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culture-Environmental and Consumer
Protection programs for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1973, and for other pur
peses; agreed to the conference asked
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr.
MAHON, Mr. WHITTEN, Mr. NATCHER, Mr.
HULL, Ml·. SHIPLEY, Mr. EVANS of Colo
rado, Mr. Bow, Mr. ANDREWS of North
Dakota, Mr. MICHEL, and Mr. SCHERLE
were appointed managers on the part of
the House at the conference.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED
<

The message also announced that the
Speaker had afflxed his signature t{) the
enrolled bill (H.R. 1682) to provide for
deferment of construction charges pay
able by Westlands Water Dist!'ict at
tributable to lands of the Naval Air sta
tion, Lemoore, Calif., included in said
district, and for other purposes.

The enrolled bill was subsequently
signed by the President pro tempore.

PUBLIC WORKS APPROPRIATIONS
APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL
CONFEREES
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this con

cerns a matter in which conferees have
been appointed, and a conference has
been called on H.R. 15586, the public
works appropriations for 1973. I ask
unanimous consent that the names of
the Senator from West Virginia (Mr.
ROBERT C. BYRD) and the Senator from
Colorado (Mr. ALLOTT) be added as con
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BUCKLEY). Without objection, it is so
ordered.

EQUAL EXPORT OPPORTUNITY ACT
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Calen
dar No. 931, S. 3726.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (S. 3726) to extend and amend the

Export Administration Act of 1969 to afford
more eqnal export opportunity, to establish
a Council on International Economic PoliCy,
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, which had
been reported from the Committee on
Foreign Relations with amendments. on
page 11, line 24, after the word "the",
strike out "Committee on Banking, Hous
ing and Urban Affairs of the Senate, the
Committee on Banking and Currency of
the House of Representatives, and the
Joint ECOllomic Committee an" and in
sert "Congress an"; on page 13, line 4,
after "(a)", strike out:

The staff of the Council shall be headed
by an Executive Director who shall be ap
pointed by the PTesident. It shall be the duty
of the Executive Director to-

(1) direct the activities of the Council
staff,

(2) develop the agenda and supporting

materials for C.auncll meetings and review
~Il matters be'!ore the Council, and

(3) establish a work program, including
topics and the selection of individ\lals to
carry out partiCUlar assignments.

And insert:
The staff of the Council shall be headed by

an Executive DiI·ecr.or who sh:til be an assist
ant to the President and direct the Council
staff. He shall keep the Committee on Bank
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs of the Sen
:ite, the Committee on Banking and Currency
of the House of Representatives. the COlll
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate,
the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the
House of Representath'es, and the Joint Eco
nomic Committee fUlly and currently in
formed regarding the activities of the Coun
cil.;

On page 14, after line 22, strike out:
(e) Section 5313 of title 5, United States

Code (relating to positions at level II of the
Executive SchedUle), is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following:

(22) Executive Director, Council on Inter
national Economic Pollcy,

On page 15, after line 2, insert a new
section, as follows:

S"C. 209. The provisions of this title II shall
expire on June 30, 1973, unless extended by
legislation enactcd by the Congress.

At the beginning of line 7, cbange the
section nwnber from "209" to "210";
and, in line 9, after "1973", strike out
the comma and "and not to exceed $1,
600,000 for fiscal year 1974"; so as to
make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives Of the united States of
A merica in Congress assembled,

TITLE I-AMENDMENTS TO THE EXPORT
ADMINISTRATION ACT OF 1969

SEC. 101. TIlis title may be cited as the
"Equal Export Opportunity Act".

SEC. 102. Section 2(3) of the Export Ad
ministration Act of 1969 is amended by in
serting before the period at the end thereof a
comma and the following: "partiCUlarly when
export restrictions applied by the Unitert
states are Inore extensive than export I'e
strictions imposed.by countries with which
the United States has defense treaty com
mitlnents".

SEC, 103. Section 3 of the Export Adminis
tmtion Act of 1969 is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following:

"(6) It is the policy of the United States
that the desirability of subjecting, or con
tinuing to subject, particular articles, mn.te
rials, or supplies, including technical data or
other information, to United States export
controls should be determined after review
by and consultation with representatives of
appropl'iate Unitert States Government agen
cies and qualified experts from private in
dustry."

