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their counterpart institutions, sought to
increase employment and sought to im
prove the balance of payments and trade
for those countries.

We felt at the start that there was no
rational reason for arbitrarily limiting
the Export-Import Bank from those ac
tivities necessary to compete in credit
terms and guarantees with our competi
tors elsewhere in the world. Indeed, even
with the changes found in this proposal,
in many respects and often, American
businessmen will nevertheless be handi
capped by superior credit and other
terms made available through the cep
tral banks and credit extending public
agencies of other countries as against
those which would be possible under the
Eximbank under the reforms offered and
proposed by the Senate COl11l11ittee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs.

This is a jobs proposal. All of the credit
andgua.-rantees offered and made avail
able under the Eximbank are for goods
created through production made pos
sible by U.S. workers.

It seems to be, in my opinion, a very
unwise policy to unilaterally restrict the
opportunities for trade growth and in
creased employment which could spring
from these changes in order to serve
some bookkeeping concept from some
sources in American government.

We need to realize the serious nature
of the trade crisis which this country
faces. World trade is growing at approxi
matelY 14 percent per year. Many of our
chief trading partners are increasing
their world trade at about that same
amount--14 percent--but the increase in
export trade by this country is increaSing
at an annual rate of only half of that-
7 percent--and one of the reasons has
been that the Eximbank, in part as a
result of the restrictions imposed by put
ting it under the unified budget and un
der the spending ceiling, has been unable
to compete with comparable agencies in
other countries in giving American busi
ness an opportunity to find new sources
of commerce and to provide the ex
panded trade opportunities which our
economy and our people require.

So it seems to me it would be terribly
self-defeating to cripple the key, and for
American business often the sole agency
available to them for export expansion,
for credits, loans, and guarantees neces
sary, if this country is going to have a
favorable balance of payments and if we
are going to have the growing employ
ment so obviously needed in the present
slack labor market in the country today.

Also, if I may add this final point, we
have during the last 2 or 3 years seen an
increasing amount of debate and expres
sions of concern over the difficulties
which this country faces in terms of our
international trade policies.

In the last session of the Congress,
several weeks of our deliberations. were
spent debating a series of proposals
which in effect would make a broad new
change of policy by which we essentially
moved into a broad protectionist strategy
through the establishment of quotas,
protecting up to 120 industries, which
would have greatly raised consumer
costs, which might have in the long run
cost us jobs, but, in any event, I think

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED
The Secretary of the Senate reported

that on today, April 5, 1971, he presented
to the President of the United States the
enrolled bill (S. 789) an act to amend the
tobacco marketing quota provisions of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938,
as amended.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED
The bill (H.R. 6531) an act to amend

the Military Selective Service Act of
1967; to increase military pay; to au
thorize military active duty strengths for
fiscal year 1972; and for other purposes,
was read twice by its title and referred to
the Committee on Armed Services.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED
The message further announced that

the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bill, and it was
signed !:>y the Acting President pro tem
pore (Mr. BENTSEN) :

S. 789. An act to amend the tobacco mar
keting quota provisions of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended.

which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate:

H.R.6531. An act to amend the Military
Selective service Act of 1967; to increase
military pay; to authorize mllltary active
duty strengths for fiscal year 1972; and for
other purposes,

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1971

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (S. 581) to amend
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as
amended, to allow for greater expansion
of the export trade of the United States,
to exclude Bank receipts and disburse
ments from the budget of the U.S. Gov
ernment, to extend for 3 years the period
within which the Bank is authorized to
exercise its functions, to increase the
Bank's lending authority and its author
ity to issue, against fractional reserves
and against full reserves, insurance and
guaranties, to authorize to the bank to
issue for purchase by any purchaser its
obligations maturing subsequent to
June 30, 1976, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield
myself such time as I may require.

The present proposal affecting the Ex
port-Import Bank enjoys the strong bi
partisan support of a strong majority of
the Senate COl11l11ittee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs, which heard the

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE testi;illony fr.om all sources bearing on
.. the Issues raIsed by the amendments of-

A message .from the House of Repre- fered by the Senator from Wisconsin.
sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read- This measure seeks to allow the Exim
ing clerks, announced that the House bank to compete effectivelY with some 50
had passed a concurrent resolution (H. public institutions in other countries
Con. Res. 257) providing for an adjourn- which offer export credits, guarantees, di
ment of the House from April 7, 1971, un- rect loans, and insurance for businesses
til April 19, 1971, in which it requested located in those countries needing such
the concurrence of the Senate. assistance.

The message also announced that the We were strongly impressed by the de-
House had passed the following bill in gree to which other nations have, through

lion in initial capital stock and $1.2 bil
lion in retained earnings. The entire $2.2
billion belongs to the American taxpayer.
If we closed down the Bank, the $2.2
billion would be returned to the Treasury
and the funds could be used to reduce
the national debt. Interest paid on the
national debt would be similarly reduced.
Thus, the real cost to the taxpayer is
measured by the interest he is paying on
his total investment of $2.2 billion. Dur
ing fiscal year 1970, the average yield on
all outstanding Treasury obligations was
7.4 percent. Thus the interest cost of
financing the Eximbank in fiscal year
1970 was $162 million ($2.2 billion times
7.4 percent).

What did the taxpayers get back for
their $162 million? They received only
$50 million in dividends or less than 2.5
percent on their total investment. The
Bank also kept $60 million in retained
earnings for a total "profit" of $110 mil
lion which is substantially less than the
true cost of Treasury capital measured at
$162 million. The difference of $52 mil
lion represents a hidden subsidy paid by
the taxpayer.

The second backdoor subsidy comes
from the ability of the Bank to borrow
directly from the Treasury at rates be
low the cost of funds to the Treasury.
The General Accounting Office estimates
this backdoor subsidy cost the taxpayers
$16.8 million in fiscal year 1970.

When we add the two backdoor sub
sidies together-$52 million in low cost
capital and $16.8 million cut rate loans
we get a total subsidy of $68.8 million.

In summary, Mr. President, I believe
the exemption of the Eximbank would
be a serious mistake.

It distorts our national priorities.
It threatens the credit needs of hous

ing and State and local governments. .
It constitutes a $2 billion raid on the

private capital market for low priority
needs.

It could take away business from pri
vate banks.

It invades the jurisdiction of the Ap
propriations Committee.

It threatens the complete collapse of
congressional expenditure ceiling.

It removes a $70 million subsidy pro
gram from congressional control.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendments I have sent to
the desk be considered en bloc, because I
think they refer to several parts of the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I urge
the Members of the Senate to reject this
unwise, unwarranted proposal. I reserve
the remainder of my time.
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was a reflection of the great concern and
great doubts which Americans have
about the trade policies of this country.

I think they are proper concerns and
they are ones which I think will asswne
a greater share of the attention of the
Congress.

The present occupant of the Chair (Mr.
RIBICOFF) is the chairman of a newly
created Subcommittee ()f the Finance
Committee assigned to inquire into fac
tors involved in these difficult, compli
cated, and sometimes heartbreaking
problems of international trade and what
this country's policy should be to best
protect our economy and the interests
of a stable world.

But this is a case dealing with the Ex
imbank's having a chance to take action
with which every American ought to
agree. It is a chance to make progress in
the expansion of healthy exports which
would produce jobs in the United States;
would help relieve pressures being
brought toward dangerous protection
ism; it would help us move forward in
providing healthy, competitive, Export
Import Bank lending and trade credit
policies.

Mr. President, another important pro
vision contained in this bill is an amend
ment which removes the absolute pro
hibition against the Export-Import Bank
giving any assistance to exports to East
ern Europe.

Mr. President, approximately 22 years
ago, this Nation adopted a policy of
severely restricting the export of goods
and materials from this country to the
Soviet Union and the nations of Eastern
Europe. That policy was adopted in the
height of the cold war, which escalated
drastically shortly after World War II.
It was felt at that time that such a
policy was necessary in order to inhibit
the redevelopment of the economies of
the nations of Eastern Europe and the
Soviet Union which were adopting a pos
ture of severe hostility to the United
States: Our restrictive policy continued
without change for approximately 20
years.

In 1968 and 1969, the Subcommittee on
International Finance of the Senate
Banking Committee held extensive hear
ings to determine whether our restric
tions on East-West trade had in fact
accomplished the purpose of inhibiting
the redevelopment of the nations in
question and whether this pOlicy should
be continued. The evidence gathered dur
ing thooe hearings was overwhelmingly
persuasive that our refusal to trade ex
tensively with Eastern Europe had not
had the desired effect. To the contrary,
the Soviet economy experienced an al
most unprecedented boom. It rapidly
achieved the status of the nation with
the second largest gross national product
in the world-a gross national product
equal to approximately one-half of our
own. During the same period of time, the
nations of Eastern Europe were able to
rely on exports from the Soviet Union
and were able to develop their own econ
omies.

During these same hearings, we ascer
tained that the United states was the
only country in the world that had such
a highly restrictive policy in regard to
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East-West trade. Every other major
trading nation in the world-all of them
our allies-free:y carryon trade with
Russia and the other nations of Eastern
Europe in all goods except those goods
which were declared to be strategic under
an international agreement subscribed to
by these countries and the United States.

We found there were some categories of
goods that could not be exported from the
United States to Eastern Europe without
going through a long and laborious licens-.
ing process. These 1,300 categories are not
in any manner similarly restricted by
the other countries of the world.

The conclusions we reached after those
hearings were inescapable. The restric
tive trade policies of the United states
were having virtually no effect on the
development of the economies of the So
viet Union and Eastern Europe. Their
only effect was to prohibit American
business from competing freely for the
business of Eastern Europe, which is one
of the fastest growing markets in the
world.

Accordingly, in December of 1969, Con
gress approved the Export Administra
tion Act of 1969 which declared it to be
the policy of the United States "to en
courage trade with all countries with
which we have diplomatic or trading re
lations, except those countries with which
such trade has been determined by the
President to be against the national in
terest." The President has made no such
determination with respect to trade with
the Soviet Union or the nations of East
ern Eur()pe. Accordingly, it is now the
policy of the U.S. Government to en
courage trade with the Soviet Union and
with Eastern Europe in addition to all
other countries with which we have dip
lomatic or trading relations.

It is a well known fact that in the area
of international trade, it is vital that
there exist some export credit and guar
antee mechanism. That is the reason for
the existence of the Export-Import Bank
of the United States. Without a facility
to guarantee the credit of foreign pur
chases of American exporters or a facility
to make loans to foreign purchasers with
which to purchase American exports, the
exports from this country would be
highly curtailed.

Since its formation in 1945, the Ex
port-Import Bank has participated in the
financing of literally billions of dollars
of U.S. exports that would not have
been possible had the Export-Import
Bank or similar organization not been
in existence. However, at this particu
lar time, there is an absolute prohibi
tion contained in the Export-Import
Bank Act against its extending credit to
or participating in the financing of ex
ports to the Soviet Union or the nations
of Eastern Europe. Because of this abso
lute prohibition, it is impossible for the
United States to pursue to the fullest the
policy which was adopted in 1969 to en
courage trade with all countries with
which we have diplomatic or trading re
lations.

The markets of Eastern Europe and
the Soviet Union are among the fastest
growing markets in the world. Cur
rently, trade with Russia and Eastern
Europe comprises approximately 16 per
cent of total world trade. World trade is

increasing at an annual rate of approxi
mately 14 percent. The increase in trade
of our major trading competitors is also
around 14 percent. However, U.S. trade is
increasing at the annual rate of only 7
percent. At present, the United States
has approximately 15 percent of total
world trade. However, our percentage of
East-West trade amounts to only 3 per
cent.

It is obvious from these figures that
.the United states is falling behind in
the area of trade and is particularly be
hind with respect to our trade with East
ern Europe.

During this time of extremely high un
employment and a deteriorating balance
of payments situation, it would be foolish
for the United States to do anything less
th:Ul pursue every possible means of ex
panding our trade. To do so will create
additional jobs and generate additional
revenues to improve our balance of pay
ments and stimulate a sagging economy.
To remove the absolute prohibition
against Eximbank financing on exports
to Eastern Europe should permit Ameri
can business to increase immediately its
exports to that region.

In this regard, I believe it is helpfUl to
discuss briefly the policies of the other
nations of the world with resiJect to ex
port financing to Eastern Europe. Cur
rently, there are more than 50 export
credit and insurance entities operating
throughout the world. We have been un
able to flnd a single one-other than the
Export-Import Bank of the United
States-which pursues differential poli
cies with respect to East-West trade and
other trade.

We were unable to ascertain the exact
amount of business being done with the
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe by all
of these export credit entities. However,
we were able to obtain some examples. As
of June 30, 1970, Hermes, the principal
German insurer of exports had exposure
in Eastern Europe totaling approxi
mately $640 million. The Italian export
credit and insurance facility had expo
sure totalling approximately $800 mil
lion as of December 31, 1968 which is the
latest flgure we have. The Eximbank
Bank's counterpart in Sweden and expo
sure in Eastern Europe totaling approxi
mately $120 million as of June 30, 1970.
Similarly, the Austrian exposure exclud
ing Yugoslavia, was approximately $281
million as of December 31, 1970. We were
unable to obtain any figures on the other
major trading countries such as the
United Kingdom and Japan. However, it
is obvious from these examples that our
other trading competitors are not inhib
iting themselves in regard to financing
and guaranteeing export credit to the
Soviet Union and Eastern Europe.

In short, Mr. President, it is both good
business and good sense at this time fOT
the Congress to remove the absolute pro
hibition against Export-Import Bank fi
nancing or guarantees for exports to
Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union.
I hasten to point out that by removing
this absolute prohibition, we are not
making such export credit and guaran
tees automatically available to Eastern
Europe. We still retain the provision
which prohibits such export assistance
unless the President determines that a
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particular transaction would be in the
national interest. Thus, the bill gives the
President the maximum fiexibility which
he must have in order to pursue the total
interests of the United States. I should
point out that there are other acts which
prohibit the export of strategic goods
and materials to Eastern Europe. Thus,
the export financing or guarantee that
would be made available as a result of
the passing of this bill will only be avail
able for the support of exports of peace
ful goods and only after the President
has determined that the particUlar
transaction will be in the national
interest.

It is my hope that the President will
utilize this duthority liberally in order
to create more export business for the
United States, thereby putting back to
work thousands of our currently unem
ployed, increasing our trade surplus, and
improving our balance of payments.

At this point I would like to yJeld to
the ranking Republican member of the
subcomntittee, who has done much work
in this field, the distingUished Senator
from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD).

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question !)efore
he does that?

Yr. MONDALE. I am glad to yield.
Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator said

two things about which I find myself
somewhat puzzled. No. I, the Senator in
dicated that the present arrangement
which requires the Export-Import Bank
to be in the bUdget constitutes a uni
lateral restriotion.

Mr. MONDALE. That is correct.
Mr. PROXMIRE. In what manner is

it unilateral? Does it not apply to all
loan programs in this country?

Mr. MONDALE. It is a unilateral re
striction on the Export-Import Bank
which does not apply to any of the com
peting public agencies which guarantee
exports in other countries. The central
bankers in Europe, in some 50 countries,
have institutions like the Eximbank.
Practically all of them have broader
powers than the Eximbank will have
even under the reforms proposed here.
What I am saying is, what sense does it
make in this era of difll.cult trade, par
ticularly in this era of slack employment
in this country, for us to deny ourselves
a chance to expand in healthy foreign
exports; should we deny ourselves a
chance to expand employment here at
home-in the name of a bookkeeping
principle?

I say that is a unilateral imposition of
a restriction which should not be im
posed at this time.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I say, No. I, it is not
unilateral in that it does apply equally
to all other Federal lending programs,
and, No.2, Mr. Kearns testified that our
terms are not disadvantageous; and this
is the whole heart of the argument of the
Senator from Minnesota, that somehow
we are at a serious disadvantage.

Mr. Kearns said we were not. He said
there were some short-term export pro
grams on which perhaps we were, but
that overall, they were not disadvanta
geous.

Furthermore, where does the Senator
get his figures which indicate that our
increase in exports has been only 7 per-

cent, whereas the increase in exports of
our trading partners has been 14 per
cent? The fact is that since 1968, the
increase has been 25 percent, or 12.5 per
cent a year. That is a very favorable in
crease, which compares favorably with
the drop in housing, which, as the Sena
tor knows, is also fed by Federal loans.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? I yielded for a question.
I think we are on controlled time.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am willing to take
it out of my own time.

Mr. MONDALE. Fine.
Mr. PROXMIRE. I ask the Senator

how he explains that statistic.
Mr. MONDALE. Permit me to say, first

of all, I think the Senator from Wis
consin asked two questions. The first is
whether it is true that the lending agen
cies and comparable institutions in other
countries are in a position to out
compete the terms that can be offered
by the Export-Import Bank.

I think, if the Senator from Wisconsin
will review the record, there is substan
tial evidence that the other countries
very frequently offer terms which are far
more attractive than the terms offered
by the Export-Import Bank. The last
year or so, there is testimony that they
have been more competitive than they
had been, but there is further testimony
that on many occasions lending agencies
from other countries have been able to
insulate themselves from their domestic
interest markets, for example, to a
greater extent than does the Export
Import Bank; that some of the other
countries, in their credit policies, have
permitted more of the management with
respect to a certain facility to be supplied
locally, and that reduces the cost; and
that in other ways our Export-Import
Bank has been unable to be as competi
tive as !.t would like to be.

I think the record is already clear on
that, and so J think that unless we see
some important bookkeeping reasons for
saying that U.S. business should be put
at that disadvantage. there is every rea
son to warrant the reforms which the
committee has so strongly recommended.

