme during -
Year oo m——— e 9.4%

Impact of the President’s proposals on a Bos-
ton elderly couple living alone on social
security . .

Annual soclal security benefits.____ $3, 864

Cost-of-living Increase at 9 percent._._ 348

0

)]

160

- 508

Expected inflation at 8 percent_..... 309
Proposed cost-of-living reduction to

5 percent 155

Additional home heating costs_._..__ - 200

Additional electricity costs_..______ 22
Possible increase in State and local

taXES e 0

r —

Total reduction to income.._. 686

Net Loss for year_..__.________ 178

Expected real income at end of year 3,686

Percent loss in real lncome during
VAL - e 4.6%
IMPACT ON THE LOCAL ECONOMY

~ The President hopes his’program will jolt

the country out of the current recession by
stimulating private consuilmption and major
investment in. new construction and equip-
ment. The Wharton econometric model of the
economy predicts that the President’s pro-
posal will not stimulate the economy as a
whole. The prospect for Boston 1s also grim.

The Ford program threatens progress in
Jobs and economic development in Boston.
There are no provisions to marshall savings
and mortgage money for badly needed hous-
ing, though many people may put their re-
bates in the bank. There are no measures
to channel urgently needed credit for pri-
vately funded urban development. As a re-
sult, new housing construction in Boston in
1975 is likely to experlence one of the poorest
years In recent times. Further, one or two of
Boston's most prestigious prospects for major
private commercial developments scheduled
for construction in 1975 are experiencing sert-
ous difficulty in obtaining short-term bank
financing. The higher interest rates expected
as a result of federal deficits may halt these
and other projects.”

Despite the llmited means at its disposal,
the City of Boston has been doing its part
to .mobllize resources.for jobs, development
and expanding opportunities through public
investment 1in community facilities. In addi-~

* tion to enhancing the city as a place to work
and live, these capital improvements ‘en-
courage a large private investment commit-
ment to the future of the city and provide
hundreds of constructive jobs.

The capital Iimprovement progra.m s
financed by long term bonds. In the past
year, the city’s bond rating has been im-
proved twice as testimony to its. improved
fiscal management. The higher interest and
construction costs facing the city as a result
of the President’s proposal may reverse this
progress ‘and add more than $20 million to

the ultimate cost- of the 1975 capital con-

struction program. However, if the program
1s stretched out of cut back, jobs will be
lost and unemployment will go even higher
than-it is now.
INCENTIVES FOR ENERGY CONSERVATION .

By ralsing the cost of energy, the Presi-
dent hopes to reduce its use and our reliance
‘on foreign energy sources. He believes that
the higher prices of oil will make people
.conserve more than they do now. While
higher prices may well provide real incentive
toward energy conservation, it Is not true
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that the demand for home heating and elec-
tricity consumption are entirely elastic ac-
cording to price. In fact, during a cold spell,
it mgy be easler to give something else up
and pay the higher heat bill than to be cold.

Energy conservation in homes and institu- -

tions is more likely to be effected by Invest-
ments that increase the efficiency of heating
systems and reduce the need for oil, gas and
electriclty. To encourage such Investments
the President has proposed a tax credit of
16% (up to $150) of the cost of installing
insulation and storm‘ windows on homes. It
may be possible to take the credit in each
of the next three years enabling a pérson to
recover up to 45% of the cost of these energy
saving home improvements.

Home owner-occupants in Boston may be
eligible for an additional 20% subsidy on the
costs of these improvements when the hous-
ing Improvement program announced by the
Mayor goes into effect. Under this program,
owner-occupants in. Boston will be eligible
for rebates on the. cost of many home im-
provements including insulation and storm
windows.

With these Incentives, It will be cheaper
for Boston home owners to install insulation
and storm windows than to pay higher prices
for home heating oil. Initial calculations
indicate that most improvements will pa.y
for themselves in one year.

CONCLUSION

The net impact of the President’s pro-
posals on residents of Boston will be nega-
tive. They will be called upon to make sacri-
fices in the quality of life they lead, without
any real prospect that the inflation and re-

- cession. in the economy will be ended.

Mr. Chairman, even Mr, Sawhill has

‘Indicated that the Ford administration’s

energy policies discriminate against. New
England. If President Ford’'s import fee
is implemented, it could eventually cost
the six-State -region $800 million an-
nueally in higher oil prices.” - .

I include for my colleagues David
Nyhan’s article in today’s Boston Globe
in which Mr. Sawhill very poignantly

.shows how counterproductive is an en-

ergy program that adversely affects the
economies, 'environment, State policies
and programs of the Northeast section
of . this country. Mr. Nyhans a.rticle
follows:

SAWHILL CALLS U.S. ENErGY PoLiciEs Ripic- -

ULOUS AND UNFAIR TO NORTHEAST -
(By David Nyhan)

WASHINGTON.—John Sawhill, who was
eased out of the nation’s top energy job by
the Ford Administration, sald yesterday the
Administration’s energy-economy policles
are “absolutely ridiculous” and unfalrly pe-
nalize New England.

‘I think New England is being dlscrlml-
nated against,” sald Sawhill, former head of
the Federal Energy Administration. He called
Mr. Ford’s oil import tariff fees a hastily-con-
cocted program, and said “I don’t know any-
body who would disagree with that position.”

New Englanders In Congress are trying to
overturn the oll import fee, charging the
scheme Mr. Ford implemented last Saturday
could eventually cost the slx-state region
$800 million annually in higher oll prices.

Sawhill sald the Administration is shying.

away from tackling head-on the need to con-
serve gasoline, and that it is moving to revive
the aillng auto industry, hurt badly by
slumping sales and massive layoffs.

“I think the Michigan Mafia is at work,”
he sald, in apparent reference to the fact
that President Ford, his top economic aide
L. William Seidman, and his closest Senate
friend, minority whip Robert Griffin, are
all from the home base of the auto indus-
try.

“My own perception -is that the economic
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policy and the energy policy were put to-_
gether separately and are not coordinated, "
he sald. Sawhill is in the running for an ap-
pointment by congressional Democrats to
head the new Congressional Budget Office.

“My own concern is that the energy pol-
lcies will negate the economic policies. The
No. 1 problem is recession—we have to do
everything we can to get people back to
work. And scooping $50 billlon out of the
economy (under the Ford economic pro-
gram) is not the way to do 1t.”

Asked If he was forced out of the Ad- -

ministration because of his views, Sawhill
said, “Oh, yes, I felt very strongly about
this,” i

“What we need to do is not have a crash
program to reduce oill usage—that 1is too
tough on the economy—but we should have
a long-range.program to change the life-style
and consumption habits of the American
people, and put that in place now.”

He criticized the underpinnings of the Ad-
ministration’s ofl 1import fee approach,
which- alms to curb oil Imports by one mil-
lion barrels a day in its first year. *“I've
never seen any justification for (the target
of) V3ne million barrels a day,” Sawhill said.

e are spiralling down -into the worst
recession since World War II,” he sald add-
ing that unemployment will probably be

- worse than the Administration predictions of

at least six million unemployed through
1980.

As far as New England’s dependence -on
oll, which is greater than the nation's as a
whole, he said, “Frankly, I think you just
can't have that kind of program which has
that regional impact. What we need 1s not
a sharp reduction right now (of imported
oil) but to put in place policies that will
curb long-term consumption nationally.”

Concerning the rebate structure, under
which the Administration claims New Eng-
land will pay no more for its oil, than, the
rest of the nation, Sawhill sald: “I don't
think anybody understands it.”

He said, “the basic flaw (with the Presi-
dent’s program) 1is that it is asking for too
much too soon” in terms of restricted ofl
imports. .

Sawhill proposes a modest gasoll.ne tax,
such as 5 cents a gallon now, and phas-
ing in 5 cents more each year so that in four
years gasollne would carry a tax of about
25 cents a gallon. This would not disrupt
the economy, he sald, and would give the
public time to prepare for it.

“I favor things like a mandatory require-
ment that new cars get at least 20 miles per
gallon, mandatory thermal standards for
new buildings (to conserve heat loss), subsi-
dies for installation of storm windows .and

insulation, and substantial tax credits’ to -

induce energy conservation.
Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in

strong support of H.R. 1767, a bill to

delay for 90 days the President’s author-
ity to Increase tariffs on imported oil.

I want to'commend the chairman and
members of the Ways and Means Com--
mittee for their hard work and expediti-
ous action in bringing.this measure to
the floor at such an early date. In my
opinion, prompt and overwhelming pas-
sage of H.R. 1767 is vital if we are to
avoid a severe rekindling, in the form
of higher home heating oil and gasoline
prices, of our dangerously high level of
inflation.

On January 23, President Ford by Ex-

ecutive order, increased oil import fees
under authority granted him by the
Trade Expansion Act of 1962. The fee in-
crease began at $1 a barrel for lmported
crude on Fébruary 1, is scheduled to rise
to $2 on March 1, and to $3 by April 1.

A Library of Congress study estimates

! -]
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that all the administration’s energy pro--

posals could cost consumers an additional
$50 billion. this year, and the tax on im-
ported crude oil alone could cost $12.6
billion. The study concluded that the
ripple effect of the higher petroleum
prices might cause inflation to continue
at a 12-percent rate for all of 1975. This
is completely unacceptable to me as I am
sure it is to the vast majority of Ameri-
cans.

It is significant to note that the Pres-
ident issued the oil import fee ‘procla-
mation without the benefit of a public
hearing on the effects of such a tax and
without public or cengressional review
of the decision, the criteria used in
reaching the decision, or the possible al-
ternative methods of energy conserva-
tion.

While we all agree that the goal of
energy cohservation is laudable, adding
more to the price of necessities like home
heating oil at this time will only con-
tribute to the inflationary spiral, increase
the recession, and not guarantee any
fuel savings.

Price increases for home heating oil

and gasoline will make life much. less -
. tolerable for the millions of citizens. who -

cannot do without these products. They
will have no altermative but to. pay the
higher prices.

All Americans share the President's
goals of implementing a national fuel
conservation program and reaching na-
.tional self-sufficiency in this area. How-
ever, I urge my colleagues to join me
today in sending a clear message to the
White House that these goals cannot be
reached through higher energy prices.

Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, we do not
-want the Arabs, or any nation, to dic-
tate our foreign policy.

For this reason, we absolutely must
adopt an energy program to reduce our
dependence on OPEC oil imports.

Furthermore,” demonstrating  to the
world our ability and determination to
- deal with our own massive waste of oil
and energy is a matter of the greatest
urgency. The best chance to achieve
international cooperation 'in reducing
the world price of oil is right now while
a worldwide recession is causing a sub-
. stantial cut in international demand.

I am not convinced that President
Ford’s program is the fairest or wisest
or best program for this‘Nation, and I
do not intend to acquiesce in accepting
the administration’s plan or any plan.
In fact, I want Congress to make the
final decision on any plan. This is a re-
sponsibility we must not ignore.

~In this connection, the vote today is

hot a vote of approval or disapproval
for the President’s plan. It is a question
of adopting a temporary plan—and only
a small part of a comprehensive plan at
that—until Congress provides, as we
must, a better plan.

I think it is important to also point
out that the bill we are considering,

"H.R. 1767, does far more than simply
stay for 90 days any change in tariffs on
~imported oil. This legislation would pre-
vent the President from taking “any
other import adiustment action;” as
stated on page 1 of H.R. 1767. The re-
sult is to strip the President of his au-

N
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oil by putting the squeeze on the middle -

thority even to impose an import quota,
a step which has been called for by many
economists and Members of Congress of
both parties. To weaken ourselves to
this extent is a dangerous and irrespon-
sible action.

Mr. Chairman, the American people
agree that we need a tough conservation

‘plan. Only last week I mailed a question-

naire to my constituents asking their
opinion on these issues. One question

in particular that I asked is as follows: '

The President’s goal is to cut oil imports
by 2,000,000 barrels a day by 1977, to re-
duce our dependence on Arab oil. Obviously,
considerable sacrifices will have to be made to
do this. In prlnciple, do you support this
goal‘J

My constituents are answering “yes” to
this question by a 3-to-1 margin. It ap-
pears they realize the necessity for a
tough and responsible enexrgy conserva-
tion goal.

I believe what we need iIs a ca,refully
planned strategy to meet this goal. It
must be one the American people can
understand and support. It must make
clear, as will be true of any plan, that
sacrifices will be required and what those
sacrifices will be. Assuredly they will
cause changes in the lifestyle and habits
of all Americans. This is why the final
plan we in Congress adopt must give
Americans a chance to make an orderly
change in our lifestyle. A plan which
touches off a pattern of disruption is to-
tally unacceptable. Just as important, we
must not adopt any plan that would per-
mit a rip-off by oil companies.

It is my hope that the result of our
actions here today will not be to destroy
the initiative and incentive for Congress
to develop a fair and effective plan, but
rather to insure that we will meet our
responsibilities to the American people

to provide the participation and leader--

ship in quickly enacting an energy pro-
gram the American people will support.

That is why I must vote “no” on H.R.
1767, the resolution to suspend for 90
days the President’s power to set tariffs or
take other actions to control the massive
outflow of American dollars for foreign
oil imports.

Mr. FORD of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of H.R.
1767. I address this body because of
many- questions I have concerning 'the
economic policies proposed by the White
House. We are, as we all-know, in a situ-
ation in which. we are faced with the
twin demons of inflation and recession.
We are also in a situation in which we
have been told that our energy resources
are in short supply. Clearly, it is a time
for some action. The question before us
is, What kind of action is in order?

I think the answer that we must come
up with must be based on a clear under-
standmg of our goals and our priorities.
What is it we are trying to accomplish?
Are we trying to keep foreign oil out of
the United States? Are we trying to re-
duce unemployment? Are we trying to
cut down on the use of our energy re-
sources? The reason. we must.state our
priorities is that one action may move us
toward one goal at the expense of an-
other. We may slow down inflation and
cause unemployment. We may conserve

-H 589.

and lower income_American.

Besides getting clear our own priori- -

ties and goals, ‘we'must ask and then an-
swer, Who is going to pay the prices for
our proposals to solve our problems? Are
the poor going to suffer the most? Will
the burden be on the shoulders of the
middle class? Or will every American pay
his or her fair share?

President Ford, during the fall of 1974
and since the. first of this year, has given
us many, many proposals for our con-
sideration. Some of these he himself has
retracted. He is no longer advocating a
surtax. He is now proposing the oppo-
site—a tax rebate. He is no longer telling
us to whip inflation now. He is talking
about the recession we are in.and which
we have been in for some time. Like his
ill-advised surtax, I believe he wijll re-
consider some of the proposals he has
now made to us. -

Foremost of the proposals we ought to
reject is the $3 per barrel tax on domes-
tic crude oil and the removal of a price
ceiling on presently existing crude oil in
the United States. Such proposals which
would raise the price of fuel and gasoline
would be an unfair burden to the aver-
age American and a. hardship to the
poor.

According to the White House figures,
the price increases would cost the aver-
age American family at least $400 per
year. According to Robert A. Gordon,
president of the American -Economic
Association, the rise in oil prices would
add about 4 percent to the inflation rate
as reflected in the Consumer Price In-
dex. If this is correct, a rise in fuel prices

-

would be both inflationary and increase .

unemployment. President Ford’'s ideas
are both inflationary and increase’ un-
~employment. President Ford’s ideas are
but another example of the kind of
thinking that has given America both
inflation and recession. We have paid
heed to that thinking long enough.

But infiation and recession aside, we
have no reason to believe that a new
tax on oil coupled with a lifting of the
price ceiling on oil will serve what has
been its stated purpose. It will not be a
step toward real conservation of our
energy resources.

The increase in oil and gas prices will
not conserve energy resources signifi--
cantly at the same time that it will cost

the average American family $400 and’

add at least 4 percent to infiation.

The President’s proposals which would
lead to higher fuel prices would do two
things in addition to what I have men-
tioned which America cannot .and
should not tolerate. Granted that the
very rich can buy fuel at almost any
price and granted that the very poor
cannot buy it at any price. What about
the vast majority of Americans who will
continue to buy fuel even if the price
rises, but who do not have money in lim-
itless supply? These people, in order to
continue to have the freedom of their
own cars, the convenience of going when
and where they please, and the comfort
of their own homes—these homes in or-
der to maintain their good life are go-
ing to stop going to restaurants, stop
buying new clothes, not buy a new car
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or go to movies, and so on. In short, the
result of a tax increase on gas will be
to take money from many segments of
the economy and give it to the giant oil
companies.

That means further economic imbal-
ance. It means unemployment and more
profits to the oil companies which are
now making record profits in this time
of suffering for the average Americans.
I will not stand for this.

I suppose it could be argued that the
President's policy would bring revenue

into the Government Treasury. As the

demand for energy is inelastic, surely, it
would be an effective tax measure. But
what good is it if it is used to pay for
unemployment? What good is a tax in-
crease if it is inflationary? What is worse,

what should we say about a tax that is-

unfair because it does not tax people in

proportion to their ability to pay. A tax -

on gas Is regressive. It asks those who
can least afford to pay more than their
share.

Now, I know that there are 1nequities
in every system. I know also that we will
always have some people in this coun-
try who are richer than others and some
who are poorer than others. But I galso
know this: the American people in their
fight to improve our economy are will-
g to sacrifice and pay their dues. But
they are not willing to get behind any
program that is unfair. The President’s
program is just that. I know also that
I will never support any program which
makes the rich richer, and the poor
poorer. The tax on crude oil and the
lifting of the ceiling on oil prices would
do just that. .So I reject it and urge the

House to do the same. If the Government

asks to increase rather than to reduce
inequity, then we are no longer a gov-
ernment of the people. Let us reject the
idea of increasing fuel prices.

Mr. . Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to H.R. 1767 which
would suspend for 90 days the President’s
authority to adjust petroleum imports
under the Trade Expansion Act.

Although I am deeply concerned about
the impact of the President’s imposition
of increased fees on imported oil, par-
ticularly in my own region of New
England which has already borne a dis-
proportionate share of the energy con-
-servation and cost burden, I am even
more concerned about the lack of a seri~-

-ous and intensive effort to reduce U.S.
dependency upon foreign oil.

Since last winter’s Arab oil 'embargo,
the Congress has had ample opportunity
to enact a comprehensive program to
achieve energy self-sufficiency. Indeed,
the House could have taken steps toward
preventing the crisis which resulted from
that embargo as early as 1971 had they
not defeated a bill which I cosponsored to
establish a special congressional commit-
tee to study -all aspects of our energy
situation and the crisis that even then
was evident.

Even today, the criticism directed at
the President’s program has failed to
produce an equally effective alternative
proposal. For this reason, I intend to vote
‘against this bill which would simply pro-
long the delay in taking action that is
badly needed. I would also point out that
much of the criticism against the Presi-
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dent’s program seems to be emanating
from those who have advocated gasoline
rationing, which I strongly oppose.

This decision was not easily made. In
fact, immediately following the Presi-
dent’s speech, in keeping with my well-
known fight against a continuing
abrogation of congressional powers, 1
joined in cosponsoring a 'bill to require
congressional approval of tariffs on
petroleum imports. However, as it be-
comes more and more apparent that this
Congress is not prepared to assume its
responsibilities in enacting a compre-
hensive energy program and the situa-
tion continues to worsen, I am convinced
that mere negative reaction to the Presi-
dent’s program and delaying tactics will
serve no useful purpose.

Furthermore, having read the min-
ority views in the committee report to-
gether with the appendix to those views,
I am convinced that the Implications
of the President’s program have at least
been carefully studied- with particular
attention given to the threat to our na-
tional security if our dependence upon
imported oil is not substantially reduced.

Faced with this evidence, I am con-
strained to oppose this delaying tactic
and urge my colleagues to address them-
selves to positive effective action which I
will gladly support.

In my view, the Congress should move
forward on efforts to improve our long-
range energy situation by passing leg-
islation to permit expanded use of our
own_abundant coal resources, to accel-
erate the construction of  environ-
mentaly acceptable nuclear powerplants,
to open up the Elk Hill§ Petroleum Re-
serves, to move ahead with offshore drill-
ing, .and to develop solar, geothermal,
and other alternate sources of energy.
Only by such :broad-based, concreted
action will we effectively reduce our
dependence on imported oil and move
forward to a real solution to our energy
problems.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to take a few moments to make
some brief comments supporting my de-
cision to vote for H.R. 1767, to delay for
90 days the President’s authority to in-
crease the tariff on imported eoil and
against H.R. 2634 -to increase the na-
tional debt from $495 billion to $531 bil-
liori through June 30, 1975.

First of all, I want to thank the man-
agers of the legislation for showing the
wisdom to separate the oil tariff bill
from the debt ceiling provisions. These
are separate questions which we should
have the opportunity to so consider.

. ' I have stated many times that if we

are to develop an effective energy pro-
gram that the vast majority of Ameri-
cans will have confidence in—because the
sacrifices are fair and shared—that our
best hope was through cooperation not
confrontation between the Congress and
the administration. »
«  Unfortunately the President,
desire to give the appearance of action,
has chosen unwisely to exercise his au-
thority under the Trade Expansion Act
of 1862 to increase import tariffs by $1 a
barrel effect last- Saturday and by like
ameunts on March 1 and April 1.

I am not so much voting against the
tariff increases as against the manner
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in which it is being presented. Frankly
there is much in both the President’s:
energy program that troubles me and in
the response of the Democratic leader-
ship.

But I do not consider the differences
irreconcilable. Our action in delaying
for 90 days the President’s authority to
unilaterally impose an increase will give
both his advisors and the Congress the
short delay necessary to determine how
such a hike fits in to an overall energy
strategy.

On the question of raising the public
debt limit by $36 billion to a level of $531
billion, I am compelled to register a pro-
test.

We are in this budget box because we
have historically failed to make cuts in
better economic years or to enact legis-
lation to restructure an inequitable tax
system.

Put bluntly, we have simply poorly
managed our economy and are reaping
the unpleasant benefits of budget defi-
cits fn 14 of the past 15 years.

It took 186 years for the Federal budget
to reach $100 billion, a line it crossed in
1962, but then only 9 more years to reach
$200 billion. Now, 4 years later, we are
breaking the $300 billion budget barrier,
rolling up deficits of $36 billion in 1975
and the projected, staggering $51.9 bil-
lion deficit next fiscal year.

I am.appalled, Mr. Speaker, by the ad-

- ministration’s request for a debt limit of

$604 billion through June 30, 1976, and
an annual debt service of $33 billion.

My vote against this new debt ceiling
is a vote for tax reform this year and for
budget cuts which I believe this Congress
can make in reviewing the President's
recommended 1976 budget which reached
us'this past.Monday.

‘Weé are indeed fortunate this year in
having just selected an excellent group
of colleagues to serve on the Budget Com-
mittees in the House and Senate.

I am confident that this 94th Congress
is going to have much to say about pri-
orities and what cuts can be made in the
budget recommendations.

We are no longer a rubberstamp Con-
gress when it comes to the Federal budget
and I have no intention of conceding
that we need to be a rubberstamp Con-
gress whenever the administfation feels
it can pass off mismanagement by rais-
ing the national debt.

Mr. ULLMAN. NMr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
bill is considered as having been read
for amendment. No amendments are in
order to the bill except amendments re-
lating to the authority of the President
under section 232 of the Trade Expan-
sion Act of 1962.

Theé bill reads as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of ihe United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, during
the period beginning on the date of the
enactment of this Act and ending at the
close of the ninetieth day thereafter, noth-
ing in section 232(b) of the Trade Expan-
sion Act of 1962 (19 U.S.C. 1862(b)) or in
any other provision of law shall be deemed to
grant to the President any authority to ad-
just imports of petroleum or any product
derived therefrom.

SEC. 2. (a) (1) Any action which is taken

[}
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after January 15, 1975, and before the date
of the enactment of this Act by the Presi-
dent under section 232(b) of the.Trade Ex-
pansion Act of 1962 or any other .provi-
sion of law which results in the imposition
of a rate of duty on petroleum or any
product derived therefrom shall cease to
have effect on the date of the enactment of
this Act, and the entry or withdrawal of
petroleum and ahy product derived there-
from on or after such date of enactment
shall be duty free.

(2) Upon appropriate request therefor
filed with the customs officer concerned on
or before the sixtieth day after the date
of the enactment of this Act, the entry or
withdrawal of petroleum or any product de-
rived therefrom to which a rate of duty
imposed by the President (pursuant to any
actlon by him after January 15, 1975, and
before the date of the enactment of this
Act under such section 232(b) or any other
provision of law) applies shall, notwith-
standing the provisions of section 514 of the
Tariff Act of 1930 or any other provision of
law, be liquidated’or reliquidated as if no
duty applied to such entry or withdrawal.

(b) (1) Any action which is taken after

" January 15, 1975, and before the date of

the enactment of -this Act by the President
under section 232(b) of the Trade Expansion
Act of 1962 or any other provision of law
which results in the imposition of a tax or
fee on the importation of petroleum or any
product derived therefrom which 1s higher
than the tax or fee imposed-on the Ilmpor-
tation of petroleum or any such product on
January 15, 1975, shall cease to have effect
on the date of the enactment of this Act;
and the tax or fee imposed on the importa-
tion of petroleum or any product derived
therefrom after Such date of enactment shall
be the tax or fee in effect on January 15,
1975.

(2) Upon request therefor filed with the
appropriaté Federal agency on or before the
sixtieth day after the date of the enact-
ment of this' Act, the amount of any tdx or
fee imposed by the President (pursuant to
any actién by him after January 15, 1975, and
before the date of the enactment of this
Act under such section 232(b) or any other

. provision of law) and paid by any person

on the importation of petroleum or any prod-
uct derlved therefrom which exceeds the tax
or fee that was Imposed with respect to the
importation of petroleum or products de-
rived therefrom on January 15, 1975, shall
‘be rebated to such person.

Sec. 3. If during the ninety-day period
referred to In the first sectlion of this Act—

(1) the Congress declares war,

(2) United States Armed Forces are in-
‘troduced into hostilities pursuant to specific
statutory authorization, -

(3) -a national emergency is created by
attack upon the United States, its territories
or possessions, or its Armed Forces, or

(4) United States Armed Forces are in-
troduced into such hostilities, situations, or
places, or are enlarged in any foreign nation,

+ under circumstances which require a report

by the President to the Congress pursuant to
section 4(a) of the War Powers Resolution
(60 U.S.C. 1453(a) ),

the firgl sectlon of this Act shall not there-
after apply.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to the bill? -

COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR.

ULLMAN

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr., Chairman, I offer
a committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment offered by Mr.
ULLMAN: Pa.ge 4, after lme 14, insert the fol-
lowing:

* “Sec. 4. Not.hlng in the first section and
sections 2 and 3 of this Act shall be deemed

—
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to affect the validity of any proclamation or
executive order issued before January 16,
1975, by the President under section 232(b)
of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962.”

" Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I will
not take the full 5 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this committee amend-
ment to H.R. 1767 would add substan-
tively the same language as in section 4
of the bill reported by the Committee on
Ways and Means.

The purpose of H.R. 1767 is to sus-
pend the authority of the President to
impose import restrictions on petroleum

. imports and to negate such action taken"

after January 15 for a 90-day period be-
ginning on the date of enactment;
namely, to negate the system of supple-
mental fees outlined in the Presidential
proclamatlon of January 23.

It is not the purpose of the bill to affect
in any way the existing system of im-
port license fees on petroleum and pe-

" troleum products instituted in May 1973.
- However, the bill in its present form

would have the effect of precluding the
President from imposing any fees, pres-
ent as well as prospective, on petroleum
imports. This amendment remedies that.

I, therefore, urge adoption of. this
amendment to restrict the application of
the bill to the new program.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the committee amendment offered by
the gentleman from Oregon (Mr. ULL-
MAN) .

The committee amendment was agreed

AL{ENDME}NT OFFERED BY MR. CONTE
Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.
The Clerk read as follows: -
Amendment offered by Mr., CoNTE: On

. page 1, strike out line 3 and all that follows

thereafter down through line 5 on page 2
and Insert the following:

That section 232 of the Trade ~Expansion
Act of 1962 (19 U.S.C. 1862) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

““(e) - After the effective date of this sub-
section, no tariff, fee, or quota may be im-
posed by the President pursuant to this
section with respect to impcrts of any
petroleum or any products derived there-
from unless the Congress by concurrent res-
olution first approve the I1mposition of
such tariff, fee, or quota.”

.On page 3, strike out llne 24 and that fol-
lows thereafter down through line 14 on
page 4.

(Mr. CONTE asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

. Mr. CONTE. Mr Chairman, I rise to

;offer an amendment to this bill that

would strengthen the control of the
Congress over the imposition of tariffs
on imported oil.

My amendment is quite simple. It pro-
vides that the President, before he can
impose a tariff, fee, or-quota on imported
oil—must first get the approval of the
Congress.

My amendment is identical to H.R.

315, the first bill in this Congress to be

introduced against the tariff, which I
introduced on the opening day of this

_session. This bill was cosponsored by 50

Members, sufficient support to warrant
its introduction as an amendment.
My bill would restore to the Congress
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a power that the Constitution expressly
gave to the Congress. The Constitution
states:

The Congress shall have power to lay and
collect taxes, dutles, Imposts and excises.

In the press of other business, the
Congress has allowed the power to im-
pose oil tariffs to slide to the executive
branch. It is now time to restore this
power to the Congress.

- Mr. Chairman, when the Rules Com-
mittee split the tariff deferral and debt
ceiling, it put this entire tariff issue in a
new ballpark. In splitting these bills, the
Congress gave the President what he
wants—the debt ceiling "authorization.
Now it is time for the Congress to take
its quid pro quo. My amendment provides
that, instead of a 90-day deferral period
on the oil tariff, the Congress should pass
a law invalidating the tariff that has
already been promulgated and requiring
that the President come to the Congress
to get approval first before any new
tariff can be imposed.

Earlier during general debate on- this
bill, I outlined some of the devastating
effects the tariff would have on the peo-
ple of my congressional district.

I mentioned how the tariff will seri-
ously curb the activities of charitable
and nonprofit organizations. I gave the
example of the boys’ club of Pittsfield,
Mass., my hometown, which might have
to stop its hockey, skating, swimming,
and basketball programs this winter. -

I mentioned how®the tariff would add

another $50 to $70 per student cost on

the independent schools and colleges of
New England.

I outlined how the tariff would drive
out marginal business firms in New Eng-
land, leading to higher unemployment,
fewer jobs and less consumer buying
power.

I showed how- the tariff would require -
fuel oil dealers in New England to de--
mand  “cash on delivery”, from at. least
30 percent of their customers this
winter. ’

And then I showed how the tariff
would have a devastating effect on the
utility bills of people in my district who
live in all-electric homes. I have thou-
sands of such constituents. I showed how
these people have  watched their electric
bills double in the past year to the point
where many are paying as much for their
electricity as they are for their mortgage.

If other members look at their dis-

tricts, they will find some of the same

effects. The tariff is part of the Presi-
dent’s overall energy package. It should
be considered as part of that package:
With my amendment, the  Congress
would be afforded a full opportunity to
consider the Nation’s energy future—not
just in the next-60 or 90 days, but in the
time that such important decisions
require.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment. .