S"C. 104. Section 4(b) of the Export Ad
ministration Act of 1969 is amended-

(1) b~'lnserting"(l)"after"(b)";and
(2) by adding at the end thereof the fol

lowing new paragraphs:
"(2) The Secretary of Commerce, in co

operation with appropriate United States
Government departments and agencies and
the appropriate technic.l1 advisory conilllit
tees established under section 5(c), shall un
dertake an investigation t.a determine which
articles, materials, and supplies, including
technical data and other information, should
nO longer be subject to export controls be
cause of their significance to the national
security of the United States. Notwithstand
ing the provlsions·of paragraph (1), the sec
retary of Commerce 1illall remove unilateral
export controls on the export from the United

States Of articles, materials, or supplies, in
clUding technlcaldata. or other information.
which he determlnes are avallable without
restriction from -sources outside the United
States in significant quantities and com
parable in quality to those produced in the
United States, eltcept that any such control
may remain in effect if the secretary of
Commerce determines that adequate eVidence
has been presented to hun demonstrating
that the absence of such a cortrol would con
stitute n. threat to the national security of
the United States, The nature of such evi
dence shall be included in the special report
required by paragraph (4).

"(3) In conducting the investigation re
ferred to in paragraph (2) and in taking the
action required under such paragraph, the
Secretary of Commerce shall give priority to
those controls which apply to artiCles, mate
rials, and supplies, including tecbnical data
and other information, for which there are
significant potential export markets.

"(4) Not later than six months after the
date of enactment of the Equal Export Oppor
tunity Act, the Secretary of Commerce shall
submit to the President and to the Con
gress a special report of actions taken under
paragraphs (2) and (3). Such report shall
contain-

"(A) a list of any articles, materials, and
supplies, including technical data and other
Information, which are subject under this Act
to export controls greater than those imposed
by nations with which the United States has
defense treaty commitments, and the reasons
for such greater controls; and

"(H) a list of any procedures applicable to
export licensing in the United States which
are more burdensome than similar procedures
utilized in nations with which the United
States has defense treaty commitments, and
the reasons for retaining such procedures in
their present form.".

SEC. 105. section 5 of the Export Adminis
tration Act of 1969·is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following:

"(c) (1) The Secretary of Commerce sball
appoint a technical advisory coinmitteetor.
each group of articles, materials, and sup
plies, inCluding technical data and other
information, which-

"(A) is or may be made subject to export
controls because. of its significance to the
national security of the United States; and

"(H) is difficult to evaluate for teclmical
or strategic reasons.
Each such committee shall consist of rep
resentatives of United States industry and
government who may be appointed for terms
of not more than two years. No person serv
ing on any such committee who is representa
tive of industry shall serve on such commit
tee for more than two consecutive years.

"(2) It shall be the duty and function of
the tecJmical advisory committees established
under paragraph (1) to advise and assist the
Secretary of Commerce and any other de
partment. agency, or official of the Govern
ment of the United States to which the Pres
Ident has delegated power, authority, and
discretion under section 4(d) with respect to
actions designed to carry out the policy set
forth in section 3 of this Act. Such commit
tees shall be consulted with respect to the
level. of .United States export controls ap
plicable to all articles, materials, or supplies,
including technical data or other informa
tion, and including those whose export is
SUbject to mUltilateral controls undertaken
in cooperation with nations with which the
United States has defense treaty commit
ments. Such committees shall also be COll
suited arid kept fUlly informed of progress
with respect to the investigation reqUired
by section 4(b) (2) of this Act, Nothing in
this subSection shall prevent the Secretary
from cOrulUJ'ting;'at·any time, with any per~

son representing industry or the general pUb
lic regardless of whether such person is a
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member of a technical ad\'lsory committee,
Members of the public shall be given a rea
sonable opportunity, pursuant t-o regulations
prescribed by the Secretary of Commerce, to
present evidence to such committees,

"(3) Any member of any such committee
who is not an officer or employee of the
United States shall be entitled to receive
compensation at not to exceed the daily rate
prescribed for G8-18 of the General Schedule
under section 5332 of title 5, United States
Code, during such time as he is engaged in
the performance of his dutles as a member,
Each member may be reimbursed for travel,
subsistence, and other necessary experu;es In
curred In connection with his duties as a
member,

"(4) Each such committee shall elect a
chairman, and shall meet at the call of the
Chairman but not less often than four times
each year:'

SEC, 106. Section 14 of the Export Adminis
tration Aot of 1969 is amended by striking out
"August I, 1972" and inserting in lieu thereof
"June 30, 1974".

SEC. 107. Nothing in this title shall be
construed to require the release or publica
tion ot Information which Is classified pur
suant to Executive order or to affect the
confidentiality safeguards provided in section
7(c) of the Export Administration Act of
1969.
TITLE II-COUNCIL ON INTERNATIONAL

ECONOMIC POLICY
SHORT TITLE

SEC, 201. This title may be cited as the
"International Economic Policy Act ot 1972".

STATEMENT OF PURPOSES

SEC. 202. It Is the purpose ot this title to
proVide for closer Federal interagency coordi
nation In tl1e' development of a more ra
tional and orderly international economic
policy for the United States.