If I may make one other point-
Mr. PROXMIRE. In that connection,

I should like to ask why the Senator,
who is one of the most persuasive and
eloquent Members of this body, or of any
body, has not given us any solid factual
information. He has given us all kinds
of generalizations, but there is no sta
tistical comparison to show that the
terms by which the Export-Import Bank
is limited are disadvantageous in the
important respects as compared with the
terms that England, Germany, Japan,
and other countries are offering. I ask
the Senator why.

Mr. MONDALE, J would refer the Sen
ator to page 215 of the hearing record.

" May I also point out that there is an
other feature here which we have not
discussed, and that is the availability
of export-import activity in Eastern Eu
rope. Eastern Europe is now one of the
largest and fastest growing commercial
markets in the world. While we enjoy
something like 14 to 15 percent of world
trade generally, the United states en
joys slightly less than 3 percent of non-

strategic commercial trade in Eastern
Europe. One of the other features in this
measure woUld try to make it possible,
if the President approves. to permit the
Export-Import Bank to be active in that
area as well.

I now yield to the Senator from Ore
gon such time as he may require.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, at the
time we heard Mr. Kearns, who is Chair
man of the Export-Import Bank, testify,
he indicated that at the time of the adop
tion of the unified bUdget, it was not the
intention that this would apply to the
Export-Import Bank, that the inclusion
was accidental.

That possibly may not have been in
tended, but in any event, the Export
Import Bank now finds itself in that
Situation. Not only on occasion are they
unable to be competitive on rates, be
cause our rates fluctuate up and down,
but much more dramatic is the question
of the availability of money. Because of
the Ofll.ce of Management and BUdget,
and the fact that Export-Import is with
in the Ofll.ce of Management and Budg
et's lintitation, they do not have the
money either to make direct loans or, in
many cases, to guarantee loans made by
banks or other financial institutions to
enable American exporters and manu
facturers to compete overseas.

Whether or not Export-Import was
included in the unified budget by in
advertence or was intended to be in
cluded, I think, is not the point to be
argued about here. The question we have
to face is whether Congress wants to
recognize its independence, and say to
the Executive, "We regard the balance of
payments and the possibility of ex
porting overseas, not only to Europe but
to Asia and to the markets, as so sig
nificant and singular that we want to
exercise the decision as to whether or
not the Export-Import Bank should be
allowed to expand its activities."

We heard much last year about the
delegation of power to the Executive,and
we are going to hear it again this year.
We have heard about it specifically in
the field of foreign affairs. Right now we
are talking about a facet of foreign af
fairs-business overseas. At the moment,
under the Unified bUdget concept, we
have delegated to the Executive the sale
power to decide how much, if any, the
Export-Import Bank Will be allowed to
compete overseas, if they are allowed to
compete at all, at what level of interest,
and how much money they can loan. I do
not think that is a decision that should
be left solely to the Executive.

The argument can be made that the
Executive can change that, that the Pres
identcan take the Export-Import Bank
out from under the unified bUdget by ex
ecutive action if he chooses. I think we
have heard some testimony that he
could. But I think we are all aware of the
political ramifications if the Executive
should ·.mdertake to do that by himself.
This is a decision in which Congress
should participate. As far as I am con
cerned, it is a major policy decision
which Congress alone should make.

By passing this legislation, we are not
making the Export-Import Bank some
kind of a financial institution by which
to withdraw ourselves from any kind of
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fiscal restraint by anyone. All of their
loans over $10 million will have to be ap
proved by the Treasury and others. Their
total lending capacity will be approved
year by year by Congress. Their principal
appropriations will come under the
jurisdiction of the Appropriations Sub
committee chaired by the Senator from
Wisconsin. We are not, b:y passing this
legislation, removing all ot the fiscal re
straints on the Export~oIffiport Bank.
What we are doing is saying that hence
forth the restraints will be set by Con
gress, and not at the whim of the Ex
ecutive.

I think that is where the policy de
cision belongs, and for that reason, this
particular bank, the Export-Import
Bank, should be taken out from under
the unified bUdget without regard, at the
moment, to whether we choose as a mat
ter of congressional policy to take any
other lending programs in other do
mestic programs out from under the uni
fied budget.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield.
Mr. PROXMffiE. If this is so urgent, if

it is so necessary to give exports this
benefit and priority, how does the Sen
ator explain the fact that our exports
have increased 25 percent in the last 2
years? How does he explain the fact that
the Export-Import Bank volume of lend
ing has increased from $1.3 billion in
1969 to $2.9 billion in 1971, a fantastic
increase?

They are doing beautifully. Why
should they be given priority over hous
ing, for example, in which the Senator
from Oregon is deeply interested and
which he has a fine record of supporting,
or small business or farmers or any other
kind of loan program which we insist re
mains in the budget?

Mr. PACKWOOD. I am not quarreling
with the record of the Export-Import
Bank in the past, nor at this particular
juncture am I prepared to argue about
the merits or demerits of other lend
ing programs in the domestic field that
apparently we are going to consider in a
few moments.

I am saying that, as we look toward
the future and toward the policy of the
Office of Management and Budget, the
Export-Import Bank is going to be lim
ited as to availability of money. I am
not quarreling with the interest rates.
That will depend upon the fiuctuation in
our own markets. The Export-Import
Bank is going to find itself short of capi
tal because it will not be able to fioat its
bonds, and we will find ourselves in an
unfavorable position overseas as to avail
ability of money, not cost of money.

Mr. PROXMIRE. My argument was
that they did not seem to have a problem,
and we know what an urgent problem
we have for housing. The Senator from
Oregon is familiar with the fact that
housing has declined in the last couple
of years, and the heart of the problem
is financial, in my view. There are other
problems.

I do not see how we can exempt from
the budget this program, which has been
so dramatically successful over the past
couple of years and seems to be in no

real need of assistance, and then turn
our back on the domestic programs.

No one has addresst=d himself to the
fact that the Comptroller General, who
is Congress' authority in this area, our
accountant, says that it is unsound on
an accounting basis and has testified
against it.

The Federal Reserve Board, which is
an expert in the whole area of banking
and balance of payments, has also testi
fied against it and has said it is unsound
and opposes the legislation.

Mr. PACKWOOD. The Comptroller
General did not say this was unsound in
accounting practice. As a matter of fact,
if we were in a private business enter
prise, we would not be operating under
this net lending theory.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I do not like net
lending either.

Once you take it, once you make ex
emptions for some programs and not
others--

Mr. PACKWOOD. That is a decision
Congress should make, not the President,
and especially not the Office of Manage
ment and BUdget. We are debating at
this time whether the Export-Import
Bank is a sufficiently worthwhile pro
gram to change and go to gross lending
instead of net lending, which in my esti
mation is an artificial restraint.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think there is a
tendency on the part of all of us to get
away from the substantive effect of this
program. If we go ahead with this bill,
it will mean, according to Mr. Kearns,
that the Export-Import Bank will borrow
another $2 billion it otherwise would not
in the private market. That $2 billion is
going to come primarily from housing
and State and local government, because
they are most VUlnerable. Big business
takes care of itself and can borrow what
it needs. It seems to me that Congress
should consider that before we go ahead
with this kind of exemption, we should
recognize the effect on domestic prob
lems, which in my view should have a
higher priority.

Mr. MONDALE. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Alabama such time
as he requires.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thank the Senator
from Minnesota.

First, I want to be clear on this: The
Senator from Wisconsin has two amend
ments. There has been a great deal of
talk about taking not only the Export
Import Bank, as well as several other
agencies and programs, out from under
the budget. Do I cor!'ectly understand
that the amendment we are considering
now is the one that would take other
agencies out from under the budget?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am not going to
offer the other amendment unless this
amendment is rejected. If this amend
ment is rejected and if we insist on ex
empting the Export-Import Bank from
the bUdget, I am going to say, "Let us
treat all programs the same. Let US be
consistent. Let us not be unfair to the
other programs." If this amendment is
rejected, I ",ill offer an amendment to
treat the other lending programs exactly
the same. I will not offer that amend
ment if my amendment is agreed to.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I was under the im-

pression that it was that amendment to
which the 2 hours of time was assigned.

Mr. PROXMffiE. No. This is the prin
cipal amendment.

Mr. SPARKMAN. A good deal has
been said about the effect of excepting
the Eximbank from the budget on
housing. Of course, we know that in a
tight money situation, housing, small
business, agriculture, and a few other

. programs such as these always take the
brunt. But this does not happen to be a
time when housing is in a money crunch.
Actually, there is more money for hous
ing in the banks and in savings and loan
institutions than can be used presently.
And they are not using all of it, by any
means. Dr. Burns has testified to that
effect before our committee several
times.

Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.
Mr. PROXMffiE. Is it not true that

homebuilders testified before our com
mittee ,;ust 2 days ago--

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. I think they
made a mistake, and I told them so at
the time. At this time there is more
money than can possibly be used for
housing. It is pretty much like the dog
in the manger.

I have supported housing. I do not
think anybody in this Congress or in
this country has supported housing more
ardently than 1. I have been on the
Housing Subcommittee of our committee
since 1947.

Mr. PROXMffiE. There is no question
that the Senator from Alabama is "Mr.
Housing" in this body, or in both bodies,
in my book.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I think that the
homebuilders, in answering the question
put to them by the Senator from Wis
consin, made a mistake. I told them so,
wher. they said that they would be op
posed to any agency going into the pri
vate market and getting $2 billion. So
would I, if it would put the pinch on
housing as has been done several times
during the past decade.

Furthermore, I pointed out that indus
trial expansion during the last 3 years,
and even longer, has been going up and
up each year, even though at no time
during that period have we used fully
the capacity we have.

If we want to urge restraints in a place
that will put money back into the mar
ket and make it available for housing, let
us put some restraint on lending to the
industries which have been expanding to
such an extent each year. It has been go
ing up each time by billion'3 of JCl.ollars.

There is more money today in the sav
ings and loan institutions and in the
commercial banks than housing can use.
The newspapers are full of advertise
ments advertising lower rates on home
mortgages, with all the money one can
get. Every day I hear commercials on
radio:

We have all the money we need. Anybody
who wants to borrow money for a home mort
gage can get It without delay. It Is here,
waiting for you.

And that is true. I am glad it is true.
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President (Mr.
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STEVENSON) will the Senator yield at that
point?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.
Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that

the $2 billion would be taken out of the
capital market in fiscal 1972 and 1973,
when there is likely to be, on the basis of
all past experience, another crunch on
housing? The Federal Reserve Board in
dicated that they intend to continue to
use monetary policy when necessary to
restrain inflation. The homebuilders ex
pect that by the end of tlus year, there
will be pressure once again on housing.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I think we ought to
legislate on the way things are now. I
do not share the gloomy outlook that
there will" not be money for housing
in 1972 and 1973. We enacted legislation
last year-and the Senator from Wis
consin played a major part in it-that
has been most helpful in the mortgage
money market. In the housing field to
day, we have Fannie Mae operating out
from under the budget. The funds gen
erated by FNMA for these home mort
gage operations are out from under the
budget.

We have the Home Loan Bank Board,
and we gave them special authority in
legislation last year to set up a secondary
market for conventional mortgages. In
addition the HLBB's operations on ad
vances made to savings and loan associ
ations are out from under the operation
of the bUdget.

Why make all this complaint about
how bad housing would be affected? First
of all, we have specially subsidized hous
ing programs under which some 225,000
of units were built in 1969. Then there is
federally assisted housing. In 1970, 450,
000 units were built under this program.
In addition, we have given flexibility to
the Home Loan Bank Board-even pro
vided $250 million to the Board to put
out to the savings and loan associations
and subsidized them so that they would
be able to take care of the differential
between the mortgages they were hold
ing in their portfolio at, maybe, 4% per
cent as against mortgages for which, at
this time, they would have to be able to
show 7 percent or 8 percent. We gave
FNMA its independence. We have done
a lot for housing and we will do much
more. I do not believe, just because
housing is something in which we are all
interested, that it should be made, let
us say, the stalking horse, as against
doing something to allow the Export
Import Bank to do things that will help
the people of this country who are pro
ducing goods and trying to sell them
abroad.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield right there?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. If an American

wanted to buy a house, would credit
availability be the bigger problem or
would a job be the bigger problem? "

Mr. SPARKMAN. A job. That is,"
the Export-Import Bank-by building
up exports-:--

Mr. PROXMIRE. Does not housing too
provide the same kind of thing?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Just a minute. Let
me say that one industry which right
now is threatened with as real a col
lapse as any other industry in this coun-

try-the aircraft industry-has thrown
thousands of people out of work, and
thousands more see unemployment ahead
for them in the aircraft industry.

Aircraft exporting has been one of our
best ventures and the Export-Import
Bank can help it and put thousands more
people back to work by our being able to
sell aircraft overseas.

The Senator from Minnesota (Mr.
MONDALE) and the Senator from Wis
consin (Mr. PROXMIRE) were having an
exchange a while ago about specific ex
amples of an American industry that has
gone overseas and built a plant and is
producing goods there with the people
overseas getting the jobs.

Where are they selling the product?
They are selling most of it back here,
or at least a great part of it.

About 2 years ago the head of one of
the largest manufacturing industries in
this country said to me, "My company
is building in West Germany one of the
largest plants anywhere. I feel bad that
we are doing that but I cannot help it.
In the first place, West Germany is in a
position to make a sizable grant to us
and, in addition, will lend us money
enough-whatever is needed to go ahead
and put up the plant-at a very low rate
of interest; and, furthermore, when the
product is manufactured, West Germany
will give us an export subsidy to help
send the product back to this country to
sell to Americans who otherwise would
be buying the same product from one of
their own producers in America."

I wish we had been in a position to
compete with the kind of help right at
that time. I wish we could have given
help that would have been competitive
with the help given by many countries in
the world to their exporters.

Now my friends' explanation may seem
a little thing, but I was impressed by it.

A year or so ago, my wife and I were
in Copenhagen and we went into a store
and purchased some silver or porcelain
I was not sure what it was--but the clerk
in the store wrapped it and then she
said, "Do you 'want to take this with
you, or do you want to have it mailed
to you in the United States?"

My wife said, "Oh, no, we will take
it with us now."

The sales clerk said, "If we mail this
to you, we can give you a 20-percent dis
count which is approximately the equiva
lent of the customs you will otherwise
be paying."

Mr. President, you see what these
countries are doing? They are making it
possible for goods to be shipped over here
that will take up the cost of the customs
duty.

They have many different ways of
helping their exporters and all we are
trying to do in this bill is to provide a
mechanism for our own Government to
make possible opportunities to help our
own manufacturers sell American goods
in other countries and be able to compete
realistically with the exporters in those
countries.

Mr. MONDALE. Will the Senator from
Alabama yield further?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. There has been a sug

gestion made during this debate that
that is not a serious concern, that the

nature of 01,11' export expansion has been
such that e"erything is going .. swim
mingly. I should liketoci.te some data
submitted to us l;ly the chamber of com
merce, based upon Department of Com
merce statistics, which show that in 1960,
the U.S. share of world exports of manu
factured goods was 25 percent.

Mr. PROXItURE. Would the Senator
give us the pa[p he is reading from?

Mr. MOND.!'.JLE. Page 217.
In 1967, it had slipped 3 percentage

points to 22.3 percent. Transport equip
ment had slipped from 33 percent to 32.
Electrical machinery had slipped from
28 percent to 24; nonelectric machinery,
from 32 to 28. Chemicals, from 29 per
cent to 21. And under "Manufactures,"
from 17 dovm to 14. That is what is hap
pening in the world markets. There are
many other factors that bear on that,
but once they have permitted one of the
key elements in trade; namely, credit and
guarantees, to slip to a disadvantageous
competitive position as against other
terms offered by competing institutions
in other countries, I do not find those
figures comforting. I am appalled by
them. They reflect the loss of hundreds
of thousands of American jobs.

This measure today is designed to try
to do something to correct that.

Mr. SPARKMAN. The Senator is right.
We should not bind ourselves any long
er. What we are trying to do is to give
the Export-Import Bank a reasonable
amount of flexibility, and that is all we
are doing.

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY THE AM
BASSADOR FROM THE NETHER
LANDS AND THE UNDER SECRE.
TARY OF STATE FOR SOCIAL
AFFAIRS AND HEALTH FROM THE
NETHERLANDS
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I am happy to present to the Sen
ate today the Honorable Roelof Y.
Kruisinga, Under Secretary of State for
Social Affairs and Health from the
Netherlands, and also His Excellency
Baron Rijnhard B. Van Lynden, Am
bassador to Washington from the Neth
erlands. They are in the Chamber and
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ate stand in recess for 2 minutes so that
Senators may greet and extend a wel
come to these very distinguished and
honorable guests.

(The distingUished visitors rose in
their places and were greeted with ap
plause, Senators rising.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Thereupon, at 1:21 p.m. the Senate
took a recess until 1:23 p.m.

During the recess the distinguished
guests were greeted by ~.'Iembers of the
Senate. .

On the expiration of the recess the
Senate reassembled and was called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
STEVENSON) .

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1971

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (S. 581) to amend
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as
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amended, to allow for greater expansion
of the export trade of the United states,
to exclude Bank receipts and disburse
ments from the bUdget of the U.S. Gov
ernment, to extend for 3 years the period
within which the Bank is authorized to
exercise its functions, to increase the
Bank's lending authority and its author
ity to issue, against fraetional reserves
and against full reserves, insurance and
guarantees, to authorize the bank to is
sue for purchase by any purchaser its
obligations maturing subsequent to
June 30, 1976, and for other purposes_

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
the senator from Colorado such time as
he may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
STEVENSON). The Senator from Colorado
is recognized.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I intend
to vote for the pending amendment
against removing the Export-Import
Bank from the Federal budget. In doing
so I will be supporting the considered
judgment of the Federal Reserve Board
and the General Accounting Office.