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment. :

I am strongly opposed to this amend- -
ment, Mr. Chairman. It goes far beyond
the intent of the bill. What the bill does
is" this: It merely restricts for a 90-day
period Presidential authority, but it does |
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uations where the President can act. -

This amendment provides for a per-
manent -chahge, and it carves out no
emergency military situation. What we
are saying in this amendment is that
the President’s hands are permanently
tied, and that there will be no national
security authority on the part of the
- President without action on the part of
the Congress.

It totally subverts the purposes of the
bill before us. It makes a fundamental
charnige in the whole trade concept in-

volved in the national security provision,*
. and I strongly oppose it.

Mr. Chairman, I hope the Members
will vote unanimously against the
amendment.

"Mr. SCHNEEBELI. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word, and I risein
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, twice since this section
was put into theJTrade Act of 1955, both
in 1962 and in 1974, this section was re-
viewed very minutely by the members of
the committee. The action now being
proposed had been reviewed, and it was
turned down in the committee after due
deliberation.

First of all, there is no time limit in-
volved in the amendment, as I read it.
The amendment stops forever any Presi-
dential action in a national emergency
with respect to the petroleum industry.
It takes away from the President any
right to act in a sitpation where it is in
the interest of national security.

I am very much opposed to the amend-

" ment. I think, probably, a more effective
way of dealing with this matter is to
eliminate the entire section—entirely.
That is the real way to “gut” this thing.

Mr. Chairman, I am very much in op-
position to the amendment.

~Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words, and
I rise In opposition to the amendment.

I rise in opposition to this amendment,
and I am going to try to be very brief in
my explanation. First of all, I like the
general thrust of the amendment.

I really believe that the Presidents of
the United States in the past—not just
this-one, but other Presidents—have too
quickly used the so-called national secu-
rity provisions to take some action in the

. name of national interest. We have
heard cited today some justification for
what was done in these instances and
for what was done in 1959 during the
Eisenhower administration when the
quotas were put in. .

Mr. Chairman, I will tell the Members

why the quotas were put-on then in the

name of national security, or why I
think they were put on. I think they were

‘put on. because foreign oil was at that

time much cheaper than domestic oil.
What we 'did was this: In order to give
higher profits to the oil companies in
this country, we put a quota on, and it
resulted in draining America dry. So
now we have a crisis.

So I find the amendment, I will say to
my friend, the gentleman from Massa-~
chusetts (Mr. ConTE), very attractive.
But make no mistake about it, the
amendment goes too far and it should
not be adopted
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carve out special military emergency sit- -

Mr. Chiarman, there is absolutely no
provision in the amendment for the
President of the United States to act in
a genuine national emergency, if we
were attacked for example. If that oc-
curred, we would have to get a concur-
rent resolution through this Congress be-
fore the President of the United States
could act with regard to-oil.

I will say to my friend, the gentleman
from Massachusetts, that I, as the new
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Trade, certainly intend to take a. hard
look at how the President of the United
States or any President in the past has
used this or would use it in the future.
I think this is an area for action, but this
is not the time to act on that matter.

* Mr. Chairman, it would be extremely

il1-advised for us to agree to this amend-
ment, -

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

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

.Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Cha1rman I
am a little confused about this issue, on
the basis of the gentleman’s previous
statements made just about an hour ago
in which he said he wanted the Congress
to share more of this responsibility. The
gentleman from Massachusetts has of-
fered an amendment which I must say
goes too far, in my opinion, but I am a
little confused as to why the gentleman
now does not want to support the idea of
recapturing that authority, since that
was the thing he was just criticizing.

Mr. GREEN. I know the gentleman’s
record, and I would like to say that I am
not surprised that the gentleman is con-
fused by anything I say.

Mr. ROUSSELOT. No; but I was also
interested in the gentleman’s comment
about irresponsibility.

Mr. GREEN. I think I made myself
clear. I think the general thrust of this
amendment is to put some limit on the
President’s unilateral exercise of power
in this area in the name of national se-
curity. There is no question in my mind
that in many areas allegations of na-

tional security, whether it 1s with tapes,-

whether it is with oil, or whatever it
may be, has been excessively used by the
President of the United States in the
past; but to strip away all power for the
President to act in a case of national
emergency with regard to something like
petroleum is extremely ill advised.

I do not think that this House should
fall for anything like that.

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

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

Mr. CONTE. First of all, I would like
to ask how the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania voted on the War Powers Act.

Mr. GREEN. I voted to sustain the
Pre51dent s veto.

Mr. CONTE. I asked the gentleman

‘how he voted on the War Powers Act.

Mr. GREEN. I voted agaihst the War
Powers Act:

Mr. CONTE. Then the gentleman is
not consistent on it.

Mr. GREEN. I thought that that was
giving the President congressional power
to make war, and I did not think we
should give that authority away.

~
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Mr. CONTE. Not if the gentleman
voted the other way. I just thought the
gentleman said he voted with the
President,

Mr. GREEN. Beheve me, I was not vot=-
ing with the President. )

I reject the reasons the President gave
for his veto.

-Mr. CONTE. Then the- gentleman is
inconsistent. I am glad that the gentle-
man was able to see the old quota system,
adopted under national security, was as
phoney as a $3 bill. He knows it, and I
know it.

Mr. GREEN. I agree with the gentle-
man. The general thrust of what the gen-
tleman is trying to do has a great deal of
merit, but the gentleman’s amendment is
clearly excessive, and I think it should
be defeated. -

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. CONTE).

The amendment was rejected. -

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SISK

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment: .

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. S1sK: On Page
2, line 6, immediately before the period, in- -
sert the following: ‘‘; except that nothing in
this Act shall be deemed to deny the Presi-
dent authority to Impose mport quotas, dur-
ing such period, on the importation of petro=~
leum or any product derived therefrom’.

Mr, SISK. Mr. Chairman, I want to-ex-
press my appreclation to the Committee
on Ways and Means for the work that its
members have done in connection with
the bill that we have before us today. Let
me hasten to say that I expect to sup-
port their legislation whether or not this
amendment is adopted, but I do feel very
strongly about this particular part ‘of the
issue. :

I have a feeling—maybe it is entlrely
erroneous—that the President is desirous
of working with the Congress. I think the
President is concerned, as we are all con-
cerned, about doing something in con-
nection with our energy and in conserva-
tion of energy and all sources of energy. -

If I understand what he is saying to-
day, he took certain actions intended, to
some extent, I think, to try to build a ﬁre
under some people.

Maybe it is a good thing, and to that
extent I accept the challenge, and I hope
that all of us, as Members of Congress,
s0 accept it. However, many of us have
felt that a better way to meet this prob-
lem, at least to deal with-it, is through
some kind of import quotas, whether we
go back and set as a base 100 percent of
1972 and move into allocation from there,
or whether other adjustments, starting
from the import allocation, would be
advisable.

But it seems to me that; if in fact we
feel this way, that it is unfair at this
point in time to deny to the President
such powers as he at present would have
to impose import quotas. That is exactly
what this act does in addition to pre=-
cluding the President from the assess-
ment of fees: it also negates his author-
ity to impose import quotas which would
have to be, it seems to me, the first step
in any kind of allocation program in this
country.

I think as a strategic matter that we,
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as Members of the Congress—and I might
say to my good friends on the Democratic
side that it is an error to deny him this
authority when in fact many of us are
hopeful that we will be able to reach
some compromise here. Almost of neces-
sity a part of such a compromise, as I
see it, and I know that in the direction
so many. of us would like to go, would be

the necessity of his power to impose some,

kind of import quotas. -

All this amendment says Is that noth-
ing in this act restricts his power, if he
sees fit in 15 days or 30 days or 60 days,
to- use the imposition of import quotas
to deal with this subject.

It just seems to me it is good common
sense. It in no sense affects the fee mat-
" ter, the bill can go ahead and more for-
ward in connection with restricting him
on the imposition of those fees. But let
us at least leave that much flexibility in
connection with our attempts to work out
a compromise which, as I say, I feel the
. President is desirous of achieving.

. I would hope that my colleagues would

support this amendment.

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

' Mr. Chairman, in the first place the
committee feels very strongly that in re-
solving this problem, which is a matter
of economic policy, that the national se-
curity provisions should not be used. We
think it is an extremely marginal use of
the national security provisions. As a
matter of fact, it may very well result in
some legislation in our committee fur-
ther restricting the Presidential author-
ity. It is a misuse of that provision.

But, second, Mr. Chairman, if we do
go the quota route, and it certainly at
the present time is my thinking that we
should, if we need to restrict imports
then we should use the quota mecha-
nism, but it should be done by congres-
slonal mandate, and. according to a set

of ground rules, which is a sound consti-

" tutional procedure, rather than allowing

the President to implement it in a man--

ner that he sees fit under very marginal
authority. The quota sysjem can be im-
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it, iIn oon.nection with this energy situa-
tion.

The question I would like to direct to
my good friend, the gentleman from Ore-
gon (Mr, UrLLMAN) Is this: -

Is the gentleman in essence saying
that the President should not use his
emergency powers in connection with

the present situation, if in fact it is for .
. strike the requisite number of words.

national security—and I think that is

' basically what we are talking about—to

impose import quotas if in fact he felt
within 30 days that was the best move
to make.

Mr. ULLMAN. The Committee on Ways
and Means does' not believe that the
present situation meets the criterion
that allows Presidential action for na-
tional security. We think that this is an
economic program. There certainly is
great need for an energy policy, but it is
a grave mistake to implement either im-
port fees or quotas by Presidential man-

' date until the Congress has fashioned a

plemented in many ways, and it should.

be designed to fit the total pattern of an
energy policy. But to allow, willy-nilly,
a quota implementation not geared to a
national energy policy, would be a grave
error.

So it seems to me ‘that we should vote
this amendment down.

It will accomplish no good purpose. It
may accomplish a great deal of harm.

Remember, this bill involves only a 90+
day stay, and we in the Congress have the
responsibility of coming up with our en-
ergy package. So give us the 90 days be-

_fore we further subvert our course of ac-
. tion by this kind of amendment.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, will - t.xe
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, I deeply ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding. As the
gentleman knows, I have great respect
for him in this matter, and I appreciate
the work the gentleman has done. How-

ever, it seems to me that we are dealing

with a national emergency, as I recognize

total energy policy. They should fit to-
gether, and the President, if he moves
unilaterally without considering the di-
rection of congressional policy, may very
well do just as great a disservice in that
direction as he is going to do in the im-
port fee direction. We have only 90 days,
and in 90 days the Congress has the re-
sponsibility of coming up with an energy
policy, and I think it would be a grave
mistake to adopt the gentleman’s
amendment.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Cha1rman I move
to strike the requisite number of words,
and I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.’

The effect of the amendment offered by
the gentleman from-California would be
to force the President to go the quota
route if he is going to do anything restric-
tive of oil imports during this 90-day
period. I personally oppose this approach
because it is completely unpredigtable
as to what the imposition of quotas
would do to price. At least when we are
using the tariff mechanism or the license
import mechanism, we have some idea
of the economic impact. When we .start
changing the supply of something by
quota restriction, we have no idea what
the results will be in terms of price, and
the results can be quite capricious.

For this reason, Mr. Chairman, I think
the amendment is inadvisable, and I hope
it will be defeated.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Chairman, would the
gentleman from New York yield momen-~
tarily to me?

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

Mr. SISK. I thank the gentleman for
yielding. -

I do not expect to take a lot of time.
In fact, there is nothing in here that
forces the President to use this. I under-
stand from statements made by the Pres-
ident and his people that they do not feel
this is the proper way to go, but it does
seem to me that this would be unneces-
sary if, in fact, the situatioh should
change within 15, 30, or 60 days, and it
does not require him to do anything. But
it would be impossible to use that as a
mechanism if, in fact, there is an alloea-

tion.
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Mr. CONABLE. I understand what the
gentleman is saying, and I appreciate
his motives for it. In fact, the President
has clearly signaled his intention to try
to restrict oil imports, and if he is to do
this,-I would personally far prefer to see
him do it with tariffs rather than with
quotas.

‘Mr. SIMON. Mr. Chairman, I move to

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

Mr. SIMON. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of the-amendment offeréd
by the gentleman from California.
Basically, we have, as I sense it, three

opticns before this body and before this

Nation. One is the imposition of fees
which, as I sense it, a strong majority
of this body and the majority of the
people.in this Nation who have studied
it oppose.

The ‘second is rationing, which some
Members of this body support—which I
do not—and which the President op-
poses. I think it would be a first- class
mess.

The third, and it séems to me the com-
promise, 1s import quotas.

What the gentleman from California
(Mr. S1sx) said we should keep in mind.
We are not mandating it. We are leaving
the door open in the event the President
wants to utilize this tool.

" The gentleman from New York sug-
gests that because of restrictions on the
amounts coming in, prices might soar.
The purpose of the import fees is to re-
strict the amounts coming in and we
would have the fees on top of everything
else. But there are ways to restrict price
increases and demand, many ways. We
could have allocation. We could close
gasoline stations on Sundays. We could
close retail stores 1 day a week. We could
say the public cannot use credit cards

for the purchase of gasoline the first 7'

days of the month.

Right now we reward people for the
more energy they use. We could increase
the gas and oil and electricity fees as
they use more and more instead of the
other way around, as Senator Lonc of
Loulsiana has suggested. There are all

“kinds of things that can be done.

' I think this amendment makes a great
deal of sense. I attended the breakfast
this morning. I sensed on the part of the
President a yearning to work out a prac-
tical compromise. That compromise can
be worked out in this direction.

This does not stop the distinguished
gentleman from Oregon and his com-
mittee from continuing.to work on this.
This does not say to the President: “You
have to go in this direction.” But let us
make clear in a signal through this

amendment that this is a door for pos-.

sible compromise. I think this is the right
answer for the Nation and I would like
to see the President explore it. I would
like to see the Ways and Means Commit-
tee explore it.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment. I just want
to say I do not think that we need this
door in order to consider quotas an area

for possible compromise, but I do not *

S
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think if we are going to work together,
as we must if we are going to have a uni-
fied position in this country, that we
should leave it to the national security
mechanism, and give the President the
power to take unilateral action for the
next 90 days, which might be disagreed
with by the Congress.

I happen to prefer the quota route and
perhaps some kind of allocation and per-
haps a gasoline tax as a method of re-
ducing consumption and as a way of

. keeping those 1 million barrels out.
But I think we will work best if we can
develop a program at this time. But this
amendment tends to leave the President
with one option if he wants to act. I do
not think we want him to act unilater-
ally, I do not think he should act unilat-
erally, and I think we want to work
with him in a spirit of compromise that
we are talking about, and I do not think
it will take us 90 days to come up with
a plan.

Mr. KREBS. Mr. Chairinan, I move to
strike the requisite number of words, and
I rise In support of the amendment of-
fered by my distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from California (Mr, Sisk).

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

Mr. KREBS. Mr. Chairman, I am a
newcomer to these Chambers and as such
I want to make it abundantly clear that
I speak for myself. If there was a man-
date that the people of this country gave
anybody in this past election, it was a
mandate not to obstruct, and I am very
much aware of my responsibility in that
direction. I need not be reminded by the
Secretary of Agriculture or by Members
of the minority party in these Chambers
of this responsibility.

But let me say that in my opinion this
country is facing an emergency, and
whether it is facing a national security
problem or not is a question of semantics
and of individual interpretation, but it
seems to me that when the reserves of
Saudi Arabia are only 2 billion dollars
behind the United States, this country
indeed is facing a grave problem and
should attend to it forthwith.

I certainly concur wholeheartedly with
the President in his attempt\bo do so.
However, I respectfully depart from his
methods for reasons that have already
been eloquently stated and therefore I
will not dwell on them in any detail.

- Let me say, having grown up in the
Middle East, I do not have the slightest
illusion that any time the Arabs see fit,
they will cut oil supplies to this country,
and let us not kid ourselves on that.

I wish I could stand here and support
the President’s program. I want to sup-
port the President of the United States
.anytime I feel that I can agree with
him; but I simply cannot buy a program
that I in my own mind, and everybody
that I have talked to almost-without ex~
ception, feels is not going to solve the
energy problem of this country; how-
ever, by the same token, it is not my in-
tent to tie the hands of this President
any more than I absolutely have to in
order to protect the bestr interests of the

- people who sent me to these Chambers.
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- It is for this reason that I am support-

ing the amendment proposed by my dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman from
California (Mr. SIsK).

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

Mr. KREBS. I yield to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman, the Presi-
dent of the United States without this
amendment can propose a quota and we
can make decisions then to agree with
it.

The fact of the matter is that what
we are trying to do is get sometking to
work together and not unilateral ac-
tion. I think-we have to be very careful
in the area of national security but even
our bill does not strip the President in
the case of emergency from imposing
a fee or a.quota if we were attacked or
in a situation of hostllity of any kind.

So I think we have the opportunity
to work together and let us not do what
we do by unilateral action which might
cause reaction by this House causing
further delay. Let us leave the situation
so we can work together in the next 90
days.

Mr. KREBS. Mr. Chairman, may I
point out that I sense the same feeling
of compromise on both the executive as
well as the legislative branches of the
Government; but I do not wish to leave
the impression with anybody in or out
of this Chamber that the Democratic
majority is not willing to work with the
President wholeheartedly. It is in this
spirit and in this spirit only that our
distinguished colleague, the gentleman

from California (Mr. Sisk) offered this
.amendment. I urge its adoption. .

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

The amendment was rejected.

The. CHATRMAN. Are there additional
amendments? If not, under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. NaTcHER, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
~ Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 1767) to suspend for a 90-day
period the authority of the President un-.
der section 232 of the Trade. Expansion
Act of 1962-or any other provision of law
to Increase tariffs, or to take any other
import adjustment action, with respect
to petroleum or products derived there-
from; to negate any such action which
may be taken by the President after Jan-
uary 15, 1975, and before the beginning
of such 90-day period; and for other

‘purposes, pursuant to House Resolution

142, he reported the bill back to the
House with an amendment adopted by
the Committee of the Whole. -

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

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

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

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

The SPEAKER. The questlon is on the
passage of the bill

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

RECORDED VOTE o

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

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and thére were—ayes 309, noes 114,
not voting 10, as follows: .

[Roll No. 13]

AYES—309
Abzug Early Krebs
Adems Eckhardt Krueger
Addabbo Edgar - LaFalce
Alexander Edwards, Ca.llf Leggett
Ambro Ellberg Lehman
Anderson, Emery = Lent
Callf. English Levitas
Andrews, N.C. Evans, Colo, Litton
Annunzio Evans, Ind. Lloyd, Calif.
Ashbrook Evins, Tenn. Lloyd, Tenn.
Ashley Fascell Long, La.
Aspin Fenwick Long, Md.
AuColin Fish Lott
Badillo Fisher ‘McCormack
Bafalls Fithian McDonald
Baldus Flood McEwen
Barrett Florio ~  McFall
Baucus Foley McHugh
Bauman Ford, Mich. McKay
Beard, R.I. Ford, Tenn. McKlinney
Bedell Fountaln Macdonald
Bennett Fraser Madden
Bergland Fulton Maguire
Bevill Fuqua Mahon
Blaggl Gaydos Mann
Blester Giaimo Mathis
Bingham Gibbons Matsunaga
Blanchard Gliman Meeds
Blouin Gonzalez Melcher
Bogegs Goodling ‘Metcalfe
Boland Grassley Meyner
Bolling _Green Mezvinsky
Bonker Gude Mikva
Bowen * Haley Milford .
Brademas Hall Miller, Calif.
Breaux Hamllton Mineta
Breckinridge Hanley Minish
“Brinkley Hannaford Mink
Brodhead Hansen Mitchell, - Md.
Brooks Harkin Moakley
Burke, Calif, Harrington Moflett
Burke, Fla. Harris Mollohan
Burke, Mass. Harsha. Moore . .
Burlison, Mo. Hawkins Moorhead, Pa.
Burton, John Hayes, Ind. Morgan
Burton, Phillip Hays, Ohio Moss
Byron Hébert Mottl
Carney Hechler, W. Va, Murphy, 1.
Carr Heckler, Mass. Murphy, N.Y.
Casey Hefner Murtha
CThappell Helstoskl Myers, Pa.
Chisholm Henderson Natcher
Clancy ° Hicks . . Neal
Clawson, Del  Hightower Nedzl
Clay Holland =~ Nichols
Cohen Holt Nix
Conlan Holtzman Nolan
Conte Howard Nowak |
Conyers Howe * Oberstar
Corman Hubbard Obey
Cornell Hughes O’Hara
Cotter - Hungate O’Nelll
D’Amours Ichord Ottinger
Danlel, Dan Jacobs - Passman
Danlels, Jeffords Patman
Dominick V. Jenrette Patten
Danielson Johnson, Calif. Patterson, Calif.
Davls Jones, Ala. Pattison, N.Y.
de la Garza Jones, N.C. “Perkins
Delaney Jones, Okla. Peyser
Dellums . Jones, Tenn, Pickle
Dent Jordan Pike
Dingell Karth " Poage
Dodd Kastenmeler  Pressler
Downey Kazen Preyer
Downing Kemp Price .
Drinan Ketchum | Randall
Duncan, Oreg. Keys Rangel
. Duncan, Tenn, Koch Rees -
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Reuss Shipley Ullman
Richmond Shuster Van Deerlin
Riegle Simon Vander Veen
Rinaldo Sisk Vanik
Risenhoover  Slack - Vigorito
Roberts Smith, Towa Walsh
Rodino Snyder Waxman
Roe - © Spellman Weaver
Rogers Staggers . Whalen
Roncalio Stanton, ‘White.
Rooney James V, Whitten
Rose Stark Wilson,
Rosenthal Steed Charles H., -
Rostenkowskl Steelman Calif.
Roush Stokes Wwirth
Roybal Stratton Wolff
Runnels Studds Wright
Russo Sullivan Wylle
Ryan Symington Yates
St Germain Symms Yatron .
Santini Teague Young, Fla.
Sarbanes Thompson Young, Ga.
Scheuer Thornton Young, Tex.
Schroeder Traxler Zablockl
Seiberling - Tsongas Zeferettl
Sharp : Udall
NOES—114

Abdnor Frey Qulllen
Anderson, Ill, Ginn Rallsback
Andrews, Goldwater Regula

N. Dak. Gradison Rhodes
Archer Guyer Robinson *
Armstrong Hagedorn Rousselot .
Beard, Tenn, Hammer- Ruppe
-Bell schmidt Sarasin
Broomfileld Hastings Satterfield
Brown, Calif., . Heinz Schneebell
Brown, Mich. Hillis Schulze
Brown, Ohlo Hinshaw Sebellus
Broyhill ~ Horton Shriver
Buchanan Hutchinson Sikes
Burgener - Hyde Skubitz
Burleson, Tex. Johnson, Colo, Smith, Nebr,
Butler Johnson, Pa, Spence
Carter Kasten Stanton,
Cederberg Kelly J. William
Clausen, Kindness Stelger, Ariz.

: Don H. Lagomarsino Steiger, Wis,

Cleveland. Landrum Stephens
Cochran Latta Stuckey
Collins, Tex. Lujan Talcott
Conable McCloskey Taylor, Mo.
Coughlin McCollister 'Taylor, N.C.
Crane McDade Thone
Daniel, Robert Martin Treen

w., Jr. Mazzoll Vander Jagt
Derrick *Michel Waggonner
Devine Miller, Ohlo = Wampler
du Pont Mitchell, N.Y. Whitehurst ,
Edwards, Ala. Montgomery Wiggins
Erlenborn Moorhead, Wilson, Bob
Esch Calif. Wilson,
Eshleman Mosher Charles, Tex.
Findley Mpyers, Ind. Winn
Flowers O’Brien Wydler
Flynt Pettis Young, Alaska
Forsythe Pritchard
Frenzel - Quie

: NOT VOTING—10

Collins, 1i. Jarman - Pepper °
Derwinski McClory Solarz
Dickinson Madigan .
Diggs Mills

So the bill was passed

The Clerk announced the followmg
pairs:

On this vote: . ‘ )

Mr. Diggs for, with Mr. McClory against.

Until further notice:-

Mr. Pepper with Mr. Mills,

Mr. Solarz with Mr. Jarman.

Mrs. Collins of Illinois with Mr. Madigan,
"Mr. chklnson with Mr. Derwinski.

, The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
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tend my remarks and include extraneous
matter on the bill just passed and that
all Members may have'5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous matter
on the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

RESIGNATION ‘AS CHAIRMAN OF
THE COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS
OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following resignation from the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct:

WASHINGTON, D.C,,
February 5, 1975.
Hon. CARL ALBERT,

‘Speaker, House of Representatives,

Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. SPEAKER: I hereby resign as
Chairman of the House Committee on
Standards of Ofﬁclal Conduct effective this
date.

. Sincerely,
- MELVIN PRICE,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,

the resignation will be accepted.
There was no objection.

<« .
DESIGNATING MEMBERSHIP ON
CERTAIN STANDING COMMITTEES
OF THE HOUSE D

~ Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution (H. Res. 144) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as
follows: .

. - H. Res. 144

Resolved, That John J. Flynt, Jr., of Geor-
gla be, and he is hereby, elected chalrman of
the Committee on Standards of Official Con-
duct; and,

That Wright Patman, of Texas be, and he Is
hereby, elected a member of the Committee
on Interlor and Insular Affairs, .

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on. the
table.

ELECTION OF MEMBERS OF THE
STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE
BUDGET ’

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
privileged resolution (H. Res. 145) and
ask for its immediate consideration.

“The Clerk read -the resolution, as

follows:
H. Res. 145

Resolved, That the following-named Mem-

‘ bers, be, and they are hereby, elected mem-

bers of the standing Committee on the
Budget of the House of Representatives:
Brock Adams (chairman), Washington;
Thomas P. O'Neill, “Junior, Massachusetts;

‘A motion to reconsider was laid on the -. Jim. Wright, Texas; Thomas L. Ashley, Ohlo;

" table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may have 5 leg-

_islative days in which to revise and ex-

Robert L. Giaimo, Connecticut; Neal Smith,
Iowa; James G. O'Hara, Michigan; Robert L.
Leggett, California; Parren J. Mitchell, Mary-
land; Omar Burleson, Texas; Phil M. Lan-
drum, Georgia; Sam Gibbons, Florida; Patsy
T. Mink, Hawail; Louis Stokes, Ohio; Harold
Runnels, New Mexico; Elizabeth Holtzman,
New -York; Butler Derrick, South Carolina.

H 5%

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

TO INCREASE THE TEMPORARY

DEBT LIMITATION AND TO EX-
TEND SUCH TEMPORARY LIMITA-
TION UNTIL JUNE 30, 1975

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speakers I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 2634) to increase the
temporary debt 11m1tat10n until June 30
1975.

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

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 2634, with Mr.
NaTcHER in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the b111

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN)
will be recognized for 1 hour, and the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
ScunNeEBELI) will be recognized for 1
hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman

from Oregon (Mr. ULLMAN).

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

(Mr. ULLMAN asked and was. given _
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I. feel
very badly that in my first appearance
here chairing the Committee on Ways
and Means in handling this matter of

the debt limit, that it is necessary to

come to this body and ask for one of
the most significant increases that we
have asked for in some time.

The fact remains that this Nation,
because of the impact of both the reces-
sion and inflation, and the energy prob-
lem, and other factors, is in serious eco-
nomic difficulty, and the 1975 and 1976
budgets are going to see this Nation with
a total deficit that will run over $90
bllhon

ThlS is the result of the factors that
I have mentioned, but it is clearly an in-
dication that the economy of the Nation
is out of order; that we do need a better
system of budgetmg and managmg our
resources.

The increase in the debt limit before
us today will be sufficient until fiscal
limit expires on March 31 of this-year.

It is, however, a substantial increase
of $36 billion over the _present limit:
The present temporary limit is $495 bil-
lion, and the bill increases it to $531 bil-
lion. The bill also extends this new limit
to June 30, 1975. The present temporary
limit expires on March 31 of this year.

The need for so large an increase in
the debt limit refiects, first of all, the
effects of the recession on both receipts
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and outlays. This recession is the most
serious since the 1930’s.

The rate of unemployment, Mr.
Chairman, of the labor force was 7.2

percent in December and will be near

Tl percent for January, and it is ex-
pected to go to 8 percent before the year
is out.

The gross national product in con-
stant prices fell in each quarter of 1974.
Real GNP fell 2.2 percent last.-year,
but the decline in the fourth quarter
was at an annual rate of 9.1 percent.
The recession generally is expected to
eontinue through the middle of this year
before there is even a leving off, or a
start on the recovery.

Receipts and outlays in the Federal
budget quickly reveal the-effects of a re-
cession. Falling profits reduce corpora-
tion income taxes as the corporations re-
vise their quarterly estimated tax lia-
bilities to reflect their most recent eco-
nomic situations. Layoffs and shorter
work weeks cut individual income taxes,
and a falling "stock market generates
capital losses rather than capital gains.

On the outlay side of the budget, re-
cessions . produce higher unemployment
benefit payments and increase the num-
ber -of retirees receiving benefits under
the soclal security system.

The latest budget estimates demon-
strate the impact of the economic de-
cline. The latest estimates show a deficit

of $35 billion for fiscal year 1975, as.

compared with an estimated $9 billion
deficit just 2 months ago. The receipts
estimates have been cut in this 2-month
period by $14 billion, $9 billion of which
-reflects the economic decline. Outlay
estimates have gone up by $11 billion in
the same period, primarily reflecting in-
creased expenditures for unemployment
compensation and other programs to off-
set the effects of recession on individuals.

In addition, the President’s programs
for economic stimulation and energy
conservation have some effect on the

_fiscal 1975 budget. The President pro-
poses emergency and temporary tax
cuts, a rebate to individuals based on
1974 tax liability, and a temporary in-
crease In the Investment credit that
would reduce receipts by $6 billion. The
bill that the committee is presently
working on-—and it is the hope of the
chairman that they will be able to com-
plete action on this bill by this Thurs-
day night—entails reductions of at least
the size outlined by the President for
this period of time. The total package

- will probably be in the vicinity of $19-
to $20 billion, but the impact on this
particular budget at this time wul be
in the neighborhood of $6 billion.

To see the effect of the budget on the
requirements for public debt limitation,
it is important to look at the deficit in

~Federal funds rather than the deficit
in the united budget. The estimated Fed-
eral deficit in fiscal year 1975 presently is
$43 billion. Remember, this is the fig-
ure that is relative to an increase in
the national debt. The unified budget
does not directly relate to the indebted-
ness. This $43 billion Federal funding
deflcit reflects both the $35 billlon def-

icit in the unified budget and an $8 bil--

lion surplus In the frust funds which
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must 'be Invested in Federal obligations..

The $531 billion limit represents a
net increase of $55 billion through fiscal
year 1975.

The Federal funds deficit of $43 bﬂ-
lHon accounts for all but $12 billion of
this increase. The remaining debt in-
crease represents the net amount of
financing for the credit activities of var-
ious Federal agencies through the Fed-
eral Financing Bank. The administra-
tion decided to use the Federal Financ-
ing Bank as the medns of acquiring
funds for these credit activities, rather
than permitting the agencies to issue
their own obligations directly in the mar~
ket, because it is able this way to reduce
the rate of interest on these issues by
one-half percentage point and save about
$70 million in interest costs. I am in
accord with that procedure as also is the
committee. .