FINDINGS AND POLICY

SEC. 203. The Congress finds that there
are many activities undertn.ken by various
departments, agencies, and Instrumentalities
of the Federal Government Which, in the
aggregate, constitute the domestic and inter
national economic policy of the United
States. The Congress further finds that the
objectives of the United States with respect
to a sound and purposeful international
economic policy can be better accomplished
through the closer coordination of (1)
domestic and foreign economic activity, and
(2) in particular, that economic behavior
Which, taken together, constitutes United
States international economic policy. There
fore this Act establishes a Council on Inter
national Economic Policy which will pro
vide for-

(A) a clear top le\'el focus for the full
range of International economic Issues; deal
with international economic policies includ
Ing trade, investment, balance of payments,
Ilnd finance as a coherent whole;

(B) consistency between domestic and
foreign economic policy; and

(C) close coordination with basic foreign
polley objectives.
TIle Congress intends that the Council shall
be provided with the opportunity to (i) in
restlgate problems with respect to the
coordination, Implementation, and long
range development of international economic
policy, and (II) make appropriate findings
and recommendations for the purpose of
assisting In the development of a rational
and orderly international economic pollcy
for the United States.

CREATION OF COUNCIL ON INTERNATIONAL
ECONOMIC POLICT

SEC. 204, There Is created in the EKecuti..e
Office of the President a Councll on Inter
national Economic Polley (hereinafter
referred to in this title as the ("Councn").

MEMBERSHIP

SEC. 205 The Council shall be composed of
tIlfl following members and such additional
members as the President may designate:

(1) The President.
(2) TIle Secretary of State.
(3) The secretary of the Treasury.
(4) The secretary of Defense.
(5) The Secretary of Agriculture.
(6) The Secretary of Commerce.
(7) TIle Secretary of Labor.
(8) The Director of the Office of Manage

ment and Bttdget.
(9) The Chairman of the Council of Eco

nomic Advisers.
(10) The Special Representative for Trade

Negotiations.
The President shall be the Chairman of the
Council and shall preside Ol'er the meetings
of the Council; in his absence he may desig
nate a member of the Council to preside in his
place.

DUTIES OF THE COUNCIL

SEC. 206. Subject to the direction of the
President. and In addition to performing
snch other functions as he may direct, it
shall be the duty of the Council to-

(1) assist and advice the President in the
preparation of the International Report re
quired under section 207;

(2) review the activities and the policies
of the United States Government which in
directly or directly relate to international
economics amI, for the purpose of making
recommendations to the President In con
nection therewith, consider with some degree
of speclttclty the substance and scope of the
International economic policy of the United
Sta.tes, whlcl1 consideration sha.ll include eK
amlnatlon of the economic activities of (A)
the various agencies, departments, and in
strumentalities of the Federal OO\'ernment,
(B) the several States, and (C) private In
dustry;

(3) collect, analyze, and evaluate author
Itative information, current and prospective,
concerning international economic n1atters;

(4) consider policies and programs for co
ordinating the activities of all the depart
ments and agencies of the United States
with one another for the purpose of accom
plishing a more consistent international
economic policy, and make recommendations
to the President in connection thereWith;

(5) continuall~' assess the progress and
effectiveness of Federal efforts to carry out
a consistent International economic policy;
and

(6) make recommendations to the Presi
dent for domestic and foreign programs
which wtll promote a more consistent in
ternational economic policy on the part of
the United states and private Industry. Rec
ommendations under this paragraph shall
inClude, but shall not be limited to, policy
proposals relating to monetaI1' mechanisms,
foreign Investment, trade, the balance of
payments, foreign aid, taKes, international
tourism and aviation, and international
treaties and agreements relating to all such
matters, In addition to other appropriate
objectives, such policy proposals shoul,l be
developed with a view toward-

(A) strengthening the United States com
pet1til'e position in world trade;

(B) achieving eqUilibrium In internation
al payment accounts of the United States:

(C) Increasing exports of goods and serv
ices:

(D) protecting and improving the earn
ings of foreign investments;

(E) achieving freedom of mO\'ement of
people, goods, capital, information. and tech
nology on a reciprocal and worldwide basis;
and

(F) increasing the real employment and
income of workers and consumers on the
basis of international economic activity,

REPORT

SEC. 207. (a) The President shall transmit
to the Congress an annual repo!"L on the in
ternational economic position of the United
States. Such report (hereinafter referred to
as the "International Economic Report")
shall be submitted not later than slKty days
after the beginning of each regular session
of the Congress, and shall include-

(1) information and statistics describing
characteristics of International economic ac
tivity and Identifying significant current and
foreseeable trends and developments;

(2) a review of the international economic
program of the Federal Governlnent and a
review of domestic and foreign economic con
ditions and other significant matters affect
ing the balance of International payments
of the United States and of their effect Oll the
international trade. investment, financial,
and monetary position of the United States;
and

(3) a program for carrying out the poliCy
objectIves of this title, together with such
recommendations for legislation as he may
deem necessary or desirable.