More important, in opposing this, I am
supporting a principle which too often is
honored in the breach. I am supporting
a principle in which I have believed for
a long time. This is the principle that, to
the fullest extent possible, the Federal
budget should give a full and accurate
picture of every use of the pUblic's re
sources. This is not done by today's
bUdgets. In 1969, for instance, fully 64.2
percent of the Government's $184.6
billion budget was defined as relativelY
uncontrollable under present law. That
is, Congress had no immediate control
over the expenditure of $118.6 billion. By
1970, 66.2 percent of the bUdget was rela
tively uncontrollable.

And by 1971, 68.6 percent, or $146.0
billion out of our $212.8 billion budget
was relatively uncontrollable. The odds
are that over two-thirds of all Federal
spending will remain within the relative
ly uncontrollable category in the fiscal
year 1972 bUdget. This situation is too
restricting of congressional latitude, and
too dangerous to sensible consideration
of priorities, to permit even so meritori
ous an agency as the Bank to be granted
immunity from the constraint of in
clusion in the bUdget.

Mr. President, I want to call attention
to one paragraph of a letter sent by Mr.
Arthur F. Burns, Chairman of the Fed
eral Reserve Board, to the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Banking
and Currency. The paragraph is this:

Enactment of S. 4268 would constitute a
breach In the new concept of the unified
budget. The objective of revising the bUdget,
as you know, was to present bUdget totals
that would give an accurate and comprehen
sive account of the receipts and disburse
ments of the Federal Government. Whether a
government agency borrows In the market
directly or goes through the Treasury De
partment does not alter the fact that the
Federal Government is acquiring command
over the real resources represented by the
borrowed funds. In either case, the outlays
of the agency shOUld be suJ)jected to
thorough scrutiny and included in the total
of Federal disbursements.

Mr. President, Chairman Burns has
stated with customary cogency the case

against removing the Bank from the should not take its chances and face its
budget. own competition for the resources

In my investigation of this question through the budgetary process. Whether
with representatives of the Bank I have we are talking about housing, mass tran
found the representatives unfailingly sit, agricultural loans, or urban renewal,
courteous, and not entirely unpersuasive. no matter what it is, the Export-Import
I am sensitive to the fact that the Bank, Bank should stand on an equal footing
precisely because it is a bank, might and take its own chances with every
benefit in two ways if it were exempted other agency needing the attention of
from our normal rules of budgetary due. the Congress.
process. In the first place, the Bank ' 'This is a princ~ple which is of timeless
might find that it could perform its func- validity and importance. Needless to say,
tions more conveniently. In addition, the as our needs accumulate, and as de
Bank might find that it could perform mands accumulate even faster, and as
more of its proper functions more con- the pressure on the taxpaying and money
veniently if it were removed from the borrowing public mounts to intolerable
bUdget. ' levels, this principle becomes an ever

Mr. President, without conceding the more central principle of good govern
accuracy of either of these expectations, ment.
I want to emphasize that neither, or both, Mr. President, I understand that noth
of these expectations, if accurate, would ing we do here today with regard
be sufficient to justify suspending a rule to the proposed exclusion of the Bank
of good budgeting. from the budget will exempt the Bank

Unfortunately, the same expectations from congressional scrutiny and con
could more or less plausibly be adduced tro1. The Bank would like to expand its
by countless other agencies of the Fed- actiVities by $2 billion and not have it
eral Government. And it is a virtual cer- refiected in the bUdget. But this ex
tainty that this would be said by count- pansion will be subject to congressional
less agencies. If we grant the Bank ex- approval, whether or not the Bank is
emption from the' constraints of inclu- inclUded in the budget. Therefore, I am
sion in the Budget, we run the risk of not alarmed by the idea that exclUding
opening the floodgates. the Bank from the bUdget will unleash

I refer to the words of the Senator the Bank from all control.
from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) the au- Mr. President, it is a hard, cold fact,
thor of this amendment, in a letter to me whether admitted or not, that in those
in which he said: areas where the Appropriations Com-

When this legislation Is debated on Mon- mittee acts by way of limitation rather
day, I plan to offer an amendment to put than by appropriations, the limitations
the Export-Import Bank Into the bUdget. never receive the examination and close
If this faUs, I plan to offer a second amend- scrutiny that the direct appropriations
ment to remove our housing, small busl- and obligational authority receives.
ness, and mass transit loan programs from The really worrisome thing is that
the bUdget on exactly the some basis as the exclusion of the Bank from the bUdget
Export-Import Bank, so that they are not will further limit our options when we
placed at a competitive disadvantage. I hope come to the central legislatl've task
you can support my poSItion.

apportioning our very finite resources
I do support his position on the pend- among what appear to be infinite de

ing amendment. However, I must say mands.
that I could not go for his second propo- Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
sition. the Senator yield?

It is a fact of life-public and pri- Mr. ALLOTI'. I yield.
vate-that it is very convenient to di- Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President the
minish the uncertainties surrounding Senator is making an excellent sP~ech.
access to resources. This is true for in- I want to make sure that I understood
dividuals, families, and Government the Senator when he said this was not.
agencies. Those of us in Congress day exclUded from limitations. It would ex- .
after day, month after month, and year elude it from overall spending. This
after year see people attempting to get would take it out until it be given special
at the vast governmental resources of priority status.
the country without going through the Mr. ALLOTI'. In that sense the Sen-
budgetary or appropriation processes. ator is correct. '
But we cannot properly bend the rules Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President that
of good government to maximize the con- is one reason I oppose it. I do not 'think
venience--or even the efficiency-of var- we could make an argument for that.
ious agencies. There are some principles Mr. ALLOTT. The Senator is entirely
which take precedence over even such correct. If. Congress would put a ceiling,
valid considerations as convenience and an expendltures control ceiling, as we did,
efficiency. as I recall it, first with President John-

One such principle is at stake here to- son, and then in 2 subsequent years then
day. It is the principle that insofar as the Bank's money would not be ~ithin
possible, all agencies making claims on this ceiling.
the public resources should face equal The effect of removing the Bank from
hazards of competition for those re- the bUdget ",ill be to further tighten the
sources. Stated differently it is the prin- focus of the debate on priorities. As more
ciple that Congress shOUld have as many and more items are removed from the
"targets of opportunity" as possible when budget, we find that the scramble for
it makes its annual decisions about na- resources takes place at the expense of
tional priorities. fewer and fewer-and often more and

I understand the reasons for this leg- more vital-programs. Mr. President I
islation. However, there is no conclusive am increasingly alarmed about the fact
reason that the Export-Import Bank that the effort to reorder our priorities is
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in danger of degenerating into an an
nual assault on the defense bUdget, for
example.

If this degeneration does in fact occur,
it will occur not because of anyone'S
malevolence. but because the military
budget stands increasingly exposed as the
most eligible "target of oppOrtunity"
for those seeking resources for favored
programs. That is, the defense budget
may get attacked simply because so much
of the rest of the Federal budget is essen
tially uncontrollable.

Mr. President, my opposition to this
bill should not be construed as implying
any dissatisfaction with the Export
Import Bank's record of achievement, or
any doubt about its promising future.
Indeed, I want to emphasize that this or
ganization has a wholly exemplary
record. It is a model of creative, prag
matic Government. It is in part because
the Export-Import Bank has such a
satisfactory record of achievement that
we can be confident in leaving it situated
as it currently is, after all, it has been
pointed out in this Chamber this after
noon how it has grown.

If the Bank were unable to function
well under current arrrangements. then
we might be more ready to suspend an
important principle in order to improve
its situation. But the Bank can func
tion well in its current situation, and
therefore there is a compelling reason to
abandon a principle which needs special
refurbishing now.

It would be wrong to exempt the Bank
from this principle. And to repeat a point
I made a few month ago, I understand
that the senior Senator from Wisconsin,
who agrees with me on this point, in
tends, if the Bank is exempted, to seek
similar exemption for various other
agencies.

In my jUdgment, and I say this with
all due respect to my friend from Wis
consin, this would be a disastrous aggra
vation of a deplorable situation.

I appla'ld the Senator from Wisconsin
for his steadfast defense of principle with
regard to the Bank. I do not think that
equity or any other consideration could
justify an about-face which would seek
to make a valid principle out of an un
wise violation of a valid principle.

Mr. President, .it is my hope that the
Senate will not arrive at a situation
wherein any Member is provoked into
going down that mistaken path. The
surest-indeed. it would seem the only
way of avoiding such a situation today
is by affirming a clear and unambiguous
principle of good government by keeping
the Bank in the bUdget.

Mr. President, for all the reasons
enumerated today, I intend to oppose
nmoving the Export-Import Bank from
the budget.

Without prejudice to the high repu
tation which the Export-Import Bank
enjoys and deserves, I urge all Senators
to join me in supporting a principle of
sound government that too often has
been honflred in the breach.

N'Jw is the time for all Senators to join
in asserting. our common interest in a
more accurate, informative, tlexible and
{:ontrollable budget. Today we have a
chance to promote this common interest
by insisting tha.t the Export-Import

Bank remain in the bUdget. This will be
a constructive first step toward regain
ing control over our vast Government.
It also will be a manifestation of deter
mination to breathe new life into an old
and proven principle of government.
Therefore. we should recognize the wis
dom of leaving the Export-Import Bank
situated as it currently is. It has worked
well in the past under these conditions
and I am confident it will continue to
do so.

Mr. President, I am not an authority
and I do not claim to be an authority on
international trade. I do not claim to be
an authority on banlting and currency.
But I do know something about these
matters. I have been a member of the
Committee on Appropriations for going
on 13 years and in the course of those
years I have learned a little bit about the
processes of trade and banking. The
pending amendment would not hinder
these processes. The amendment would
aid the process of Government.

I am astounded at the number of
moves that have been made to remove
various agencies from under the direct
scrutiny and control of the Committee
on Appropriations. If we continue to do
this-and defeat of the pending amend
ment would be a continuation of this de
plorable trend-we soon will be left with
a situation, not where Congress has con
trol of only 30 percent of the budget as
it does today. but we will be at a pOint
where it will have control of only 25
percent or less.

It is a fact well recognized by anyone
who deals with appropriations that out
of all of that vast Federal bUdget-$229
billion this year, I believe-only about 34
percent of it is actually controllable by
Congress.

Are we going to take yet another step
and place the Eximbank into the cate
gory where they are removed from scru
tiny, justification, and direct immediate
control of Congress. I hope not. It would
be a great mistake to do this. If it is
done, then various interests-such as
housing, in which I, as well as other Sen
ators, have had a great interest in, or
mass transportation, in which I have had
tremendous interest, or even the SST,
in which I have had a great interest, and
my friend from Wisconsin has had
none-various interests would seek simi
lar treatment.

I think all interest should be entitled
to go before the Appropriation Commit
tees of Congress and make their demands
for consideration and priorities.

Why, then, remove this agency? Again,
as the Senator from Wisconsin said, per
haps we might just as well remove others,
such as the Small Business Administra
tion, Housing. and what about our farms,
FHA, and the Federal Farm Home Ad
ministration? Our farmers and agricul
tural people in this country have been
skating along for years without adequate
tlnancing. They are at the very bottom
of the totem pole, but they represent one
of the greatest industries of this coun
try. Would they not deserve special treat
ment also?

So we could make and ent€r different
justitlcations for a hundred different
priorities and remove them from under

the budget. But if we do that we will
have no budget at all.

So I hope the amendment of my
friend from Wisconsin, in which I believe
he has joined me as a cosponsor,.will be
adopted and that we do not remove the
Eximbank from the budget.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield
to the Senator from Oregon such time
as he desires.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The chair
recognizes the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President. the
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT) is un
able to be here today because of a death
in his family. He strongly supports this
bill and he has asked that I place in the
RECORD a statement of his.

I ask unanimous consent that it be
placed in the RECORD after I finish my
present remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, let
us get straight what we are talking about
here with reference to the Export-Im
port Bank. We are not talking about
taking this Bank out from any kind of
scrutiny by Congress. What we are talk
ing about really is putting it under the
scrutiny of Congress and .taking it out
frem the authority of the executive to
determine for itself how much money
this Bank can lend in any given year and
what priority it shall have with rela
tion to other priorities of the Nation.

We have bandied about the concept of
"net lending." To make the record clear,
let me broadly generalize what we are
talking about. Net lending is the amount
of money we will allow any agency to
borrow to make up the difference between
what it lends and what it receives on the
sale of bonds, only we do not allow, in
the concept of net lending, to be in
cluded the total amount the agency
might borrow and in turn might
lend.

Let me give an example. Let us sayan
agency is given a net lending authority of
$300 million. This agency might be able
to sell $2 billion worth of bonds to finance
its activities and lend $3 billion, and its
net lending difference would be $300
million. The· fact that Congress might
have set its authority to borrow and to
lend at $2,$3, or $4 billion higher is of
no matter, because what we have done is
delegate to the Executive. and specifically
he delegates it to the Offlce of Manage
ment and Budget, the power to set a
ceiling lower than we choose to set.

Next year, if the Offlce of Management
and Budget wants to say that the Ex.
port-Import Bank can lend no moneys,
it has the power to do it. Next year if the
Office of Management and Budget wants
to decide that housing is a higher or
lower priority than exports, or that stu
dent loans is a higher or lower priority
than exports, all it has to do, in its net
lending capacity, is to tell any agency
what its net lending limitation can be,
and. that is all that agency can do. no
matter what Congress has said.

By passing this legislation today, we
are not taking the Export-Import Bank
out from under the control of Congress.
The one thing weare doing is telling the
Office of Management and Budget that it
cannot set a limitation lower than the
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authorization that Congress chooses to
give the Export-Import Bank.

If we are talking about Congress con
trolling expenditures, then we should be
supporting this legislation, because with
out this legislation we are giving willy
nilly to the Executive the power to say
that the Export-Import Bank can either
lend or borrow to the absolute capacity
of the authorization given to it by Con
gress, or it can do nothing. I do not think
that is the kind of power we ought to be
delegating away to the Office of Manage
ment and Budget.

The statement previously ordered to be
printed in the RECORD' is as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BENNETT

Mr. President, in my jUdgment the enact
ment of S. 581 would be the single most im
portant act that this body could take to help
relieve our chronic balance of payments
deficit. The Export-Import Bank has taken
Herculean strides in expanding U.S. exports
in recent years through the establlshment of
a large number of new and imaginative pro
grams of financial assistance to exporters,
but they have gone about as far as they can
go without the budgetary rellef that only the
Congress can provide.

The outstanding success of Eximbank in
meeting the challenges of foreign govern
ment-supported financing assistance is a
matter of publlc record, but it bears re
peating here. Eximbank authorizations in
Fiscal Year 1970 supported export sales of $5.5
b1llion, up 90 percent from the $2.9 bUllon
supported in 1969, which in itself represented
a significant increase over the record of Fis
cal Year 1968. The Bank expects to continue
to increase its support to U.S. exporters at a
dynamic rate, if it is given the tools to work
with-and S. 581 is designed to provide those
tools.

I belleve it to be significant that in all the
discussions concerning S. 581, we have heard
no argument advanced which suggests that
the inclusion of the Bank's operation under
the unified bUdget concept has contributed
in any way whatever to the success the Bank
has demonstrated in increasing U.S. exports
through timely and imaginative financing as
sistance to overseas buyers. To the contrary,
the retention of the Bank under this con
cept is certain to restrict the extent to which
this marked success can be continued.

We are accustomed in these chambers to
reducing the largest problems down to the
lowest common denominator, and in this dis
cussion I submit that the lowest common
denominator is people. People out of work
or people holding jobs. For the average cor
poration in the United States, export busi
ness represents a very small percentage of
gross sales, so they may be considered as ex
tensions over and beyond the domestic busi
ness which most organizations are geared to
handIe. This means that when such a cor
poration concltldes a sale overseas, jobS are
created here. The Labor Department has es
timated that sales of $1 billion translates
into 87,000 full-time jobs for a year.

Thus, when we are talking about export
sales of $5 bUlion, we're talking about nearly
a half million man-years of labor, in every
field from agriculture to nuclear physics. It is
in these terms that I urge that considera
tion be given to my remarks concerning
S.581. ,

By being included within t, :e unified budg
et, the Bank has been plath d in a virtual
strait jacket. The harder the Bank works to
extend loans to enable our exporters to sur
vive in the highly competitive markets over
seas, the more unfavorably it appears to im
pact the balance of the budget here at home.
I use the phrase "appear to impact," becauSe
it is only the bUdgetary accounting system

which casts an unfavorable light on what is
in fact a profit-making operation.

Under the unified budget accounting sys
tem, disbursements on direct loans by the
Bank are listed as budget expenditures while
only the collections of principal and interest
on earIler loans are accounted as receipts to
offset the budget outlays. Now, had the Bank
been supporting U.S. exports over the past
ten years at the same scale as they are pre
sently operating, this would present no prob
lem, since the expenditures and receipts'
could be expected to stay in reasonable bal
ance.

However, the Bank has not been conduct
ing business as usual. It has reacted Vigor
ously to the demands imposed by the Presi
dent of the United States-and by the Con
gress-to find ways to rel1eve our balance of
payments problem through the expansion
of exports, and as a result the disbursements
are logically exceeding collections during a
particular fiscal year. Thus the Bank opera
tion has shown as a "net lending outlay"
or budget deficit for the past two years. In
Fiscal Year 1969, for example, the.net lend
ing outlay appeared as $246 million, while in
fact the Bank made a profit of $104 million
and paid a $50 mlllion dividend to the gen
eral fund of the Treasury.

In Fiscal Year 1970, the Bank's net lend
ing outlay appeared as $219 million while in
fact a profit of $110 mlllion was being real
ized, and again the Bank paid a $50 mill10n
diVidend to Treasury.

Gentlemen, it id unreasonable to expect
the Export-Import Bank to continue to take
a leaning roie in improving our balance of
payments situation when their very successes
appear as fall ures in the efforts of the Ad
ministration to maintain a balanced budget
at home.