Although the administration asked for
g debt limit increase that would meet
its estimated requirements for a 17-

month period through June 30, 1976, the-

committee decided that there were too
many uncertainties to be resolved in the
fiscal year 1976. There is no way to get
a crystal ball good enough to analyze
what might happen in the next fiscal
year as a result of legislation not yet re-
ported from committees, and so the com-
mittee felt we should just provide an in-

crease sufficient to carry us through fis--

cal year 1975, or until June 30 of this
year.

The committee carefully listened to
the Secretary of the Treasury and the
Director of the Office of Management
and Budget who represented the execu-
tive branch. We have a very excellent
report which I.commend to the Members
which has all the tables that explain this
matter and explain the nature of the
fiscal impact on a time basis. I commend
it to the Members.

The administration asked for the
amount that we are glving them. The
committee felt however that on the basis

of the assumptions of the President we~™

might have cut back the request of the
administration ‘'somewhat. However, it
was the feeling of the chairman and of
the members of the committee, that
some of the assumptions, that are in-
cluded in the President’s budget are not
valid and therefore it was our feeling
that the administration would need
every dollar they asked for. As a result
we decided to provide for in all respects
the requests of the executive agencles
and the administration. This is the only
practical solution which will meet the
very real problems we are facing. I sug-
gest and I commend that we-vote by a
large margin for this bill.

In conclusion I would like to suggest
that the theory that somehow we'are an

edonomy minded Member of the Con-

gress if we vote against a debt ceiling

. simply is not a valid theory. This is no

more economy minded than is the man
who refuses to put a sufficient balance in
his bank account to cover the checks he
has written. The way to cut expenditures
is to budget properly and to act properly
on the appropriation bills when they
come along, but after we have done that

and we heve ruthorized the expenditures, |

¥
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then to try to imply that there is some
great economizing in voting against a |
debt celling proposal is clearly not valid.
I respect the voters too much to believe
that very many of them are fooled by
this device.

All we are talking about here is the -
authority of the Government to pay its
debts or obligations that we have already
authorized the executive department to
spend. So I urge upon the Members not
to vote against this measure because of
any false theory that in some way it
might indicate that a Member is econo-
mizing. All we are-doing here is facing
up to the realities of the situation and
paying the bills on indebtedness we have
authorized in the past.

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, 1 y1e1d
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. CONABLE asked and was given -
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CONABLE. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port HR. 2634, which would Increase
temporarily the statutory limit on the
public debt.

Under present law, the limit is $495
billion. $95 billion of that amount is
temporary, and at midnight March 31,
the ceiling would—without prior con-
gressional action—revert to its perma-
nent level of $400 billion.

Under more normal circumstances, we
might be considering about now an in-
crease in the statutory limit to take ef-
fect upon expiration of present law. But -
well in advance of March 31—by Febru-
ary 18, according to the latest Treasury
-estimates—the actual debt will be push-
~Ing up against the statutory limit. There-
fore, there is: an unusually critical time
factor in the proposal before us. It is im-
portant that we act as promptly as pos-
sible in order to prevent the Government
from encountering a fiscal crisis in about
2 weeks.

The Committee on Ways and Means, in
meeting this problem, has developed leg-
islation which is highly restrictive, hoth
In amount and duration. The admin-
istration requested a new debt ceiling of
$604 billion, to run through fiscal 1976.
The committee, however, noting Treas-
ury projections of actual debt Ilevels,
determined that $531 billion would en-
able the Government to borrow suffici-
ently to meet its obligations through the
end of this fiscal year. Thus, the bill
before us provides for a $36 billion in-
crease in the statutory ceiling for a pe-
riod of fewer than 5 months, instead of
the $109 billion increase the administra-
tion had requested through June 30 of
next year,

‘There is not much margin for error in
H.R..2634. It should be pointed out that
the Treasury, In making its debt pro-
jections, assumed that the Congress
would not enact new spending programs
and would accept the President’s pro-
posals for recisions in programs already
in existence. I would like to think such
objectives could be realized, but experi-
ence tells me the administration has
made some optimistic assumptions—as-
sumptions which underscore the narrow-
ness of the borrowing authority this bill
would grant.

It is a tight measure, even if the Treas-
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Teddy or Not

By Richard Reeves

“...He has to play his game, play out his options. The hell with
the Democratic party and Walter Mondale. Let themeat turnips...”

Talking with Democrats about 1976,
you eventually realize you've heard it
all before. Samuel Beckett wrote it:

ESTRAGON: Let’s go.

VLADIMIR: We can’t.

ESTRAGON: Why not?

VLADIMIR: We're waiting for Godot.

Teddy Kennedy, of course, is Godot.
And the dialogue goes on: “And what
did he reply?”. . . “That he’d see”. . .
“That he couldn’t promise anything”
... “That he’d have to think it over” . ..
“In the quiet of his home” . . . “Con-
sult his family” . . . “His friends” . . .
“His agents.”

The man Beckett’s tramps could have
been talking about was, in the language
of politics, keeping his options open.
Edward Moore Kennedy was usually in
Washington, the very model of a good
senator—whatever that means in the
real world—casting his broad shadow
over the Democratic party.

Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s most quoted
observation is that a great writer is like
a second government—in the United
States that might be amended to say
that a Kennedy is a second govern-
ment. A Kennedy is always a candidate

- for President. It does not matter that

Ted Kennedy sat in his dining room the
other day and told me, as he has told
others, that it is “unlikely” he will run
in 1976 after consulting his family.
That word is small comfort to the
straining likes of Walter Mondale, try-
ing to recruit the Vladimirs and Estra-
gons of the Democratic party—and
“unlikely” is not the code to halt Ken-
nedy agents like the North Carolina
radio station owner who has been test-
ing commercials for a possible 1976 run.

The Kennedy shade, ironically, most
comforts Republicans. He even puzzles
over the fact that the Democratic party
doesn’t seem to be producing a national
leadership college in the 35-to-50 gen-
eration, perhaps without realizing that
he is the reason. In the simplest terms,
this space and these words would be de-

voted to the Mondales, Askews, Church-
es, and Udalls if their destinies were
not inevitably eclipsed, at least for
now, by Kennedy’s. “It drives me crazy
sometimes,” said a Democrat of that
generation. “No matter what 1 'do, peo-
ple, media people and politicians, are
watching Teddy or waiting to see what
he’ll do. Hell, I spend half my own time
trying to figure out what he’ll do.”

An old-fashioned rational analysis—
dozens of interviews, studying polls,
and looking out the window a lot—
would convince anyone, including me,
that Teddy will run. He looks unbeat-
able for the Democratic nomination,
and, conceding that analysis 30 months
before an election is not unlike fortune-
telling, has a very good chance to win
it all in November of 1976—and that
is how politicians make decisions. He
will be under almost unbearable polit-
ical pressure to go because the pending
new rules of the Democratic party may
make him the only candidate who can
get the nomination without breaking
up the party like peanut brittle. (See
box, page 42.)

My head says yes.

My gut says no.

Almost everyone you talk to who has
Kennedy credentials says he thinks Ted-
dy will go; some claim they know he will
and that the decision was made last
fall but things never really got rolling
because of the personal trauma of dis-
covered cancer in twelve-year-old Teddy
Jr. “Things are in limbo until he knows
about the boy,” said one “friend.” The
catch in those neat answers is that the
closer you get to Kennedy himself, to
the people he would call friends, the
more you get answers like: “I'm just
not sure, but I'd bet ‘no.”” And the
reasons then get more and more per-
sonal, the name of his wife starts com-
ing up, and, well, Ted Kennedy seems
to have more trouble keeping the pri-
vatest parts of his private life secret
than any public figure except Secre-

‘tariat. He’s a- wine, women, and song

Irishman—actually he doesn’t like sing-
ing that much—who can’t seem to grow
out of shouting gross things at parties
like: ““Hey, it’s George McGovern, the
man who sleeps with 2

“A lot of people want Teddy to run
because they think politics will be fun
again,” said Martin Nolan, The Boston
Globe’s Washington bureau chief who
has followed the Massachusetts senator
since his precocious election at 30. “It’s
not going to be fun, it’s going. to be
ugly.”

There are a hundred stories, many
true, that will make Teddy look like a
hyperactive teenager. He is the senator
who had to issue a public statement two
years ago denying he was having an
affair with Amanda Burden. He is the
man Cleveland Mayor Ralph Perk,
campaigning for the Republican nomi-
nation for senator in Ohio, was talking
about last month: “People ask me how
Republicans will explain the eighteen-
and-a-half-minute gap in the tapes. I
tell them it will take the Democrats a
lot longer to explain the twelve-and-a-
half-hour gap at Chappaquiddick.”

“He’s the one man who can override
Watergate,” said one of the country’s
leading pollsters. “If he runs, Teddy
becomes the issue. He polarizes the na-
tion unbelievably.”

The people who know Kennedy

_slightly, senators and other politicians

and journalists, often debate his fitness,
his character, his personal priorities,
among themselves. Many, including
those who admire his politics, are un-
easy, afraid about a President Edward
Kennedy—maybe he’s not a full-grown
man, or maybe he’s just been unlucky
(or self-destructive) enough to get
caught. If he runs, those late-night
Brendan Behan conversations become a
national debate. Maybe he’ll wait, post-
pone it until 1980. He'll still be only
48 then. . . . You know, his grand-
father, John (Honey Fitz). Fitzgerald,
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- “...He turns people on. He also turns a lot of them off. An esti-
mated 25 to 30 per cent of the electorate is anti-Kennedy . ..”

chose not to run for re-election. as
mayor of Boston in 1914 when his op-
ponent, James Michael Curley, an-
nounced he planned to use the cam-
paign to discuss “great lovemakers from
Cleopatra to Toodles.” It secems that a
cigarette girl named Toodles Ryan was,
depending on whom you belicved, a
casual or not-so-casual friend of the
mayor’s.

Returning now from those thrilling
days of yesteryear and beginning with
more conventional, and comfortable,
political analysis: Kennedy, after twelve
creditable, sometimes distinguished,
years in the Scnate, is probably the
most popular politician in the country,
certainly the one with the best chance
of putting together a Son of New Deal
coalition of academic liberals, working-
class Catholics, and the poor—and he
turns people on. He also turns a lot off
—the pollsters 1 talked with estimated
the fervent anti-Teddy constituency at
between 25 and 30 per cent of the clec-
torate—but Franklin Roosevelt, too.
was many men’s devil.

*“He can have the nomination by ask-
ing for it; nobody can beat him in the
Democratic party. But Republicans will
eat him up in the general election”—
that wisdom is so conventional that
heard it almost word for word again
and again from state chairmen, gov-
ernors, senators, and just plain old ““ob-
servers,” Democratic and Republican.
I had just heard it from a covey of
Southerners-——they forecast 2-to-1 and
3-to-2 victories for Gerald Ford over
Kennedy in their states—when I picked
up the Texas Poll, 501 voters surveyed
by the Joe Belden organization last
month. The results in trial heats: Ken-
nedy 41-to-35 per cent over Ford; Ford
35-t0-29 over Henry Jackson; Kennedy
44-to-24 over Nelson Rockefeller.

Trial heats do not an election make
—Peter Hart, the Washington pollster.
is convinced that head-to-hcad pairings
are meaningless until after the first
Presidential primary, and he’s onto
something—but with somcone as' well
known, loved, and hated as Kennedy,
they speak volumes. So do other recent
numbers: 37 per cent of voters sur-
veyed nationally identify Kennedy as
the man who “best represents my
views,” by far the highest of any pub-
lic figure (Roper); 44 per cent of Dem-
ocrats surveyed nationally “would like
to see” Kennedy nominated in 1976,
compared with 17 per cent who prefer
George Wallace and 8 per cent for
Jackson (Gallup); Kennedy over Ford
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49-10-45 in a national trial heat (Harris).

“Some of the famous anti-Kennedy
vote is a myth,” said Tully Plesser of
Cambridge Opinion Studies.“The edu-
cated liberals who reject Teddy’s say-
ing ‘1 want to be President’ will react
quite differently when he is Edward
Kennedy, The Democratic Candidate.
... He is very, very formidable because
he has a unique hold on the Catholic
vote in this country, particularly at the
blue-collar level. He is the Catholic’s
Catholic. . . . All the talk about Chap-
paquiddick will only reinforce the feel-
ings of people who are against him any-
way. What could destroy him would be
some new event reflecting on his char-
acter. A divorce, oh God. . . .”

Plesser and other pollsters agreed
that Kennedy could not win big in a
general election—too many voters have
already made up their minds against
him—and when asked to bet their own
money, all agreed that a Kennedy-Any-
body race would fall within a 53-to-47
range either way. Unless. Unless Wal-
lace actively supports Teddy—then,
they said, Kennedy wins big. In case
you were wondering why Teddy went
to Alabama last July 4 to say what a
great guy ol’ George is.

That’s politics. And Ted Kennedy is

a hell of a politician: a great, lusty.

campaigner; finely tuned Boston Irish
instincts; and enough guts to know
what he's for—amnesty, for instance—
and what he’s against—abortion on de-
mand. On the same day last month he
could argue articulately, almost bril-
liantly, on the Senate floor against rein-
stituting the death penalty for a bizarre
range of federal crimes and twice take
time out to call Matty Troy in Queens
to get him to pull the right strings so
that a Kennedy friend could get a
couple of hotel billboards raised over
the highways to La Guardia and J.F.K.
airports.

It’s all in a day’s work. So is snap-
ping at his staft to “Get me an energy
program by next week—I'm sick of
Scoop Jackson being called ‘Mr. Ener-
gy!’” And grimly warning a bright
young legislative assistant never again
to whisper information to him in front
of reporters or cameras.

Teddy is not timid about the man-
ners and the freedom of a young lord.
He doesn't have to bend as deeply
as other politicians—and he often
doesn't. He went to a cathedral of or-
thodox Catholic attitudes, the TonaCol-
lege Alumni Association, after  May
Day, 1971, and told the hissing crowd:
“The arrested demonstrators were your

children, your nieces and nephcws or
your friends’ children or nieces or nep-
hews.”” In the late sixties and early sev-
enties, after he had effectively lobbied
for a fairer draft lottery—students would
be drafted along with truckdrivers—he
went to college campuses to speak
against a voluntcer Army. “How many
of you favor an all-volunteer Army?”
he would ask, and the raised hands
would fill the auditoriums. “How many
of you would volunteer?” and there
would be no hands. “See? You want
somcone else to do it for you, and I'm
against that.”

Kennedy, partly because he is pre-
occupied with Teddy Jr.’s well-being.
will not be spending much time on the
campaign trail, his own or other Demo-
crats’, until this fall. But he does his
standard routine occasionally for visi-
tors like 50 delegates to a Textile Work-
ers Union political conference in Wash-
ington three weeks ago.

“I remember when my first opponent
in 1962 ended a television debate by
saying, ‘Furthermore, ladies and gentle-
men, this man has never worked a day
in his life.” Well, I was north of Boston
the next morning and some big labor
fellow grabbed me at about 5:30 out-
side a plant gate and he said: ‘Ken-
nedy, I heard what they said about you
last night, that you never worked a
day in your life. Well, let me tell you
something—you haven’t missed a thing.’

“Your union has had a long relation-
ship with my family. . . . Like Presi-
dent Kennedy and Robert Kennedy be-
fore me, | serve on the Labor and
Education Committee. . . . There’s been
no increase in the minimum wage sincc .
1967 and inflation has. . . . The Ameri-
can Medical Association doesn’t agree
with my health care plan, the insurance
companies don’t. . . . We want health
to be a basic right . . . hospital bills
marked ‘Paid in Full.’ ... Where does
the President go when he wants a med-
ical checkup? Walter Reed. But the
working men and women of America.
.. . Tax reform. The tax code is the
greatest welfare system of them all...
when the President pays less tax than
the average workingman earning $8,500
a year, . . . Private contributions™ to
political campaigns produce private
benefits for private interests. . . . Okay,
I'll take a couple of questions and then
we’ll pose for pictures.”

The questions, as always, begin with
his 1976 plans and move to Teddy Jr.
—“We appreciate your thoughts and
your prayers”—then a man with
“Duke” across a royal blue Local 710







bowling shirt, asks: “Do you think
these big companies, these conglom-
erates, should be broken up?”

“Yes, 1 do. The energy companies
are an example. . . .” ’

“Your brother was a good man,”
Duke says. “He was working on it
when. . . .”

In 1976 or whenever, the issue will
be: What manner of man is Edward

ninth child? The nicest guy? The plug-
ger? The dumb one? The perpetual
adolescent? The best one?

There is a family photograph taken
in 1944 of John F. Kennedy and the
crew of PT-109 standing with their
arms around each other on the lawn at
Hyannis Port, proud and strong in their
young manhood. Kneeling in front of
them is a twelve-year-old boy in a little
striped polo shirt—Teddy, he was so
much younger. It reminded me, sadly,

Moore Kennedy? The littlg brother, t_he

T

The Rules of the Game, 1976

The Democratic party might have to nominate Edward Kennedy for
President because no one else in the country is able to win a majority of
the delegates to the 1976 convention—you see, the Democrats have changed
their rules again.

The most significant change is the elimination of “winner-take-all” state
primaries and conventions. This time it will be “proportional representation”
—that is, any candidate who wins 15 per cent or more of the vote in a
primary, precinct caucus, or state convention will get his proportion of the
delegation. In 1972, for instance, George McGovern won 271 California
delegates by winning the primary election there with 45 per cent of the
vote. Under the 1976 rules, McGovern would have taken roughly 144
delegates and 127 would have gone to the loser, Hubert Humphrey.

It is impossible to apply the 1976 rules directly to the 1972 race, but
it’s reasonable to say that McGovern would not have had enough delegate
votes to win on the first ballot and possibly could not have gotten the
nomination at all. The winner in a divided convention would probably be
picked in what they used to call a smoke-filled room.

The first-ballot power of the Democratic candidates in 1972, before lasi-
minute withdrawals and switches, was roughly:

McGovern—1,383 Wallace—370
Muskie—171 ‘ Jackson—>52
Uncommitted—562

Even assuming the same primary results—and that is a bad asumption
because Muskie and Jackson would have had more incentive to stay in
the race—the 1972 first ballot might have looked like this under 1976 rules:

McGovern—1,161 Wallace—411 Humphrey—644
Muskie—302 Jackson—63 Others—94
Uncommitted—332 -

The new rules mean that every candidate will have to campaign in al-
most every state primary and caucus—it would probably take a broad na-
tional political base and organization, and major money for any candidate
to put that much together for a first-ballot victory. The only one who comes
to mind is Teddy Kennedy.

If Kennedy does not run—and these rules mean more pressure on him
to do just that—some interesting possibilities surface:

O George Wallace as the first-ballot leader. In most states he can get
20 per cent of the vote just by putting his name on the ballot, and he is
trying to develop precincts and congressional district organizations.

O Ten to twenty active candidates on the first ballot. Presumably some
of the politicians can get 15 per cent in some of the places. Once they have
some delegate strength they would be foolish to drop out before the bar-
gaining begins after the first ballot.

O A black caucus with as many as 20 per cent of the total delegates.
Since most black congressional districts are essentially uniracial—Bedford-
Stuyvesant or Hough, for example—black leaders would be foolish not to
run local uncommitted delegate slates in their areas. A Kennedy candi-
dacy might cramp that style, but one thing that works in its favor is that
the only exception to proportional representation is in states, like New
York, which select delegates in congressional district primaries. So, the
blacks would have to win only 51 per cent of the vote in their congressional
districts to win all the delcgates. —R. R.

Humphrey—366
" Others—110
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of a movie that was made that year,
The Sullivans, about five Irish brothers
from Waterloo, Iowa, who were killed
in World War II. The youngest, Al,
who was called “Short Change,” had
spent most of his short life trying to
catch up with the big guys. The movie
ended in heaven with the four big
brothers striding through the clouds
and Short Change running behind,
shouting, “Hey, fellas, wait for me!”

The father, Joseph P. Kennedy, once
said he was going to “sell the name
Kennedy like soap flakes.” Well, he
did, and Teddy has been running after
larger and larger images. Even today,
when he has more or less mastered his
habit of answering questions that get too
close with phrases, grunts, and sen-
tences that don’t end, he said this about
being a Kennedy: “The extraordinary
sense of expectation . . . the compari-
son . . .is a constant . .. constant. . ..

Being a Kennedy, of course, may have
the same end as being a Sullivan. An
attempt on his life when he runs seems
inevitable—"“They have to miss some-
time ” is one of the grimmer jokes
around Kennedy—and, what can you
say? He lives with it—*“Life is unfair,”
Jack said—and he has been seen.to
flinch or double up when a car back-
fires. But occasional fright is not neces-
sarily fear, and he has also been known
to elude the Secret Service and body-
guards to seek his own pleasures.

One of those pleasures, interestingly,
is drinking with a couple of New York
policemen who are his friends, and
crawling the East Side of Manhattan.
For a guy whose family chauffeur
waited nearby when he camped out as
a kid, Teddy has a strong pull toward
the verities of middle-class America,
especially Irish-Catholic middle-class
America. “They must have talked good
sense around his kitchen table ” is Ken-
nedy’s highest compliment about an-
other political man, according to his
friend and former administrative assist-
ant, David Burke—and the Kennedys
talked at dining room tables with ser-
vants to the left. Burke, whom Kennedy
described to me as the one man he
would turn to in a crisis, as he did after
Chappaquiddick, is a vice-president of
the Dreyfus Corp., but he is also the
son of a Brookline cop, a background
not dissimilar to that of many of the
men closest to this Kennedy.

Does he wish he had been born Ed-
ward Moore? No, he told me. Would
he have made it if his name were Ed-
ward Moore? “Yes, I think so! Oh, |
think so!”

Maybe. He is very determined, dog-
ged—but that may be because his name
is Kennedy and not Moore. “I've got
to go at a thing four times as hard
and four times as long as some other
fellow,” Kennedy said a couple of years




“...I found friends asking me about Kennedy as they did about
John Lindsay: how smart is he? My answer: smart enough . . .”

ago. Perhaps because father Kennedy’s
soap flakes machine so smoothly con-
vinced us that Jack and Bobby were
brilliant, perhaps because we remem-
ber Teddy was thrown out of Harvard
for getting another student to take a
freshman Spanish final for him, or per-
haps because his justified insecurity as
a 30-year-old dauphin senator made him
sound like one, the impression is abroad
that Kennedy is some kind of dope. At
any rate, 1 found friends asking me
about Kennedy, as they did about John
Lindsay a few years ago: how smart is
he? Or, how dumb is he? My answer,
then and now: smart enough.

Successful modern politicians, for
better or worse, have a special kind of
intelligence—like an oil slick, broad,
restless, and only deep enough to make
sure everything is covered. The phrascs
that you hear about Kennedy are “short
attention span” or “a great instinct for
getting right to the heart of the matter,
for asking the right question’—one is
unfriendly, the other friendly, but they
both really mean the same thing. He is
no scholar, and he is neither reflective
nor imaginative—he has people to do
all that for him—but on any day he
can absorb two twenty-pound brief-
cases of memos and background papers,
take a couple of dozen verbal briefings
ranging from 30 seconds to an hour,
handle a dozen confrontation situations
with senators, reporters, or bureaucrats
trying to trap him, juggle the egos of 50
staff members and ex-officio advisers,
interrogate the presidents of four drug
companies and their counsel about their
business, debate Senator John McClel-
lan about the death penalty and Sena-
tor Jesse Helms about handgun produc-
tion in the South, read the newspapers,
remember 500 faces and names, and be
witty at dinner. You try it.

On that day, as chairman of the
Health Subcommittee of the Senate
Labor and Public Welfare Committee,
Kennedy was taking testimony from
the presidents of four of the largest
pharmaceutical manufacturers in the
country. Subcommittee investigators and
Kennedy’s staff had investigated industry
sales practices to try to prove Teddy’s
contention that tens of thousands of
Americans are dying each year because
drugs are being peddled and prescribed
without adequate safeguards. The drug
executives had been briefed, too, and
Henry W. Gadsden, who . presumably
had something on the ball to become
the chairman and president of Merck
& Co., was defending the use of sales-
men-detailmen and industry sales man-

uals urging them to “appeal to the pride,
ego, and fear” of pharmacists and

physicians when this exchange took

place: :

KENNEDY: You think detailing is a
valuable service, then? .

GADSDEN: The fact is we wouldn’t
spend the money on detailing if we
didn’t think it was worthwhile.

KENNEDY: Exactly. But you only talk
about your drugs.

GADSLEN: Sir, I believe Xerox sales-
men only talk about Xerox machines.

KENNEDY: How long can you stay in
the hospital or can you die from over-
use of a Xerox machine? :

Someone who knows Kennedy very
well described him to me as “canny,”
a good word to describe the kind of
Irish-Catholic intelligence that comes
from coexisting with the doctrine of the
church and the realities of life. There
is a great deal that is very Catholic
about Edward Kennedy: the almost in-
stinctive respect for institutions (Con-
gress and unions, for example) that
makes him more conservative than
many people would like to believe, and
the separation between public and per-
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like Walter Mondale can’t move.

sonal morality that the church’s rigid
regulation forces on its children very
early in life.

“Whatever you think of Teddy's per-
sonal morality,” a friend said, “he is a
publicly moral man. The rules of the
church are so rigid that we have to de-
velop a separate personal morality to
survive—then the question of how good
a Catholic you are becomes a question
of how much do you stray and how
soon do you return.”

Kennedy strays often and clumsily,
which really doesn't have much to do
with being a good senator or President.
Unless the straying is part of a pattern
—a lack of what might be called char-
acter, a bent toward self-destruction,
or just an immature sense of priorities.

Do you want Teddy Kennedy to be
President? “Everybody hestitates when
you ask that, don’t they?” answered a
congressman who has campaigned with
Kennedy and votes the same way. “I'm
not sure, but then I'll never be sure,
and in a crunch I would say yes.”

The word that kept coming up was
“maturity,” and 1 finally asked Ken-
nedy for his definition of it.

“l suppose it’s an approach to life,”
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“...He may be the real Bobby. Certainly his feel for those people
near the bottom is more genuine. He just might put it together...”

he said, “an ability to be able to per-
ceive the important rather than the un-
important, balance the real dimension
of existence. I'd say it doesn’t include
being right all the time, but having
reasons, views, actions, and attitudes
that are sound.”

And are you mature? “Certainly
more than I used to be. I'm getting
there,” he said, breaking into a huge
grin, and that was the end of that.

Someday, 80 million American voters
are going to judge Kennedy’s maturity
—it will be the basic question that
decides whether he is to be their Presi-
dent. Because of that there is tremen-
dous political focus in Washington on
his relationship with his wife, Joan, the
neglected and insecure woman called
“The Reluctant Kennedy” in the title
of a book coming out this summer.

“Gossip is fun, we all love it,” said
one of the wiser old heads in the Demo-
cratic party. “But this isn’t fun any-
more. It's serious. Kennedy can’t take
another scandal, a divorce or anything,
it’'d just be too much. Whatever ar-
rangement they have, his wife has a lot
of power over what happens to this

party.”

The Senate is a comfortable, comical
imitation of what the Founding Fathers
had in mind. Like a hundred grandees
trailed by a hundred attendant entou-
rages, the elders wander from commit-
tec rooms to the floor to National Air-
port for a quick flight back home to
dazzle the folks with the glamour that
has attached to them since the televi-

sion networks and major newspapers,

decided to concentrate their national
coverage in the Capitol. Washington, of
course, is not the nation, and the great
national debate of the elders is a farce,
with two or three senators at a timc
gesturing dramatically at empty desks
and glancing into the galleries to see if
The New York Times or The Wash-
ington Post is taking notes. When Ken-
nedy was effectively arguing against
capital punishment last month, his dis-
tinguished adversaries were yocking it
up around the Republican cloakroom
about Chappaquiddick, getting up a
phony amendment about “swimming
away from the scene of a crime.”

If Senate sessions were televised, we
would be talking about governors and
mayors for President. At any rate, we
are talking about senators, and Ted
Kennedy is in the upper half of the
class, working hard and manipulating
the public attention that comes with
his name to push his favored interests
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through the world’s greatest delibera-
tive body—national health care; draft,
tax, and campaign finance reform;
world refugee probems; and the eight-
een-year-old vote, which became law
because his staff figured out a way to do
it without a constitutional amendment.

He has had his moments—like trying
to make Francis X. Morrissey, his fa-
ther’s old coat-holder, a federal judge—
but the third Kennedy has been a more
diligent and effective senator than his
brothers. He has grown into the best
orator the family has produced—al-
though 1 haven't figured out why any-
one would want to orate in an empty
room—and kept his liberal credentials
shiny with Americans for Democratic
Action ratings above 85 and Amcricans
for Constitutional Action ratings below
5. He is also a nice guy, which counts
for a lot in those hallowed halls.

When the Scnate went into session
in 1969, Kennedy wanted to prove
something—probably that he could rise
above being a Kennedy, could function
away from charisma and media—and
got himself elected assistant majority
leader of Senate Democrats (whip)
over Russell Long of Louisiana in closcd
caucus. ’

In 1971, Kennedy belatedly rcalized
that Robert Byrd of West Virginia was
trying to take his little job away, and
he did, because Teddy had been a lousy
whip—that is, he hadn’t done enough
piddling services like making sure cer-
tain senators got back from martini
time to discharge their sacred trust on
some inconsequential roll call. When
the secret votc was over and some of
his colleagues had betrayed their word
that they would vote for him, Ken-
nedy walked out and found, as usual,
Marty Nolan of The Globe waiting for
him.

“This is first time you’ve ever lost
anything, senator, isn’t it? How does it
feel?” Nolan asked.

“The Kennedys have known personal
tragedy before . . .” the answer began.
So have the Nolans. But Kennedy
couldn’t rise above being a Kennedy.

A Kennedy lives all his life in public,
that’s the way they’ve wanted it. Burton
Hersh, the author of The Education of
Edward Kennedy, believes that decision
was made in 1946 after an enormously
successful reception for congressional
candidate Jack Kennedy at the Com-
modore Hotel, just off Harvard Square
in Cambridge. He wrote:

“[1t] may have marked that moment
when the Kennedys began knowingly

to market an apprehension of them-
selves as something more than people,
stimulate somehow that oversweet
awareness of the beauty and meaning
and predestination of their lives which
was to excite the longing and hatred
and adoration of millions and millions
everywhere, and finally of those in-
sane little moths who flew at them in
Dallas and Los Angeles. . . . At the
time the idea of the reception came up
it scemed an absurdity to the regulars
in the organization—a kind of costume
put-on to which 1,500 local scrub-
women and taxidrivers were invited by
embossed invitation along with a sprin-
kling of openly tongue-in-chcek Har-
vard faculty, all filing together in con-
fusion along a protocol-ordered recep-
tion line headed by the Ambassador
[Joseph Kennedy] himself in white tie
and tails before fanning out to play
hell among the teacups and petits fours;
the line of communicants stretched
across the lobby and out of the door
of the little hotel, across the street and
into a park nearby. The Kennedys had
stumbled onto what was to remain
their most successful publicity recourse,
their ability to minister to the sharpening
pretension among ox-tongued ethnics
across America, their ability to involve
other people as unaware of the tradi-
tional moorings as they were in their
own exhaustedly derived intuition of
pop class.”