The removal of Eximbank from the unified
budget has been attacked as simply an ef
fort on the part of one agency to escape the
eagle eye of the Offlce of Management and
BUdget, and of the Congress. If this were
true, you may rest assured that I would not
endorse S. 581. and would vigorously oppose
any similar bil1 that might have been in
troduced. I submit that relief from the uni
fied budget would in no way diminish the
controls exerted by the Administration or by
the Congress over this institution.

The overall obllgation authority of the
Bank remains subject to the review and au
thorization of the Congress.

Eximbank must continue to justify its
request for authorization on an annual
basis through the Offlce of Management and
Budget and through the appropriations pro
cedures of the Congress.

There w1ll continue to be full legislative
review preceding Congressional action to ex
tend EXimbank's life periodically.

The statutory requirement of Secretary of
the Treasury clearance on all funding re
mains intact.

Every significant transaction of the Bank
remains subject to immediate polley review
of the National Advisory Committee on In
ternational Monetary and Fiscal Pollcy.

Eximbank is reqUired by S. 581 to continue
to make full annual disclosure of all the
Bank's operations. The President will even
report to the Congress each year the amount
that the Export-Import Bank would have im
pacted the budget if they had continued to
be included under the unified bUdget.

All budget schedules now published re
garding the Bank in the U.S. budget would
continue to be pubUshed in the bUdget doc
ument.

I have confidence that we could expect
the Offlce of Management and Budget to op
pose S. 581 if it were read as an effort on
the part of Eximbank to escape scrutiny of
that a5ency. Perhaps that fear can be laid
to rest by recall1ng that the Offlce of Man
agement and Budget actively supports S. 581
in its entirety.

In addItion to removing the bank from
the accounting restrictions imposed by the
unified budget concept, S. 581 provides other
features essential to the continued success
ful operation of EXi1mbank:

It increases the Bank's loans guarantee
and insurance authority from the present
statutory limitation of $13.5 b1llion to $20
bil1ion. Budget estimates project a level of
activity which will -esult in the Bank's al
most reaching the 11513.5 bllllon Ilmit by the
end of fiscal year 1972.

S. 581 increases the amount which the
Bank may have outstanding in guarantees
and insurance chargeable against its overall
authority at 25 percent of the related con
tractual llabil1ty from the present limit of
$3.5 bill10n to $10 b1llion. This increased au
thorization is critical, for present estimates
indicate that only some $52 m1llion of this
authority wlll remain unobl1gated at the end
of this fiscal year. Once the $3.5 b11110n limit
is reached, further guarantee and insurance
transactions must be charged at full value
against the current $13.5 bilI10n overall limits
Which would result in the Bank's reaching
the l1mit of its obligation authority even
sooner than the end of fisc!lIl year 1972.

This blll will extend the Ilfe of EXimbank
for three years, to June 30, 1976, assuring
continuity in the Bank's operations.

Further, it wouid provide the needed clan
fication in the Bank's charter of its authority
to issue debt obllgations with maturities be
yond its statutory life.

As presently required by the Government
Corporation Control Act, S. 581 provides that
the Bank continue to submit its bUdget to
the President through the Offlce of Manage
ment and BUdget, and the President shall
transmit to the Congress the Bank's budget
for program activities and for administrative
expenses. At the risk of repeating myself, Mr.
President, I c!llll attention to the fact that
the ultimate decision as to the amount and
nature of Eximbank activities wUl continue
to rest with the Congress.

Finally, Mr. President, S. 581 requires that
the President report to the Congress within
30 days after enactment of this bill the
amount by which the FY 1971 expenditure
and net lending limitation imposed on the
bUdget will be reduced as a result of exempt
ing the Export-Import Bank's disbursements
and receipts from the totals of the bUdget.

In the interest of prOViding the fiexib1l1ty
required for Eximbank to proceed with its
vitllil funotions, and to remove the account
Ing restrictions which impede its successful
operation, I urge the enactment of S. 581.

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield.
Mr. PROXMIRE. How does the Sena

tor reason that we are controlling in any
way effectively the Export-Import Bank
when we exempt it from the budget, in
the first place. and, in the second place,
we exempt it from any ceiling set for
budget expenditures?

Mr. PACKWOOD. We are CQntrolling
it by the maximum authorizatIon in the
bill as to what it can borrow. It cannot
go beyond the ceiling set by Congress.
Congress can change it every year.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Congress can, but
there is no discipline, no reason for Con
gress to do so. Theoretically it can, but
if I as chairman of the International
Operations Subcommittee of the Appro
priations Committee made that kind of
proposal, I would not have a prayer. The
argument is that this is not a celling
anyway.

Mr. PACKWOOD. The Senator indi
cated very well in the SST fight the pow
ers he can exercise.
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Mr. PROXMIRE. I do not mean to

make this personal, but anyone who is
chairman of the Subcommittee on Inter
national Operations who dealt with that
question, is what I am talking about. For
example, if the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ALLoTT) and I worked on it to
gether, we would be outside the overall
discipline of the limitations of the Fed
eral budget. We would get outside the
Federal budget, so there would be no op
portunity to limit that spending. The way
the bill is today, there is no opportunity
to limit that spending.

Mr. PACKWOOD. That is nonsense.
We can put any limitation on it we want
to. We can determine a net lending limi
tation. But what I object to is the execu
tive being able to determine how much
the Export-Import Bank can lend or
borrow as opposed to what Fannie Mae or
or Gennie Mae might be able to borrow.
That is a decision the executive ought
not to be making. That is a decision the
Congress ought to be making. When we
leave it within a unified budget we are
saying that the executive makes a deter
mination of the priorities and what that
limitation is going to be. I do not think
that is what the Congress intends.

Mr. PROXMffiE. The administration
offers the budget. We can change it. We
are not bound by it. It has great force,
but that does not mean we have to rub
ber stamp it. We can lower it, raise it,
put any limitation on it. It is for us to
decide that. We have the power of the
purse.

Mr. PACKWOOD. So long as we leave
it under the unified bUdget and leave it
to the Executive to determine what the
limitation of this or any other agency
shall be, then we have effectively tied our
hands.

Mr. ALLOTI'. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield.
Mr. ALLOTT. I must confess I do not

quite follow his reasoning. I would like to
repeat one thing. I notice that there are
several paragraphs in which the author
ization has been raised substantially.

Section (2) provides specifically that
the President shall transmit annually to
the Congress the budget for program ac
tivities and for administrative expenses
of the Bank.

I think there is confusion here. I think
Congress has the right, through the ap
propriation process, to set a limitation on
the amount the Bank will borrow; but
there have been authorized in the bill
some quite huge sums for the Bank to
operate under.

My point is, and I make it very strong
ly from the practical standpoint, that I
have never known an instance in which
Congress had to pass upon limitations
when these limitations were given the ex
amination and required justification that
direct obligational authority requires.

Contrary to my friend's reasoning, I
feel this proposal is fa.' less under the
control of Congress and more under the
control of the executive than it would be
in any other way.

Mr. PACKWOOD. What we are say
ing in the bill, beyond raising it to $10
billion instead of $3.5 billion and from
$13.5 billion to $20 billion, to the Export-

Import Bank is, "Those are your maxi
mum limitations." The President might
want to go below those, but we delegate
it to him. If he wants to say the Export
Import Bank shall lend nothing, he can
do that, rather than the fiction of telling
them there is no lending capacity. I do
not think we want to do that. If we want
the Export-Import Bank to be able to
borrow to the limit we want, we should
indicate that, but why give to the Pres
ident the power to set a lesser limit?

Mr. ALLO'IT. In my opinion, I think
the Senator has done just that. Of
course, Congress could provide for more,
but we have submitted definitely that
the President shall provide a bUdget.

I think we need to understand what
the power of the budget is. Most Mem
bers of Congress do not understand what
it is. If my recollection is correct, Con
gress created a Bureau of the Budget
under chapter 11 of the United States
statutes, I think.

When people cry about what is now
the Office of Management and Budget,
let me point out that we can repeal that
any day we want, and the President
would not have to submit any budget at
all, unless the President wanted to.

In other words, while we created an
office, the Bureau of the BUdget, for the
President, Congress has the right to re
peal that law at any time it wishes. It
is not something that the President has
by virtue of the fact that he is President.
He has it because Congress created it and
gave it to him, and we did more than
that: we required him to submit a budget
to us each year at the opening of the
year.

I guess this is a matter on which people
may differ honestly, but I cannot see it
any other way than the way the Senator
from Wisconsin and I have described it.
That is, that what is sought here is the
removing of real restraints.

I was very unhappy when we picked up
the unif.ed budget. I think it is a dis
grace. I thought it nothing less when it
was done, several years ago. We are still
under it, and it will never be revoked.
We take all the trust fund moneys that
come in to the Government Treasury and
treat them as income. This is all non
sense.

Mr. PACKWOOD. On the contrary,
what we are doing here is telling the Im
port-Export Bank they can borrow as
much money as we tell them they can
borrow, and lend.

Mr. ALLOTT. This is something I
think should not be done, without sub
jecting it to the regular appropriation
process.

Mr. BYRD of Wes'j Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield for 1
minute? .

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield.

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES FROM APRIL 7,
1971, UNTIL APRIL 19, 1971, AND
OF THE SENATE FROM APRIL 7,
UNTIL APRIL 14, 1971--CONCUR
RENT RESOLUTION
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask that the Chair lay before the
Senate a message from the House of Rep-

resentatives on House Concurrent Res
olution 257.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate House Concurrent Res
olution 257, which was read by the legis
lative clerk, as follows:

Resolved by the House 0/ Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That when the
House adjourns on Wednesday, April 7, 1971.
It stand adjourned until 12 o'clock meridian,
Monday, April 19. 1971.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the con
current resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the concurrent res
olution.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I offer an amendment, and I ask
that it be stated by the clerk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
On page 1, at the end of Une 5, strIke the

perIod and Insert a comma and the foUow
Ing:

"and that when the Senate adjourns on
Wednesday, Aprll 7, 1971, It stands adjourned
until 10 a.m., Wednesday, Aprll 14, 1971."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from West Vir
ginia.

The amendment was agreed to.
The concurrent resolution (R, Can.

Res. 257), as amended, was agreed to, as
follows:

Resolved by the House 0/ Representatives
(the Senate concurring), That when the
House adjourns on Wednesday. Aprll 7, 1971,
It stand adjourned until 12 o'clock meridIan,
Monday. Aprll 19, 1971, and that when the
Senate adjourns on Wednesday, April 7, 1971,
it stand adjourned untll 10 a.m., Wednes
day, April 14, 1971.

The title was amended so as to read:
"Providing for an adjournment of the
House from April 7, 1971, until April 19,
1971, and the Senate from April 7, 1971,
until April 14, 1971."

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1971

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 581) to amend the Export
Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended, to
allow for greater expansion of the export
trade of the United States, to exclude
Bank receipts and disbursements from
the budget of the U.S. Government, to
extend for 3 years the period within
which the Bank is authorized to exercise
its functions, to increase the Bank's lend
ing authority and its authority to issue,
against fractional reserves and against
full reserves, insurance, and guarantees,
to authorize the bank to issue for pur
chase by any purchaser its obligations
maturing subsequent to June 30, 1976,
and for other purposes.

Mr. MOND""E,E. Mr. President, could
we be advisedJ AS to the time situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama has 10 minutes re
maining, and the Senator from Wiscon
sin has 17 minutes remaining.

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
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Mr. PROXMIRE. I state to the Sen

ator from Minnesota that if he would
like this, I understand he' would like to
sum up, and since it is my amendment,
I would like to take 2 or 3 minutes to
sum up, and then, if he is agreeable, we
could vote in about 5 or 6 minutes.

Mr. MONDALE. Yes. Mr. President,
the Export-Import Bank is the only
noncommercial agency which supports
the export of U.S. goods and services. If
the Proxmire amendment is adopted,
that agency cannot grow under present
bUdgetary policy; it cannot grow in
terms of expanding the commercial ex
port of the U.S.-produced goods. If this
amendment passes, the United States
will be constricting itself to the oper
ations of the Export-Import Bank in a
way which voluntarily--

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield so that I may ask for
the yeas and nays? I hesitate to inter
rupt, but we can get them now.

Mr. MONDALE. I yield.
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I

ask for the yeas and nays on the amend
ment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator,

and I apologize for the interruption.
Mr. MONDALE. If we agree to this

amendment, we wlll be saying, in effect,
that, from here on out, the competing
guaranteeing and lending agencies found
in the countries of Western Europe,
Japan, and a total of 50 other nations
can grow to the point where they can
outdo U.S. business in seeking normal
commercial exports.

I do not see how this makes any sense,
from any standpoint whatsoever. The
chairman of our committee, the Senator
from Alabama, pointed out that one of
the important users of this service is the
American aircraft industry. A few days
ago, we defeated the proposed supersonic
transport. I voted, under the brilliant
leadership of the Senator from Wiscon
sin, against that proposal, but I know
we all feel nothing but heartache for the
thousands of decent Americans who are
not going to be employed because that
supersonic transport did not go forward.

One of the obvious avenues for in
creased employment in the aircraft in
dustry is increased export sales of U.S.
produced aircraft. If we adopt the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Wisconsin, this kind of opportunity and
many others on the part of many other
industries, which can only be made avail
able, in many cases, because of a liberally
operating Export-Import Bank, w11l not
be possible.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield briefly?

Mr. MONDALE. I am happy to :yieJd.
Mr. SPARKMAN. When the Senator

speaks of unemployment in the aircraft
industry, does not the aircraft industry
employ people all across the board. all
trades and classes? t

Mr. M01-.'DALE. That is (:,'rreet.
Mr. SPARKMAN. From the blue-col

lar worker and common laborer right
up to the most competent "c;~ntists and
engineers?

Mr. MONDALE. There is no qmstion
of that.

Mr. SPARKMAN. And is it not true
that there is a tremendous rate of un
employment so far as engineers, scien
tists, and physicists in this country are
concerned?

Mr. MONDALE. That is true. The other
day we passed the public employment
bill, to produce 150.000 jobs. We said,
"Let us set some money aside to em
ploy engineers and scientists; and let us
set some money aside to employ veter
ans." Ten percent of the veterans from
Vietnam are now walking the streets
looking for employment, and large num
bers of others as well. It is estimated
conservatively, I think-by the Export
Import Bank that for every $1 billion in
export sales, another 87,000 jobs are
produced--engineers, scientists, techni
cians, skilled and unskilled workers.

This is a jobs proposal. More than
that, it is, in my opinion, almost impos
sible to understand why we would gra
tuitously hand a tremendous competitive
advantage to our western industrial
competitors and a competitor such as
Japan. We should be competing fully and
effectively. The adoption of this amend
ment WOUld, I think, prevent any growth
in the Export-Import Bank's activity.
World trade is increasing by 14 percent
a year. If we adopt the Proxmire amend
ment, our chances of maintaining any
reasonable or fa·ir proportion of that
trade increase is greatly impaired.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
have great respect for the Senator from
Minnesota and the Senator from Ala
bama. There are no two abler Senators.
But I submit that their last argument,
that we need this measure in order to
heip the aircraft industry, has no merit
whatsoever. Mr. Kearns indicated that
if we expand exports, it will not be in
the industries that are now already ex
porting heavily like aircraft.

I think anyone who understands why
we are able to sell aircraft overseas rec
ognizes it is because we are miles ahead
of every other country in aircraft tech
nology. If we give the Export-Import
Bank an opportunity to subsidize some
markets at a favorable rate, to say that
we will sell more airplanes abroad is
nonsense. We are not going to sell any
more planes. We may sell some products
in competition in which there is a very
narrow range of hard price competition
but aircraft does not fall into this cate
gory; but Mr. President, this whole jobs
argument makes no sense at all. If we do
not provide this $2 billion for export jobs,
we will provide the $2 billion in housing,
or in State and local government and
these other areas. There is no provision
here to provide more credit for the whole
country. What this provision says is that
we are going to give a top priority to
the Export-Import Bank. We are going
to exempt them and only them from the
bUdget. This means the exporter is
going to be able to expand by $2 billion
more than he would expand otherwise.
And housing and State and local and
other industries $2 billion loss. Jobs are
just as productive if they are $2 billion
in the State and local government and
housing, as in exports.

As to the argument that the export
industry has suffered, I would like to su!-

fer that way. They have expanded by 25
percent in the last 2 years. The Export
Import Bank itself has increased its
loans from $1.3 billion 2 years ago to $2.9
billion today. This is a smashing success.
This bill says this is not enough; we have
to give them more. I should like to see
more for housing, State and local gov
ernment, student loans, and many other
things that are going to be hurt because
we are giving a higher, exceptional
priority to the Export-Import Bank.

The argument has been made that we
have done all kinds of things for housing,
that we have set up Fannie Mae as a
private operation. The General Account
ing Office and the Federal Reserve Board
both proposed that there be exactly the
same private operation for the Export
Import Bank. Make that a private corpo
ration. I would have supported that. But
Exim did not want that. They want to
continue the subsidy they get. They got
a subsidy of $70 million last year, and I
say it ought to be in the budget.

I offered an amendment in the com
mittee asking the committee simply to
let us consider the subsidy part of it-
exempt everything else from the bUdget,
and let us consider the $70 million. They
did not want to do that. The agency did
not want to have the spotlight on that
SUbsidy.

I say that Congress should know
exactly what it is doing, and it should be
put in the position of effeetive priority
competition.

What this bill would do is this, and I
will read the language, in answer to the
distinguished Senator from Oregon:

The receipts and disbursements oj the
Banlc in the discharge oj its junctions shall
not be included in the totals oj the bUdget
oj the United States Government and shall
be exempt jrom any annual expenditure and
net lending (bUdget outlays) Limitations im
posed on the bUdget oJ the United States
Government.

'That is what this bill does. It exempts
the Export-Import Bank. It leaves all the
other lending programs in the bUdget,
but not the Export-Import Bank.

Mr. President, this comes down to a
question of priorities-a question of
whether we need more housing, more
State and local government activity.
especially in the capital area, where we
need hospitals and schools urgently, or
whether our top priority, the exceptional
priority, the singled out priority, should
be in the Export-Import Bank area. That
is what this amendment represents.

If the Senator from Minnesota is
ready to yield back the remainder of his
time, I am ready to yield back-the re
mainder of my time.

Mr. MONDALE. I yield to the Senator
from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Wisconsin has pointed out
that the Federal Reserve Board and the
Comptroller General expressed some op
position to this bill. But I invite attention
to the fact that the President, the Secre
tary of the Treasury, and the Office of
the Budget approved it, and they cer
tainly have the matter at interest. After
all, the President is the one who is really
at the head of the entire budget move
ment, and he has approved it and has
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NOT VOTING-32

PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR AS
PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-1

Nelson, for.

ator from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT),
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. THUR
MOND) , and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
TOWER) would each vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 14,
nays 53, as follows:

[No. 38 Leg.l
YEAS-Ii

Moss
Mundt
Pastore
Saxbe
Symington
Taft
Thurmond
Tower
Tunney
Welcker

Muskie
Packwood
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Randolph
Ribicolf
Roth
Schweiker
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Stevens
Stevenson
Talmadge
Williams
Young

Prouty
Froxmlre
Spong
St~nnls

ErVin
Fulbright
Jordan. Idaho
Kennedy
Mansfield

NAYS-53
Gambrell
Griffin
Gurney
HanEen
Harris
Hatfield
Hruska
Humphrey
Inouye
Jackson
Javits
Mathias
McClellan
McGee
McIntyre
Metcalf
Miller
Mondale

Goldwater
Gravel
Hart
Hartke
Hollings
Hughes
Jordan, N.C.
Long
Magnuson
McGovern
Montoya

PROXMIRE'S amendment wasSo Mr.
rejected. '

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President. I
move to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table. .

The motion tolay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President. I send
an amendment to the desk and ask unan
imous consent that the reading of the
am.endment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend
ment will be printed in the RECORD.

The amendment readsas follows:
On page 3. strike lines 14 through 25.
On page 4, strike Unes 1 through 5.
On page 4, line 6, strike "(b)" and Insert

"(a.) ".
On page 4. line 9, strike "(c)" and Insert

"(b) ".
On page 4, line 12. strike"(d)" and Insert

"(c)". .
On page 4, line 16, strike "(e)" and Insert

"(d)".
On page 5, Une 4. strike "(f)" and Insert

"(e)".
On page 5. strike lines 14 through 20. and

Insert the following:
"SEC. 2. (a) (I) To the extent the President

so determines as being In the pubUc Interest,
the receipts and disbUrsements of any de
partment or agency of the Government re
ferred to In paragraph (2) of this subsection
In the discharge of functions described In
such paragraph shall not be Included In the
totals of the bUdget of the United States

Baker
Bayh
B,mnett
Bible
Buckley
Byrd, Va,'
Cannon
Cook
Dominick
Eagleton
l"ong

Aiken
Allen
Anderson
Beall
Bellman
Bentsen
Boggs
Brock
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, W. Va.
Church
Cooper
Cranston
Curtis
Dole
Eastland
Fannin

Allott
Case
Chiles
Cotton
Ellender

But if you continue to have your plants
or businesses in the United States, you
cannot:' I do not think that makes much
sense.

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

Mr. PROX:MIRE. I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDL.'l'G OFFICER. All time
on the amendment has been yielded back.

The question is 0;) agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Wis
consin. On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NELSON (after having voted in
the affirmative). On this vote I have a
pair with the distinguished Senator from
Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON). If he were
presei1t and voting, he would vote nay;
if I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
yea. I withdraw my vote.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BAYH) , the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. BIBLE), the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CANNON), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from Mich
igan (Mr. HART), the Senator from In
diana (Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the Sen
ator from Iowa (Mr. HUGHES), the Sen
ator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG). the Sen
ator from Washington (Mr. MAGNUSON),
the Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc
GOVERN), the Senator from Utah (Mr.
Moss), the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PASTORE), the Sen:;ttor from Mis
souri (Mr. SYMINGTON). and the Senator
from California (Mr. TUNNEY) are neces
sarily absent.

I further alillounce that the Senator
from Virginia (Mr. BYRD), the Senator
from Jlvfissouri (Mr. EAGLETON), and the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. MON
TOYA) are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. JORDAN) is absent
because of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting. the Senator from RhodeIs
land (Mr. PASTORE), and the Senator
from California (Mr. TUNNEY) would
each vote "nay".

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY),
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOK),
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) ,
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT), the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. THUR
MOND) , and the Senator from Texas (Mr.
TOWER) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE)
is absent on official business.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER) and the Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because of
illness.

Also, the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
BAKER), the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
DOMINICK), and the Senator from Con
necticut (Mr. WEICKER) are necessarily
absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Utah tMr. BENNETT), the Senator
from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY), the Sen-

urged its adoption, along with the urg
ing of the Secretary of the Treasury and
the Bureau of the Budget.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator
from Alabama.

Mr. PROXMIRE. May I say. in re
sponse to the Senator from Alabama,
that this is exactly what many people,
especially on the other side of the aisle,
criticized the Johnson administration
for-back-door spending, exempting pro
grams like this from the. budget. 'This is
the whole reason for the consolidated
budget. I u~derstand why the admini
stration wants to do this. If I were in
their position, I would want to do the
same. It enables them to spend more
without having that reported in the
budget, either as a large budget. which of
course is adverse publically, or as a
limitation. It frees them, gives them
more discretion, more authority. and
more power. It is perfectly understand
able why the administration would want
this.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senat{)r
from Alabama.

I refer the Senate to the expressions
of interest about this matter by various
segments of the American economy.

On page 297, the Aerospace Industry
Association pleads for this measure,
pointing out the need for this support for
that American industry.

On the same page is a letter from the
American Cotton Shippers Association,
pointing out the importance of this pro
posal to the American cotton farmer and
cotton industry.

There are statements by the American
Textile Machinery Association, the Elec
tronic Industries Association, the Na
tional Cotton Council of America, the
National Foreign Trade Council. and
many other organizations.

I think it is quite clear that those in
dustries, which offer the best opportunity
for expanding U.S. commercial exports
and increasing jobs in the United States,
are unanimous, so far as I know, in sup
port of this proposal.

Mr. PROXMIRE. What would the Sen
ator expect an industry to do, when they
have a measure which will enable them
to get more subsidized loans at a lower
rate so that they would have higher pro
fits? Certainly they are for it.

~r.e homebuilding industry came in
and said they were against it, because
they recognize what this bill would do to
housing, because they are left out of this
subsidy benefit. Of course, the subsidized
industries are going to be for it. That is
no surprise. It would be stunning if they
were not.

Mr. MONDALE. I am not one who be
lieves that because a business wants a
certain measure, they always must be
assumed to have a perverse reason for
supporting it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is not perverse; it
is perfectly normal.

Mr. MONDALE. The truth of the mat
ter is that if we adopt this amendment,
we are going to be saying to these indus
tries, "If you locate your business in
England. West Germany, France, or
Italy, you can get competitive credit
terms that will grow with the market.
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Government and shall be exempt from any
annual expencUture and net lending (budget
outlays) limitations imposed on the budget
of the United States Government.

"(2) This section applies to-
"(A) The Export-Import Bank of the

United states with respect to Its f'mctlons
under the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945.

"(B) The Department of Housing and
Urban Development with respect tolts lend
Ing functions under any program admini
stered by that Department.

"(0) The Small Business AdminJlstration
With respect to its lending functions under
any program administered by tJhat agency.

"(D) The Department of AgricUlture with
respect to Its lending functions under title
V of the Housing Act of 1949.

"(E) The Department of Transportation
with respect to its lending functions under
the Urban Mass Transportation Act Of 1964.
"(b) The President shall-

"(1) Within 30 days after enactment of
this Act, report to the Congress the amount
by which the annual expenditure and net
lending limitation Imposed on the budget
of the United States Government by 'title
V of the second Appropriations Act, 1970,
wlll be reduced as a result of his determina
tions under subsection (a); and

"(2) Report annually to the Congress the
amount Of net lending with respect to the
functions of the departments and agencies
described in subsection (a) (2) which would
be InclUded In the totals of the bUdget of
the United States Government if such func
tions were not excluded from those totals
as a result of this section."

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the pending
amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the

time under the unanimous-consent
agreement is an hour for the amendment,
s half hour on each side. I ask unani
mous consent at this time that the time
be limited to a half hour, 15 minutes to
the side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Wisconsin is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this
amendment has a plain, mild purpose.
It does not exempt, but it gives the
President the authority to exempt from
the budget and any expenditure ceiling
the loan programs administered by the
Department of Housing and Urban De
velopment, the housing loan programs
administered by the Farmers Home Ad
ministration, the loan programs admin
istered by the Small Business Adminis
tration, and the mass transit loan pro
grams administered by the Department
of Transportation. I was naturally disap
pointed that the Senate .voted to exempt
the Export-Import Ban~ from the Fed
eral budget. In my opini~n, the programs
I have just cited are farl more important
than the activities of thi~ Export-Import
Bank and should be gtvim similar treat-
ment. .

What we have done· by very large
majority, is to take the;: Export-Import
Bank out of the bUdget. If we do that,
the least we can do is to say that if the
President should decide it is in the public
interest to exempt these other loan pro
grams, they can be exempted from the
bUdget.

The authority to exempt these pro
grams from the bUdget as well as the
Export-Import Bank would be subject
to a Presidential determination. In other
words, the President has complete dis
cretion in the matter. He could exempt
only the Export-Import Bank and none
of the additional programs I have cited.
Or he could exempt all of them. Or he
could exempt some combination of the
progralllS which I have listed.

The legislation requires the President
to inform the Congress of his determina
tions within 30 days after enactment. By
giving the President the authority to ex
empt our housing, small business, and
mass transit loan programs as well as the
Export-Import Bank, we insure that all
high-priority progralllS are at least
afforded the opportunity for fair and
equal treatment. Moreover, it is appro
priate that these priority determinations
be reflected at the highest levels of the
Government.

I also wish to emphasize that my
amendment deals only with the loan pro
grams for housing, small business, and
mass transit. Grant funds WOUld, of
course, continue to remain in the budget
and be subject to expenditure ceilings.

Our ability to solve our housing needs
has been considerably restricted by in
cluding the HUD direct loan programs in
the Federal budget. Because housing
loan disbursements have such a heavy
impact on the budget, we have often
gone to more complicated and expensive
ways to subsidize housing. For example,
many of the housing programs under
HUD involve interest rate subsidies.
While this method has a much smaller
budget impact, it does tend to increase
interest rates. Moreover, the cost to the
Government over the life of the housing
is far more expensive than if the Gov
ernment had borrowed the money itself
and made a direct loan. Thus, our hous
ing programs are se!"iously distorted for
essentially bookkeeping reasons. If the
President were permitted to exempt our
housing loan programs from the budget,
these distortions would be eliminated.

Also, Mr. President, if the housing loan
programs were eliminated from the budg
et, the Department of Housing and Ur
ban Development would be able to re
vive a number of excellent programs
which it has permitted to go dormant
because of their budgetary impact. For
example. under section 22Hd) (3) of the
National Housing Act, the general na
tional mortgage association can make 3
percent loans to finance housing for mod
erate-income families. This is one of the
most successful housing programs ever
developed, and it has produced thou
sands of units of decent housing for mod
erate-income families. UnfortunatelY, be
cause of its heavy budgetary impact it
has had to be substantially curtailed. The
administration is planning no expendi
tures on this program in the coming
years, largely because of its budget im
pact. My amendment, giving the Presi
dent the authority to exempt this pro
gram from the budget, would permit this
excellent program to remain alive.

Another HUD program which is being
curtailed for budgetary reasons is the di
rect loan program for housing for the
elderly projects authorized under section

202 of the National Housing Act. In the
past, this program has made a vital con
tribution in meeting the housing needs
of our senior citizens. It has provided
thousands of senior citizens with decent
housing in which to live out their remain
ing years. However, since it is a direct
loan program, and since direct loans im
pact the bUdget, the administration has
decided not to fund it in subsequent
years. If my amendment were to pass, the
President could exempt this excellent
program from the bUdget, thus continu
ing to meet the housing needs of our
senior citizens.

Once again, the same arguments can
be made for this as for the Export
Import Bank. These are loans repayable
with interest; they are not grants.

Mr. President, my amendment would
also give the President the authority to
exempt the loan programs of the Small
Business Administration. The operations
of this Agency have been substantially
curtailed because their loans are counted
in the Federal budget. For example, in
fiscal year 1968 Congress appropriated
$55 million for the Small Business In
vestment Company program; however,
the Bureau of the Budget released only
$15 million. In fiscal year 1969, the Con
gress had appropriated $30 million; how
ever, the Bureau of the Budget released
only $12 million. In fiscal year 1970, Con
gress had to virtually order the Bureau
of the Budget to make $70 million avail
able to the program from existing funds.
However, despite this clear directive, the
Bureau of the Budget only authorized
$60 million.

The reason the Bureau of the Budget
holds up funding of this important pro
gram is due to the substantial bUdget
impact which SBA loans have. Expendi
ture ceilings established by the Congress
hit these programs as well as those pro
grams involving direct grants.

Because the Bureau of the Budget or
the Office of Budget and Management
often impound funds appropriated to the
Small Business Administration, the
Agency has a difficult time in running its
programs. It never knows from one day
to the next how much funds are going to
be available. As a result it can never in
form its small business customers with
certainly that their loan requests will be
accommodated. Because of these delays
and uncertainties, small businessmen
have had considerable difficulty in deal
ing with the SBA.

All o.! these problems would be rem
edied if the President decided to exempt
the loan programs of the Small Business
Administration from the l1Udget. My
amendment would give the authority to
do this.

Mr. President, my amendment would
also permit an improvement in the loan
activities of the Farmers Home Admin
istration. This agency makes home loans
to families living on the farm or in towns
with less than 5,500 population. The
Farmers Home Administration finances
its activities by selling mortgage loans
directly to large institutional investors.
It could finance its activities far more
cheaply if it were permitted to issue gen
eral debentures backed by the full faith
and credit of the Federal Government.
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However, if it did so it could not count
these debentures as a receipt, thus add~

ing considerably to the size of the Fed
eral bUdget.

My amendment would permit the Pres
ident to exempt the loan activities of
the Farmers Home Administration from
the Federal budget. If he did so the agen
cy could finance their activities at a
much lower cost, thus making additional
funds available for rural housing. Recent
studies have shown that over one-half of
our substandard housing is contained in
rural areas. We have shamefully ne
glected the housing needs of rural Ameri
cans, and one of the contributing rea
sons has been the inclusion of Farmers
Home Administration loans in the Fed
real budget.

Mr. President, if we are to exempt the
Export-Import Bank from the Federal
bUdget, I believe we shOUld be consistent
and give the President the option of ex
empting other socially important loan
programs on the same basis.

Mass transit is another area that
should have high priority, perhaps high
er than the Eximbank. It should be given
the same opportunity to be financed as
long as there is a loan program repay
able with interest.

I am confident the President will exer
cise this authority in a fair and reason
able manner.

Those Members of the Senate who are
concerned about reordering our national
priorities should vote for my amendment.
It gives the President the Widest possible
latitude to exempt all of our socially im
portant loan programs from the Federal
bUdget and not just those of the Export
Import Bank. It avoids giving special and
preferential treatment to just one Fed
erallending program which many Mem
bers of the Senate would regard as hav
ing a lower priority than our domestic
programs. I urge the Members of the
Senate to adopt my amendment.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield
such time to the Senator from Oregon as
he may require.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oregon is recognized.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, on
my time I wish to direct an inquiry to
the Senator from Wisconsin. I am doubt
ful about the amendment, section 2, to
the extent the President so determines
to be in the public interest. Are we not
back to where we are now if we pass this
amendment, to the extent the President
determines it is not in the public in
terest? Then, all this goes back to the
unified bUdget.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I want to make sure
I understand what the Senator is ask
ing. Is the Senator asking if this will
change present law? On the basis of the
statements of the Comptroller General
this would not change the law at all. The
President can do this now.

Some have the notion the bUdget is a
legislatively fixed entity. But in fact the
President can leave out whatever he
wants; in this case he decided to include
the Eximbank.

I want to reaffirm the determination of
Congress to let the President decide on

this priority and not to feel tr.at he has
to come to us, as he did in the case of the
Eximbank, with a special bill giving them
an exemption.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Then, I have to ob
Ject to it on the same basis I supported
the other. I do not like the idea of giving
the President-

Mr. PROXMffiE. The Senator voted
against my amendment.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I did, and left the
matter in the hands of Congress as to
whether or not the Eximbank should be
able to borrow or loan, and not leave it
in the discretion of the President.

Mr. PROXMIRE. We differed in that
interpretation.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Yes. Now, the Sen
ator is saying to the extent the Presi
dent determines it to be in the public
interest, the disbursements shall not be
included in the budget. The Senator has
said that he has the discretion to put
them in the bUdget or not. It is not a
discretion he should have.

If we talk about Congress having the
responsibility, this would leave in his
hands the decision as to whether or not
he wants to put the Export-Import Bank
in the budget, whether or not he wants
to leave in housing and urban develop
ment. He can say yes, no, yes, no. That
is not a responsible Congress. That is
giving our power to the President and
telling him to make the decision.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I wish to differ with
the Senator. This would place all lend
ing programs on the same basis.