So 30 years and 100,000 carefully
arranged family pictures later, it comes
down to Teddy in 1976. 1 asked him
what he wanted from the President
who will take office in 1977 and he
answered in part:

“To rebuild the confidence of the
United States in the United States. . . .
Build a series of early warning systems
in domestic areas: energy, food, the
economy. We can’t go on like this from
crisis to crisis. . . . There are no an-
swers, but you can have approaches.
There has been resentment about spe-
cial programs, and we have to have
programs that reach out. . . . I'm obvi-
ously thinking about things like na-
tional health care and social security.
They have to help the Cambridge cop
and the inner-city poor. If approaches
arc equitable, the cop is then glad to
help the person in harder straits, . . .
In forecign policy, he should move away
from balance of power to interdepen-
dence. . . . We should not try to re-
shape and change the world, but have
the United States represent something,
the things we all believe it is supposed
to represent. . . . You don’t give mili-




tary aid and credits to military govern-
ments like Chile. . . . You don’t favor
Pakistan—even if you're doing it to get
into China—when they’re using force
to oppose an elected government.
We believe in influencing the world
toward humanity and humanism.”

There are a couple of mterestmg
things about that recitation. One is that
Kennedy is still very much a domestic-
~oriented national politician—I say still
because that seems to change when a
man becomes President and realizes
that outside the twelve-mile limit he /s
the United States of America. The other
is that he is of a new generation of
liberals who, unlike J.F.K. and his con-
temporaries,the junior-officers-in-World-
War-11 generation, don’t believe that
the great problems can be solved. The
next generation that comes to power,
and he may be the first of them, has
faith only that the problems can be lived
with, if they are lived with fairly—if
the burden of discomfort is distributed
more equitably. He is also, incidentally,
the first national politician 1 have
talked with in a long time who said
something like “face it, the inner city
is our principal problem area”—New
Yorkers and inner cities are out of
fashion and you want to stand up when
you hear someone say that again.

If Edward Kennedy does become
President, it is going to be different

than some people think. He is not one

of his brothers and he has his own
style and his own people.

Teddy consults his brothers’ men of-
ten and listens to them with great defer-
ence, but later he is as likely as not to
turn to one ‘of his own men, Dave
Burke or Paul Kirk, and say with a

- smile: “Jeez, what bull----!”” Ted Sor-

ensen and the rest will be talking about
running the country, but they’ll be do-
ing more of it on The Tonight Show
than in the White House.

The new Kernedy men, with Burke
as primus inter pares, are more his
own age, more Irish, earthier than, if
not as academic as, the men around Jack

-or Bobby. They are also likely to have

served on his stafl at one time or an-
other. Their names, except perhaps
for Stephen Smith, his coldly calculat-
ing brother-in-law, are practically un-
known: James. Flug, former chief coun-
sel to Kennedy’s Subcommittee on
Administrative Practice and Proce-
dure; Paul Kirk, the political liaison
in the Senate office; Burke Marshall,
a professor of law at Yale who was
the “one man” Bobby said he would
turn to for advice. Then there are
Tim Hanan, a New York attorney;
Richard Drayne, his press secretary;
Edward Martin, his administrative as-
sistant; Carey Parker, a legislative assis-
tant . . . Gerard Doherty, John Nolan,
Lester Hyman . . . the list goes on. His
gurus would include Senator Philip

Dy
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The Big Unless: Teddy can’t win big unless Wallace actively supports him, pollsters say.

Hart, the gentleman from Michigan,
and Archibald Cox, whom Kennedy
would almost certainly like to make a
Supreme Court justice. And the old
friends or ‘“the jocks,” as they are
known in Washington, Senator John
Tunney and Representative John Cul-
ver of lowa, a Harvard fullback when
Teddy was an end.

Out there are the Kennedy Minute-
men. The Kennedy Machine has always
been something of a myth, a clanky
thing at best, but there are hundreds,
perhaps thousands, of people willing to
drop their own careers and families if
the call comes—it can only be described
as a phenomenon, a calling. Stan Kap-
lan, the wealthy North Carolina radio
station owner who has been doing audi-
ence research on possible Kennedy for
President commercials, is a minuteman.

The question is whether Kaplan and
others doing little chores for Teddy are
acting under orders or-are self-starters .
or just self-serving. Kaplan, who was
at Harvard Business School when Ted-
dy was an undergraduate, started work-
ing for the Kennedys as a canvasser in
Boston Italian nelghborhoods calling
himself “Pizzaro.”

Who started Kaplan? Teddy, who
sees him periodically, says he didn’t.
Kaplan, who probably talks too much,
said: “I don’t do things for the fun. of
it. ‘As far as I’m concerned, Teddy is
running, and running hard—it’s more
than just keeping his options open.
That’s all I'm-going to say.”

And Kennedy isn’t going to say much

‘more, not for a while: He has to play

his game and play out his options. The
hell with the Democratic party and
Walter Mondale. Let them eat turnips!
—that’s what Vladimir and Estragon
ate while looking down the road for
Godot.

Edward Moore may be the best of
the Kennedys—even if, as I assume, he
spent six days of his life sitting at Hy-
annis Port talking about payoffs or
whatever else it would take to cover up
how a 28-year-old girl died. He may be
the real Bobby—that is, he may be the
guy who can make the magic connec-
tion, the bringing together on some lev-
els of working white ethnics and the
poor. Certainly his feel for those people
near the bottom, all those ethnics work-
ing two jobs, is more genuine than Bob-
by’s. He just might put it together.

The country might be ready for Ted-
dy—if he’s finally ready. The public and
the press has been sensitized by the
Nixon charade of ’72 and Watetrgate.
We have to believe the 76 gauntlet can
test character as well as anything. If

" Kennedy survives it, he deseives to be

President—whatever goes on at that
$750,000 house in McLean or whatever
the hell really happened. at Chappa-
quiddick. m—
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Edward Kenhedy ' Citizens T.ook at Congress

The offiee is large but not grand, and pictures of President Kennedy, the senators, aag
the children fill the walls. - In a captain's chair by the small sofa and coffee table, Edward Ken-
nedy sat in shirtsleeves, hunched over a cardboard container of minestrone soup. It was near-
"1y five o'clock .and he apologized for snacking. "I missed lunch today,' he said with a glance zi
his stomach, "which was probably-a good thing." ’

On the day he missed lunch, Kennedy was floor managing an employment bill he had been
working on for several years. It was supposed to have come to a vote that morning, but compli-
- cations delayed passage until late afternoon.

' Kennedy has a reputation for being a hard worker, a "plugger." One of his subcommittee

- consultants, Jerry Tinker, says that on the morning of a subcommittee hearirg, "I'll go out to-
the Senator's home in Virginia just to ride into Washington with him and brief him along the way.
He doesn't like to waste the driving time. vl An interviewer waiting to catch Kennedy when he
comes off the Senate floor is cautioned by Ed Martin, Kennedy's administrativs a351stant "Keep
your eye on him. He moves pretty quickly, and if you miss him he's gone " '

Kennedy has to move quickly, partly because his schedule is tight, zac partly because he
has to make up the countless minutes lost shaking hands, exchanging greetm_-. and posing for
pictures with the instant crowds he attracts wherever he goes. The people bzck home in Mas-
sachusetts probably realized long ago that Edward Kennedy wasn't exactly theirs alone, that
.people from Bangladesh to Baltimore think he's their senator, too.

The guest book in his Washington office reads like a national convention roster. On one
Augustday the faithful came from Brooklyn and Milwaukee, from Kalamazoo, Michigan; and
Los Angeles, California, from Massillon, Ohio and Redmond, Virginia, and from Wilmington,
Newton, Saugus and Ft. Devens, Massachusetts, They came in groups and they came alone,
like the dark, serious woman with the sad eyes and foreign accent who "'needed to see Senator
Kennedy."

Senator Kennedy's five-room suite in the Old Senate Office Building has the look and feel
of 2 small newsroom. Desks crown in to every availablé inch of floor space, partitions try
vainly to make single rooms double, and papers, books, posters and people are scattered liber-
ally: throughoul..

Visitors. The activity that takes place in an hour in Kennedy's office compares quite reasonably
to a week in other congressional offices. Melody McElligott, Kennedy's receptionist for four
years, handles much of the contact with the outside world. By staff estimate, the office receives
in an average week 3,000 phone calls and 300 visitors. During the seasonal rush the arrival of
300 visitors per day is not unusual,
Most visitors to the office seek passes to the House or Senate galleries and are quickly

-dispatched with a smile and a gesture toward the pink and green cards. Surprisingly frequently,
though, people pop in unannounced fully expecting to see or speak to the senator.
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Edwar Kennedy o : : ' ¢itizéns Look at Congress

David Maxey wrote in an article for Life Magazine: '"Because he is seen as rich and
powerful, the big guy who can fix it all, {Kennedy] also attracts more than his share of the harm-
less, cdisturbed, lonely ones., They petition, have ideas to salvage the world, visit his office.
Several do so often. Kennedy staffers call them ‘our regulars'.... "3

-"This isn't like other offices, " says Dick Drayne, Kénnedy S press secretary. "We get
more of everything: more mail, more threats more nuts, and more erutcakes at Christmas--
time than anybody else. nd

On one August afternoon, a troop of Girl Scouts from Georgxa arnved to see the. Kennedy
pictures in the office. At the same time, about 20 members of a co-ed church group "just hap-
pened to be passing by." An Indiana politician stopped in to pose for a picture with the senator,
and the phone began to ring. As the small entranceway filled, Kennedy's receptionist, obscured
by the crowd but still smiling, called out '"Can I help all of you?"

Office Organization. To the uninitiated, life in the Washington office is hopelessly confusing and -

" in apparent disarray. But according to Ed Martin, the senator's administrative assistant, there

is a system that governs staff activity. Basically, each staff member has a clearly defined area
of responsibility, Some work on constituent ca’sework,* some on legislative affairs, and others
on home state issues. 5 ‘ L .
Various parts of the office are reserved for each of these actxwues. In addition, Martin
occupies a room next to the senator's private office along with an appointments secretary, and. .
Kennedy's personal secretary. Dick Drayne has a corner in a partitioned area of the casewo’rk
room. A room down the hall from the main suite is set aside for incoming and outgoing mail
and press releases. .
The mail room, run by Ixennedy staff members and part-time volunteers, serves as a {
filter that initially separates and directs the flood of correspondence that comes irto the ofFlce \‘
every day. In 1966 Newsweek mentioned that Edward Kennedy received about 500 letters a day.
Kennedy staff members now estimate the number to be closer to 2,000, ‘ : -
The mail arrives in four daily deliveries. Each pile is sorted, and each letter stamped -
with the time and date of arrival. Mail room personnel scan the letters to determine which con-
cern legislation, caseworl\ or other areas and then direct them to the appropriate staff members
- Incoming mail covers virtually every subject, though requests for help in solving prob-
lems with the federal government and expressions of opinion on legislation dominate. Mail in
these two areas makes up roughly 60 percent of the total received. Other areas of frequent at-
tention include complaiats about federal government activities (15 percent) and requests for
stziements outlining Kennedy's position on various issues (8 percent). . . :
Routine requests, like those for pictures of the senator, President Kennedy, or Robert :
{ennedy, .require little individual staff attention. Sometimes the volume of mail on particular '
issues is great, and form letters are composed and typed on a high-speed automatic machine. -
Kennedy staff members showed a few recently prepared form letters to a Congress Project re-
arcner, Each hegan with a similar opening passage: "I appreciate your taking the time to
2 me concerning the trouble in Northern Ireland."; "Thank you for your letter regarding
‘Social Security.'; "I appreciate your taking the time to express your views on the controversial
issue of school busing.!; or "I appreciate your taking the time to write concerning the guestion
f amnesty." Each letter then clarified the senater's position on the issue, explaining a recent
and the senator's vote, or giving an account of recent hearings on the subje=t. Enclbs'u_res E
weiudad the text of a Kennedy statement or copy of remarks made on the Senate floor. ! ‘

o

"ork” refers to the handling of problems hetween people and their government. Non-del-

a Socinl Security check, reassignment of a serviceman to a post nearer home, checking
on the delay of a Small Pusiness Administration loan; these are just a few e\amples of the broad (
spec:mrn of problomb called casework.
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State
Voting

Citizens Look at Congress

History |
1966 11968 1970
R . Name ‘ % Vote*|Name % Vote*|{Name . -%' Vote* .
Senate Democratic Primary |Peabody 55 321 |No el ection held |Kemedy = Unopposed
' Collins 45 265
Senate Republican Primary |Brooke Unopposed |No election held Spaulding 57 109

Senate General Election

Brooke (R) 61 1213
Peabody (D) * 39 775

~

No election held

McCarthy 43 81

Kennedy (D) 62 1203
Spaulding (R} 37 716

Gubernatorial Election

Volpe (R) 63 1,227
McCormack(D)37 753

No election held

|Sargent (R) 57 1,058
White (D) 43 739

Nixon

o . S

“Presidential Election 1No election held 33 787 |No election held -
o , Humphrey - 63 - 1,469
! Wallace 4 27

* fxgure in thousands

Sources

. !"Complete Returns of the 1968 Elections by Congressional District",
Report XVII (June 6, 1969

- 1968, and 1970)

11966 Electmns", Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, XXIV (November 11,

1966);

Congressional Quarterly Weekly

Politics in America, IV (Washmgton D.C.:
“1971); Richard M, Scammon, America Votes (Washington, D.C.:

Congressional Quarterly, Inc.

Congressional Quarterly, Inc. ,

, 1966,

Some letters, with meaningless or preposterous requests, get little mere than a "thank-

you-for-writing' response, or none at all.

The 10 or 15 serious threats that come in

the mail

each month are reportedly turned over to the FBI or Secret Service where they are run through

.a computer. .

Casework_érs. :

Much of the correspondence the office receives does get individual stz2ff attention.

Appeals from constituents.for help with problems in dealing with the government are handled as

individual cases by Kennedy's four full-time caseworkers.

According to one caseworker, 'we

get letters from everywhere about everything." The bulk of the cases handled by the caseworkers

fall into four categories:

plications with veterans and Social Security benefits.
Each caseworker is responsible for the cases involving specific government departments

and agencies.

a foreign country is referred to Jan Verrey,
writing to Senator Kennedy to protest haircutting policies will be answered by Fran McElroy
who is responsible for the Army and Navy.

Because there are more dealings with some agencies than others, each caseworker tends

military difficulties, unemployment, immigration problems, and com-

For instance, a constituent request for help in obtaining a visa for a relative in

who takes care of Immigration. An Army draftee
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to have a major assignment and numerous minor ones. Jan Verrey, for instance, spends most
of her time on immigration cases, but also keeps an eye on the State Department, Department
of Transportation, Civil Aeronautics Board, Federal Communications Commission, Interstate
Commerce Commission, and others. She also claims to be the "hockey caseworker.' 'So if
Bobby Orr ever needs anything...,'" she sighs. o

Though caseworker assignments are pretty well defined, there is some overlap between
the caseworkers and other members of the office staff. A letter from constituents in North An-
dover, Massachusetts, expressed strong opposition to an ABM site proposed for the area. Legi:
lative aides became involved in the case, and when Kennedy introduced legislation on the ABM,
the placement of the site in that area was effectively prevented.

Sometimes cases don't involve agencies of the federal government. One request came fror.
a-child who mailed §1. 00 to a private company for a wall poster and never received the poster
or an explanation. A phone call from Kennedy's office to the company quickly got the poster in
the mail. B

Though much of the office's activity on behalf of constituents is done by correspondence,
quite a bit is handled over the telephone. Press Secretary Dick Drayne found himself involved
in casework when a man from Massachusetts called to ask his help after a local teenager had
been arrested on drug charges out of state. Calls were made to determine the status of the case,
and the constituent was kept up to date on the situation, though the office was unable to take any -
action. "You dor't read about these things because they aren't in press releases or- kept on re~
cord, but it's the way a lot of cases are handled, ' said Drayne. _

Problems find their way into Kennedy's office from every part of the United States. : Ofé
ten troubled citizens will contact Kennedy instead of their own legislators. A couple from Cleve-
land, Ohio, recently encountered difficulty when their infant son, who has dual American and ¢
Turkish citizenship, was detained abroad. They appealed to Senator Kennedy, a caseworker
contacted the State Department, and the child was released to return to the United States. 11

- Sometimes cases the office receives are hopeless. Las: minute calls about expired visas
are very difficult, and caseworkers usually have to notify distressed families that the office is
simply unable to do anything., Kennedy's activity on behalf of minority groups both at home and.
abroad, plus his expressed intention to represent ""the voiceless and powerless, ™ have naturally
resulted in many requests for help. When asked whether his Massachusetts constituents ever
resent the amount of time he and his staff devote to other affairs, Kennedy rephed that he is.
"enormously fortunate to have a constituency with as wide and varied interests as M'lssachusetts"
Citing the diverse activities of former Massachusetts politicians, such as John Kennedy and the
Izdges, and noting the large ethnic percentages in his home state, Kennedy claimed that his
range of activities reflected a Massachusetts tradition as much as his own interests.

Caseworkers say that except for matters of extreme urgency, Massachusetts cases take
recedence over others, though an attempt is made to help out on every case that comes into
: office, Additionally, while the four caseworkers handle individual problems from Massachu-
ts along with the rest, two other staff members devote full attention to larger issues affect-

ing he state. : .

Judy Mintz and Mary Murtagh, who handle Massachusetts affairs, occupy a hopelessly

cramped half-rcom partitioned off from the main reception area. They share their space with
third staff member, and the combined total of desks, files and loose papers allows just enough

zce for a person to pass through walking sideways part of the time. One of Judy Mintz' tasks

in keep abreast of what is happening in Massachusetts by monitoring the flow of mformatlon
 comes from x\umedy contacts across tihe stats.

These contacts are for the most part community leaders, like the head of a Pittsfield, 4
Massachusetts hospital iaboratory. They participate in Kennedy campaigns during election years{
and serve in between by keeping the senator informed on local issues, Many of them serve as
advance people when Kennedy makes trips to their part of the state. 13 During the year they-
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oo _ _ 1960 1970 1SA Avg,
Total population . 5,148,578 5,689,170
White ’ T 97.6% 96.3% .. 87.5%
Negro : 2.2% 3.1% 11, 1%
Other 0. 2%, 0.6% - 1.4% .
Urban 83.6% 84.6% 73.5%
Rural 16. 4% 15, 4% - 26.5%
Median age 32.1 29.5 28.3
Median school vears - 11.6 - 11. & 12.2
Per capita income NA §4,156* $3588
Civilian unemployed 4.2% 44, 1%* 4.9%
Total housing units/1000 328.3 332.2 335.0
% Unoccupied 9. 2% 6. 9% 8.8%
% With more than .

1.01 persons/room 6.1% 5.5% 8.2%
Median value, owner occupied $13,800 $20,600 $17,000
Median monthly rent 375 $91 $90

Sources

U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Conglebsxonal stu.rct
Data Book: Districts of the 88th Congress (\vashmg‘ton D. C.: Government
Printing Office, 1963). '

U. S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Congressmnal Distriet
Data, Districts of the 92nd Congress, by state ’Washmﬁton, D. C.: Government
Printing Office, 1971). ' '
*Morris Harth, ed., The New York Times Enc\\_-or)edla Almanpc 1972 (New
York Times, 1971).

. send cllppmvs to the Washington office about local issues reporied in local papers, zas well as

local information that doesn't appear in the press.
Judy Mintz sorts the clippings and puts all but the obviously ummportant ones in Senator

Kennedy's legendary bag. The bag is the briefcase the senator takes home every evening, filled

by stalf members with materials to be read before going to bed. i

Mary Murtagh has worked in the Washington office for two years. She begzan as a volun-
teer in the mailroom, and worked in Boston during the 1970 campaign. Presently, she seems
to be a sort of hybrid legislative aide caseworker for the state of Massachusetts. \'*e has recent-
ly been involved with Massachusetts distributors of Chesapeake Bay clams who wer e seriously
affected by hurricane damage to the clam supply. After a Massachusetts fishing industry spokes-
man called Kennedy's office on behalf of the distributors, Murtagh began to make inguiries into
the possiblility of Federal Disaster Relief. After contacting the Department of Commerce, she
learned that federal aid was not available to the on-shore distributors. She and the distributors -
then decided that a solution would best be pursued on the state level, and that Senator Kennedy
might be able to help by "using his influence' once it was determined where a letter or call
would bhest he placed. .

An example of the use of a well-placed letter was the case of the RCA-affiliate formerly
located in Marlborough, Massachusetts. When the company decided to relocate in the South,
Kennedy's office hecame involved with the problerns of the RCA employees who would become
unemployed. A "Dear Rob" letter was dashed off to RCA President Robert Sarnoff, who then
wrote a '"Dear Ted" reply outlining the provisions to be made regarding severance pay, pension

.
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benefits, ‘and other worker compensatmns 14

" Sometimes letters to company preSLdents or phone calls to vovernment af'enc1es are not
enough to resolve an issue, and legislation is necessary. On a Congress Project questionnaire,
Senator Kennedy indicated that the most importart legislation introduced since 1970 in response
to communications with constituents was the bill to establish the Nantucket Sound Islands Trust.

Nantucket Sound Islands Trust. According to Mary Murtagh, commercialization was beginning

to have a conspicuous effect on the natural beauty of the islands. '"The conditions of the beaches

weren't the same, and hot dog stands and pizza places were going up all 'over " Studies conducted

on the islands showed that the rate of development would alter the umque quahtles of Martha s

Vineyard and Nantucket Island within five vears.
People who live on the islands, says Murtagh, have been opposed to rapxd de\»elopment

“but uncertain about what to do about it. ""People would look around and say 'the island doesn't

look the same anymore,' but feel that there wasn't anything one person could do." :

In 1970 the Department of the Interior completed a study of islands in the United States
and one of the prmmpal recommendations was to create a system of island trusts, in which the
Nantucket Island Sound should be considered for inclusion. 12 »

Still, there was not widespread agreement among the islanders about the best way to pro-
mote conservation of the islands. A proposal-to include the islands in the Cape Cod National '
Seashore was not favored, because it was felt that belated entry would be a disadvantage and that
the problems of Nantucket Sound were different anyway. The idea of an island trust was not very
clear at all, and the prospect of extensive federal involvement in'local affairs was not very ap—
pealing then.

Nevertheless, in Aprﬂ 1972 Senator Kennedy introduced the Nantucket Sound Island Trust :
bill in the Senate. He called it a "working document" and expected, he said, that "local groups
with both expertise and interest will suggest constructive changes. " :

 After three months Kennedy introduced a second version of the ”workmﬂ domment "
claiming:

this amendment is the product of hundreds and.hundreds of hours of work by -
the people of those Islands, who have studied, met, discussed, consulted,

listened, and-~most importantly--have acted positively and responded to

the bill as an opportunity to restore some measure of locally based control

over the Islands' future.

Mary Murtagh says that the bill will not be passed in this session-of ConO'réss. Comments

oo the second version will be reviewed, and the bill will be re-introduced in 1973. " Though pas-
sage is not certain, she believes the bill has been an "effective catalyst.” Towns u'r_xable before
ts pass zoning laws, started passing them, she says, and "it made a lot of people sit up and
th‘.'ﬂ'{ ¥ P . ’ ) . . C

Keronedy Letters. The staffer whe shares space in the Massachusetts section of the office is

T AL TR e AL

Anne Strauss, who has worked for Kennedy for nine years. Her job is to write individual. re-

~ plies to letters dealing with legislation. Most of these inquiries are answered by form letters.

About ten percent, she estimates, receive individual replies. She cites a letter on narcotics
legislation from a parent whose daughter recently died of a drug overdose as one that obvxously
raguires sorething more cmmpassmnate than a form letter. ST -
Form letters are also inappropriate for answering inquiries which require detailed an-
swers. An authority on nursing homes recently wrote to Kennedy to comment on a health-care 1
bill, Writing that reply entailed the rebuttal of point by point criticisms by citing specific por-"

‘tions of the the bill. Occasional letters are so bizarre that fieither a form letter nor a personal




. el

Edward Kennedy = o - ' Citizens Look at Cougress

-reply is suitable,’ hl\e the hand.scrawled demand that Kennedy do something to end the "'sex war
-in Southeast Asia.' o

‘Depending upon the amount of time particular replies demand, Anne Strauss writes about

120-30 letters a day out of the estimated 300 that deal with legislation. Though nurmerous letters

are received from out of state and answered, letters from Massachusetts are gx ren prlomty on
individual replies. 17 ) :

. Kennedy staff members and their counterparts in other Senate offices reguiarly engege
in a-mild deception with constituents. They participate in a kind of charade in which ’xetters

~enter the office addressed to Senator Kennedy personally and leave the office sigrn2Z hy Senator
_Kennedy as if he had personally dispatched each case. Although staff members do -:aé legwork
on constituent problems, and compose and type the necessary rephes, the letters =re always
-written in the first person as-if by Senator Kennedy himself. R
Staff members do not seem concerned about.this custom, and in fact carry it over to d1s—

cussions of past cases by routinely substituting the senator's name for theu‘ own wien describ-
- ing whatever action was taken. For instance, a caseworker might say that Senator Kennedy
-called the Department of Commerce to discuss a constituent problem, and only afier specific

questionincr admit that she actually made the call "on behalf of the senator.

James Flug, chief counsel for a Kennedy subcommittee, was not pictured in a recent -
Esquue article on Kennedy advisors because he says that the Kennedy staff should remain anony-
mous. Others seem to agree. They are remarkably loyal, and some are apt to become even

‘syrupy in describing their affection for ''the Boss.!" A kind of team spirit ic evident in the oflice,

and reflected in a general disregard for traditional office concerns like hours or work loads. -

"I guess you could say we work from 9:00 to 6:00, ' says one caseworker, "but we're usueally here
till 6:30 or after.”  Lines of authority within the office are apparenily unimportant, and pressure
seems to come from a sense of purpose and the sheer volume of work rather than any kind of

" prodding. Staff turnover is not high, and the average length of sgrvice presently is § years,

" MASSACHUSETTS' UNEMPLOYMENT

Kennedy's Massachusetts origin is not lost on his visitors in Washington. Fz 'uih miem-
orahilia dominate his private office, but Massachusetts runs a strong second. Sailthoats in wa-
ter colors, in scale model, and even made out of boards and bottle caps are beacnP: on his man-
tel and hung on the walls. Books entitled Cape Cod, Boston 1687=1 776G, and Massachusetts: A
Guide to the Pilgrim State sit on his desk. He offers guests a choice of coffee or cranberry -
juice for refreshments-~cranberry juice from ‘\4assachusetts, no doubt grower of the natxon s
1ar‘rest cranberry crop (975,000 bushels in 19(0) :

But.all is not sailing and cranberries in the Bay State. Like 49 other states, Massachu-

setts has some problems. Josiah Spaulding, Kennedy's opponent f{or the Senate in 1270, consid- !
--ers the-economy the most serious statewide problem. He cites a "stagnant indusirial situation, .

unemployment, and a deteriorating tax base' as three major difficulties.. Spaulding helieves
that Kennedy "does-not understand what is happening, " and should focus on Massach setts, re-
present the state, and serve as a catalyst for improving the citizens' lot. “ '
After a three day visit to Massachusetts in early 1972, Kennedy wrote in a constituent
newsletter:

On domestic matters, the state of our economy is uppermost. Inflation, the

property tax, the high cost of fuel, unemployment, quality education--were 9
‘among the concerns raised in“community service clubs and college auditoriums. 1
An industrial, primarily urban state, Massachusetts has especially feltl the effects of

rising unemployment. In a 1971 statement before the Senate, Kennedy noted that ''the crisis in
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Massachusetts is clear. Of the 150 major labor. market areas in the nation, eight are located
in Massachusetts, and all eight are now classified as areas of 'substantial' unemployment by
the Department of Labor." At that time, 183,000 citizens of Massachusetts were out of work.
In the industrial area of Lawrehce—Havverhill, the rate of unemployment was 8.7 percent, and
in Lowell, a staggering 12.3 percent.22 Presently, well over 200, 000 people in Massachusetts
are out of work, and the unemployment rate. still climbs.

Unemployiment in Massachusetts is not strictly a blue-collar problem. ‘A 1970 article in
he New York Times Magazine entitled " Down and Out Along Routé 128" detailed the frustrations
of the high-level jobless, the scientists and engine"e'rs'hit by drastic cutbacks iri th’e elect'ronics

Route 128 in Boston had become the center of the East Coast electromcs industry, and.
- 1969 nearly 50,000 specialists formed one of thé greatest pools of technical talent in the coun-

u:J Companies like Raytheon, RCA, Avco, General Electrlc and Sperry Rand, piled up lucra-

ve defense and space contracts.

_ But the picture began to change as cutbacks in defense and space took their toll, and by
mid-19 70 nearly 10,000 scientists and engineers were laid off. As scores of new faces poured
into a suddenly swollen job market, it became a matter of no surprise at all to see the names
of i0-year-old nuclear physicists on the welfare rolls. Frustrated, irrational rumblings were
regorted in the defense plants along Route 128 to the effect that vif Kennedy had only I\ept his
mouth shut about the war, we might still have our jobs. n24

In mid-August 1972, a Kennedy-sponsored hill aimed at assisting the hmnly skilled un-
emploved passed the Senate, Thé National Science Policy and Pr_Lorthes Act (S 37), is designed
to put jobless scientists and engineers to work solving civilian priority problems through feder~
ally-funded research and development programs. The bill in its present form authorizes 1.8
billion dollars over a three-year period, and according to Kennedy, will provide jobs for 41,000
engineers, scientiest and technical personnel in its peak year. By Kennedy's estimate (he says
the government has not been able to provide precise figures), there are several hundred thou-
sand scientists, engineers, and technicians either unemployed or u'nderemployed Though the
bill's margin of passage in the Senate was impressive, its-chance of approval by the House so
late in the second session of the 92d Congress is uncertain at best. .

Massachusetts workers in old, established industries like shoe manufacturing and fish-
ing have also felt the crush of unemployment. In 1971, Kennedy quoted statistics on the decline
of the dmerican fishing industry: '"In 1959, 61 percent of United States fish consumption was
proeduced by the domestic industry; in 1969, the U. S, industry supplied only 39 percent of the

‘seafzod consumed by the American public." This decline, which has taken place in good part

during Kennedy's tenure in the Senate, was attributed primarily to outdated ﬂeets and costly
new. zguipment, along with subsidized foreign competition and depleted species. 25

- Kennedy's relationship with the fishing industry seems to be good. In his f1rst jear in
tne Senate, he pushed heavily for fishing bills: fishing research, boat. construction, and prohi-

in the Food for Peace program. - In 1971 he introduced a Fisheries Development Act
ride an "'eight point program to meet the immecliate needs of this emergency situation. " ,

" In June of 1972 he cosponsored a bilt to compensate commercial fishing vessels for "damages

mfmrred by them as a result of an action of a Vessel operated.by a foreign government or a citi-
zen of a foreign government. "

ennedy has had some trouble with the unemployment issue in the shoe industry ever since

he w=zs the only Massachusetts politician to oppose an import quota on shoes: 26 He views the
imgport question as one issue on which he is caught between his state and national constituencies.
He congiders his position a stand against ”proter'tlomsLs in favor of import limitation,' though
he concedes that it is a tough stand emotionallv. "*The people in the factories. *lﬂey'll support
you en jusi about everything. ..but just don't take their jobs away. 'Let me worlk,’ they say.

:5 on foreign vessels in U. S. terrltomal waters. One bill resulted in fish products being "~

\\ku\-




It's really a tough one, "=

_plcture in the paper is when we open up a new water works."
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‘Kennedy-says that he has tried to deal with unemployment on the state level hyv visiting

‘companies which are experiencing difficulty and helping to relieve the consequences of decisions

to slow down or shut down. In the past he has visited main offices of plants with other 1 \Iassa—
chusetts Ieclslators to try to forestall work cutbacks in Massachusetts. He noted tzat he had

""gone with Représentative Edward Boland to the main offlce of U.S. Royal, and with Representa— o

tive-James Burke to Bethlehem Steel. . .
Kennedy lists as one of his accomplishments for the state the prevention of ihe closing

: of the Arnold Print Works-in North Adams, Massachusetts. With a combination of iederal aid.
m the form of a loan from the Economic Development Admmlstratlon and local b,,_: assistance,

the Arnold plant was saved along with 800 jobs.

Kennedy has sponsored in the past an annual Commumty-Federal Conference in Washing- -
: tou, D.-C., for mayors, selectmen, county commissioners and other-Massachuseiis community - -
leaders. The two-day program consisted of morning lectures by federal officials izcluding the

wce—preSLdent attorney general, ‘Senate majority 1eader and heads of federal zgencies. In -
the afternoon, workshops were held in which the local leaders were free to move among federal

“officials from a variety of departments with questions on specific programs. Though Kennedy :

termed the conferences "very effective,' none have been held since 1970.
' Kennedy recently described a "radically new program" he would like to implement which

~ would greatly facilitate applications for federal funds by small units of government. Kemnecy

feels that while the mayors of large cities have the "wherewithal!' to make applic_atiqris for funds, -
their counterparts in small towns do not. The sénator would like to see the heads of federal

~‘agencies dévelop a program whereby small towns ¢ould make application by ¢omputer.” "They
..could-put a profile of their community into a computer in Washirgton and out would come a break-

down of all the federal programs the community would qualify for. Applications could be pro-
cessed immediately, gomcr 1nto Waslungton and back to the tow" in the same day instead of wait-

_ing six months."

- Kennedy said that he "dvscussed the idea with Tom Watson, head of IBM, and Watson said
it would_be as easy as breakmg sticks to set up." The problem, says Kennedy, is that other
members of Congress won't buy it.. Computer-assisted federal funding would take away the

member s identification with federal benelits in their const1tuenc1es and cut down on a trad1t10na1 ]

source of crood pubhclty . "They say, 'That's fine for you, Kenned», but the only way we get our
n28

THE BOS’DON OFFICE

Until the computer system gets going, small Massachusetts town officials can direct their

" inquiries to Kennedy's-district off1ce in Boston. Unlike the Washington office, the one in Boston

is strictly for constituent service. No legislative work is done there. In Washingion, if a staffer

- is asked what Kennedy does for Massachusetts, he will talk about Economic Conversion bills or-

the Island Trust. A Boston staffer talks about the new police station in Fitchburg or the sewage
plant in Wilbraham e : : - -

James I\mg, who runs the Boston office, considers it ""the busiest district office around. "

About 3,000 casework letters are delivered every week, and v151t1ng school chiidren number

_nearly 300 a day. A large front office with a 23rd floor view of Boston Harbor serves as a mu-

seum for the numerous visitors, while staff work goes on in other parts of the office.

As in the Washington office, most casework deals with the military (armed forces, selec-
tive service, veterans) and immigration. One staff member works full time on military cases
and another three quarters of the time on immigration. An innovation that King claims for the
Kennedy office is the elimination of a secretarial staff."Each staffer is a specialist in a subject
matter area and does the whole score--from typing and composing letters to pursuing help in
the federal bureaucracy. n2d
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~in'the port cities of Gloucester and New Bedford, on the problems of the aging in Fall River,
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King'says that constituent views are determined through the enormous amount of mail
on issues and through the information network of commiinities across the state. Fact finding
trips and town meetings also provide insights, he says, as well as "'systematic canvassing of
non-organization people.' Citizen groups most active in expressing opinions are '"peace groups,
ecology groups, and every organized Irish group." Kennédy offices do not use polls and ques-
tionnaires, said one staff member, because they do not want Sénator Kennedy to be locked into
any positions that - would go-against his-conscience. 30 Constituents probably won'{ run into the
Senator at the office. He spends 85 percent of his time in Washington, 15 percent in Massachu-
setts. Kennedy's state office address is Room 2400 A, Kennedy Federal Bu1[d1 , Boston, Mas-
sachusetts; dial (617) 223-7240.

PREVIOUS CAMPAIGNS

When Kennedy ran in 1962 to serve out the last 2 years of his brother's Senate term, ex-
perience was the issue. He had just turned 30, the minimum age for senators, and his total ser-
vice in government consisted of a $1 a year job as assistant district attorney for Suffolk County
.in 1961. Kennedy's rival in the Democratic prlmary, Edward McCormack blasted him several
times on that subject: : T o
I ask my opponent "What are your qualifications?' You graduated from Law .. .
"School three years ago. You never worked for a living. You have never run o
or held an elective office.  You are not runnmg on qualifications. You are

running on a slogan: 'You CanDo More for Massachusetts... 131

But instead of hurting Kennedy, McCormack's harsh statements led to what some think was a
sympathy backlash that helped him to a lop-sided victory in the primary. In the general election
Kennedy faced George Lodge, Henry Cabot Lodge's son, and took 55.4 percent of the-vote to
win a seat in the U, S, Senate.

"The 1964 election for a full six-year term took place while Kennedy was. still in New
England BRaptist Hosp1ta1 recovering from a near-fatal airplane crash. It was also slightly less
than a year after the assassination of John Kennedy. The impact of these events and the strenu-
ous_campaigning of his wife Joan resulted in an overwhelming victory by a 74.3 percent majority.

In 1970 Kennedy went before the voters to try for a second full term in the Senate and to
begin a political comeback after the disaster at Chappaquidick Island where a car he was driving

" weant off a bridge after a party and a woman in the car was drowned. His opp'onent was a liberal

Eepublican named Josiah Spaulding. : : : ) .

- In Ted Kennedy: Portrait of a Survivor, William H.- Honan wrote that '"Kennedy was not

threatened with defeat in the senatomal election of November 1970, but the size of his plurahty .

w28 sure to be interpreted...as either a vote of confidence or a vote of little conhdence n32

‘Kennedy launched a massive schedule of appearances across the state.  His orffanlzatlon

mounted a voter registration drive which eventually-'"had a local chairman in every ward and pre
cinct throughout the state marshalling an army of thousands of doorbell ringers and telephone’
callers." Television advertising was reportedly the biggest item in his campaign budget. 33

The Bthon ‘Globe carried a story on both candidates' media spending, and reported that Kennedy

had paid 360,000 for commercials by Charles Guggenheim, one of the nation's leading political -

fitm producers. The Globe also reported that Kennedy planned to spend 335,000 on radio spots. J
Kennedy made use “use of the advanta 1ge of incumbency by holding numerous public hearings

in Massachusetts ducing 1970 on subjects of local concern. ~ William Honan noted that hearings

weore held cn dangerous drugs in Winchester and Lynn, on postwar economic conversion in the

elzctronics-industry centers of Framingham and Lexington, on federal aid to'the fishing industry
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Pa_ttefns, o 90th 91st 92nd
: o R - Congress Congress Congress
(1967-68). _(1969-70) (1971}

. MEMBER VOTED WITH 53 38 30

% Average Democratic support 55 46 40

"~ % Highest Democratic support 76 - BT 68"

' % MEMBER VOTED AGAINST 11 49 50

-~ % Average Democratic opposition 24 . 36, 44

.% Highest Democratic opposition 39 58 66"

MAJORITY OF . - . % MEMBER VOTED WITH 49 75 78
DEMCCRATIC PARTY- % Average Democratic support 57 58 64
S . % Highest Democratic support 83 §9 91

% MEMBER VOTED AGAINST 10 4 10

% Average Democratic opposition 21 22 22

% Highest Democratic opposition - 65 58 63

"BIPARTISAN % MEMBER VOTED WITH 48 54 54
"MAJORITY - 9% Average Democratic support 62 63 65
: . % Highest Democratic support 87 87 82

% MEMBER VOTED AGAINST 18 18 -25

j % Average Democratic opposition 15 ‘15 17

N ,: . % Highest Democratic opposition 27 33 55
CONSERVATIVE % MEMBER VOTED WITH 2 -3 3
COALITION % Average Southern Democratic support 62 67 70

’ B % Highest Southern Democratic support 96 - 93 94
‘9% Average Northern Demécratic support 19 .21 23

% Highest Northern Democratic support 71 77 78

% MEMBER VOTED AGAINST 39 78 76

.% Average Southern Democratic opposition 20 20 18

% Highest Southern Democratic opposition 73 70 73

B % Average Northern Democratic opposition 61 €5 61

"% Highest Northern Democratic opposition 89 4 95

SOUTHERN DEMOCRATS % MEMBER VOTED WITH 3 3 11
NORTHERN DEMOCRATS % MEMBER VOTED WITH 62 75 70
' TOTAL FLOOR VOTES % MEMBER VOTED 64 - 5 83
- % Democratic average 81 84 83

% Highest 100 100 100

% Lowest 49 47 51

Sources: Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 92d Cong., 1st Sess., 1971 (Washington, D, C.:Congressiqnél

Quarterly, Inc.,, 1972), p. 81 - 110; and Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 91st Cong., 1st Sess., 1969

~ (Washington, D.C.: Congressional Quarterly, Inc., 1970), p. 1037 - 1070.

Bipartisan majority recorded

votes are votes on which a majority of voting Democrats and a majority of voting Republicans agreed.
Conservative coalition refers to a'voting alliance of Republicans and Southern Democrats against the
Northern Democrats in Congress.
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on insurance for policemen in Worcester and Boston, and on federal aid to secondary schools
in Somerville, Arlington, and Cambmdce 85

Reported contributions to Kennedy's campaign totaled nearly $615,000. The major
sources of campaign funds were fund-raising dinners and a concert held in Boston's Symphony
Hall by Burt Bacharach. Figures reported by the Massachusetts Kennedy Dinner Committee

" totaled $253, 185. The contmbuuons came from a wide variety of persons and groups across the

country and in Massachusetts. *
Massachusetts law places a $3,000 limit on contributions by mdxvxduals to political cam-

 paigns. Therefore, most of the individual donations in 1970 were of thatkamount or less, unless

goven jointly by a husband and wife. Opponent Josiah Spaulding, during an interview with a Con-
gress Project researcher, expressed the belief that Kennedy violated campaign exgendltures '
and contributions laws by incomplete reporting of certain contributions received.

Kennedy, along with many other members of Congress, employed a financial device catled
the "D, C. committee" in his 1970 campaign. By routing contributions through these committees
in Washington, D. C. a member of Congress who did not have personal knowledge of the funds
did rot have to report the contributors or the contributions., Thus, "Friends of Ted Kennedy, "

2 campaign finance committee located in Washington, D.C.,. was able to contribute $23,000 to-
his re-election campaign--with no. mention of who these "friends" might be. Kennedy received
$10,000 from the "Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee, ' also located in Washington,
D.C. Kennedy also received $30,000 from a Citizens for Better Government organization‘,
with names of contributors unspecified. . oo o

In 197¢, Kerinedy received the followmcr crmtrlbutlons from labor groupq and mdxvxduala
representing labor groups: Communication Workers of America ($1.000); United Steel Workers -
of America (31.000); Railway Clerks Political League ($1.000); International Union of United (Q
Mine Workers of America (§300); Machinists Non-partisan Political League (51.000); Internation-
al Ladies Garment Workers' Union Campaign Commission ($5,000); Transportation Political Ed-
i;»cation League ($1,000); International Rrotherhood of Electrical Workers ($1,000); Transporia-
tion Workers Union of America ($500); Committee on Political Education (CCPE) of the AFL-CIO
(37,500); Alexander Barkan, the powerful national director of COPE ($1,000); Heimoth Kern of
the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and Butcher Workmen ($500); Fugene Gloves of the Internatlonal
Association of Machinists (§500); Francis Burke of the International Union of Electrical, Radio,
and Machine Workers (§500); Walter Mason of the Building and Construction Trades Jepartment
of :he ATL-CIO ($500); Jack Curran of the Laborers' Political Leaoue (Sl 000), and William
Poliock of the Textile Workers' Union of America ($500).

Kannedy also received campaign contributions from the following mdlmduals Frank
MoCarthy of the National Auto Dealers! Association (3500); Daniel S. Collins (§5,000); Aaron
Krock of Commerce Baok and Trust, Worcester, Massachusetts ($1,000); Mr. and Mrs. W, D,
Zerpool, Jr. ($3,000); Henry Kimelman, president of Overview Corporation and official in
MeGovern presidential campaign ($1,000); An Nang ¢31,000); Sargent Shriver, Democratlc
ndidate for vice-president and Senator Kennedy's brother-in- law (%1, OOO), Saul Steinberg
S ,000); M. Riklis ($2,500); James A. Payne (33,000); James Nederlander (31, 000); Mr. and
Irs. Glenn Turner, Koscot Interplanetary Corporation ($5,000); Toseph E. Levine, movie
producer for Paramount Pictures (82, 000); Francis S. Levine ($2,000); Mrs. Louiz S. mebels
$3,000); Larry Fisher ($3,000); Pierre Drogoul (31,000); Charles W. Engelhard (83, 000) Mr.

v Mrs. Miklos Sperling ($5,000); John Pierson ($1,000); Charles Spalding ($3,000); Francis

25 (-3, 000) Bernard Endelman ($3,000); Anthony Delorenzo (32, 500); the Honorable E, M,

e, city judge in Crowley, Louisiana ($1,000); Samuel W. Sax, Exchange Natioral Bank of

¢o ($1,000); RBernard Solomon (31, 060); Thilip Jerome ($3,000); Mary Campbell (82, 000);

am Wolhach, chairman of the board of Boston Safe Deposit and Trust (81,000); George Con- (g
$2,000); Lew Wasserman ($4,267,41); Laura P. Allen ($1,000); Herbert Allen, Jr. o

, I

(bl 3G0); and Herbert A. Allen (31,000).°"
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- Member's Rating |
~ Interest Group ] (%) Year(s)
4 ﬁnterest - Americans. tor Constitutional Action 5 ' 1971
Gr@up I _ . R .. 8 Cumulative* . :
v Ratﬁngsm o - Americans for Democratic Action 100 v 1971 _ $
- : : 89 Cumulative* '
League of Conservation Voters 71 1970 ‘\"3
- ~Arﬁérican Security Council S 0 - 7 1969—70”
. # Pro # Con
Friends Committee on National Legislation . 15 1 1971
Chamber of Commerce ’ 0 il 1969-70
' Nafi_onal Associated Businessmen ' 2 S - 1969-70
Committee on Political Education 10 S , 2  1971
» 44 . 0 . Cumulative*
National Farmer's Union 26 1 1969-71
Consumer Iederation of America — 7 0 1971

" InfeTrest Groups”

 Americans foi:‘ACdns_tiﬁitionall Action (ACA)."' A pdliticél action drgani'z'_ationndedicatéd to the principlés of
"constitutional conservatism" and opposed to socialism and regimentation. Based on 29 votes in the
House and 24 votes in the Senate in 1971. 955 L'Enfant Plaza S.W., Suite 1000, Washington, D. C. 20024,

Americans for Democratic Action (ADA). A political action organization of ''liberals and the politically
aware' dedicated to international cooperation, economic security and freedom. Based on 37 votes in the
House and 27 votes in the Senate in-1971.--1424 16th St.- N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036.

League of Conservation Voters (LCV). An organization which compiles information about congressional
“votes in cooperation with the Friends of the Earth; both organizations are dedicated to-the preservation of
the earth's resources from exploitation and irreversible damage. Based on 10 votes in the House in 1970
and 17 votes in the Senate from 1955 to 1970, 324 C St., S.E., Washington, D,C. 20003,

American Security Council (ASC). "A coalition of former military leaders, defense industry executives,
- and concerned citizens advocating a strong defense posture in order to deter war. Publishes the National
 Security Index (NSI). Based on 10 votes in.the House and 10 votes in the Senate in 1969-70. 1101 17th St,
N. W., Washington, D.C.

. Friends Committee on Nationail Legislation (FCNL). A Quaker pacifist group dedicated to thc peaceful
resolution of international conflicts. Based on 12 votes in the House and 13 votes in the Senate in 1971.
245 2nd St. N. W., Washington, D.C. 20002. ’
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Chamber of Commerce (CC). A'representéltive of the numerous Chambers of Commerce throughout the
nation composed of oil, construction, retail trade and the entire spectrum of business and industry; an
advocate of a strong economic system. Based on 10 votes in the House and 10 votes in the Senate in
1969-70. 1615 H St, N. W, Washmoton D.C. 20006

National Associated Businessmen, Inc. (NAB). A coalition of financiers, bankers and businessmen '

dedicated to fiscal responsibility and minimal federal spending in government. Based on 12 votes in the
House and 12 votes in the Senate in 1969-70. 1000 Connecticut Ave. Bldg., Washington, D.C. 20005

Committee on Political Education (COPE). A political arm of the largest federation of labor unions in the
nation, the AT L~CIO. Based on 12 votes in the House and 12 votes in- the Senate in 1971. 815 16th St. N.W.
Washmgton D.C. 20006, '

National Farmer's Union (NTFU)., A coalition of operators of small farms. Based on 30 votes in the House
and 31 votes in the Senate in 1969-1970, BSuite 1200, 1012 14th St., N.W., Washington, D.C, 20005,

Consumer Federation of Amevica (CFA). A group of consumer organizations dedicated to p'rotection of-
' consumer rights and safety. Based on 8 votes in the House and 7 votes in the Senate in 1971. 1012 14th St:
N.W., Washington, D.C. 20005.

) *Cumulative votes cover at least fifteen years, up to or including 1_971, depending on length of service in',/".
Congress. :

And Burton Hersh reported that in 1962, ""hoth 2 Bostoa Globe reporter and a'ﬁdston
University political scientist, Murray Levin, suggested that the Kennedys had circumvented
new Massachusetts fund-disclosure laws by funneling expendltures throucrh the Do wd advertising _
agency. nd0 » - ’ ’ '
Kennedy and hm hberal Repubhcan opponent were in virtual 'urreement on the | issues,
with one notable exception in heavily Catholic Massachusetts being abortion. Spaulding support-
ed abortion on demand, and Kennedy was against abortion. Spaulding's initial hopes apparently
zted on the possibility that Chappaquidick might undermine. Kenhedy s position enough to enable
aone with similar views on the issues to defeat him. As the campaign progressed, in fact,
iding was encouraoed by polls that showed Kennedy's position cleterrorannnP as the election
drew closer. 41 : §
However, when the results were in Kennedy was re- elected by a 63 percent maJorIty
~ comfortable margin but nowhere near his 74 percent of 1964, Opinions differ on whether the
11 point difference was directly related to Chappaquidick. William Honan. Teealls that in 1864
i ac ’drt‘on to the sympathy factor, Kennedy had ""the coat-tail effect of the Johnson landsliide
iztory over Goldwater, and the absence of stiff competition due to a lackluster and poorly
inan eed Repubhcan opposmor him.'" ‘On the other hand, polmcal analyst W'lrren Weaver wrote

oF ."14 last uf the Kennedys, on his Massachusetts home ﬂ‘round, 1mplorm“ the falt"lflll to prove
that he was not a pohtlcai pariah. 42 '

THE DEVELOPMENT OF A LEGISLATOR
In ary case, Kennedy's election victory did not achleve tor him meedmte pohtlcal

redemption. Thisbecame clear in January of 1971 when Kennedy returned to the Senate and” ‘
promptly lost his job as majority whip to Senator Robert Byrd of West Vi rginia.- :
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- Almost liturgically, Kennedy aides and the senator himself speak of thet incide nt as a

blessing in disguise. As assistant to the majority leader, or whip, Kennedy was

spend a great deal of t1me in the Senate and in Washington concentrating on the dptaﬂs
of passing legislation. Tree of these admmlstratne ‘responsibilities, and perl aps because of
the manner in which he gamed his freedom, Kennedy was able to hecome increzzingly indepen-

dent, outspoken, and issue-oriented. , i
‘In the beginning Kennedy's Senate career was the height of blandness. As Burton Hersh

wrote in The Education of Edward Kennedy: "He took his seat in the back in 1963, made no ma- -

. jor. speech before his colleagues whatsoever for an unusual smteun months, watcted out for
‘usages, studied the parliamentarian moves and stratefrlcs acquamted himself witih each of his

: colleagues-—and waited. "
Y ' He concentrated on rel atively minor issues of primary concern to his hom= state, intro-

ducing bills to aid the fishing industry and working on federal loans, grants, and crojects for
Massachusetts. An effective fight on behalf of the Northeast Airlines after a Civil A eronautlcs
Board decision threatened financial disaster was one of his first real tests.’ .
in 1%5 Kennedy undertook broader and weightier assignments. In his beiated maiden
1eglslat1ve effort he successfu]ly floor managed a bill to amend the Immigration and Naturaiiza-
tion Act, an amendment that did away with many of the inequities of the old law and was good

political ‘fodder in ethmc Massachusetts. That year Kenmcn made a rather bold move when he

attached an amendment to eliminate the poll tax to President Johnson's pending Voting Rights
bill. The amendment was defeated, but the fact that it even came to a vote was significant,
Senate leaders on both the Republican and Democratic sides had iried to waylay the amendment,
and the Johnson Administration was not very enthusiastic about adding ancther comphcahoa to

" the already sensitive Voting Rights bill. But Kennedy's skill in bringing the amendment out of
committee and onto the Senate [loor, and his well reasoned arguments in its favor were convin-

“cing demonstrations of his growing legislative prowess. (The Justice Department eventually

took the poll tax issue to the Supreme Court, where a ruling in 2 test case declared the Lax
unconstitutional. ). :
Also during 1963, accordmrr to the New Yorl\ Herald T:'-yn]e,"the f11 st major mlst'lke

‘ was Kennedy's attempt to ram through the Senate the appointment of Francis X. Aorrissey to

a federal judgeship. Morrisseyv had been a-longtime friend and political ally of the Kennedy

~family, and was held in special regard by Joseph P. Kennedy. But informal investigation of
“ Morrissey by the American Bar Association (at the request of Robert Kennedy) had determined

that Morrissey was not qualified to sit on a federal court. A later in-depth examination con-
cluded that Morrissey was ''lacking in intellectual capacity to hecome an effective iudge of the
U. S. District Court...was lacking in scholarship and legal knowledge, and lacked iegal experi=-
ence, trial practice and general practice of law. 43 Nevertheless, Kennedy persisied with the
nomination: Morriseey had to be approved by the Senate, and opposition emerged, ied by the
formidable Republican Everett Dirksen. Further evidence of Morrissey's lack of qualifications

‘surfaced, and the issue became a major press event.. Feature stories, news anzivses and -

editorials proliferated, none very favorable to the Kennedy position. But Kennedy still worked
for Senate approval. Then, in a sudden move just before a vote was Lo be take_n, Kennedy aban-

- doned the effort. He declared that although a majority of the Senators were prepared lo support

the nominee, he would move to send the nomination back to the Judiciary Committee for further
study, a parliamentary move which effectively killed the nomination.

Meg Greenfield, writing for The Reporter in 1966, summed up the Morrissey affajr in
this way: :

Kennedy's single Senate adventure in catastrophe, the attempt to secure confirma-
" tion of Francis X. Morrissey to the federal bench, began as an effort to fulfill a
family obligation and came to grief largely because the Republicans in the Senate
and the press around the country saw the particular beauty of the issue--the

I, oLy
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- with the crusty old Eastland, a southern conservative. When the chairmanship of the Refugees

o "from Communism" dropped from the subcommittee title, and obtam consent to mvestxgate the _'

Ag

Kennedys' bringing out the full panoply of pressure for the appointment of a
judge who was even less well qualified than other questionable nominees the
Senate had confirmed.

The Subcommittee on Refugees., On the same afternoon that Kennedy concluded the
Morrissey affair he left for Vietnam on an inspection tour of refugee camps. In 1965 Kennedy
had been appointed chairman of the Subcommittee on Refugees and Escapees by James O,
Fastland, chairman of the Senate Judiciary Committee, Kennedy was assigned to the Judiciary : -
Committee when he first came to the Senate and had establishéd an unusually good relationship

Subcommittee was vacant, Kennedy requested and was granted the position. ,
In the 1950s the subcommittee had been mostly concerned with the problems of refugees :
in Europe after World War IL [ts full title at that time was Subcommittee on Refugees and
Escapees from Communism. By 1965, though, the problem was no longer in Europe but in
Southeast Asia. Making use of his rapport with Eastland, Kennedy was able to have the words

situation in Vietnam. %% _
~ The Refugee Subcommittee is an investigating,not a legislative, committee. Therefore ,
its function is to gather information and make reports, not to study bills. According to a 1970 . \
stafl report, the subcommittee investigation of Vietnam is "a continuing effort to underscore ~ i
|
1
|
|

“the devastating impact of the Indochina war on the civilian population, and to make the case
that the problems of war refugees and civilian casualties must he a matter of vxtql concern to

the American people and their government. " 45 : - ; i
The subcommittee, with the help of the General Accountmo Office, has compiled factual (Q

data on the refugee situation in Southeast Asia that has been unavailable throush other channels.

Present subcommiitee estimates, for example, place the number of refugees in South Viétnam

since 196:) at nearly eight million men, women, and chxldren——nearly one-half of South Vietnam's

population.
According to Jerry kaer, ‘staff consultant, one important function of the subcommittee

“isto serve as a "catalyst, a prodder, a watchdog to the Executive branch." The accuracy of
" official statistics has been a.major area of concern. In 1970, Tinker reports, the subcommittee

discovered that the number of new refugees had dropped considerably--because the Administra-
tion had simply changed their official name to "war victims.' Similarly, a Kennedy press re-
lezze in January 1971 told of movements of "hundreds of thousands" of refugees ”from provinces
thzt a few weeks ago were listed as having very few or 'zero refugees. '"46 ’
Subcommittee studies have also taken place as a result of events in Biafra and Banrrlade:.h
2 in response to the plight of Soviet Jews and political prisoners. Kennedy visited India in
ust of 1971, for what Tinker called "seven days of slogging around refuigee camps in monsoon
irz," In February 1972 Kennédy went to Bangladesh, "to assess first hand the immediate

- and rehabilitation needs of the Bengali people. ' ' : o _
The trips to India and Bangladesh were well—publici7éd, and considered by many to be

political gimmicks. Tinker replies that "you don't have to spend days in the mud with refugees

in India to be President of the United States.' He also expressed displeasure with coverage of
Kernedy's return from India. On the return flight, said Tinker, Kennedy was-moved by what he™
had :;en, and wanted to make a statement about the trip at a press conference onhis arrival.
“But he didn't get to talk about India. The first question they asked him was 'Are you a candidate
for President?' " : : - - '
Kennedy's chairmanship of the Refugees Subcommittee has served a dual purpose. Under .
his direction a good deal of information previously not compiled or pLirposely_ withheld has been i\
made available. Resultant concrete benefits to refugees and civilians have included emergency” "
reliel funds, hospital construction, and Agency for International Development (AID) programs,




- BEdward xennedv - : : SR Citizens Look at Congress

At the same time, subcommittee hearings, and remarks to the Senate on zubcommittee
findings, have not been apolitical. Kennedy has been provided with an ideal forum for express-
..ing his.views on foreign policy. A Senate statement on refugees in India began "the Adminisira-
-tion's policy toward the crisis in South Asia defies understanding,“4'-7 and a press-release on
Vietnamese refugees started with 'the illusion of progress and success in 'VlCU"”:i‘ZatiOIl' has

once again been exposed. w48 nag g political matter," wrote Warren Weaver, this refugee
' actlv1t\ has given I&cnnedy an almost umque opportumt\ to be ant1 -war in the mosi
-revoluuonar\ “sense. "

The "Wild-Card" Subcommittee. In addition to the Refugees and Escapees Subcommittee,
Kennedv chairs another Judiciary subcommittee with broad investigative authoriz, the Subcom-
mittee on Administrative Practice and Procedure. Sometimes referred to as the "wild-card"
subcommlttee, Administr ative Practices is empowered to study operatlons of I utive depart-
ments and agencies. : ' :

James Flug, chief counsel for the subcommlttee, was w1de1y credited for tis role in the
successful blockage of both the Haynesworth and Carswell Supreme Court nomirziions. A for-
mer Justice Department lawyer under Ramsey Clark, Flug is one of Kennedy's oy advisors.
His presence.in Miami at the Democratic Convention along with other Washington staff memhers

-led to speculation that Kennedy -was keeping-an-option alive. (Aide Martin.told us "Flug was in
Miami as a member of the Judiciary Committee staff.') '
Kennedy has used his subcommittee's "wild-card jurisdiction' in a number of ways. One
. inquiry.was aimed at racial patterns in the hiring practices of zovernment contractors. On
another occasion the suggestion that hearings might be held on monopolistic practices in the oil”
industry persuaded Administration officials to liberalize import tariffs, and effectively lower

*_fuel prices in New England. 49 When Kennedy wanted to hold kezarings on draft referm, he fit -

them under the broad umbrella of Administrative Practices. President Nixon's administrative
draft reforms were reportedly the same ones Kennedy had be’en’push’ing'in"the subcommitteec.

Health Subcommittee. In addition to the Judiciary Commitiee, Kennedy serves on the
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee. As chairman of the Subcommittee on Health, h
has been quite active in submitting legislation aimed at improvements in health services, edu’ca¥
tion, and research.. His major effort in this field has been the Health Security Act, proposing a
system of National Health Insurance. .

According to Lee Goldman, counsel for the Health Subcommittee, the Kenzedy plan calls
_ _for oox'ernment administration of health insurance to stabilize costs that "are go out of the
roof and to provide higher quallty universal health care. Opposition to the bill 225 come from
the Administration, which has its own bill, commercial insurance interests, and crganized
medicine.” ‘Goldman says that "Every industrialized nation--France, England, West Germany--
has some form of national health care. Great debates always preceded the progra:ms hut now
they are so successful that no one even attempts to oppose them, 30

The Health Subcommittee held hearings on the health care crisis across the country, hut
because it involves raising new tax revenues; actual legislation must come out of House and,
Senate financial committees. Meanwhile, says Goldman, the Health Subcommittee is committed
~to improving the quality of health care as it now exists. A massive Health Maintenance Organi-
zation Act was introduced in March and passed the Senate in September 1972. Some of the
features included federal incentives to physicians who want to enter group practice (to increase
con'sultation_ and reduce the inconvenience of referrals) and building grants for area health cen-
ters. Funds for research into Sickle Cell Anemia, which affects primarily blacks, and Coaley's
Anemia, which affects primarily Italians, are also provided. Health legislation enacted in 1971
included Kennedy-sponsored hills for aid to medical and dental schools, and a program for '
nursing education. A \auonal Heart, Blood Vessel, Lung and Blood Act for research in those

human, least -
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areas was approved in 1972. (As a member of the Special Committee on Aging, Kennedy was
able to pass legislation providing for nationwide meal programs for the aged.)