Mr. PACKWOOD. And pennit the
President-

Mr. PROXMIRE. What we have done
now is to say we will exempt the Exim
bank but everything else has to be in
the budget. I would like to put all of them
on the same basis.

Mr. PACKWOOD. But by putting them
all on the same basis it woud be putting
them all back in his hands to make a de
cision as to where priorities exist.

Mr. PROXMffiE. That is correct; oth
erwise we have made a decision against
these desirable and important social pri
orities. We decided for the Eximbank
and against housing, against small busi
ness borrowing and farm home borrow
ing. We should have a chance to con:
sider this at length.

Mr. PACKWOOD. We did not decide
against those. If the Senator's amend
ment did not give to the President what
is against public interest we might be
able to make a decision as to what should
be excluded from the unified budget, al
though we have had no hearings and
had any ideas submitted as to the rela
tive meritorious claims; but by the pas
sage of the amendment of the Senator
from Wisconsin, if we adopt it, we go
back to where we are today, and that is
that the President and the Office of Man
agement and Budget are going to decide
what priorities shall be within or with
out the bUdget and what shall be deter
mined as to the Export-Import Bank.
That is the wrong place to decide that.

Mr. PROXMIRE. We do not go right
back. Before the amendment, the Presi
dent had the strong feeling that it was
up to Congress to exempt or include
the Export-Import Bank. We are put-

ting the ball back in his court, as to
whether the President feels he should ex
empt that or other high priority
programs.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Who does the Sen
ator think should make the decision as
to whether housing or other programs
should have priority?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I would prefer that
Congress make that decision, but under
the decision made, it was that the Ex
port-Import Bank should be exempted
and should be given top priority. but
other programs which should have
higher priority we have put in an in
ferior position and said they shOUld be
under the Budget.

Mr. PACKWOOD. We have not voted
on the others.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I like President Nix
on very much. We should give him a
chance.

Mr. PACKWOOD. President Nixon
likes the Senator from Wisconsin. We
ought to make the decision, not the Pres
ident. We talk month after month about
the unconstitutional war in Vietnam, if
it is unconstitutional. We talk about del
egating our right in foreign relations.
Yet here we are talking about giving do
mestic programs, including the Export
Import Bank, to the President to deter
mine what is in the public interest to in
clude in the budget.

Mr. PROXMffiE. The General Ac
counting Office and Mr. Staats certainly
made sense when they said the Presi
dent can put into the budget anything he
wants. He can exclude the Export-Im
port Bank if he wants to. That is the law.
The senator from Minnesota (Mr. MON
DALE) agreed in the hearings that that is
the law. We are enforcing that. We do
not want to indicate that in the future
the President can exclude small business,
for example.

Mr. PACKWOOD. He has that kind of
authority now. When we agreed he has
administrative power to take anyone of
these agencies away from the unified
budget, frankly, that power he should
not have; Congress should have that
power.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Let us give him the
clear word on the budget. That will not
upset anything. He can exempt housing
if he chooses to do so.

Mr. PACKWOOD. I do not want to
give him that clear word. If we wanted
to exempt housing, we should do it. ::: do
not want the President to set the clear
priorities of this Nation.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute. Congress would have to
change the Budget and Accounting Act,
because the President has that authority
now. All this aJ"uendment really does is
re-enforce what: is in the law, but the
President can exempt various social pro
grams, not just l,he Export-Import Bank.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, what
we are asked to do is to vote whether
certain programs ought to be exempted
from the net ~iling of the budget. We
voted on this question in the last session
and we voted on it about 10 minutes ago.
This amendment would undo the decision
we have made and put that question back
into the Executive's hands.

First of all, no hearings have been held
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on any of these- proposals. None of the
agencies, to my knowledge, have come up
on the Hill to ask to be relieved in the
way in which the Senator from Wiscon
sin proposes. We have not had hearings
on those matters as we have on the Exim
bank proposal.

There is no question that the General
Accounting Office, at least in plinciple, is
on record opposing the Senator from
Wisconsin. One of the key arguments
last time was that we should follow the
recommendations of the Comptroller
General. The Office for Management and
Budget supported the earlier proposal
we voted on. Although the office has not
spoken here, it is clear that it has not
supported this proposal. In my opinion,
the only effect of this amendment is to
undo what we have just acted on and try
to embarrass us by indicating that we
prefer export expansion ones against
other matters.

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. If I may make my
point first. My record on the other mat
ters to which the Senator has referred is
clear. If this proposal came up and had
hearings on it, I might support a good
many of them, but it is the Export-Im
port Bank we are dealing with here to
day, and the question is what we want to
do on that.

It seems to me this is an extraneous
measure for the purpose of undoing what
we have already done, and I shall reluc
tantly oppose it.

Mr. PROXMmE. How does it undo
anything? We know what the President
wants. He wants the Export-Import Bank
out of the budget. If we give him discre
tion, he is not going to put it in. There is
no question as to whether the Export
Import Bank is going to be put back in
the budget. It does not undo anything.
Does the Senator believe in priorities for
housing, Farmers Home Loan Admin
istration, or does he not? I am surprised
that the Senator from Minnesota, who
has a fine record in this area,
stands on a procedural reason for op
posing giving the same status to housing
and the other high priority matters that
he is willing to give to the Export-Import
Bank.

Mr. SPARKM:AN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, what is
the time situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Minnesota has 6 minutes; the
Senator from Wisconsin has 4 minutes.

Mr. MONDALE. I yield to the Senator
from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, do I
understand correctly from what the Sen
ator from Wisconsin said, and does the
Senator from Minnesota understand,
that the President has the power now to
do everything that is in the proposed
amendment?

Mr. MONDALE. My understanding is
that the President can administratively
exempt.

Mr. SPARKM:AN. Any "item he wants
to?

Mr. MONDALE.From his unified
budget, but not from the net spending
ceiling.

Mr. SPARKMAN. From the bUdget?
Mr. MONDALE. Yes.
Mr. SPARKMAN. Is not this proposal

. restating what is already in his power?
Mr. MONDALE. I think that is correct;

and, more than that, in section 2(a), it
tries to undo-and I think that is the
main reason I object to it-what the Sen
ate did at the end of the last session and
what it did just a few minutes ago.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, let me
read a question by the distinguished
Senator from Oregon which appears on
page 124 of the hearings:

If the President makes an administrative
decision next year to take the Export-Import
Bank out from under the unified bUdget, to
treat It as It was treated before the unified
bUdget or as CCC loans are treated and Con
gress sets an expenditure limitation, must
the President in the total allocation of the
bUdget still include the net lending opera
tions of the Export-Import Bank. in the ex
penditure limitation?

Mr. STAATS. The answer is "No".

So what I am doing is simply what is
already in the law, except I am reinforc
ing it to indicate what Congress prefers.
I am saying he may exempt housing, he
may exempt small business, and he may
exempt other programs, too.

Mr. PACKWOOD. The Senator from
Wisconsin is exactly right. Under the
present law the President can do any
thing he wants. He can exempt the Ex
port-Import Bank, he can take it away
from the unified bUdget, he can do it to
housing and small business. That is a
power that should not exist in his hands.
It should exist in our hands. Under the
Senator's amendment he is putting that
power back in the President's hands, in
clUding that over the Export-Import
Bank.

Mr. PROXMIRE. He has that power
anyway, under the Budget and Account
ing Act.

Mr. PACKWOOD. We have just taken
away the authority he has over the Ex
port-Import Bank, by taking it away
from under the unified budget.

Mr. PROXMffiE. I think the Presi
dent will be very unhappy about that. I
agree he should be unhappy. He can send
anything he wants to in his budget.

Mr. PACKWOOD. He can send any
thing he wants to, but he should not
have power to determine in terms of pri
orities on it-in terms of housing or ex
ports or anything else. That should be
our decision.

There is nothing in the Senator's
amendment that does anything but give
that power right back to the President.

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, my
amendment, substantively, is very im
portant because what it does is say that
we do not want to give top priority to ex
port and import business over domestic
programs such as housing, small business,
and so forth. We think they should be on
an equal brosis. In that sense, it does re
verse what was done.

Mr. PACKWOOD. But the Senator's
amendment does leave to the President
the authority he has now to determine
what shall be excluded from the budget,
and what shall not.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, My argument is

that we have not changed the Budget
and Accounting Act, that he still has that
power.

Mr. PACKWOOD. My argument is that
he should not have it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. PROXl\URE. Mr. President, I yield
back the remainder of my time. Have the
yeas and nays been ordered on this
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

Mr. MONDALE. I yield back the re
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROCK). All remaining time having been
Yielded back, the question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from
Wisconsin. On this question, the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I an
nounce that the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BAYH), the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. BIBLE), the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. CANNON), the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from Michi
gan (Mr. HART), the Senator from Indi
ana (Mr. HARTKE), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS) , the Sen
ator from Iowa (Mr. HUGHES), the Sen
ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) , the Sen
ator from Louisiana (Mr. LONG). the
Senator from Washington (Mr. MAGNU
SON), the Senator from South Dakota
(Mr. MCGOVERN) , the Senator from Utah
(Mr. Moss), the Senator from Rhode Is
land (Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from
Missouri (Mr. SYMINGTON) , and the Sen
ator from California (Mr. TUNNEY)
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Virginia (Mr. BYRD), the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON), and the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. MON
TOYA) are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. JORDAN) is absent
because of illness.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PASTORE) , the Senator from Califor
nia (Mr. TuNNEY) would vote "nay."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY) ,
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOK),
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) ,
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT), and
the Senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE)
is absent on official business.'

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLD
WATER) and the Senator from South
Dakota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because
of illness.

Also, the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
BAKER), the Senator from Colorado (Mr.
DOMINICK), and the Senator from Con
necticut (Mr. WEICKER) are necessarily
absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the Senator
from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY), the Sen
ator from South Dakota (Mr. MUNDT),
the Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT), and
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AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES OF
THE SENATE TO FILE REPORTS
ON TUESDAY, APRIL 13, 1971

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that on Tuesday,
April 13, 1971, all committees of the sen
ate may be authorized to file their re
ports.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it iL so ordered.

So Mr. PROXMIRE'S amendment was
rejected.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which the amendment
was rejected be reconsidered.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
move that the motion to reconsider be
laid on the table.

The motion was agreed to.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask

for the yeas and nays on final passage.
The yeas and nays were ordered.

AUTHORITY FOR THE SECRETARY
OF THE SENATE TO TAKE CER
TAIN ACTION DURING Al:>JOURN
MENT
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that, during the ad
journment of the Senate following com
pletion of business on Wednesday,
April 7, 1971, until 10 a.m. on Wednesday,
April 14, 1971, the Secretary of the Sen
ate may be permitted to receive messages
from the President and from the House
of Representatives.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROCK). Is there objection to the re
quest of the Senator from Montana? The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.

RELEASE OF PRISONERS OF WAR
AND WITHDRAWAL OF AMERICAN
MILITARY PERSONNEL FROM
SOUTH VIETNAM
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, has

the period of germaneness expired?
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

BROCK) . The Senator is correct.
Mr. MANSFIELD. If I may have the

attention of the distinguished Senator
from Iowa (Mr. MILLER), I was on the
floor most of the time this morning but,
unfortunately, was not on the floor at
the time the Senator made his speech.

I note, in the course of that speech,
that he makes the following statement:

The fatal and terrible defect of the major
ity views of the Senate and House Demo
cratic Party caucuses Is that they imply
credlbl11ty to the North Vientamese proposal.

Mr. President, I want the Senate to
listen very carefully to this next sen
tence:

They-the Democrats-:-would have all
American military personnel withdrawn from
South Vietnam by the end of this Congress

national interest. I believe it is desirable
for this legislation to cover that and my
amendment wouId cover it. Failing to
have my amendment inclUded in the
legislation could be interpreted to mean
that Congress was concerned with only
two categories; namely, those countries
engaged in armed conflict, which the bill
covers, or the Communist countries,
which the basic law covers--and every
thing else is all right.

I am quite confident that the sen
ate does not intend that result and my
amendment would prevent it.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have
talked with the distinguished chair
man of the committee, the Senator from
Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN), and the
ranking member of the International Fi
nance Subcommittee, the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD). and we all
think the amendment makes sense and
will be glad to accept it.

Basically, the Senator's description of
it is correct. It wouId apply to non
Communist countries to which the Pres
ident might determine questions con
cerning the national interest might
arise. We have no objection.

Mr. MILLER. I thank my colleague
from Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROCK). The question is on agreeing to
the amendment of the Senator from
Iowa.

The amendment was agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

BROCK). The question is on agreeing to
the committee amendment in the na
ture of a substitute, as amended.

The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute, as amended, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment. If there
be no further amendments to be pro
posed. the question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

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

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1971

The Senate continued with the con
sideration <,: the bill (S. 581) to amend
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945,
as amended, to allow for greater expan
sion of the export trade of the United
States, to exclude Bank receipts and dis
bursements from the bUdget of the
U.S. Government, to extend for 3 years
the period within which the Bank is au
thorized to exercise its functions, to in
crease the Bank's lending authority and
its authority to issue, against fractional
reserves and against full reserves, insur
ance and guarantees, to authorize the
Bank to issue for purchase by any pur
chaser its obligations maturing subse
quent to June 30, 1976, and for other
purposes.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I send an
amendment to the desk and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assist~,nt legislative clerk read as
follows:

Strike the end quotes on Hne 3 of page 5
and insert the folloWing:

The Bank shall not guarantee, insure, or
extend credit, or participate in the extension
of credit in connection with the purchase of
any product, technical data. or other infor
mation by a national or agency of any nation
If the President determines that any such
transaction would be contrary to the na
tional interest.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the pur
pose behind this amendment is to fill
what I detect to be a gap in the law as it
would be amended by the pending legis
lation. The committee report on page 8
states that the bill provides the President
may permit the Export-Import Bank to
engage in these transactions when he de
termines it to be in the national interest.

The bill does not really provide for
that.

I believe that the c.ommittee report in
tended to mean that this is provided for
in the basic law--

Mr. MONDALE. That is correct.
Mr. MILLER. But the basic law refers

only to Communist countries. The pend
ing bill sets up another categorY of na
tionals in which these t-ansactions
would be prohibited; namely, those na
tions which are engaged in armed con
flict, declared or otherwise, with the
United States. But there is nothing said
in the bill, or in the basic law, with
respect to other countries, in which such
transactions could be contrary to the

AUTHORITY FOR THE SECRETARY
OF THE SENATE TO RECEIVE MES
SAGES FRO!.': THE HOUSE OF REP
RESENTATIVES DURING THE AD
JOURNMENT OF THE SENATE ON
TUESDAY, APRIL 6, 1971

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Secretary
of the Senate may be authorized to re
ceive messages from the House of Rep
resentatives during the adjournment of
the Senate on Tuesday, April 6, 1971.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Proxmlre

Muskle
Packwood
Pearson
Pell
Percy
Prouty
Randolph
Riblcoff
Roth
Schwelker
Scott
Smith
Sparkman
Spong
Stennis
Stevens
Stevenson
Talmadge
Tower
Williams
Young

Baker
Bayh
Bennett
Bible
Buckley
Byrd. Va.
Cannon
Cook
Dominick
Eagleton
Fong

the senator from South Carolina (Mr.
THURMOND) would each vote "nay."

The result was announced-yeas 3,
nays 65, as follows:

[No. 39 Leg.)
YEAS-3

Nelson
NAYS-65

ErVIn
Fannin
GambreU
Griffin
Gurney
Hansen
Harris
Hatfield
Hruska
Humphrey

• Jackson
Javlts
Jordan. Idaho
Kennedy
Mansfield
Mathias
McClellan
McGee
McIntyre
Metcalf
Miller
Mondale

NOT VOTING-32
Goldwater Montoya
Gravel Moss
Hart Mundt
Hartke Pastore
Hollings Saxbe
Hughes Symington
Inouye Taft
Jordan. N.C. Thurmond
Long Tunney
Magnuson Weicker
McGovern

FulbrIght

Aiken
Allen
Allott
Anderson
Beall
Bellmon
Bentsen
Boggs
Brock
Brooke
Burdick
Byrd, W. Va.
Case
Chlles
Church
Cooper
Cotton
Cranston
Curtis
Dole
Eastland
Ellender
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a.nd trust the fate of our prisoners of war
to the unilateral dictation of the leaders in
HanoI.

Mr. President,· the Senator from Iowa
(Mr. MILLER) makes reference to a "fatal
and terrible defect in the majority views
of the senate and House Democratic
Party caucuses."

Incidentally, Mr. President, I believe
that the Republican leader in the House,
Representative FORD, found a great deal
of merit in what the House did as a result
of the decision rendered by the Demo
cratic caucuses.

The defect, it is suggested, is that some
how the Senate and House Democrats
with their resolutions - would seal the
doom of American prisoners in Indo
china. That is a cruel and mistaken
characterization. Let me read a perti
nent portion of the Senate Democratic
resolution:

That it Is the sense of the Committee that
in the 92nd Congress the Senate Majority
shoUld work to achieve the following pur
poses:

1. To end the involvement in Indochina and
to bring about the withdrawal of all U.S.
forces and the release of all prisoners in a
time certain;

What the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
MILLER) failed to perceive in what the
Senate Democrats overwhelmingly ap
proved was the willingness to provide the
President of the United States prior
backing for any date he selected within
the overall time frame indicated. Sup
port is extended therefore for the com
plete withdrawal of all U.S. forces and
the contingent return of all. U.S. plis
oners of war. Linking total troop with
drawals to the release of our prisoners
was expressly set forth.

I regret the characterization of the
Senate Democratic action by the able
Senator from Iowa (Mr. MILLER) . It re
flects, in my judgment, not only a mis
understanding of the action taken by the
Democratic caucus, but a misstatement
of the text of the Senate Democratic
action.

I believe the record should be made
clear and I ask unanimous consent that
the full text of the Democratic Resolu
tion be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu
tion be printed at this point in the
RECORD.
RESOLUTION OJ' SENATE MAJORITY PURPOSE IN

THE 92ND CONGRESS

The Majority Policy Committee of the
United States Senate. having noted with
deep concern the burdens which are im
posed on the people of the nation by the
continuIng Involvement in the war In Indo
china. by the decllne In the economy and by
the unsatisfactory state of the publlc serv
Ices-federal, state and local-and by the
continuing fear of citizens for their freedom
and safety;

Resolves, That It Is the sense of the Com
mittee that in the 92nd Congress the Sen
ate Majority should work to achieve the
following purposes:

1. To end the involvement In Indochina
and to bring about the wtth;:rawal of all
U.S forces and _the release 0\ all prisoners
in a time certain; ,

2. To stop the inflation and reverse the
recession and, further, to take all possible
interim measures to alleViate the condition
of those who are the principal Victims of
these fallures of public leadership-busi-

nessmen, the unemployed, farmers, social
security and other retired pensioners and
familles of fixed, moderate or inadequate
income;

3. To contribute to a streamlining of
federal-state financial relationships which
will insure more equitable distribution of
costs and a more emcient fiow of public serv
ices to the people as, for example, in welfare,
health, safety. transportation. recreation,
education-provided always that fiscal re
sponsiblllty for the expenditures of federal
revenues shall not be impaired.

4. To bring about by close oversight of
present procedures by streamiining and/or by
consolidation where necessary, a more effec
tive operation of the legislative and execu
tive branches of the federal government;.

5. To strengthen pollee training and com
pensation; and the court system, including
probation, parole; and correction institu
tions.

Resolves. Further, that in pursuIt of these
objectives, the Committee urges full sup
port wherever possible by both senate Demo
crats and Republicans of the initiatives of
the President. the Senate Committees and
Members, and the House, which may be
pertinent to these ends.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time on the bill?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the
Senator from Iowa (Mr. MILLER) as
much time as he requites.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I thank
my colleague from Montana. Perhaps it
is helpful that the record be clarified
by the distinguished majority leader
with respect to the intention, if not the
wording of the statement of principles
by the Democratic caucuses. However, I
want to state that he has been very fair
in pointing out that the intention and
probably the wording of the Democratic
caucus position was with respect to a
time certain as far as withdrawal of the
troops is concerned, and that, Mr. Presi
dent, is exactly what the Senator from
Iowa was condemning.

The President has steadfastly refused
to set a time certain. He has not wanted
the help of the Democratic caucus on
that. Neither does the Senator from
Iowa suggest that a time certain will get
the job done.

The entire thrust of my comments this
morning was to get down to the bedrock
of that problem. And that is that when
we start talking about flxing a time
certain for the withdrawal of American
forces, we are in fact putting the fate
of the American prisoners of war at the
unilateral, dictatorial determination of
the leaders of Hanoi.

That is why my resolution has been
introduced, to require the return of the
prisoners first and then within a time
certain-namely, 12 months--all Ameri
can troops would be withdrawn from
South Vietnam.

I am happy that the majority leader
has stated the intention. I am happy that
the intention-certainly as he said-is
not to put the fate of the American pris
oners of war at the mercy of the North
Vietnamese leaders. I suggest to the ma
jority leader that the wording of the
Democratic caucus proposal, certainly in
the eyes of Hanoi, could lend itself very
well to that interpretation.

I hope that his clarification will make
the matter clear. However, I would feel

much more comfortable about it if the
statement itself were changed so that
there could be no question on that point
at all.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, all I
can say is that I appreciate the statement
made by the distinguished Senator from
Iowa. It appears to me that the Repub
licans are falling into the situation which
has confronted the Democrats for so
many decades. There are divisions with
in the party.

May I reiterate that the distinguished
minority leader of the House, Mr. FORD,
seemed to indicate what the House did-'
and it was a little more drastic than what
the Senate did-was in support of the
President. And I would assume that, as
he is the minority leader of the other
body, he wouid know what he was talk
ing about.

I would like to recall to the Senate a
speech I made on the floor on Decem
ber9, 1970. In that speech I made the
following statement:

This week, at the 95th Session of the peace
talks in Paris, Madame Nguyen Thi Blnh re
peated a previous proposal offering an imme
diate ceasefire In Viet Nam In return for a
declaration of U.S. and allled troop With
drawal by June 30, 1971.

She also stated that U.S. acceptance ot
this proposal would mean immediate nego
tiations on the release of captured American
prisoners. Madame Binh ignored the U.S. pro
posal that meetings be held every day to
try to bring about the release of all U.S.
prisoners by Christmas.

Shortly after that meeting conclUded,
Xuan Thuy, the Chief of the North Vietnam
ese Delegation, noting that Ambassador
Bruce has rejected the proposal for a U.S.
withdrawal by June 30, 1971, said "I. there
fore, propose that if the United States is not
w1l1ing to accept June 30, 1971 as the date
for final withdrawal of all its troops, then it
should suggest another reasonable date. In
that case, we can immediately consider the
American suggestion."

At the 95th Conference. Ambassador Bruce,
after call1ng for "immediate negotiations on
an Internationally supervised ceasefire-in
place throughout all of Indochina," repeated
the readiness of the U.S. to negotiate on an
agreed timetable "for complete troop With
drawal as part of an over-all settlement in
Viet Nam, Laos and Cambodia."

And these are my remarks:
Perhaps in this give and take at Paris and

IIIso based In part on the President's pro
posals of October 7th and HanoI's proposals
of September 17th. the two points to which
reference is made-that is. the release of all
U.S. prisoners of war coupled to a timetable
for the final withdrawal of U.S. forces
might be explored exclusively, to see whether
or not they may be reconclled as a starting
point of a ceasefire to be followed by the
negotiation of a complete settlement. It
would be my hcpe, Mr. President, that this
approach may light a clear signpost to peace.

Mr. President, I might say that I am
getting a little tired of the POW's being
used as a pawn in this country and being
used as a pawn by Hanoi. I think it is
most unfair to them.

I want to make it very clear that as
far as the Democratic caucus is con
cerned, we thought there should be a
timetable, with the release of American
prisoners of war.

I want them released. That is why I
believe in a more definite timetable than
the Democratic caucus agreed to.
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Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, indeed.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, no one is

imputing any bad faith to the distin
guished. majority leader or the Demo
cratic caucus. However, when we start
talking about a fixed timetable for the
withdrawal of all American forces and
then say we will cooperate with respect
to the release of U.S. prisoners of war
with the Vietnamese, any way we slice
it, that is putting the fate of the Amer
ican prisoners of war into the unilateral,
dictatorial determination of the leaders
of Hanoi. That is unfair to them.

What ol)ght to be done is to have them
exchanged for North Vietnamese pris
oners first. Then after Hanoi cooperates,
we will get out within a time certain,
such as 12 months.

Mark my words, I am not going to put
the fate of our prisoners of war into the
good faith of the North Vietnamese after
they have treated our prisoners with
such flagrant violation of the Geneva ac
cords regarding prisoners of war. They
have destroyed their credibility. They
have destroyed their credibility regard
ing successful negotiations with respect
to the release of prisoners of war if we
have a time certain for the withdrawal
of American prisoners. The President
recognizes that. That is why he has de
clared that as long as there are American
prisoners of war being held in North
Vietnam, there will be a residual Ameri
can force in South Vietnam, which is not
yet determined.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in

my opinion, as long as there is a residual
force in South Vietnam, the North Viet
namese are going to hold captive the
American prisoners of war.

I want to do something about this. I do
not want to talk about it. I want some
thing done to help bring about a release
of the prisoners of war.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, what

happens if a time certain is declared and
all U.S. troops are withdrawn by that
time certain and we do not have all our
prisoners of war back? What happens
then?

The Democratic caucus did not deal
with that possibility.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
there is an agreement reached and if ne
gotiations are not entered into and if
there are no prisoners of war released,
the situation remains as is, because it
will not be a complete end total with
drawal now and a release of prisoners of
war now.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, what the
Senator, I think, has said is that we
would set a time certain for the with
drawal of American forces.

Mr. MANSFIELD. And be out of there.
Mr. MILLER. And that we would have

negotiations with the North Vietnamese
regarding prisoners of war. However, if
those negotiations are not successful,
then all bets would be off as far as the

time certain that we set would be con
cerned.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The time for the
prisoners of war to be released would be
within the time certain.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I do not
believe that the Democratic caucu.s posi
tion states that if the prisoners are not
released within that time frame that all
bets are off. I wish the Democratic posi
tion so stated., but it does not.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator should
read that resolution a little more care
fully becau.se it gives to the President a
great deal of flexibility without actually
setting a date certain.

The purpose of that caucu.s resolution
was to strengthen the President's hand
and to indicate if he took steps to bring
about the release of the POW's and the
ending of this war and total \Vithdrawal,
that as far as the opposition party is
concerned, it would not be a matter of
politics.

Mr. MILLER. I am sure the President
does not need. to have the Democratic
caucus so advise him. Everybody in the
United States would be pleased to have
this over by a time certain.

The problem is this. No nation with a
conscience, least of all the United States,
should be willing to leave the fate of its
prisoners of war to the dictatorial deci
sionmaking by the leaders of Hanoi; and
the only way to avoid that, in my opinion,
is to make sure that those prisoners mu.st
be released and safely returned. before
we pullout altogether. The President
made that crystal clear.

The President did not welcome the
assurance that the Democratic caucus
gave him. The assurance of the caucu.s is
contrary to the residual force concept
and the principle that the President an
nounced that as long as Americans are
held prisoner by North Vietnam we are
not going to leave them to shift for them
selves by pulling out everything from
South Vietnam.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Does the President
expect to get our approval of things we
do in our capacity as Members of the
Senate? After all, we have responsibili
ties, ju.st as he, and while his responsi
bilities are greater than ours, and we
all understand that, we have our individ
ual and collective responsibilities, as
well. I am sure the Senator would agree
with thl;lt statement.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator well knows
how stronglY I feel about the independ
ence of the legislative branch of Govern
ment. But I plead with my colleague from
Montana to help let the executive branch
and the legislative branch work together,
ju.st once, from here on out, and if we do,
the return of the prisoners of war will be
hastened and the end of American in
volvement in Vietnam will be hastened..

This business of going out unilaterally,
alone, or on the Democratic caucu.s' own,
contrary to the President's position, will
not be very helpful.

We are getting near the end of the
tunnel. The President said we are getting
near the end of the tunnel. I believe it
is time for us to show greater unity than
we have shown in the last year or two.

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say I hope
the President is right.

Mr~ MILLER. We should have the
unity that characterized the Republi
can side of the aisle back in the early
days when the war was getting bigger
and worse. Now, it is going down and
out.

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say I hope the
President is right; that there is some
light at the end of the tunnel. But I must
say in all candor I cannot see a glimmer
at the present time.

As far as the Senator's other state
ment is concerned., there is nothing that
the Democrats in this body would rather
do than to work together in tandem
with the President to bring this mistaken
war to a close, to the end that we could
withdraw-and may I say most em
phatically-lock, stock, and barrel from
all Southeast Asia.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.
Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I would

remind my distinguished. friend, the ma
jority leader, that the President has al
ready offered to exchange all of the
North Vietnamese prisoners we now
have, or I should say that the allied
forces have, in exchange for the Ameri
can prisoners of war. The North Viet
namese numerically would gain substan
tially by this becau.se we hold so many
more of their prisoners than they of
ours. He Indicated his willingness to do
this and to divorce the issue of prisoners
from the rest of the negotiations.

It seems to me the Senator from Iowa
made extremely good points here because
if we say we agree to a time certain for
withdrawal in exchange for their agree
ing to negotiate on the business of the
release of prisoners, they will never be
released because these people show no
willingness to negotiate in good faith or
anything.

Ambassador Bruce is not partisan. He
has served in Democratic and Republi
can administrations alike. He is a pro
fessional diplomat. He has spent more
time in Democratic administrations than
in Republican administrations. He seems
convinced that these people at this time
have no willingness to negotiate on any
thing becau.se they think ultimately they
are going to wear u.s down and stimulate
pressures in this country, by being pa
tient, to force the President to get out;
that that will achieve what they want to
aChieve, and if they choose to, they will
never release our prisoners.

I think it is virtual suicide to agree,
as a. condition to negotiations, that we
will withdraw our troops at a time cer
tain, and having done that we will sit
down and negotiate the release of prison
ers. It would· be a position of weakness
and our prisoners could rot and die there.

I cannot comprehend the efficacy of
what the Democratic caucus has done. As
the majority leader pointed out we were
mistaken to get into this war. I agree
that we made a sad mistake getting
Into it.

Mr. MANSFIELD. A tragic mistake.
Mr. TOWgR. President Nixon is get

ting us out in an orderly way. Therefore,
I see no need to impose timetables on
him. If you accept a specified time to get
all American forces out as a condition
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for the North Vietnamese to negotiate
about the prisoners, this is a foolish thing
to do and nothing in history indicates
it will be successful.

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say again
there is a request for the date certain as
well for negotiations seeking to bring
about the release of American POW's.

Again I want to repeat there has been
too much political capital made of the
fate of the POW's. I think they are being
held hostage by North Vietnam until
certain conditions are met in the mean
time.

I will point out that as far as a with
drawal is concerned, President Nixon has
been doing quite well-not as fast as
I would like to see the troops withdrawn
but as of today, based on a release from
Saigon, we have approximately 300,000
troops left there out of something like
546,000 when President Nixon took office.

I anticipate, and I have no knowledge
but I assume, that the day after to
morrow the President is going to an
nounce further substantial withdrawals,
perhaps on an average rate of 12,500 a
month, which is now in effect, and per
haps more. We will have to wait and
see.

But I wish to repeat again the one
sentence which is all-inclusive as to
what the Democratic caucus agreed to
by a vote of about 40 to 13: "To end the
involvement in Indochina and to bring
about the withdrawal of all U.S. forces
and the release of all prisoners in a time
certain."

So there is the end of the war, the
total withdrawal, and the prisoners in
toto, which are considered in this part
of the resolution.

I have no doubt as far as any Member
of this bodY is concerned, be he Democrat
or Republican, but that he wants to see
all of our POW's released, and that he
wants to see us withdraw, lock, stock,
and barrel from South Vietnam. We may
differ on the time, on the date, but we
certainly do not differ on the objective.

What I wanted to do was to just make
the record straight that, as far as the
Democrats are concerned, we do not
want to be accused politically of not
thinking of the fate of the POW's, be
cause they are as close to our hearts as
they are to those of the Republicans
across the aisle.

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1971

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill (S. 581) to amend
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as
amended, to allow for greater expansion
of the export trade of the United States,
to exclude Bank receipts and disburse
ments from the bUdget of the U.S. Gov
ernment, to extend for 3 years the period
within which the Bank is authorized to
exercise its functions, to increase the
Bank's lending authority and its author
ity to issue, against fractional reserves
and against full reserves, insurance, and
guarantees, to authorize the Bank to is
sue for purchase by any, purchaser its
obligations maturing subsequent to June
30, 1976, and for other purposes.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I support

S. 581, a bill to amend the Export-Im
port Act of 1945 to allow for greater ex
pansion of the export trade of the United
States, to exclude Bank receipts and dis
bursements from the bUdget of the U.S.
Government, and for other purposes.

During its 25-year existence, the Ex
imbank has functioned effectively as an
independent corporate agency of the
U.S. Government having as its sole pur
pose the facilitation of exports of U.S.
goods and services for sale in interna
tional markets in exchange for payment
in dollars by overseas customers. In ful
filling this role, the Eximbank has thus
made a valuable contribution in our Gov
ernment's continual struggle to achieve
a favorable balance-of-payments pos
ture. The continued effectiveness of the
Bank's operations, however, is heavily
dependent upon its receiving the in
creased flexibility which S. 581 provides.

The needs of the U.S. export commu
nity are constantly changing, and it is
this fact coupled with the rapidly in
creasing export financing capabilities of
Eximbank's competitors which necessi
tates the increased flexibility.

Inclusion of the Bank in the unified
Federal budget has, however, curtailed
its ability to provide U.S. exporters and
their foreign customers the assurance
that their transactions can be financed
despite sudden and unforeseen fluctua
tions in governmental monetary and fls
cal policies.

Mr. President, the bill now before the
Senate contains important provisions
which will enable the Eximbank to as
sume an even more aggressive role in
providing its vital services. Several of the
provisions have not generated a great
deal of discussion or controversy, and I
shall but briefly mention them: S. 581
amends the Export-Import Bank Act of
1945 to-

First, extend the life of the Bank
from its present expiration date of June
30,1973, to June 30, 1976;

Second, increase the loan, guarantee,
and insurance authority from $13.5 to
$20 billion;

Third, increase the limitation on the
amount of guarantees and insurance
which can be charged on a fractional
reserve basis from $3.5 to $10 billion;

Fourth, clarify in the Bank's charter
its authority to issue debt obligations
with maturities beyond its statutory life
to purchasers in addition to the Secre
tary of the Treasury; and

Fifth, provide that the Bank, insofar
as practicable, shall provide guarantees,
insurance, and extension of credit at
rates and on terms and conditions which
are reasonably competitive with those
offered by its principal trading competi
tors.

While these foregoing provisions are
generally well accepted, there are other
proposed changes in this bill which have
precipitated a great deal of debate.

The provision causing the most con
cern is that one which amends section
2(a) of the act to provide that the
receipts and disbursements of the Bank
be excluded from the totals of the budget
of the U.S. Government.