Like his Refugees and Escapees Subcommittee, Health has provided Kennedy with a
national forum. With regard to his health insurance proposal, Warren Weaver made this
parallel: )

The substance of Kennedy's health issue is inseparable from its politics. His
cross-country tour of hearings had advance men, statements, news conferences,
and a traveling press corps, just like a national campaign. Rising health costs-
present the kind of working-class issue that has reinforced Kennedy popularity
among blue-collar Democrats as well as button-down liberals. 51

FLOOR VOTES

Kennedy has matched his subcommittee activity with efforts to enact reforms in gun
: control, tax reform, and voter registration. His voting efforts were rewarded when a strategy
- . . devised by legislative aide Carey Parker brought about the 18-year-old vote by an act of Con-~_
- gress instead of a constitutional amendment. He has currently proposed a bill to allow voter
registration by post card. _
Kennedy's position on most issues.that break along liberal and conservative lines is
decidedly liberal. And in the past several years, he has become increasingly outspoken in lus
support of hberal causes. The war in Vletnam is a case in pomt :

Defénse and Southeast Asia. In 19686 "Kennedy, like most of his colleagues, was not '
exactly a dove. * "I support our fundamental commitment in Vietnam," he said, ''I have no .
reservations. "52 That year he also declined to place his name on 4 letter sent by dovish
senators to President Johnson, urging him not to resume bombing of-the North. PBut two wars
later, returning from his second tour of South Vietnam, Kennedy was talking about the possibi-
ity of "alterations ia the nature of-the U. S. involvernent.!' By 1972 his position was adamant:” =
"let us.end completely every aspect of our military involvement in Vietnam, once and for all.
Let us zbandon every one of the false dreams that led us into that swamp. Let us admit that as
all men makes mistakes, so do nations..."533 His pronouncements have become mcreammh
partisan and personal Before. the Washington Press Club in January of 1972, he said:

Tens of thousands of 'mnoceht men, women and children will die in 1972, for the
simple reason that President Nixon will not allow the Saigon Government to
falter until he is secure at home for another term of otflce I believe there' is
no more to the discussion of. V1etnam than. that. .

Ea

He also said: "President Nixon holds the key to release of the prisoners in his hand, as surely
as he holds the key that released James Hoffa last December, and the aooner he unloc‘\b the
door the better."

Kennedy's voting record on the war generally follows the pattern of his stabemﬂnts In
1265 he-voted in favor-of $13 billion in supplemental appropriations primarily-to support the
wazr. In 1969 he voted against 2 measure to prohibit U. S. ground troops in Laos and Thailand#*

. R dv":(-*. stalf claims in reply that as early as 1965 Kennedy had objected to the wayv the war

was being conducted, particularly the indiscriminate firepower and treatment of refucees.

**Rennedy alde Martin explains that Kennedy's no vote was a protest against the defeat of a
stronger pronibition he supported.
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. iion (AMA), the National Rifle Association (NRA), and the insurance industry. In
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“In 1970 he voted for an amendment to deleie $155 million in military and economic aid to Cam-

‘bodia, and voted for the Cooper-Church Amendment to cut off funds for troops in Cambodia.
He has since bupponed numerous measurces to cut funds [or the war effort and set 2 deadline for
troop \Vlthdrawal ’ '

, Foreign Relations. Kennedyv's views on foreign affairs have not been limized to Vietnam..
He bitterly denounced Ad ministration support of Pakistan in the India-Pakistan war: "The
failure of our Vietnam policy is matched only by the shame of our policy toward india and
Pakistan." But he approved of Nixon's China policy: '"The President deserves grzat credit for

. his new approach to China. 9%

’ He has opposed the slnpment of arms to Greece, and introduced an an1c::.:<°v11 to ter-
Inunate the sugar quota allotted to the Repul)hc of South Africa.- Going beyond Arzerican luremn
policy, Kennedy has called for the immediate withdrawal of British troops from Xcrthern
Ireland and the establishment of a United Ireland. In 1970 he appealed for clemency for six

' Basque natlonahsts sentenced to deata in Spam

Domestic lssues. Kennedy generally supports federal funding for health, education, and

wellare legislation, and against defense spending. He voted against funding the antiballistic
missile system (ABM) deployment; against the supersonic transport plane (SST); in favor of

- using funds to force school districts to bus students if necessary to desegregate; sgainst the

"o-knock provision giving D. C. police the right to obtain warrants enabling them to enter 2
dwelling in the District of Columbhia without notice; in favor of the Philadelphia Plan to force the

“ hiring of minority workers in federally~financed construction projects; in favor of cuts i the -

oil depletion allowance; and in favor of limiting farm subsidies to $20,000 per person instead
of $55,000. ‘

Con"ressmnal Reform. One domestic issue seldom comes to a_vote in either the House _
or Senate-~the question of congressional reform. Two interlocking customs, the seniority and
committee systems, have 'traditi.onally been the targets of legisiztive reform niovements, The
committee system enables a handful of senators and representaiives who are committee chair-

- men Lo control much of the legislalive processes in the Senale and.the House. - The seniority

-sy stemr is the way in which the handful are chosen--according to years of service in Congress,

not necessarily qualifications. " . S

) ' 'Kennedy has supported amendments aimed at ending the seniority system and changing

the method of selecting chairmen, But he doesn't really consider either custom to be Congress'

major problem. "The chief problem is the power of the interest groups, ' he says. Kennedy

considers himself an active opponent of special interests such as the American Medical Associa-
zddition to

the AMA and NRA, hennedy lists banks, the oil industry, and the AFL-CIO as the rost effective

and powerful groups. 25 : - : ‘ -

One of a legislator's larger ethical problems, says I\ennedy, is "facing a vote which may
be adverse to a chief campaign contributor or a group that gave substantial financis! support."
Another is "voting on an issue affecting personal [inancial interests, including outside employ-
ment, 156

Kennedy claims that he has never had to face either situation, and is an advocate of cam-
paign spending reform and full financial disclosure of personal holdings. Contributions from
special interests should be prohibited, he says, and public financing of political campaigns
instituted. 9 In 1971 he introduced a tax-credit plan for political contributions (up to a maxi-.
mum credit of $25) which passed both the Senate and House.

A new campaign finance law, the Federal Election Campaign Finance Act of.1971, which
hecame effective on April 7, 1972, closed a number of loopholes in the Federal Corrupt Prac-
tices Act of 1925, including stricter regulation of D. C. campaign contribution committees.
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Under the new law, all committees list the names and contributions of any individual who con-
tributes more than $100.. .
Kennedy has indicated that he favors full personal financial d1sclosure and noted that
in 1967 and 1968 he supported full-disclosure legislation. If this type of legislation were suc-
cessful, he says, "I would arrange to have my financial holdings separated from those of other
ambers of my family so that they could be made public. 1538 Of course, under a new law he
wnuld probably have to. :

SPEECHES

Kennedy's views on the issues are well-publicized. News of his activities appears

.almost daily in newspapers, television, or radio. Dick Drayne, Kennedy's press secretary,

handles contact with the news meédia. Drayne sees reporters every day, and handles requests
for interviews and invitations for television appearances. "We get calls from all over the

. country,' he says, "In fact, from all over the world.™

Kennedy's office puts out about fifteen press releases per inonth, usually when the
sepator is introducing a bill, holding an important subcommittee hearing, or making a.state-

‘ment about a newsworthy issue or piece of legislation. Groups and ‘individuals who have a

particular interest in a legislative area, minority aftairs, for instance, are kept on a mailing
list so that they receive press releases dealing with their area of interest.” Part of Drayne s
job is to act as a "trafiic cop” on press releases. He also helps out on spéech writing.” i
"Nobody writes a speech himself,'" says Drayne, ""He always works from something
else.' Except for'major political addresses, Kennedy staff members collaborate on the
senator's speeches. Normal procedure is for legislative aides to write whatever parts of the ,@
speech involve their areas of expertise. A draft of the speech is then passed around for altera- :
tion, usually between Drayne and Carey Parker, Kennedy's chief 1e01slauve aide. "We're
fortunate in having lots of people who can write," Drayne added.
f'or a series of appearances in which he will be addressing many audiences in a short
period of time, Kennedy uses one hasic speech with which he becomes very familiar. I there
are 30 appearances, for instance, he can deliver the substance of the speech almost automatical-
ly and revise or update parts to [it a particular audience. Major political speeches are handled
differently. They are usually written by one of a number of top speech writers available to

) I\emedv. HLS speech before the Democratlc Conventlon in Mmrm was wrltten by Rlchard

F\enned, S speeches are usually very effectlve, in part because the} are well written
but 2150 because Kennedy is a gifted public speaker. In law school,. though he was not an honor .
Kennedy and teammate John ‘Tunney won the prestigious moot court competition,
larg=iv a test of oral skills. . The political value in Kennedy's oratory lies in his ability to hold
the atiention of an audience without seeming remote. He is also deft with the kind of ad lib
remzark that can quickly win a crowd over. William Honan reported an example from an appear-
ance by Kennedy at an Indian training center in North Dakota. Kennedy accepted '"a peace pipe-
and tomahawk from an Indian named Dale Littte Soldier, who then gave Joan a kiss, prompting
Kennady to make a quip that 'If he does that again I'm gonna have to use this hatchet. 160 .
Kennedy is credited with widespread national support among such diverse groups as blue-
¢ workers, minorities, the young, the aged, the poor, and the liberal. One Massachusetts
ser claims that he has hrought together his home state's two largest voting blocs--
lics and iucreasingly liberal '"Yankees.! Whatever these broad bases of support may
3 Hy maan for Senator Kennedy, their meaning for the present is.clear: more letters,
more phone cxlls, and more fruitcakes for his overworked staff. - e : Q{

v
1

This protile was edited iy Deanna \ash, researched in the state by Eric van Loon and Jim King,"
and typed by Cauhy Lochaer.
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Yes Vote Means . Vote DOutcome
- WAR IN INDOCHINAS =
1 1866 Vietnam war funds " Yes Passed
"2 No US troops in Laos or Thailand (1969) No Passed
3 No Cambodia war funds after 7/1/70 Yes Passed
4 Ban defoliant chemical use No Faile
5 Policy to withdraw within 9 months pendmg POW release Yes Tassed
~ 6 Continue war spendmcr No Passed
FOREIGN RELATIONS
' 7.1963 nuclear test ban treaty - Yes Passed
8 Non-proliferation treaty (1869) Yes Passed
9 No extra aircraft for Nationalist China (1969) Yes Passed
10 No'military aid to Greece ’ Yes Failed
11 No US aid to foreign police Yes Passed
- 12 Reduce technical foreign aid No Failed
DLFENSE
- 13- Wo ABM déployment Yes Failed
14 Cot C-5A Yes Failed
15 Reduce DOD from $7! to $66 billion “Yes Failed
16 Reduce DOD public relations fund 30% Yes ‘Failed ~
17 Reduce US military in Europe Yes Failed
18 *Mililary salary increase for volunteer army Ne Failed
19, Permit Presidential war even beyond 30 days No Failed
“PUBLIC WORKS AND SPACE
20 1963 Mass Transportation Act Yes Passed
21 $10 billion over I2 years for mass transit Yes Failed
..22 No space shuttle.. Yes Failed
23 Restore SST No Failed
SUBSIDIES AND SPENDING:
24 Poverty program cut (reduced vocational training)(1963) No Failed
25 State veto of OEO (poverty program) (1964) No Fdiled
26 Hospital care benefits for the elderly (1964) Yes Passed
27 No model cities (1966) No Tailed
28 Cut HEW spending (education, libraries, air pollutlon
mental health, handicapped, vocational training) No Passed
29 Child care and development, independent legal services for
poor, two year poverty program extension Yes Faiied
30 Unemployment compensation for migrant farm workers Yes Passed
31 Project Headstart increase ~ Yes Passed
32 Yes Passed

Manpower training increase

IR

.
A7y Sy

o b1 an3




oo ol TN L T T EL TR e T

!
,
N

o ,l ':~wl_ -r-{g:.w»éﬁ'-‘ %

£
3
%,
-
o
.
[N
£
Y
.
i
Iy

ot ST

Traffic Safety Act (1966)

Yes Vote Means Voté Outcome
33 Food stamp increase ‘Yes Passed
34 End tobacco subsidies No Failed
35 No $20,000/person limit to farm subsidies (1969) No Passed
- 36 $250 million loan guarantee to Lockheed No . Passed
TAXATION _
37 Reduce oil depletion tax break (1964) Yes Failed
38 Do not reduce oil depletion tax break even slightly (1969) No Failed
39 Persona! exemption increase ($600 to $800) (1969) Yes Passed
40 Stricter depreciation rules, lower tax credlt for business Yes Failed
41 Revenue Act of 1971 ' Yes Passed
ECONOMIC REGULATION AND ANTITRUST
42 Do not allow states to ban union shops (1365) Yes Failed -
" 43 Kill Nixon plan for compulsory arbitration of transport strikes Absent Passed
44 Extend and expand Presidential power to manage the economy
(wage and price controls) Yes  Passed
45 Sell government strateorxc stockpiles to '"highest responsible 7
bidder" » Absent - Passed
" 435 Slaughter hens when ecrg prices drop to reduce supply and
Taise prices No Failed
47 Failing Newspaper Act (allowing exemption from antitrust
laws for newspaper combinations) No Passed
48 Independent federal agency to regulate credit unions Yes Passed
49 Allow rew independent consumer protection agency to _ : ‘
. conduct studies without prior White House approval Yes Failed
50 No consumer interest payments on portion of account already ;
paid to merchant Yes- " Failed
51 No finance charges accrue for merchandise until delivered Yes Failed
IENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT
52 Permit mining and pro&pectmcr in W'leerness Areas
until 1977 (1963) No Failed
53 No federal water quality standards (1965) No Failed
54 Delete $i8 million in Corps of Engmeers water projects not v .
in President's budget-(1967) Absent - Failed
55 Reduce higtway funds $230 million over 3 years (1969) Absent . Failed .
56 Increase EUD sewage funds from $200 to $500 million Yes * Passed
57 One year cxtension of deadline to auto industry for 30% ‘ Lo L
reduction in current auto pollution Absent ‘Failed
58 DOD must ?ile‘impact statements on effects of projects and :, :
" weapons o .-"_—:nvironment Yes Failed
I‘.LEDICAL CARE, HEALTH AND SAFETY
52 Medicare {health insurance for aged, child-health care, »
assistance) {1965) Yes Passed
60 Mine Safeiy Act (federal standards and enforcement) (1966) Yes Passed
61 One year in prison and/or $50, 000 fine for knowingly '
violating ths No Failed
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Yes Vote Means

Vote Outcome
.62 $16.5 billion for improvement and coustruction of hospitals Yes Peassed
) “TOSTCE

.63 Civi! Rights Act of 1964 ‘Yes .. Passed
64 Voiing Righis Act of 1965 Yes . Passed
65 Exempt houses {rom open housing (coxer only apa*tments

“and condominiums) (1968) No Failed
66 ‘Equal enforcement of integration requirements in North

and South, whether segxecatioﬁ de jure or de facto Absent Passed
67 Remove cease and desist powers from Equal Employment

Opportunities Commission : No Failed
68 No federal court orders to bus for integration and no ' o :

_ withholding of federal aid for not busing - No Tajled
69 No federal funds or pressure to bus Yes Passed
70 About $2 billion a year over next 13 years to mtefrrate

all metropohtan schools Co " Yes Failed
71 Equal Rights Amendment Yes Passed
72 Keep laws protecting and exempting women No Failed .
73 Praver in pubhc schools (1966) No Failed

74 $3.8 million increase for Bureau of Prisons Absent Failed

75 Delete "No-Knock" provision (po'xce authority to enter :

"homes without ‘warning) Yes Failed

76 Reduce federal mar ijuana penalties for first offense from

" one year and $5,000 to six months and $2,500 ' © Absent” - ¥Yailed
77 Require court convictions before depriving students who '

" allegedlyare involved in campus "'disorders' of federal aid Yes Failed
V.. 78. Confirmation of Carswell to Supreme Court No Failed
@ 79 Confirmation of Haynsworth to Supreme Court (1969) No Feailed

8'0"'.Con;ﬁrmation of.Rehnqu.ist to Supreme .Court No . Passed.

GOVERN\IL\I T OPERATIONS

81 Delay l-man-l-vote court ordered reapportxonment
for 6 months (1964) , No Passed
82 Senate may not change its rules by majority vote (1967) No Passed
- 83 Do not restrict outside employment of Senate officers . S

- and employees (1967): : : No Passed
84 Senators and employees do not have to file financial :
~ statements with GAO (1967) " Yes Passed

85 Senators and employees do not have to file financial
statements with Secretary of Senate (or at all) (1967) No Passed

86 To permit joint ventures by Senators and lobbyists and :

* Senator receipt of lobbyist gifts valued at over $100 (1967) No Passed

87 Extend ban on corporaua/umon polmcal money to.dummies o

and atfiliates (1967) No Failed

88 Congressional members and candidates must disclose aseets SR
.- liabilities, gifts, and other outside income (1967) Yes Failed
89 End seniority, elect chairmen by whole party Yes TFailed
90 End seniority, elect chairmen by party in each committee Yes Failed

91 Limit federa! campaign spending on electronic media to 7¢ vote Yes Passed

92 Friend of Court brief on congressional immunity for Senator '

Gravel (prosecuted for reading Pentagon Papers) - Yes Passed
Do not repeal equal-time requirements for all federal candidates Yes Passed

D ;93
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All floor votes occurred after January 1, 1970, unless otherwise indicated on Table 5. Each vote may be found in the Congressional Record,
The page numbers for unbound i{ssues are referenced with the initial v18'.  All other foomotes refer to page numbers in hardbound editions.

HR 4955, 10/7/63, 18826 47. S 1520, 1/30/70, 2918 70. S 659, 2/29/172, 52893

1. HR 13548, 3/22/66, 6452 24,

2. HR 15090, 12/15/69, 39172 25, S 2642, 1/23/64, 16770 48, HR 2, 2/4/70, 2433 71. HJ Res. 208, 3/22/72, $S4612
3. HR 15828, 6/30/70, 22251 26. HR 11863, 9/2/64, 21318 49, S 4459, 12/1/70, 39305 - 72. HJ Res. 208, 3/21/72, S4428
4, HR 17123, 8/26/70, 30079 27.. 53708, 8/19/66, 20051 50, S 652, 4/27/72, 869809 73. SJ Res, 144, 9/21/66, 23556
5. 1R 6331, 6/22/71, $9718 28. HR 15931, 2/28/70, 5439 51. S 652, 4/27/72, 56918 74, HR 17575, 8/24/70, 29882

6. HR 9%10, 10/28/71, S17075 29, S 2007, 12/10/71, S21293 52. S 4, 3/9/63, 5928 75. § 3246, 1/27/70,71320

7. Treaty, 9/24/53, 17832 30. HR 14705, 4/7/70, S5267 53. S 4, 1/28/65, 1519 o 76. S 3246, 1/28/70, 1662

8. Tresaty, 3/13/‘59, 6330 31, HR 18515, 11/20/70, 38325f, 54, HR 11641, 10/9/67, 28274 77. HR 15931, 2/28/70, 5432

9. HE 15149, 12/20/69, 40433 32, HR 18513, 11/20/70, 38327 55. S 3418, 7/1/68, 19548 78. Confirmation, 4/8/70, 10769
10. HR 15628, §/20/70, 22261 33. HR 17923, 7/8/70, 23315 - . 56, HR 17123, 8/26/70, 30054f, 79. Codlirmation, 10/7/70, 35196
11. HR 12067, 2, 51216 34. HR 17923, 7/8/70, 23321 57. HR 17255, 9/22/70, 33088 80. Confirmation, 10/10/71, S21268
12, HR 12067, 72, S1217 35. HR 11612, 7/7/69, 18473 58, HR 17123, 8/13/70, 28674 81. HRR 11380, 9/24/64, 22755

13. HR 17123, 8/32/70, 28455 35. HR 8432, 8/2/71, $12863 59, HR 6675, 7/9/85, 16157 82. S Res, 6, 1/18/u67, 940

4. HR 17123, 8/25/70, 30079 37. HR 8363, 2/6/64, 2199 60. HR 8939, 6/23/66, 14174f. 83. S 335, 2/2/67, 2380 -
15, Hit 17123, 8/23/79, 20364 38, MR 13270, 12/1/69, 36229 61, S 3005, 6/24/66, 14252 84. S 355, 2/8/67, 2984

16, HR 19590, 10/3/70, 40439 39. HR 13270, 12/3/69, 36676 62. HR 11102, 6/30/70, 22278 85. 5 355, 2/8/67, 2984
17. HR 11731, 11/22/71, 519516 40. HR 10947, 11/15/71, S18618 63. HR 7152, 6/19/64, 14511 86. S 355, 2/0/67, 3212

13, HR 17123, 8/25/70, 29979 41, HR 10947, 11/22/71, S19309 64, S 1364, 5/26/65, 11752, 87. S 1580, 9/11/67, 25095
19. S 2953, 4/6,/72. 55583 - 42, HR 77, 10/11/65, 26581 65. HR 2516, 3/4/69, 4977 ) 88, S 1840, 9/12/67, 25152
20. $6, 4/4/63, 36331, 43. SJ Res. 197, 2/8/72, 51451 66, HR 514, 2/18/%0, 3800 89. HR 17654,.10/6/170, '1';0:4;
21, S 5154, 2/30/7), 2255 44, §2891, 12/1/74, 19991 67. S 2515, 1/26/72, S562 90. HR 17654, 10/6/70, 35027
22, HR 16518, 5/6/70, 14407 45, HR 15292, 4/2/70, 10114f. 68, S 659, 2/29/72, $2874 91. S 3637, 4/14/70, 11598
24. HJ Res. 468, 3/24/71, S3869 48, S 2395, 3/24/72, S4811 69, S 6359, 2/29/72, S2874 92. S Kes, 250, 3/2:3/72, S47134

93, S 3178, 1/23/372, S47Aa0

Key | | L
Committee
Votes

RECORDED IN SENATE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

Yes Vote Mezns - - ‘ Vote - Outcoms
1 T-o confirm ivilliam Rehnqulst as Justlce of the United States No Yes: 12
Supreme Couri _ o S No: 4
2 To contm.zé hearings on the nomination of Richard Kleindienst . Yes . Yes: 6
as Attorney Ceneral following the testimony of Peter Flanigan S ' T Ne:' 8
(1972) ' ,
3 To change Bay-i bill, which prohibited the manufacture and sale ' No - Yes: 5.

e 2}

of hand guns =xcept for sporting or law enforcement purposes, ‘No
S0 as to permii the sale of military surplus hand guns and of S
those hand gom: meeting safety and reliability tests (1972)

: of committee reports, Votes are for 1971 unless otherwise indicated. Votes cited above

Source: Res

occurred in response to the following motions or proposals: 1 Rehndquist confirmation; 2 Motion to con- 7
tinue hearings on Kleindienst nomination; 3 Hruska substitute to S 2507, to amend the Gun Control Act of ((\\

1963.
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6 Key
) Commitiee

Vates |

RECORDED IN SENATE ‘'LABOR AND PUBLIC WELFARE COMMITTEE

Yes Vote Means Voie Outcome
-1-To amend the Public Health Service Act and establish an . Yes ] Yes: 17 .
independent agency within the National Institutes.of Health No:" 0 ‘

to conduct a national program for the conquest of cancer

- 2 To estabhsh a Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Pre\/entlon Yes s Yes: 17~ - .
to coordinate the federal government's efforts to curb drug ' T "No: 0
abuse
- 3 To amend the Higher Education Act of 1965 and certain other Yes : Yes: 17
““education acts, in order that the 1965 Act be a single federal No: 0
law including all higher education financial assistance pro-
c grams
4 To amend ’prm"is‘ons of the Federal Coal Mine Health and Yes S Yes: 17 - |
Safety Act of 159 to extend hlack lung henefits to orphans - No: 0 |
whose fathe1 s die of pneumocomosxs : :
ﬁ) . . L l
v . , i
5 Substitute less potent and quick court enforcement for . No Yes: 2 o
" cease and.desist powers for the Equal Employment o .+ No; 14 |
’ {

Opportunities Commission

e e e AR T f Y o g«

6 To further equal employment opportunities by giving Ves Yes: 17
the Equal Employment Opportunities Commission power No: 0
1o issue cease and desist orders (subject to court review), ;

authority to deal with large scale patterns of discrimination
and the jurisdiction over labor and corporate organizations of
8 or more members rather than the present 25 or more

L P i T

Source: Review of committee reports, Votes are for 1971 unless otherwise indicated. Voies cited above = . 7
occurred in response to the following motions or proposals: 1 S 1828; 2 S 2097; 3 S 659; 4 HR 9212; 5
~ Dominick amendment to S 2515; S 2515. - , ' |

- RECORDED IN SENATE GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS COMMITTEE

TS HS AR B AT T e 0 R

Yes Vote Means A . Vote Outcome
1 To report strong consumer protection agency hill ) Yes Yes: 13
: . No: 0

2 To disapprove the President's Reorganization Plan No. 1 . No Yes: 3
) No: 10

e

)D Source: Review of committee reports. Votes are for 1971 unless otherwise indicated. Votes cited above
- occurred in response to the following motions or proposals: 1 S 4459 {(Consumer Agency bill); 2 S 108.
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Federal | A - :
Spending

STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS
POPULATION 5,689,170

~ totals do not i
" Note also that zzography, district needs or other factors may account for variations from the national

Fiscal 1971 USA 1971 ‘ ' -Fiscal 1971 USA 1971
Ageney* . Am't/person Am't/person Agency Am't/person Am't/person
Agriculture $ . 8.06 $ 67.00 csc $ 17.45 8 23.00
Commerce 2.06 6. 00 EPA ' 5.76 6.00
Defense 313.88 285. 00 Home Loan Bd, .48 0.60
HEW 352,77 302, 00 GSA ' 7.34 10. 00
CHUD: 18.71 10, 00 _ NASA o 13.11 15. 60
DOI 2.23 10. 00. NSF ._ . 5.58 2, 00
Justice 2.90- 3.00 - - OEO - o 5.01 4.00
Labor 16.03 14,00 OEP .06 0.70 gz
Post Office . 50. 89 40. 00 ] Rail Ret. Bd. . 5.19 - 10, 00 : k\&
State Dept. 7 .07 2,00 - SBA _ : 2.10 3. 00
Transportation 21.66 ' 38.00 TVA .16 5. 00
Treasury 46.41 80.00 |  USIA .31 -0..60
AID s C 3,16 ' 7.00 VA 60. 83 53. 00
AEC 3.29 3.00

TOTAL . . $966. 84 . .1,019.00

bourceo Amou‘:: computed from census data and fiscal 1971 computer tapes obtained from the
OO which approximately allocate federal outlays by agency by county.- Note that the figures are not a-
precise indication of total benefits because of secondary expenditures made by recipients elsewhere And
iude outlays to nearby.areas which may provide employment or other benefits and'vice versa,

osevs

average and that the Member may have little influence on many agency expenditures. The abbreviated

-ageacies are as follows: HEW Health Education and Welfare, HUD Housing and Urban Development, »DOI

Department of interior, AID Agency for International Development, AEC Atomic Energy Commission.,

CSC Civil Service Commission, EPA Environmental Protection Agency, GSA General Services .’\dmlmstmtlon,
NASA Natiopal Asronautics and Space Administration, NSF National Science Foundation, OEO Oftice of
Economice C}jp@?ﬂli";ity,'OEP Office of Emergency Preparedness, SBA Small Business Administration, TVA
Tennessee ‘.-’aile;-; Authority, USIA United States Information Agency, VA Veteran's Administration,

*411 agencies with a total fiscal 1971 outlay in excess of $115 million (3.56/person) were included, (‘(

(




EDWARD M. "TED" KENNEDY - U.S. SENATOR FROM MASSACHUSETTS

He is charismatic, good—leoking, hard-working and inteiligent.
~ No one is more written about or talked about. |

In 1962, when he was 30 and an unpaid assistant county Attorney
General in BoSton, Ted Kennedy, at the urging of his father and his
brother, the President, ran te £i11 out the_iast'two years of‘JFK;s
Senate term. His Republican opponent was George Ledge, son of Henry
Cabot Lodge. - Kennedy was elected wifh 55.4 percent of the vote. 1In.
1964 he w0n-with 75 percent_of the vote, and in 1970,‘one year after
Chappaquiddick, he won another ternlwithe63 percent. In his first two
years, he impressed his seniors with his good-humored way of eagerly
‘handling the chores given to junior Senators. He was also careful
to take careeef his constituents, and he»did his hamework.

After JFK's death, he began to devote himself to more substantive
issues. _ o |

Kennedy is édept'at‘beccming-anvexpert on certain subjects in a
very short time. This "quick_study" faeility_is enhanced by the fact
that he, by use of both his charisma, money and his name, has been able
to ettract expert- and well-qualified members:to his staff. At times,
when Rennedy felt i£ waS requifed, he has dug into his own deep pocket
to pay for extra staff, | ' ‘

By the late 1960's, he was the‘leadiﬁg Senate expert en‘the’problems
of Vietnamese refugees and on America's system of health care. On the
subjeqt of federally—financed'cdmprehensive heath care; he has also been
. the driving legislative force.. In 1972, he wrote a book;‘In'Criticai

Condition: " The Crisis in America's Health Care, in which he extensively




vTed Kennedy
Page 2

_ reviews the problemsqu heath care-delivery, and outlines his program‘
. for universal‘health care. Essential to Kennedy'é conception of
public health ca#e ié é public-financiﬁg arrangement, and he proposes
that.the‘Social'Security system be used for this purpbse.
After the death of RFK in 1968, Ted Kennedy became heir to the
Kennedy legacy; the dreams of Camelot and-thé restoration of the - |
R "New Frontier". The possibility of a Ted Kennedy candidacy for President
‘haé ﬁaunted almost every aSpirént for Ehat office from either party.
In'egrly'1969, Kennedy mounted a surprise campaign and won fhe post
of Majbriﬁy Whi;>awéyifrcm'sénator Russell Long of Louisiana. .Then, in
- July, 1969, thé roof fell in. Depending on which fheory you listen to,
these éommon‘elements stand out: Mary Jo deechne, 28, a former aide
to RFK, was drowned when Kennédy's car went off a bridge on»Chappaquiddick'
Island,rMaséachusetts. Kennedy did not report the accident until the
néxt morhiné,:having spent a fitful_night in bed in the Shiretown>Ihn
in Edgartown aftef a number of attempt £o rescue her by diving.

' Whatévér’the.true story is; Kénnedy never came out with it. The
inquest held on the matter did not result in indictment. Kennedy later
issued a carefully worded 240 word "apology" to the people of Massachuseﬁts
"(aftér éonsultatioh with>top aides) in which he dénied the inuendo that
he was having sexual relations with Ms. Kopechne (rumors of his being
‘a sexual iibertine,have béen‘arouhd for same time) and dehied that he was
drunk when-the écéident happened.. There is little doubt that this unsatis-

factory explanation cost Kennedy votes in his 1970 Senate race.