Those who oppose exclusion of the
Bank from the strictures of the unified

budget voice the fear that its exclusion
will prompt other Federal agencies to
follow the same course. Attention, there
fore, must be directed to the unique sta
tus of the Bank which differentiates it
from other agencies of our Government:

First. Eximbank does not and will not
require annual appropriations;

Second. Eximbank pays substantial
dividends to the U. S. Treasury each year
and has accumulated substantial re
serves which insure its continuing op
erations and added income to meet its
needs;

Third. Repayment of Eximbank lend
ing has a 100-percent favorable effect
upon our balance of payments. Repay
ments of both principal and interest are
always made by non-U.S. entities in dol
lars; and

Fourth. Eximbank always loans upon
commercial terms. Thus, the very unique
ness of the scope of operations of the
Eximbank places it apart from the other
Federal agencies.

Mr. President, budgetary accounting
anomalies and convention have ob
structed severely the export financing
potentials of Eximbank at a time of dem
onstrated need for competitive export
credit. The very nature of the present
operations of the Bank, characterized by
high activity, requires that its disburse
ments exceed collections. These loan
disbursements are accounted for in the
budget as outlays or expenditures rather
than loans receivable. Therefore, de
spite the fact that the moneys disbursed
will be repaid with interest over a pe
riod of time, the requirements of the
budget dictate that they be recorded as
"net lending outlays," thus a negative
impact on the budget. Removal of the
Bank from the budget would correct this
accounting procedure which can only be
termed an anomaly.

It should be noted that removal of the
Bank's operations from the budget would
not alter the congressional review which
presently exists as regards to level of
Eximbank activity. This review centers
first on the overall limitation 011 the
bank's operations during its 5-year life as
recommended by the House and Senate
Banking Committees and approved by
the Congress in the Bank's enabling leg
islation, and second, upon the specific
annual authorization and expense ceil
ings as recommended each year by the
Appropriations Committees of each
house.

In addition, to provide further assur
ance that the Congress is informed of
the operations of the Bank, S. 581 re
quires that the President report annually
to the Congress the amount at net lend
ing of the Bank which would be included
in the totals of the budget if the Bank's
activities were not excluded. Thus, there
will continue to be full annual disclos
ure of the Bank's operations.

Mr. President, S. 581 contains a provi
sion which would amend the Fino amend
ment to permit Eximbank to support
those exports to, or for use in, Eastern
European countries which have been
licensed or approved by the Office of Ex
port Control in the Department of Com
merce only if the President determines,
pursuant to the requirement contained
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in section (2) (b) (2) of the Bank's Act
Tower-Hickenlooper amendment - that
the transaction would be in the national
interest, and he so reports that deter
mination to the Senate and the House of
Representatives.

Thus, the Bank would be prohibited
from supporting any U.s. export to, or
which would be transshipped through
any other country for use by or in, a
country with which the United States is
engaged in armed cantlict. A Presidential
determination of national interest would
stiil be required, however, before the
Bank could support any export for sale
or lease to any Communist country.

By returning to the President the au
thority to"determine that export-import
assistance might be given in certain in
stances not possible under present law,
the Congress shall be assuring him the
tlexibility he must have in order to pur
sue an expansionary export program
when and only when such expansion will
not compromise our national security.

Mr. President, if the Export-Import
Bank is to effectively pursue its objective
of increasing U.S. exports of goods and
services, it must be given the increased
tlexibility and capacity contained in the
provisions of S. 581.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield
back all my time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
yield back whatever time I have.

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I
yield back my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
on the bill has been yielded back.

The question is on passage. The yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. I announce

that the Senator from New Mexico (Mr.
ANDERSON), the Senator from Indiana
(Mr. BAYH) , the Senators from Nevada
(Mr. BIBLE and Mr. CANNON), the Sena
tor from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the Sena
tor from Indiana (Mr. HARTKE) , the Sen
ator from South Carolina (Mr. HOL
LINGS), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HUGHES), the Senator from Louisiana
(Mr. LONG), the Senator from Washing
ton (Mr. MAGNUSON). the Senator from
South Dakota (Mr. McGOVERN), the Sen
ator from utah (Mr. Moss), the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBI
COFF) , the Senator frrom Missouri (Mr.
SYMINGTON), and the Senator from Cali
fornia (Mr. TUNNEY) are necessarily ab
sent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Virginia (Mr. BYRD), the Senator
from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON), and the
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. MON
TOYA) are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
North Carolina (Mr. JORDAN) is absent
because of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from Wash
ington (Mr. MAGNUSON), the Senator
from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. RIB1
COFF) , the Senator from California (Mr.
TuNNEY), the Senator from Iowa (Mr.
HUGHES), the Senator from North Caro
lina (Mr. JORDAN) would each vote "yea."

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT) , the
Senator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY).
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. COOK),
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. FONG) , the
Senator from Ohio (Mr. TAFT), and the
Senator from South Carolina (Mr. THUR
MOND) are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE) is
absent on official business.

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLD
WATER) and the Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because of
illness.

Also the Senator from Tennessee (Mr.
BAKER), the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. DOMINICK), and the Senator from
Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER) are neces
sarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the Senator
from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY), the Sen
ator from Kentucky (Mr. COOK), the
Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
MUNDT), the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
TAFT) and the Senator from South Caro
lina (Mr. THURMOND) would each vote
"yea."

The result was announced-yeas 67,
nays I, as follows:

[No. 40 Leg.]
YEAS-67

Aiken Fulbright Muskle
Allen Gambrell Nelson
Allott Griffin Packwood
Beall Gurney Pearson
Bellmon Hansen Pell
Bentsen Harris Percy
Boggs Hart Prouty
Brock Hatfield Randolph
Brooke Hruska Roth
Burdick Humphrey Schwelker
Byrd, W. Va. Inouye Scott
Case Jackson Smith
Chiles Javlts Sparkman
Church Jordan, Idaho Spong
Cooper Kennedy Stennis
Cotton Mansfield Stevens
Cranston Mathias Stevenson
Curtis McClellan Talmadge
Dole McGee Tower
Eastland McIntyre Wllliams
Ellender Metcalf Young
Ervin Miller
Fannin Mondale

NAYS-l
Proxmlre

NOT VOTING-32
Anderson Fong' Moss
Baker Goldwater Mundt
Bayh Gravel Pastore
Bennett Hartke Rlblco1!
Bible Holllngs Saxbe
Buckley Hughes Symington
Byrd, Va. Jordan, N.C. Taft
Cannon Long Thurmond
Cook Magnuson Tunney
Dominick McGovern Welcker
Eagleton Montoya

So the bill (S. 581) was passed, as
follows:

S. 581
Be it enacted. by th.e Senate and. House 01

Representatives 01 the United. states 01
America in Congress assembled., That the
Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as amended
(12 U.S.C. 635) is amended-

(a) By inserting "(1)" immediately after
"SEC. 2. (a)" of such Act, and by adding at
the end thereof the following new para
graph:

.. (2) The receipts and disbursements of the
Bank in the discharge Of its functions shall
not be included in the totals of the budget
of the United States Government and shall
be exempt from any annual expenditure and
net lending (budget outlays) limitations Im
posed on the budget of the United States

Gove~ent. In accordance with the provi
sions of the Governnient Corporation Con
trol .,!\ct, the President·. shall transmit an
nually to the Congress a bUdget for program
activities and for admlnistrative expenses of
the Bank. The President shall report an
nually to the Congress the amount of net
lending of the Bank which would be in
clUded In the totals of the bUdget of the
United States Government 1! the Bank's ac
tivities were not excluded from those totals
as a. result of this section:'

(b) Section 2(c) (1) of such Act Is amend
ed by striking out "$3,500,000,000" and in
s·}rting In lieu thereof "$10,000,000,000",

(c) Bectlon 7 of such Act Is amended by
striking out "$13,500,000,000" and inserting
in lieu thereof "$20,000,000,000".

(dl Sectlon 8 of such Act Is amended by
striking out "June 30, 1973" and Inserting in
lieu thereof "June 30, 1976", and by Inserting
Immediately following the words "secretary
of the Treasury" "or any other purchasers".

(el Section 2(b) (3) of the Export-Import
Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635(b) (3» 15
amended to read as follows:

"(3) The ;Bank shall not guarantee, In
sure, or extend credit, or participate in the
extension of credit In connection With (A)
the purchase of any product, technical data,
or other Information by a national or agency
of any nation which engages in armed con
flict, declared or otherwise, with the Armed
Forces of the United States, or (B) the pur
chase by any nation (or national or agency
thereof) of any product, technical data, or
other information Which is to be used prin
cipally by or In any such nation described in
SUbparagraph (Al. The Bank shall not guar
antee, insure, or extend credit, or participate
in the extension of credit in connection with
the purchase of any product, technical data,
or other information by a national or agency
of any nation 1! the President determines
that any such transaction would be contrary
to the national interest:'

(f) Section 2(b) of the Export-Import
Bank Act of 1945 (12 U.S.C. 635(b» is
amended by adding at the end. of paragraph
(1) the following: "In the exercise of its
functions the Bank shall, Insofar as feasible
and practicable, provIde guarantees, Insur
ance, and extensions of credit at rates and on
terms and conditions which are reasonably
competitive With the Government-supported
rates, terms, and other conditions available
for the flnancing of exports from the prin
cipal countries whose exporters compete With
United States exporters:'

SEC. 2. The President shall, within thirty
days after enactment of this Act, report to
the Congress the amount by which the an
nual expenditure and net lending limitation
imposed on the bUdget of the United States
Government by title V of the Second Sup
plemental Appropriations Act, 1970, will be
reduced as a result of the amendment made
by section l(a) of this Act.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the bill was passed.

Mr. MONDALE. I move· to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may
I extend the thanks of a grateful Senate
to the distinguished senior Senator from
Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN) and to the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. MONDALE) for their handling of
the EXpOrt-Import Bank measure. Its
overwhelming acceptance by the Senate
speaks abundantly for· the quality of
their advocacy and legislative skill.

As the chairman of the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and· Urban Affairs,
Senator SPARKMAN has again demon-
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strated his .most effective leadership.
Senator. MONDALE'S presentation of the
proposal in the Chamber is to be com
mended particularly. Together their
strong support assured the Senate's
near-unanimous approval.

To be commended equally for his co
operative support is the distinguished
Senator from Oregon (Mr. PACKWOOD).
He, too, exhibited most effective advo
cacy. Other Senators similarly should
be thanked for contributing their own
strong and sincere views to the discus
sion. The distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) falls into this
category. He urged his amendment with
the greatest skill and sincerity. The
distinguished Senator from Colorado
(Mr. ALLOTT) and others are to be
thanked similarly.

The passage of this proposal repre
sents another outstanding achievement
for the Senate obtained expeditiously
and with full regard for the views of all
Senators.

QUORUM CALL
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk

will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call

the roll.
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection. it is so ordered.

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE SECRE
TARY OF AGRICULTURE TO CLAS
SIFY WILDERNESS AREAS IN
MONTANA
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 54, S. 484.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROCK). The bill will be stated by title.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

A b1ll (S. 484) to authorize and direct
the secretary of Agriculture to classify as
wilderness the national forest lands known
as the Lincoln Back Country, and parts of
the Lewis and Clark and Lolo National For
ests, in Montana, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, this
bill passed the Senate tv.-ice before unan
imously.

I ask unanimous consent that an ex
cerpt from the report which accompa
nied the reporting of this bill be printed
at this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

PultPOSE

This b1ll, S. 484, woul~ add approximately
240,500 acres in three national forests in
Montana to the National Wllderness Preserva
tion System established by the WUderness
Act of 1964 (78 Stat, 890). The lands in
volved embrace parts of the Helena, Lewis

and Clark, and Lolo National Forests, which
straddie the Continental Divide in central
western Montana. While this has sometimes
been known as the Lincoln-Scapegoat Back
Country, it ls more popUlarly referred to as
the Lincoln Back Country.

Sponsored by Senators Metcalf and Mans
field, S, 484 directs the Secretary of Agri
cuIture to classify specifically designated
tracts in the area as wilderness, which would
in effect combine the Lincoln Back Coun
try with the existing Bob Marshall Wilder
ness.

THE AREA

The Lincoln Back Country is typical of the
scenic grandeur that is reflected in Mon
tana's motto "The Big Sky Country." It
contains vast, unhroken spaces, gUttering
mountains, deep forests, and flashing clear
lakes and streams, It is described hy the
Sierra Club as a "friendly wilderness," con
taining "an environment essential to the
survival of the griZZly hear population and
other big-game animals. Native cutthroat
trout, an increasingly scarce game resource,
is also found in substantial amounts."

Other WildlIfe and fish of a rare or en
dangered nature abound in the undiBturhed
mountains, meadows, and waters, and the
opportunities for ecological research are
highly regarded by wooded rolllng lands
studded With mountain lakes. Several nearby
high but relatively accessible points such as
Red Mountain, Pyramid,.and Olsen Peaks add
opportunities for zestful, rewarding climbs.
This portion of the area, although possessing
true wild character, ls readily available to
easy family hiking and saddle-horse trips.

The north-central portion In contrast is
characterized by spectacular relatively remote
peaks, high ridges, and Intervening canyons.
These present a true challenge for those who
wish to spend a little more time and effort
to sample the more rugged aspects of wilder
ness, Here the great Scapegoat Mountain
complex dominates the scene. The alpine
tundra of Its highlandS presents a unique
climax to the most adventurous type of
wilderness travel. Short, relatively easy back
country trips are available on the far north
ern end and much of the eastern side of the
area.

As mentioned above, the Lincoln-Scapegoat
region, with Its relatively undlsturhed en
Vironment, represents ideal living space for
a unique variety of game animals, birds, and
fish. An important segment of Montana's
remnant griZZly bear popUlation has found
this place much to Its liking.

Elk, mountain sheep, goats, deer, and
moose are also there and depend, in many
important respects, upon the relatively re
mote character of the land for their Uvlng
requirements and even survival. The rare
west slope cutthroat trout Is well suited to
Its cold, clear streams and the lighter fishing
pressure of trail access country. Along with
the Montana grayling the area supports a
variety of fish that add much to the joy of
visiting thls unique reglon. Ptarmigan, a
seldom seen grouse of the alpine environ
ment, adds special Interest to the Interesting
bird life of the area. Thus, a pleasing variety
in the topography, vegetative cover, and ani
mal life blend In making the Lincoln Back
country an Ideal area for meaningful wilder
ness classification,

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

In the 90th Congress, Senators Metcalf and
Mansfield introduced this blll as S. 1121, and
field hearings were conducted on the meas·
ure at Great Falls, Mont., on September 23,
1968, with overwhelming support evidenced
for the proposal. Reintroduced as S, 412,
hearings were held In Washington on Febru
ary 7, 1969, and the blll passed the Senate
without amendment on May 29, 1969. The
House, however, did not act because of the
lack of a completed mineral survey. The
survey has now heen completed, and shows

that although 131 mining claims were lo
cated In the area, no ore Is known to have
been produced from them, Veins containing
copper are reportedly too low in average
grade to be mined economically at present,
but are Ukely to be further explored, said
the report, which is summarized later.

MONTANA LEGISLATURE ACTS

The Montana Legislature this year enacted
a joint resolution urging that the Lincoln
Back Country he designated as wilderness.
A copy of the memorial follows In this report.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Careful consideration was given alternative
proposals presented during the hearings, in
clUding that of the Forest Service for a
type of modified multiple use. The commit
tee became convinced, however, that the
Lincoln Back Country Is too fragile, both
geologically and ecologically, to permit the
driving through of roads, and construction
of permanent roadside and camping fac1l1ties
as proposed.

COSTS

There wlll be no additional costs to the
GoveTnment as the result of the enactment
of this b1ll.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

In enacting the Wilderness Act (Publlc
Law 88-577) , the Congress clearly reserved to
itself the ultimate authority to act With
respect to enlargement of the wilderness sys
term it created. section 3, article IV, of the
Federal Constitution imposes such a respon
sihlllty on Congress.

In this instance, the committee unani
mously recommends that Congress exerclse
Its power and include In the system an area
It finds uniquely qualified for inclusion and
thus preserve the Lincoln Back Country's
rare and fragile features for the physical en
Joyment, the spiritual refreshment. and the
enrichment of the life of this geneTation and
future generations,

The proposal has the hacking of the entire
congressional delegation from Montana.
MINERAL SURVEY SUMMAaY AND MONTANA

LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION

Following is the summary of the report on
the mineral resources of the Lincoln Back
Country, Mont., by the U.S. Geological Survey
and the U.S. Bureau of Mines, and a joint
resolution of the senate and House of Rep;re
sentatives of the State of Moutana,

MINERAL RESOURCES OF THE LINCOLN BACK
COUNTRY AREA, POWELL AND LEWIS AND
CLARK COUNTIES, MONT.!

SUMMARY

A mineral survey of the Lincoln Back
Country Area was made by the U.S. Geologi
cal Survey and the U.S. Bureau of Mines dur
ing the summer of 1970; the U.S, Geological
Survey made an aeromagnetic survey in 1966
and a gravity survey In 1970. The area, about
375 square miles, Iles about 45 miles north
west of Helena and about 59 miles north
east of MISSOUla, Mont. Sedimentary rocks
of Precamhrian (Belt Supergroup), Cam
brian, Devonian, and Mississippian ages
crop out in the area. The Precambrian rocks
have been intruded by diorite" sllls of Pre
cambraln age, sills of uncertain age of mon
zonite to andesite composition, and apllte
dikes of probable Cretaceous age. In addi
tion there are small exposure of tuff of Ter
tiary age. The rocks, except for the tuff, have
heen broken by thrust and normal faults and
are folded in places.

The mineral-resources potential of the area
was evaluated by close examination of the
rocks and mining claims, by geological map
ping, by geochemical sampling, and by aero-

1 By Melville R. Mudge. Robert L. Earhart,
and Kenneth C. Watts, Jr., U.S. Geological
Survey and Ernest T. Tuchek and William L.
Rice, U.S. Bureau of Mines.