&
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There have been any muber of books on the subject of the Chappaquiddick

incident. in The Bridge at Chappaquiddick, Jack Olsen, a"former Time

writer, the_orizeé that Kennedy'wasn't even in the car when it-went off
Diké Bridée. Olsen sayé that Kennedy, drth<, 'had spotted a police car,
and hopirig to avoid getting caught in that condition by th_ev police, had
gotten' out of the car and given the wheel over to‘ Ms Kopechne and told
her he muld meet her later. According to Olsen, Ms Kopechne then took
a wrong turn and drove the car off the bridge, and that Kennedy did not
know about it until a member of his party told him later, -upon vhich |
he ran to: the spot and jumped in the wate r after her. |

vZad Rust, the author of Teddy Bare, is a pseudonym for a man who was
the last head of _thé fascist secret police in Bulgaria during World War
}II, while Bulgaria was a member of the Axis. It cames close to accusing
Kennedy of the murder of Mary Jo Kopechne, and is full>of invented "facts"

about all the Kennedys' sex lives and itheir'pr_esumed susceptibility to

the Communist ZlLine.‘ If it were not for the case of Sulli\}an v. New York
 Times, this scurrilous trash would be regarded as libel, and both "Rust"
and the publisher, Island Press, which is closely allied with the John
Birch ‘Society, would  be in hot water.

Probably the most damaging but responsible book on the subject is‘

Robert Sherrill's The Last Kennedy. The book is an expansion of an article

by Sherriil_ in the New York Times Maga_ziné in July, 1974, titled "Chappaqﬁiddick ,
Plus 5" (herewith attached). ,S_hérrill is a vicious journalist, but he is

a campetent one. In The Accidental President, he virtually accused

a
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Lyndon Johnson of ‘complicity in John Kennedy's death. His slim book

on HLibe_rt Hurﬁphréy, The Drugstore Liberal, has been called 'fthe journél—A
istic equivalent of aSséult with a deadly weapon."

Sherill's view of Kennedy is not all one-sided. He claims to
admire Kennedy's intéliigenée and his coﬁrage to stand up for what
he believesv. He speaks of “Kénnedy‘s guts . . enough to stand up in
fr_onf of a mob of egg-throwing shanty Irish and tell them to go hame
and obey the school busing laws."

. Brushing éside, the more assinine v‘rumors (ex.. : Mary,.b_Kopechne

- was pregnant w1th Kennedy's baby and was murdered) , Sherrill asks same
probirig questioné: How much had Kefmedy drunk? Why did he maké a wrong
turn? What did he realiy do to try to rescue Ms. Kopechne (ard,
converselyn,' would she have been savea if Kennedy had called for professional
rescue teams?) What accounts for Kennedy's strange behavior after the
rescue a_tﬁtelrpts? Why was the inquest closed, and the testimony kept
under wraps? And finally, why won't Kennedy talk about the incident?
If Kem.ledvae_re to run for President or Vice-President, he might be
obligated to answer sane of these questions. |

Polls often_accurately or not show that Kennedy cpuld .héve the
‘nomj_n'ationv if he wanted it. HlS appeal is across .the board, concentrated
in the young and in minority voters. Every time his name is ﬁxentioned,

the Republicans print up more "Nobody Drowned at Watergate" bumper strips.
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In 1971, Senator Robert Byrd of West Virginia_turﬁed the tables
on Kennedy, taking away his Majority Whip's post. Byrd's plan caught-
KennedylflathOted, but he had not been reactihg Qeil since Chappaquiddick.
"Kehnedy took his medicine and buckled down to work, again becaming
a more~-than--valuable :nEmter ofvthe Senate; However, -his grief was not
| fo subside. His wife, Jéan, é shy, former fashion model, had became an
- alleged alcoholic, and it was bandied about that she had taken to
drinking because of the rumors of 'Te_d"s infidelity. (He has been linked
with socialite Amanda Burden, former wife of New York Cit? Councilman
- Carter Burden’énd aﬁ.least one other womgg). In 1973, his son, Ted Jr.,
deVeloped'a-jﬁvenile'bdne cancer and his leg was amputated. The boy,
now 14, is still undergoing treatment, in spite of a courageous adjustment.
Thén, too, he must serve as a substituté'father for the eleven children
of his late:brother;.Bobby, » }

In spite'of his‘personal buraens; Kehnedy does avgood:job in the
Senate. His legislation is,wéll—drawn_and:he'floor—manages a largé
number of bills.'}Depsite a grueling personal éppearahcévSChedule, his
attendance record ié one of the Senaté's'best. His ADA and QOPE ratings
are consistently high. |

He has one of the most competent staffs on the Hill. To many,
he still appeafs bigger-thaﬁ—life. His carefully maintained appearance
and his speeches, which are fine-tailored tovhis audiences (but are not‘

~always what they want to hear), along With_hisiexcellent voice and quick

mind, make him_én unexcelled campaigner. He is a true star, but those

K OV 2518111 T = whsnintme) <o ALITG Paes LEE HUFTY,
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who feel that their ooncerns.are more j,rrportant that the Othe.'r items

on Kennedy's daily agenda think that his "star quality" enables”him to
give their affairs only cursory investigation (as .well as the staff),
using time and workload as an excuse. Because Of this, the Jewish
conmunity tends to view.him with same disfavor, and this is campounded
by their memories of his father's pro-NaZi statements . ]ust before World
War II. Older Jews are e5pec1ally resentful of this I_n_short, Kennedy
is prohably as valuable as possible in the Senate.’

" Kennedy has written two books: In Critical Condition and Decisions

for a Decade: 'Policies and Programs for the 1970's. ’.Deoisions is an

"aspiration piece", published about the time of RFK's death
Books ‘about Kennedy include (in addition to those on Chappaquiddick

" already summarized and The Inspector's Opinion: = The Chappaquiddick

Incident, an acknowledged fiction work by Malcolm Reybold): - 'I.'ed".Kennedy:

Triumphs and Tragedies, by David Lester, a modest biography; Senator Ted

Kennedy, by Theo Lipgnan ( a former Atlanta Journal reporter), ‘a dull if

honest appraisal of Kennedy's life; - Edward Kennedy. and the Camelot Legacy,

by James McGregor Burns, an estimate of Kennedy's past life, includi_ng
sins and- successes, and the author's hopes for the' future, by an unre—'

‘constructed New Frontiersman and biographer of FDR and JFK; A People of

CompaSSion ‘The Concerns of Edward Kennedy, edited by Thamas P. Collins, .

a collection of Kennedy quotes; 'Joan: ‘The Reluctant Kennedy, a sensational

_ "biog'raphy" ; the most interesting, The Education of Edward Kennedy:

A Family Biography, by Burton Hersh, which explains that Kennedy's
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upbringing is largely responsible for what he became, arnd how the

transition took place; and finally, Ted Kennedy: Portrait of a Survivor,

by William Honan, a sharp, but journalistically sourd examination of

Kennedy's modus operandi.

These can be provided to you and/or summarized, if you wish.
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the car.

4 ) by R o

6. Facing charges in Edgartown.

an enigma, a political Achilles heel.

By Robexrt Sherzill

Five years ago, around midnight of July 18, 1969,
a biack four-door Oldsmobile owned by Senator
Fdward Kennedy was driven 3 tridge on Chap-
paqui STING, Mass., and it ianded upside down
in eight foet of water. Abou: s'clock the next
morming a scuba diver entered ite car and recov-
ered the body of Mary Jo Kopechae, 28, one of the
dozens of young women who in (aose days lookeq
upon themselvs as folfowers of the Kennedy clan.

Shortly afier 10 o'clock Serator Kennedy was
confessing to Police Chief. Dorminick Arena in Ed-
gartawn, a small village on the eastern shore of
Martha's Vineyard, just across tha channel from
Chappaquiddick, that he had been driving the Olds-
mebile at the time of its plunge.

That confession was the first in a series of state-
ments by Kennedy and by others that turmned what
at liest seemed a simple automonile accident into
2 multilayered complex mystery that remains just
as baffting today as it was five vears ago.

if there is 2oy vne aspect nore mysterious than

t Sherrill is the Washington correspnndent
2 Nation,

others, it is that despite the enormous and perma-
nent damage the unexplained portions of the inci-
dent have done to his reputation (and to Miss
Kopechne's), Kennedy has from the beginning re-
fused to clear the air. His reputation as a wild
driver and his reputation as a ladies’ man provided
a marvelous culture for growing virulent rumors.
There were whispers that Miss Kopechne was preg-
-nant and that her death was no accident. When
her parents later moved into a much more expen-
sive home, it was hinted that Kennedy had paid
them for silence. {Shortly after the accident, the
Kopechnes were vomplaining about the way they
had been treated. But recently they said that if
Kennedy were to run for President he would have
their support.) The most common assumption,
registering rather high on an opinion poll commis-
sicned after the accident, was that he was in-
ebriated when he drove off the bridge and that he
had been speeding Miss Kopechne to an outing on
the deserted beach at the end of the read.

Rumors of this kind ate great holes through his
image and chipped away at his following. Whereas
five years bafore Chappaquiddick Kennedy had won
re-clection to the Senate with an awesome 75 per
cent of the vote, 15 muonths after Chappaquiddick
he was re-elected with only 64 per cent of the total
vote—still a cushy margin, to be sure, but when a

Kennedy drops 11 perceatage points in Massachu-
setts, something dramatic has happened. Before
Chappaquiddick, Kennedy's national popularity
seemed to offer him the Presidency for the asking.
Today he still could undoubtedly have the Demo-
cratic Presidential nomination for the asking, wut
beyond that Keanedy may now be vulnerable; this
is an assumption that surfaced when Republicans,
preparing for the possibility of Kennedy’s nomina-
tion in 1972, dispatched ore of the White House

“plumbers” to Chappaquiddick to start digging for -

dirt on the very day Miss Kopechne's Lody was
pulled from the car’s wreckage and, according to
staff members of the Senate Waterzate Committee,
put a telephone tap on the women who had shared
a house with Miss Kopechne in Washington.

If nothing came of the partisan snooping, Ken-
nedy was still left to contend with snickers and
nudges. At the 18973 Gridiron dinner, the famous
annual affair at which a grouo of Washington
journalists fwit the powecful of government and
business, one newsman posing as Kennedy sang to
the tun2 of “As Time Goes By":

It's still the same old story,

A lust for jame and glory,

A tasta for flying high.

But still the nagging queslion comes—

Can I ge: by?

0
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Senator Edward M. Kennedy in 1974. ' '

Painful as the slippage in popularity and the raw
jokes must have been for him, he apparently pre-
- ferred them to.making a full disclosurc. The “Ken-
nedy story”—that is, the account supplied by Ken-
nedy and his companions of the evening—did not
come out iminediately or smoothly or voluntarily.
It came out in jerks, in bits and pieces, always in-
complete, grudgingly, loaded with contradictions
and inconsistencies. '

Kennedy's first explanation, the morning after
the accident, was a 240-word written statement to
. police that omitted any mention of half the activi-
ties he listed a week later in his television “talk to
the people of Massachusetts,” when once again he
gave only the barest sketch of what had happened.

To many observers, the television appearance
came across not s0 much as an-explanation as a
_public-relations pitch, aimed at turning the public’s

mind from curiosity to sympathy—a pitch made

with all the craftsmanship that half a Jdozen top
Democratic advisers and speechwriters (the likes
of Robert McNamara, Ted Sorensen, Richard
Goodwin, Kenneth O'Donnell) .could muster, em-
ploying the rhetoric of candor (“Tonight 1 am free
to tell you what happened™) without actually giving
away many details of the accident.

After that, virtually nothing was added to the
Kennedy story for another six months. Then he
and his' friends appeared for testimony behind
locked doors ‘2t an inconclusive inquest. This hear-

ing was so loaded with trivial and irrelevant testi- .

mony that, according to one of his aides, Kennedy
woulg later, privately, laugh about some of it.
Never has Kennedy, or any of those who were
with him on the night of the accident, been put
to the rigofs of cross-examination in court; never
have they submitted to hard questioning by the
press. Newsmen are virtually never allowed to
‘nlerview him on the topic of Chappaquiddick
excepl as an auxiliary line of questioning and in
some featherbed situation like “Face the Nation,”
the television show, when a panelist has time only

to loh a few soft gerferalized questions at him
about whether Chappaquiddick shows a defect in
his character, and he can easily turn the qaestions
aside with equally generalized answers about how
“it's all in the record,” and “‘the public will have

to decide.”” But sitting down with newsmen for a-

couple of hours of mean, relendess grilling on
nothing but the shadowy details of the accident—
that's something Kennedy has never done. “And
it's something 1 wouldn't recommend his doing,”
says one of his top aides, “unless he wants to have
it interpreted that he is running for President. I
think there are better ways to make the an-
nouncement.” .

He has a point, of sorts. If Kennedy, who is now
obviously making tentative runs at the Democratic
Presidential nomination for 1976, should officially
announce his candidacy, then the post-Watergate
press would be obliged to .subject him to the same
demands for a clean breast that it has subjected
Nixon to. But the press may not get what it wants.
If Kennedy can get by on charisma, will he be any
more willing to play by the rules of candor?

Walter Pincus, executive editor of The New Re-

public, who has worked for and mingled with the
Kennedy crowd for years, recently reported that be-
cause of the enthusiasm with which Kennedy is
greeted these days in “selected” public appearances,

- his closest aides and supporters are convinced that

Watergete has obscured the public’s ‘memory of
Chappaguiddick and that the ghost of Miss Kope-

‘chne” will not again be raised in a serious way.

“They seem to see Chappaquiddick as a public-rela-
tions obstacle,” says Pincus, “but not as barring
the way to the Presidency. The Senator, apparently,
sees it the same way.”

= §5, B%] hich means, if that is an accurate ap-
% r“, fii praisal of thinking within the Ken-

werpnt’  nedy court, that the public will have
| G to continue coping indefinitely with
the old Kennedy story, which goes like this:

Senator Kennedy invited six women who had
worked for his late brother Robert to atiend, as
a sort of reunion, the Edgartown Yacht Club
Regatta on July 18-19. The six, al) veterans of
Robert Kennedy's 1968 campaign “boiler room”
were Rosemary Keough, 23, Susan Tannenbaum, 24,
Esther Newberg, 26, sisters Mazryellen, 27, and
Nance, 26, Lyons, and the oldest of the group, Miss
Kopechne, one week short of her 29:h biriiday.
They were put up st the-Kalema Stiores Motor Inn
near Edgartown. Kennedy and his men were at
Edgartown's Shiretown Inn. That evening about
8:30, the Kennedy crowd gethered for a cook~out at
a rented cottage on Chappaquiddick, which is usu-
ally reached by riding from Edgariown on z two-
car ferry across a channel about 500 feet wide.

With the six women were Kennedy end f{ive
other men. Charies Tretter, s Boston attorney; Ray
LaRosa, a Massachusetts civil defense official; Jack
Crimmins, a legal aide and investigaior serving as
Kennedy’s chauffeur; Paul Markham, a former
United States Atiormey turned bank president;
Joseph Gargan, Kennedy's cousin and factotum.
Gargan and Markhzam, long-time intimate friends of
Kennedy, woui¢ be-called upon that evening 10
play a role aimost as baf{ling as Kennedy's own.

At first blush, it might not have seemed the best
grouping for social purposes. All of the. women
were under 30, most of them well under. All of the
men were over 30, most of them weil over; one was
63. None of the women were married. All but one
of the men were married.

But drirks were poured and steaks were served,
and the ‘evening seemed to be going pretty well
O!d campaign stories were told and retoid, songs
were sung, a radio was borrowed from a motel on
the mainland and for a while there was dancing.

Then, at 11:15 P.M., Kennedy decided he wou!d
like to go back to the Shiretown Inn and tum in
to get a good rest for the next day’s races. Mary
Jo Kopechne told Kennedy :

Copyright © 1974 by The New York Times Company
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she was feeling ill and asked
if she could ride along to
Edgartown with him.

There is only one paved
road on Chappaquiddick Ts-
land. It goes past the cook-out
cottage and continues for

about haif a mile before turn.

ing left, toward the farry, at
a 30-degree angle. This is a
“T" intersection. Going off to

- the right is a dirt lane called
Dike Road. When Kennedy
came to the intersection, he
tumed right by mistake, drove
on down Dike Road for about
seven-tenths of a mile, and
that's where he went off the
bridge. He did not see in tine

- that the bridge was set ob-
lquely to the road.

After Kennedy escaped

© from the car, he made seven
or eight dives in an attempt
to rescue Miss Kopechne (this,
by Kennedy’s reckoning, took
about 135 or 20 minutes). Ex-
hausted,” he rested on the
bank of the pond (he says an-
other 15 or 20 minutes), then
struck out to get. help at the
coitage, “walking, trotting,
jozging, stumbling” 1.2 miles
through the inky blackness
(Kennedy estimates this trip
teok 15 minutas, but reporters
who iater made the trex by
daylight needed hetween 20
and 25 iminutes). Spotting La-
Rosa outside the cottage, Xen-
redy told him to summon
Markham and Gargan; while
he waited for them, Kennedy
sprawled in the back seat of
the group’s other car, a rented
Valiant, and rested.

Bacik at the accident site,
Gargan and Markham un-
dresaed and spent 45 minutes
(their cstimate) diving. They
were unable to get in a posi-
tion to see Miss Kopechne,
much less rescue her or r=-
cover her body. Giving up,
they drove Kennedy to the
ferry laeding, where they sat
and taiked with him for !0
minutes (their estimate). Sud-
denly Keanedy bolted from
the car and jumped into the
channel before they could stop
him. Thev watwched him until
ke had swum about half way
across (or, according to an-
other version, jumped in and
swam a littte way with him)
and then they returnad to the
cottage, .

The women met them with
questions ~— what had they
been doing? where was Ken-
nedy? where was Miss Ko-
pechne? — thar Gargan and
Maskham brushed aside with

' ea=v assurances: They had
hunting for a hoat, Ken-
and Kopechne were at

their respective motels, every-
thing was O.X,, go to sleep.

Meanwhile, Kennedy, strug-
gling against the tide, had
almost drowned in the chan-
nel. En route back to his ino-
tel, staggering up dark streets,
he paused once to lean against
a tree and rest before going
on, arriving at the Shiretown
Inn about 2 A.M. He shed his
wet clothing, lay down on the
bed, contemplated his trou-
bles for a while, fell asleep,
was awakened by noises from
the motel next door, got up
and dressed (including a jack-
et) and went downstairs

~where he had a conversation

with the innkeeper. In the
course of their brief exchange,
Kennedy said that he had
misplaced his watch and
asked the innkeeper the time.
It was exactly 2:25.

Kennedy spent the rest of
the night alternately sleeping
fitfully and pacing the floor.
His head ached, his neck
throbbed. Sometime between
7:30 and 8 o'clock tha next
morning Kennedy, out for a
stroll, ran into, Ross W. Rich-
ards, who had won the yacht
race the day before. Richards
was going back to the Shire-
town Inn and Kennedy walked
along with him. Their con-
versation, about the weather
and sailboat racing, was in-
terrupted by the appearance

‘of Gargan and bdarcicham.

Kennedy, Gargan and Mark-
ham went off to Kennedy's
room to confer. About a half

hour later Kennedy turned up
in the lobby to place an order
for The New York Times and
The Boston Globe. He also
borrowed a dime from the ra-
ceptionist to try to make a
long distance phone call at a
pay booth. When Gargan and
Markham discovered Kennedy
hadn't notified ‘the police
about the accident, as he had
assured them he would when
he left them at the ferry
landing the night before, they

‘once again told him he must
do it. Kennedy said he want- .

ed to call his friend and
sometime  attorney, Burke
Marshall, for advice, and he
wanted to make the call from
a booth that assured privacy.
Gargan suggested a phone on
the Chappaquiddick side of
the ferry passage, and they
went there sometime between
9 and 9:30, remaining 20
minutes or so. Then they were
told by the ferryman that the
wrecked auto had been spot-
ted and Miss Kopechne's dody

recovered. Now that the word

was out, Kennedy rode the
ferry back to Edgartown and
trotted off to tum himseif in
to Chief Arena.

X he Kennedy account
“of the evening is not
i, 2 pretty one——it por-
3 trays the Senator,
after the accident, as either
slightly crazy or calloused in
the extreme, speading the
next 10 hours, as he says he
speat them, while a young
friend’s body washed around

47

Two who attended the happaquid

inside a crushed auto. But
before settling for Kennedy's
own harsh judgment of his
actions ~ “indefensible’” — a
number of questions would
have to be answered.

Q.. Where was Kennedy
heading, and .in what condi-
tion?

A disproportionate amount
of the questioning at the in-
quest was aimed at two tar-
gets, sex and booze, which,
put in question form, come
to this: Was Kennedy drunk
when he drove away with
Miss Kopechne? Was he lying
when he said he aimed for
the ferry and got on the
beach road by mistake?

In a way, as they.apply to
the generic friskiness of poli-

“ticians on the loose, these

are the most trivial questions
of the whole tragedy. But
they also happen to offer the
most convenient measuve of
the credibility of Kennedy
and his friends.

The ccok-out crowd de-
scribes the evening as one of
comparative abstinence. If
you go through the testimony
at the inquest carefully, you
will find the 11 survivors ad-
mitting to the consumption
of only 16 drinks, total, dur-
ing a party that stretched
over at least four hours. This,
however, is difficult to bal-

“ance with other testimony

about the liquor supply and

usage.
Crimmins says he stocked
the cottage with 3 half-

gallons of vodika, 4 {ifths
of Scotch, 2 bottles cf rum
(unspecified size), and a
couple of cases of beer. After
the party, says Crimmins, he
took away 2 bottles of vod-

ka, 3 bottles of Scotch,

&

dick
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cookout—Joseph Gargan, left, and Paul Markham~—ar-

rive at the inquest into Mary Jo Kopechre's ceath at Edgartown in January, 1970.

and the beer. That leaves 1

half-gafllon of vodka, 1
fifth of Scotch, and the 2
bottles of rum to be account-
ed for. Crimmins claims there
was “very little” drinking at
the party and others who
were there made the same
claim; but the liquor went
somewhere,

Kennedy says he drank anly
tvo rum and Cokes on the
evening of the tragedy. Crim-
mins was the only other per-
son at the party who drank
rum: He says he had “a’
couple™ that evening and that

‘he had been drinking from the

rum supply the night before,

- but not much. He said his

usual quota was three drinks
for an evening. But perhaps
Crimmins polished off more
the night before than he re-
membered; Markham recalls
that when Kennedy was get-
ting his first drink of the
evening he said to Crimmins,
in a kidding way, “Who has
been .drinking all the rum,
there is hardly any left?,..
Gee, you didn't leave me any
rum, you didn't get any rum
for me.” In any event, at the

_conclusion of the cook-out, ;

the two bottles of rum were
gone and the only members of

the party who said they had,
drunk from the supply were

Kennedy and Crimmins.

Orne fifth of Scotch disap~
peared; but only two of the
survivors said they drank
Scotch (LaRosa, one drink;
Rosemary Keough, two
drinks). : .

One half-zallon of vodka
was used up in some way, but
the survivors said they con-
sumed only nine vodka drinks
(Newberz, two; Maryellen Ly-
ons, one; Nance Lyons, two o~
three; Tamnenbaum, two;
Markham, one). Even if they
had ' deult generously with
themselves and had put in
two ounces per drink, this
would have left 46 ounces of
the used half-gallon unac-

" counted for.

Gargan said he drank only
Cokes, four, Tretter did not
specify how much he drank
except that it was just a “so-
cial” amount.

That leaves only Miss Ko-
pechne. Massachusetts State
Police claim that an analysis
of her blood showed the alco-
holic content at nine-tenths of
1 per cent, which is the equiv-
alent of 314 to 5 cunces of
80- to 90-proof liquor con-
sumed by a person of 110
pounds within an hour—or
more liquor than that if the
drinking was stretched over a
fonger peciod. At that rate
Miss Kopechne would appear
to be perhaps the heaviest
drinker at the party-—assum-
ing that the others were tell-
ing the truth about their own
alcoholic consumption. And

I3
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(.yet all who knew her well

said that she was not any-
thing remotely resembling a
and all
who had seen Miss Kopechne
just before she left the party
said that she gave every ap-
pearance of being sober.
Were they telling the truth

' about Kennedy's and Miss Xo-

pechne’s apparent sobriety on
that occasion? Were they tell-
ing the truth about their own
moderation? If so, where did
the liquor go?

As for Kennedy's cleim to
have been on Dike Road by
mistake, almost nobody-—cer-
tainly not the judge at the
inquest, nor reporters who

“scouled the area — believes -

that. Where the asphalt road,’
marked with a center line,
tums left toward the ferry, it
is banked siightly to help
swing a car in that direction.
There is a left-turn sign with
an arrow made of reflecting
glass. To make the mistake
Kennedy says he made, he
would have had to ignore all
those helps and drive past the
curve before he could find,
hidden by bushes, the narrow
dirt road to the beach. Later
he said that he had become
aware he was driving on dirt
“sometime” after he turmed to
the right. Actvally, the wash-
board surface grips a car and
begins shaking it immediately.
And the dirt looks like any
other dirt, even under a car’s
lights. Markham says that
Kennedy explained to him
that after he discovered he
had taken a wrong turn “he
couldn't turn around.” There
are at least half a dozen
driveways leading off Dike
Road that are available for
turning around, and they. are
easily -seen.

If Kennedy left the cottage
at 11:15, as he said he did,
and was going to the ferry,
why hadn’t he asked the
other women if they wanted
to go along? The last sched-
uled ferry was -at midnight
and the women all say it was
clearly understood that they
wanted to return to their mo-
tel. By pulling out with only
Miss Kopechne, Kennedy left
five women and five men
stranded with only a small
Valiant. And if Miss Kopechne
was ill, as Kennedy informed
Crimmins she was, why hadn’t
she mentioned it to some of
her close friends? More to the
point, if she was going back
to her motel, why did she
leave her purse in the cottage?

Q.: Did Kennedy lie ahout
the time he left the party?

Sylvia Malm, home from
college, was in Dyke House,
about 150 yards from the
“bridge. Until midnight, when
she turned out the light and

went to sleep, she was read-
ing. Her window, which faces
the bridge, was open. The
night was so still that fisher-
men, they say, could hear fish
jumping half a mile down the
lagoon. When Kennedy's car

left the bridge, its momentum
carried it 36 feet through the

air and it fell several feet he-
fore hitting the surface of the

"water 'with such impact as to

cave in the roof, blow out
both windows on the passen-
ger side, and splinter the
windshield. Though Miss
Malm, and her mother, thought
they heard a car pass by
shortly  before  midnight,
wouldn't they have heard the
splash of the Kennedy car?

%3 he most fascinating
contradiction of Ken-
nedy’s claimed
schedule comes from
Deputy Sheriff = Christopher
Look Jr, who says he was
driving home from work that
night and, about 12:45 AM.,
saw a large black auto pause
at the ferry road-Dike Road
intersection. The uniformed
deputy stopped and stepped
out, meaning to &sk if the
driver needed help or direc-
tions. The other car whished
off down Dike Road. Look
noticed that the license plate
numbers started with L7 and
ended with another 7. It was
the sort of thing he would
remember, he said, because
seven was the number he had
worn on his high schnol jer-
sey and it had always been
his favorite number He was
on hand the next morning
when the Kennedy car (license
L78207) was fished from the
lagoon. Look immedizately
identified it as the car he had
seen the night before. He was
positive of the time because
within five minutes he was
home and, as he shucked his
shoes and leaned back to
watch television, he noticed
that the time was 12:58.
Look has not budged from

that story (he has since be--

come sheriff). Most police of-
ficials and newsmen who
know Look, or who met him
during the Chappaquiddick in-
vestigation, are convinced his
rhemory is accurate and that
he is completely honest.
That’s his reputation in the
community, too.

_If Deputy Sheriff Look did
spot Kennedy’s car at 12:45,
45 minutes beyond the jast
scheduled ferry departure, it
does much more than throw
deubt upon the purity of the
Senator's intentions. it also
casts doubt on the entire
schedule that he claimed for
the rest of the night. If you
add up all the things that
Kennedy says he and Gargan

and Markham did, the elapsed -

time comes to two hours at
least- and more reasonably
two and a half hours. That's
using their own time esti-

‘mates. Two and a half hours
would nearly fill the time be- .

tween his claimed departure

" from the cottage (11:15) and

his claimed arrival at his
motel (about 2 o’clock).

But if Look Is correct, an
hour and a half would be
lopped from the clock, and
there simply would be no way
Kennedy, or Gargan and
Markham, would have had
time to make the rescue ef-
forts they claimed to have
made.

But having twice claimed
11:15 as his hour of departure
(once in his police statement,
once in his television ad-
dress), Kennedy was stuck
with it, accurate or not. Thus,
it was of paramount impor-
tance for Kennedy to bammer
11:15 (or thereabouts) inio
the record, and to get support
from others at the party on
this point when they testified
at the inquest. .

1t is interesting to see,
therefore, what the five sur-
viving women had to say.
(The men at the party, except
for Crimmins—who claims he
Jooked at his watch—were all
very vague about it.)

Between the time of the
accident and the inquest six
months later, only Esther
Newberg allowed herself o be
openly interviewed by the
press. Her most notable inter-
view was on July 23, five days
after the accident and before
Kennedy finished working up
his television speech in which
he for the first time told
about the long rescue search
by Gargan and Markham,
which he szid he had en-
couraged. o

In that interview, Miss
Newberg was asked what
time Kennedy and Miss Ko-
pechne left the cottage. War-

ren Weaver Jr., who reported -

the interview for The New
York Times, wrote: “Miss
Newberg described it as an
informal group, with no one
keeping particular track of
who was there or who wasn't
there at any given time, Thus,
she said, no one¢ specifically
missed either the Senator or
Miss. Kopechne or noticed
what time they had left.”” Chi-
cago Tribune reporters gave
other details of her response:
“Miss Newberg said she was
very vague about time during
the evening parily because
her watch was a psychedelic
one and ‘you couldn’t read it’
and because no one was sit-
ting earound watching the
clock. ... At no time were we

aware of time,’ she ex-

plained. . . . The reporter for
The Worcester (Mass.) Evening
Gazette, wrote: *‘Miss New-
berg said she did not notice
when Senator Kennedy and
Miss Kopechne left the party.
... She said she did not know

.the time accurately because

her Mickey Mouse watch—
which had been a topic of
joking conversation—was not
working properly.” )

Except for some variations
in the description of her
watch, all reparters seem to
have heard Miss Newberg the
same way: Nobody was pay-
ing any attention to time, and
she had a special reason for
not checking the time of the
Kennedy-Kopechne departure
because her watch was not
working right.

By the time of the inquest,
however, Miss Newberg had
radically changed her story.
Now, when the assistant dis-
trict attorney asked her if
“prior to his leaving did you
become aware that Mr. Ken-
nedy left at a- certain time,”
she answered yes, it was
about 11:30, and she was cer-
tain of it because I have a
rather large watch that I'wear
ali the time and I looked. at
it.” At some time and for some
reason between the interview
and the inquest Miss Newberg
was transformed from an
easy-going partygoer to a
clock-watcher. Moreover, the
six months between interview
and inquest also incubated
not only an “awareness” that
Kennedy and Miss Kopechne
had ieft but un actual remem-
brance of the act—*"1 saw
them walk out of the cottage.
...l saw him walk out ... Miss
Kopechne was directly behind
him.”

In her newfound certainty
of the time, Miss Newberg
was in total harmony with
the other four women. Al-

~ though Maryellen Lyons had

to acknowledge that the party
was not exactly a timekeeping

- situation—*“I mean, people

were going into the coltage
and out of the cottage all
night. 1 didn't know at any
particular time that anybody
was leaving” —yet she was
somehow aware with strange
precision, *“about 11:I5 or
11:20,” that Kennedy and
Miss Kopechne were no longer
around. Likewise her sister,
Nance Lyons—amidst all the
‘coming and going, the singing,
the drinking, the storytelling
—happened to turn at exactly
the right moment and her
eyes fell upon Kennedy and
Miss Kopechne just as they
walked out the door; and,
looking back at it, she would
place the time at “11, 11:15.”
Miss Keough was another

‘A simple auto -
-accident became
a muitilayered
mystery that re-
mains as baffling
today as it was
five years ago.’

who, despite the confusion of
the party, noticed her friend
Mary Jo leaving the housc at
“epproximately 11:20” and
Miss Keough furthermore dis-
tinctly remembers ‘“she was
followed by Senator Ken-
nedy.” (A slight wvariation
there; Miss Newberg had seen
Mary Jo go last through the
door.) Miss ‘Tannenbaum’s
memory gave just the needed
piquancy of a few minutes
difference, though she wes
another who conveniently
fixed her departure with a
timepiece: “I  just turned
around and saw the door siam
and Mary Jo leeve....l re-
member Jooking at my waich
at 25 to 12 and Mary Jo, Miss
Kopechne hed left,” and she -
hadn't been gone long.
Considering the profound
vagueness that seized their
memories on most of the
other episodes of the evening,
it is indeed remerkable that
among the 16 who remained
in and around the cottage, six
could substantiatc Kennedy's
general time of departure
(though he told only one of
the group that he was leav-
ing) and three of them could
pinpoint it with .the aid of
watches. . And what makes it
even odder, though these six
were apparently very inter-
ested in the movements of
Kennedy and Miss Kopechne,

.not one of the observers—ex-

cept Crimmins—heard the car
start up or sew them drive
away. Their - support of the
Kennedy departure ends at-
the doorway.

A possible challenge to
Kennedy's claimed schedule
comes from another source.
Shortly after the accident,
Time magazine quoted Dr.
Donaid R. Miils, the county’s
associate medical examiner, as
saying that Miss Kopechne
could heve died anywhere
from five to eight hours—and
at the very outside, nine hours
—before he looked at her
body, arcund 9:30 A.M. Even
using his maximum count,
that would put her death—
and Kennedy's deperture from
the cottage — at no earlicr
than 12:30. However, at the

Copyright © 1974 by The New York Times Company
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inquest Dr. Mills testified
that she had been dead “‘six
or more hours,"” giving no
autside time limit for the
noment of her death,

Q.: How come Gargan and
Markham didn't show signs of
their ordeal?

They say that, while Ken-
nedy stcod on the bank en-
couraging them, they spent 45
minutes thrashing around in
an impossibly strong tidal
current irying to rescue Miss
Kopechne. Gargan adds spe-
cific details to the claim, say-
ing that at one point fe
pushed partway through a

window of the submerged car 3

and got momentacily stuck,
bruising and “badly” (his
word) scraping his chest, armn
and back. Kennedy goes Tar-
ther, saying that Gargan
“was scraped all the way

from his ezlhow, undermeatn !

his arm was all bruised and
bioodied.” Markham claims

that he, teo, suffered in a
dive, banging a knee against

the submerged car so hard >0

that it throbbed for hours.

Foliowing that exhausting

exertion, Gargan and Mark-

ham (they say) drove Ken- ;

nedy to the ferry landing and
discussed Tor 10 minutes
whag he should do to save his
reputaiion. Then when XKen-
nedy dived into the channel,

-pan and Markham dived

iiter him (at least this is
.sat they told scme of the
women, but they didn’t men-
tion it at the inquest) with the
inteatian of swimming along
Kennedy, but changed
theie minds,

So here were two men who
had atlegedly spent the previ-
ous hour or so fighting swift
currents, risking their lives

. poking around a submerged

car, their nerves strung out
with the knowledge that
somewhere under there was
an unwelcoms corpse; or
jurnping into another swift
current in pursuit of a friend
and potential President who
was obviously beside himseif
and in danger of drowning; or
plotting with him what course
to follow to sav2 his politicai
career. They had not toweled
themselves off before putting
on their clothes at the acci-
dent site; they had presumably
jumped into the ferry chanret
fully -iothed, as they say Ken-
nexdy had done. And yet they
turned up at the cottage a
few wminutes later without
appearing so wet and be-
draggled and frantic and ex-
hausted as to arouse curios-
ity or special notice, or te
prompf questions, Was that
T “a?

one person in_the cot-
tage claims to have noticed

[ Tl

Senator Kennedy and his wije, Joan, at the Kopechne funeral in
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Plymouth, Pa, four days sjiter her death at Chappaquiddick.

visit her grave a year later.

anything odd  about either
man. Esther Newberg, the
young lady with the tejuve-
nated memory, told officials
at the inquest, (she had ap-
parently forgotten to tell re-
porters six raonths earlier)
that Gargan appeared “red in
the face and cxhausted”; she
said she didr-* remember any-
thing about Markham's ap-
pearance. She quotes Gargan
as asking her to move off the
couch and let him lie down
Secause “I am exhausted. . . .
I you knew what I have been
sugh you would let me lie
ere.” (Markham says he's
»e one who made that re-
=ark to Miss Newberg.) Su-
san Tannenbaum says she
“averheard” Markham say he
w235 tired but that he did not
sazm excited; she says she
peid no special attention to
Gzrzan. Tretter says he saw
nothing unusual about Gar-
gan's appearance (he didn't
recall seeing Markham). The
red face Miss Newberg in-
terpreted as a sign of exhaus-
tion was seen by Treller as
acthing but -sunburn. Four
cthers who talked to Gargan
after his retumn to the cottage
{Crimmins, Miss Keough and
the two Lyons sisters) saw
nothing strange in Gargan's
apparel or demeanor. In fact,
Nance Lyons says ihat, in
retrospect, comparing Gar-
gan's attitude at 2 AM. to his

appearance the next moming
around 10 o'clock when he
broke the news of Miss Ko-
pechne’s death, “it appeared
when he returned fat 2 A M.]
that he had no knowledge of
what had actually trans-
pired,” that is, no knowledge
of her death.

Q.. Why did Kennedy wait
so long to report the acci-
dent?

Kennedy blamed it on head
injuries and shock. Shock, no
doubt, there was. But his
head injuries were not enough
to greatly impress even his
own doctor, who diagnosed
the damage as a “slight”
concussion. Kennedy showed
up "at Miss Kopechne's fu-
nera), his first public appeacr-
ance after the accident, wear-
ing a neck brace, but he
Wwas not seen wearing it very
often thereafter,

While Kennedy and his

doctors claim he suffered
enough to impair his judg-
ment, the suffering appar-

ently did not interfere with

other mental operations. He
observed clearly at the time,
and his observations were
made so coolly that he re-
membered them later. Just
before being engulfed in
water, says Kennedy, he re-
members getting “half a gulp
o! air” He says he imme-
diately realized he was upside
down in the water; he says

he rememt ars distinctly his
futile efforts to reach the
handle and open the door; he
says he remembers Miss Ko-

pechne’s movements; he says
he remembers the feel of the.
water as it rushed in, the feel

of his lungs “partially filling

with water.” He can recall
virtually every moment from

the time the car left the

bridge until he popped to the

surface, except, regrettably,

the very moment that raises

the big question of the crash:

How did he get out? He

doesn't remember, which is a

pity, for it would be mar-

velous to know exactly how

it occurred.

There he was, his big-
boned, 6-foot, 2-inch frame,
his 220 pounds of muscle and
fat (he lost 20 pounds shortly
after the accident) squeezed
under the steering wheel, his
movements partially restricted
by the plastic brace that he
has worn around his middle
since an almost-fatal air crash
in 1964; there he was, stunned,
upside down, water pounding
in from both sides, wrestling
with the door, groping around
to find an open window—all
this on that precious “half a
gulp” of air—then inhaling
water, being overcome by a
sense of defeat — "Then 1
gave up, I thought that was
it and I gave up, I just gave
up, and the next thing I

knew I was out.” Somehow
he had slipped right through
the window: a miracle denied
Miss Kopechne, although she
was a slender woman, half
Kennedy’s corpulence and she
was unhampered by the
steering wheel; she was a
good swimmer; she was still
conscious (according to Ken-
nedy’s story), struggling be-
side him, seeming almost to
be fighting to be free of him
—*"perhaps hitting or kicking
me,” is the way Kennedy
says he remembers her exer- .
tions. But somehow, out of
their mutual struggle for
room to twist and tum and -
feel one’s way out of the car,
he miraculously emerged and
she did not, though the crash
had left two open windows
on her side of the car and
only one on his.

H Kennedy’s awareness of
details deserted him just at
the wrong moment, it ap-
parently came back almost
immediately and stayed with
him for the rest of the night.
‘When he and Gargan and
Markham returned to the ac-
cident scene later that night,
for example, Kennedy sayshe
recalls the clock on the Val-
fant’s dashboard reading
12:20. -

So his mind was obviously
not fogged by panic. Nor, for
that matter,. did outsiders
who saw him later in the
morning (before the accident
came to light) observe any-
thing wunusual about him.
When he sat and chatted
about boating and the weath-
er with Richards, he seemed
in a pleasant mood; he did
not scern distracted by inner
turmoil, If “overcome,” as he
later claimed to have been at
the time, with *grief, fear,
doubt, exhaustion,. panic, con-
fusion and shock,” it did not
show through to . the recep
tionist when he ordered the
moming papers with the
same easy air of any man
arising for an ordinary day.
These things were occurring
eight hours or so afier the
alleged time of the accident.

. Could such “irrational” (Ken-

nedy’s word) callousness be

‘accounted for simply by a

bump on the head and a bad
night’s sleep? Could the bump
and the shock of the accident
resuit, as Kennedy tlaimed,
in hallucinations that the ac-
cident had never happened at
all or, at the very least, that
the accident had happened
but that Miss Kopechne had
survived it and was sti!l alive
“somewhere’™> None who
talked to him the next mom-
ing, several hours before he
turned himself in to the police,
spotted these signs of tempo-
rary madness,
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The discrepancies between
what. Kennedy and Gargan
and Markham say they went
through, and their appear-
ance, are so siartling as to

have prompted scveral fasci- .

nating theories. Columnist
Jack Anderson, citing sources
close to Kennedy, says the
Senator did not report ‘the
accident " until mid-moming
and appeared calm and nat-
ural to those who saw him
at the breakfast hour because
he had arranged for his

cousin Gargan 1o take the rap -

and admit driving the car. At
the Jast mirrute, according to
Anderson, Kennedy decided
to put aside this sleazy plot.

Time-Life Inc. editor Jack
Olsen, in his book “The
Bridge :at Chappaquiddick,”
theorizes that the reason
Kennedy, Gargan and Mark-
ham didn't show signs of
strain was that they didn’t
know Miss Kopechne was
dead and -they hadn’t been
diving to hunt for her. Olsen
speculates that when Deputy
Sheriff Look hailed them,
Kennedy, fearing scandal,

“panicked and got out of the

car and hid in the bushes,
sending Miss Kopechne down
the road with ~instructions
to double back in a little
while and pick him up. Flus-
tered, unfamiliar with the car
(she normally drove a Volks-
wagen), and too short to see
over the dashboard suf-
ficiently, she didn't spot the
angie of the upcoming bridge
and drove off it without even
slowing down. It would take
all these handicaps and more
to explain why this was the
first time in 20 years that
anybody had managed to
drive off Dike Bridge. Not

. until the next moring, along’

with everyone else, Olsen
argues, did Kennedy find out
what had happened to the
woman he had sent away to
distract the law. -

Q.: Could Miss Kopechne
have been saved?

If Kennedy and his friends

" hadn’t wasted time with
- amateur heroics and if Ken.
"nedy, instead, had gone di-

rectly to the Dyke House and
celled for professional help,
what would have been the
result?

Police and firemen = with
rescue equipment would have
been on hand within half an
hour, as they were the next
morning, and Miss Kopechne
would have been out of the
car within another half hour.
John N. Farrar, captain of the

Edgartown Fire Department’s
Scuba Search and Rescue Di-
vision, says he found Miss
Kopechne’s “head cocked
back, face pressed in{o the
foot well, hand holding onto
the front edge of the back
seat. By holding herself in a
position such as this, she
could avail herself of the last
remaining air in the car.”
Farrar believes “she died of
suffocaiion in her own air
void. But it took her at least
three or four hours to die.”

Dr. Mills, the local medical
examiner who gave her body
a 10-minute examinaticn on
the spot, disagrees. He insists
that .not only did Miss Ko-
pechne "drown but that she
was “the most drowned per-
son I've ever seen.” He says
her lungs must .-ave been full
of water because when he
made “just light pressure on
the chest wall . . . water
would simply pour out of the
nose and mouth.”

But a pouring forth is not
what Eugene Frieh, the under-
taker, saw, and he was.right
there looking over Dr, Milis’s

. shoulder. Frieh says that

when Dr. Mills manipulated
the thoracic region, it pro-
duced some water; ssked if it
produced “a flow of water,”
he repiied with a more mod-
erale description: "It pro-
duced some water flow, water

~and foam, mostly foam.” On

another occasion Frieh said,
“Very little water was ex-
pelled from the lungs. 1 raised
my eyebrows because I ex-
pected much more water.”

There would be no question
about how Miss Kopechne
died if Dr. Mills had ordered
an autopsy; he didn’t, because
he was satisfied that it was 2
death by drowning, and also
perhaps because he got no
encouragement from ihe dis-
trict attorney's office,

A Massachusetts police lab
anelysis discovered evidence
of blood on Miss Kopechne's
white blouse, Dr.” Mills tried
to explain this as ‘“‘consist-
ent” with drowning; people

who struggle desperately -for-

air, he said, often are found
with some show of hlood in
the mouth and nose. But if
the blood came from Miss
Kopechne's nose and mouth,
why did most traces of it wind
up on the back of her blouse
and the back of her collar
and the back of both sleeves?

. hat was Miss
Keough's purse
;" doing in Ken-
. k2 nedy’s cer when
it was recovered from the
lagoon? Was it physically

possible for Kennedy to swim
the ferry channe!? How did
Gargan end Markham get to
Edgartown the next morning?
(The ferryman was reported
as saying he didn’t remem-
ber taking them.) Why did
Kennedy recruit Gargan and
Markham for the rescue efs
fort when he could have used
LaRosa, a professional fire-
man who was well trained in
rescue work? Was Kenped:’
trying to establish an alibi
when he asked the innkeeper
for the time?

The questions are endless,
and most of them seem not at
all to have stirred the curios-
ity of officialdom, which
from the very beginning was
much more interested in pro-
tecting Senator Kennedy.

Police Chief Arena allowed
Kennedy and all other cook-
out witnesses to leave the
island without being ques-
tioned and—at Kennedy's re-
quest—he withheld the Sen-
ator’'s statement from the
press for threc hours, a state-
ment which, when it was re-
leased, did not even include
the dead woman’s name. No
judicial decision was given on
the request for an autopsy
until three months afier she
was embaimed and in her
Pennsylvania grave. The in-
quest, which wes suppased to
be open- to the puhiic and
press, was delayed six months
and then held in secret, at
Kefinedy’s request. The ques-
tioning of witnesses at the
inquest was singularly~gentie,
tirough presiding Judge James
A. Boyle did finally conclude
that Kennedy was noi. telling
the truth on two kex points:
“I infer . . . that Kennady and
Kopechne did not imend to
return to Edgartown at that
time; that Kennedy did not
intend to drive to the ferry
slip, and -his turn onto Dike
Road was intentional. [Em.-
phasis from the judge's re-
port]l.” No effort was made
to resolve the numerous
contradictions in -testilmony.
The record of the inquest tes-
timoay ‘was withheld from
public inspection for nine
months. A grand jury that
cranked up to re-open the
investigztion was cranked
down again after only three
hours of testimony.

Nevertheless, Senator Ken-
nedy feels enough has been
told. "The facts of this inci-
dent,” Kennedy sald five
vears ago, “are now fully
public and eventual judgment
end understanding  rests
where it belongs. For myself,
I plan no further statement

on this tragic matter,” @

 July 14, 1972
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Senator Edward M. Kennedy
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STATEMENT BY SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY WELCOMING $20 MILLION IN
AID FOR PORTUGUESE RETURNEES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE
MAY 25, 1976

I welcome the release today of $20 million in
grant aid for Portuguese returnees from Africa, through legislation
I supported in the Senate. This amount is in addition to $15 million
provided by the United States government last February, and $7.4
million spent on the Angola airlift last vear. t will help
thousands of people, including many from Cape Verde, who are now
in Portugal without homes, without jobs, without hope for the future.

I believe the monev released today is tangible
evidence of the deep concern of the American people for the economic
problems of Portugal, made even worse by the return of several
hundred thousand Portuguese citizens from Africa in recent months.

: Following the legislative elections in Portugal on
April 25th, that country is well on the way to restoring free and
democratic institutions, and to resuming its riphtful place in the
mainstream of European political life.

But the success of that democratic experiment ---
which has fired the imagination of free peoples around the world,---
will depend in part on Portugal's solving its staggering economic
problems. We in the United States should continue our efforts to
demonstrate to the people of Portugal that we are with them;
and that we will respond to their urgent need for assistance to
help them make democracy a reality, both now and for the future.

This week the Senate is considering legislation
providing for $107.5 million in economic aid for Portugal for fiscal

yvears 1976 and 1977. The aid agreement announced today is an important

part of that effort, which merits the support of all Americans.

Those of us in the Senate who have supported efforts
to restore democracy in Portugal since the overthrow of the Caetano
regime in April 1974 will continue to support the Portuguese
democratic experiment, and our friends in Cape Verde, in the Azores,
and in Portugal itself.

- 30 -
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Kennedy Moves Into Lead

By GEORGE GALLUP

PRINCETON, N.J. — Sen.
Edward Kennedy's renewed
disavowal that he is a presi- -
dential candidate comes at a.
time when he has moved into -
a clear lead over President would you like to see win?”’ .
Ford in the latest nationwide All those who indicated an:
_trial heat. other preference or had no

Kennedy's margin over opinion were then asked:
Ford is 50 to 43 per cent. In  *“As of today, do you lean
the previous survey (May more ‘to Ford, the Republi-
30-June 2), the two were can, or to Kennedy, the
deadlocked, with Kennedy Democrat?”
winning the support of 45 per
‘cent of registered voters to al findings and trend, based
44 per cent for Ford. In a still on the choices of registered
earlier survey, conducted voter: .
soon after Ford took offlcel xmsnv rol{:gh :ﬁlﬂ/«% nztr
last August, the new Presi- e o gtes) -
dent held a wide 57 to 33 per oy FORD OTHERUNDE
cent lead over Kennedy. e 043 7 per cent

‘Kennedy, far and away the s w4 .-
number one choice of Demo-
cratic voters for their par-
ty’s nomination, is the only
Democrat tested during
Ford's year in office who is
able o defeat the President
in these trial heats.

Many political observers
feel "that Kennedy will defi-
nitely not be a candidate for
President in 1976, yet specu-
lation - persists regarding at-
tempts to draft him.

Here are the queshons
asked in the survey:

*‘Suppose_4ke presidential
election were being held to-
day. If President Gerald
Ford were the Republican
candidate ‘and Sen. Edward}

~

Here are the latest nation--

When Gov. George Wal-
lace of Alabama is added to
the test as a possible third
party candidate, Kennedy
widens his lead over Ford.
The three-way results show
Kennedy - with 42 per cent,
Ford with 33 per cent and
Wallace with 17 per cent.

Following are the ques-
tions asked: .

“If Sen, Edward Kennedy
were the Democratic candi-
date and President Gerald
Ford were the Republican
candidate and Gov. George
Wallace of Alabama were
the candidate of a third par-
ty, which would you like to
see win?” (If undecided, this
question was then asked:
“As of today, do you lean
more to Kennedy, the Demo-

—

Bace

d entifically selected localities
’"'eme;;ﬁ scl: during the penod July 18-21.

e

hile Den mg

18 and older,

crat, Ford, the Re ubllcan ‘DY FORD WALLALI-. OTHER-UN-
’ person in more than

or Wallace, the third-party j.. DECIDED -
candidate?”) May strJune 2

Following are the latest re-
sults and trend:

The trial heat results re->
ported today are based on-

KENNEDY-FORD-WALLACE _the choices of registered vot-
i l{ﬁf:'“' of Registered Voters) ers among the 1,561 adults,




































































































" SENATOR EDWARD M. KENNEDY CRITICIZES CRIME
: ' SPEECH OF PRESIDENT FORD' 4

For Immedlate Release
Octooer l, 1976

Rl o I ‘read with great 1ntereut Pres1dent Ford 5 address
delivered to the Conference of the International Assoc1atlon of the Chiefs
of Polire in Miami on Monday. The speech prov1ded a great deal ‘of heat—-
but not much light.,. It offers a good example. of. the standard Republican
Adm1n1stratlon prescrlptlon for reducing crime--a prescr1ptlon first. f1lled :
back in 1968--talk tough instead of doing things that count! . o ‘

Now we are v1ew1ng the same o0ld game: pol1t1cs as usual with the
Pres1dent trying to rally everyone areund the flag by drumbeatlng the -threat
of crime and calling for "new,' tough policies. Well, it won't work this year;
it won't play in Peoria or.Boston or anywhere else. The Adm1nistration roadshow
on cr1me is clos1ng after an .unsuccessful eight year run. . Y S -

A1l would agree w1th'the President that- the problem of crime must be a
top prlorlty in the next Administration..- I certainly do. But where are the
Administration's,specific crime- flﬂht1ng pronosals9 Where is the law enforcement
blueprint for tomorrow? There is plenty of hard- h1tt1nc rhetoric in the
President's prepared.text, plenty of "law and order" phrasemaklna . But ‘the .
American people have been hearlng cries of "law. and order," or the President'
own more, subtle euphemlsm domestlc tranqu1llty," for the past e1ght years..,

And what has been the result-—a soarlng rise in v1olent cr1me, a steady
growth in white collar crime, ‘and increased government corruption.. - Crlme_ls up
some sixty per cent since 1968 yet the President praises his Administration for
its performance. . Rural and suburban crime is. soaring, yet this Administration.
dares pat 1uself on the back. A person born in urban Amerlca today stands a -
greater risk of belng murdered than he would. have faced in ‘combat in World:

War II--yet what the American people hear from thlS Admlnlstratlon ‘are p1ous
phrases of self- congratulatlon

V.

Let us analyze the Pres1dent 8 speech and look at the record to see
whether this Admlnlstratlon has been effectlve and iorthrlght in-combating crime:

1. The President heaped pralse on . our local pollce departments and has
signed the Public Safety Officers' Benefits Act. of. 1976, which. provides $50,000.
to the surv1vors of public safety. officers: killed in the line of duty.: This
he did "on behalf of every grateful Amerlcan.' F1ne._ The bill was bipartisan
in nature, Conﬂress enacted 1t, and I am grateful that the PTes1dent s1gned it

But where is PTes1dent Ford when 1t comes to supportlng publ1c safety
officer low cost 1life insurance? . Where is his Admlnlstratlon when it comes to
providing meanlngful benéfits te those publlc safety offlcers who, because of
their hlgh risk profess1on, are often unable to secure life insurance at
reasonable cost? "It has consistently opposed legislation which would -
establish low- cost life and dlsablllty insurance for those officers who are
our front line. of defense in the war on crime. The blll is modest--$30 000 dollars
in maximum insurance, with the federal government helplng to defray the cost of*:
premiums. - And it is a purely voluntary program. .Yet Republican Administrations--
allegedly the friend of the policeman walking. the beat--have opposed this bill,
supported by all of the major police organlzatlons in-this country, for the past ;
five years even though,lt has passed the Senate by overwhelming votes on three.
separate occasions. ' o
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2. The President says that special efforts must be made to rid our
streets of the career criminals and repeat offenders who are the primary sources
of violent crime in our nation. Fine. But what is the federal vehicle he
would use to do this--the federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA).
The Republican Administration has had eight long years to make LEAA more effective;
over four and one-half billion dollars have been spent. And what has been the
result? Failure after failure, leading to increased criticism of LEAA
management, priorities, and goals. Why did the Republicans.wait until 197k to
concentrate on the career criminal?. Where were the Republican Administrations
in 1970, 1972 and 1974 when the same facts were available? The President talks
at length about the need for "swift' justice. Why has this Administration held
to a minimum--a disgraceful six per cent--LEAA funds for the local courts of our
nation, to be used to eliminate court congestion and backlog. Just talking about
"swift" justice cannot unclog the nation's criminal justice system. What is
needed is greater direction, stronger leadership from Washington. And the nation
‘has not been getting it.

Until this year congressional efforts to reform LEAA were largely opposed
by the Administration and were unsuccessful. This year a :strong congressional
effort to alter the structure and implementation of the LEAA program was under-
taken and many suggested changes--long overdue-Qwere literally forced on a- -
reluctant Administration. More financial and technical assistance to local
criminal courts,: priority funding to both urban and rural areas suffering from’
high crime increases, increased aid to combat juvenile delinquency, new LEAA
oversight and evaluation requirements--the Admlnistration balked at all of

these changes. But as a result of th1s year's congreSS1ona1 initiatives LEAA
should have a brlghter future._

Federal did to state and local governments to fight crime must of coursSe .
continue. LEAA cannot alone solve the crime problem in our country. The war
on crime is primarily a local battle. But LEAA can be a more effectlve crime~
fighting agency than it has been under thls Administration.

3. The President advocates the use of mandatory minimum sentences as a way
to insure “certainty of punishment."™ But the Administration's bill calls for the
imposition of such sentences only in.the limited cases of kidnapping, aircraft’
hijacking, trafficking in hard drugs, and crimes involving the use of dangerous
weapons. The real fact is that offenders convicted of the crimes of kidnapping
and aircraft hijacking already receive sentences of imprisonment in excess of
the minimum provided in the legislation! Yet thé President talks tough about
his bill because he thinks 1t w111 pay off at the polls in November.

What about the violent crimes that really plague our local communltles--what
about imposing mandatory minimum sentencing in cases involving rape, burglary,.
assault and robbery? - The President says that the federal government has no
jurisdiction over such crimes. This is not always the case. Federal statutes
encompassing most of these crimes do exist. More importantly, an effective
federal mandatory minimum sentencing scheme-encompassing those violent street
crimes that most trouble the American people--can be used as a model for those-
states enacting local mandatory sentencing plans of their own.

4. The President calls for comprehens1ve criminal code reform and
criticizes the Congress for failing to act. But S. 1, "the Criminal Justice
Reform Act of 1975", as originally introduced, was hardly an acceptable vehicle
to realize such badly needed reform. Original S. 1 provisions supported by the
Administration would have shackled the press, undercut civil liberties, and
stifled lawful political dissent--all in the name of law enforcement. - Instead
of attacking the Congress for failing to enact that bill, the President should
be encouraging the Congress to continue its ong01ng effort to develop a workable,
fair, and just federal criminal code.

5. The President promises tQ wage a new war on crime during the first one
hundred days of his new Administratisn and to establish a new "interagency
coun01l to wage a coordinated effort against crime. This new agency will

"recommend changes to lower the crime' rate.”" But where has this Admlnlstratlon
been for the last 100 days, and the- 100 days before that? Why wait until next
year for a new, concerted effort against crime? - Why didn't the President set up
his 1nteragency council" two years ago? The answer is simple--talk about 'ene

hundred day' plans and new "councils" are mere politicel ploys designed to garmer votes.
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Such promises are reminiscent of Mr. Nixon's premise in 1968 of a "secret plan’
to end the Vietnam War. The Republican Administration has had eight years to
coordinate, concentrate, and commiserate on ways to reduce crime. They have
failed. I am not saying that the federal government can eliminate crime from
our streets. It cannot. But the President should level with the American
people, and admit it. Why doesn't he tell the nation that although there

are no panaceas, no magic cures for the crime problem, the federal crime-
fighting effort can be much more effective than its has been. Instead she
makes empty promises and berates the Congress.

And what about other congressional efforts to deal with crime, efforts
satetaged or ignored by the Administration. The President vocally opposes hand
gun control despite the fact that a clear majority of the American pecople
(and many law enforcememt officers) favor rigid restrictions, and despite the fact
that he even sent up one modest gun control bill to the Congress himself. The
Congress, not the Administration, has taken the initiative in seeing to it that
the white collar criminal does not avoid punishment. ILegislation has been
introduced which would eliminate arbitrary sentencing practices and end the
sentencing disparity which threatens to undermime~ the very fabric of our
criminal justice system. Moreover, Administration efforts to combat .the
soaring growth of drug trafficking have been seriously hampered by allegations
of corruption and the‘inability of the Drug Enforcement Administration to get its

" own house in order.

Finally, the President speaks about "politiclans. . . underestimating the
public concern about crime." He states that "American voters will examine
their vallots in November and identify those candidates who have demonstrated
indifference or permissiveness toward crime, and they should." This is
language reminiscent of the elections of 1968 and 1970, when the previous
candidates and incumbents sopke about "coddling criminals” and " a wave of
permissiveness." Such talk does nothing to combat the growth of crime in
America. Politicizing the crime issue can only result in a growth of public
cynicism and indifference.

In the past eight years, the most important missing ingredient in the war
on crime has been regponsive public leadership. The problem of crime would be
far less serious today, the rate would be far lower, if the many studies and
recommendations of the past had been translated into vigorous programs of public
policy by those in a position of leadership to implement them and see that they
are administered effectively.

To make crime unrewarding our institutions must be capable of controlling
crime where it occurs, but this must be accomplished within the law and Bill of
Rights. There is nothing new or novel here. This twin approach to crime is as
0ld as our American nation. It is actually enshrined in the Preamble of the
Constitution, which speaks not only of establishing domestic tranguility but also
of insuring Jjustice. And that is what this Administration is in danger of
forgetting. The President's law enforcement policy emphasizes 'domestic
tranquility" in the Preamble to the Constitution, but it does not reflect the
companion constitutional goal of insuring Jjustice. And for those who are
strict constructionists, I would point out that in the hierarchy of the
Preamble, justice comes first and domestic tranquility second. That is the
way the Founding Fathers wrote it, and that must be our task today.

We cannot pledge our allegiance to half the Preamble of the Constitution. No
amount of police firepower or mandatory prison sentences or presidential messages
on crime can insure domestic tranquility, unless we are also prepared to devote
a reasonable balance of our effort to establishing justice. And if that total
effort is to succeed, the President must set an example and lead the fight.

It is most unfortunate, therefore, that the President has, instead, succumbed
to the passions of the moment in his quest for votes.
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