(b) The President may transmit from time
to time to the Congress reports supplemen
tary to the International Economic Report,
each of which may Include such supplemen
tary or revised recomemndations as he may
deem necessary or desirable to achieve the
purposes and pollcy objectives set forth in
this title,
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR AND STAl'F OF THE COUNCIL

SEC. 208. (a) The staff of the Council shall
be headed by an Executive Director who shall
be an assistant to the President and direct
the Council staff. He shall keep the Commit
tee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs
of the Senate, the Committee on Banking
and Currency of the House of Representa
tives, the Committee on Foreign Reiations
of the Senate, the Committee on Foreign
AtIalrs of the House of Representatives, arid
the Joint Economic Committee fUlly and
currently Informed regarding the activities
of the Council.

(b) (1) With the approval Of the CounCil,
the Executive Director may appoint and fix
the compensation of s\lch staff personnel
as he deems necessary. Except as provided
in paragraph (2), the statI of the Council
shall be appointed SUbject to the provisions
of title 5, United States Code. governing
appointments in the competitive service, and
shall be paid in accordance wIth the pro
visions of chapter 51 and subchapter TIl of
chapter 53 of such title rela t1ng to classificR
tlon and General SchedUle pay rates.

(2) With the approval of the Council, UlC
Executive Director may appoint and fix the
compensation of one ofticer at a rate of basic
compensation not to exceed the rate pro
vided for level IV of the Federnl Executil'e
Salary Schedule, and appoint and fix the
compensation of two officers at rntes of basic
compensation not to exceed the ra Le pro
vided for level V of the Federal ExccutlH'
Salary Schedule.

(c) With the approval of the Councll, the
Executive Director may procure temporar.,
and Intermittent services to the same extenl
as Is authorized by section 3109 of title ;"
United States Code, at rates not to exe"",1
tile dally eqUivalent. of thc mte pro\-ided fOf

08-18.
(d) Upon request of the Executi\'e Di

rector, the head of any Federal agency i'
authorized to detail. on a reimbursable basis.
any of its personnel to the Council to assist
it In carrying out Its duties lmder this title.

(e) Section 5313 of title 5, Ulnted States
Code (relating to positions at level II of the
Executive Schedule), is amended by addiug
at the end thereof the follov;lng:

SEC. 209. The pro\'wlons of this title II
shall expire on June 30. 1973, unless ex-
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tended by legislation enacted by the Con
gress.

AUTHORIZATION FOR APPROPRIATIONS

SEC. 210. For the purpose of carrying out
the provisions of this title, there are author
ized to be appropriated not to exceed
$1,400,000 for fiscal year 1973.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, the Senate will now proceed to
debate the bill, S. 3726. Opening state
ments will be made. Senators may call
up amendments. If debate on such
amendments should l'each its termina
tion prior to the time the delegation has
returned <from Louisiana, the leader
ship "'ill have any yea and nay votes
laid over until the delegation has re
turned and the votes would occur fol
lowing the scheduled votes on the three
amendments by Mr. JACKSON, Mr.
CRANSTON, and Mr. HARTKE, respective
ly; votes in relation to S. 3726 may even
go over until the second track is reached
tomorrow, but, in any event, no votes
will occur until the delegation has re
turned later today.

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, on the
bill, S. 3726, to extend the Export Ad
ministration Act, there are a couple of
amendments that have been agreed to.
I ask the Senator from West Virginia
(Mr. RoBERT C. BYRD) if we have an
agreement on amendments, there is no
reason not to go ahead and act on them,
is there, by voice vote; or does the Sena
tor want to withhold action on any
amendment?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I am glad
that the distinguished Senator from
Tennessee asked that question. Certain
lY there will be no intention to delay
action on any amendments which can
be decided by a voice vote.

Mr. BROCK. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, 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. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask unani

mous consent that the ol'der for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I take this
time to talk on title I of the bill, the
Export Control Administration Extension
Act. In the committee, I sponsored in
title I of the bill sections called the Equal
Export Opportunity Act because I do not
believe that U.S. exporters should suffer
any longer from a masochistic policy of
retaining excessive export controls. Econ
omists often speak of nontariff barriers
to trade by which countries limit the
penetration of imports into their domes
tic markets. By continuing to control the
export of many items which are not of
strategic value and are not controlled by
our foreign competitors the United States
has been perpetur.ting a nontariff trade
barrier against its own products.

Tllis banier effectively contlibutes to
our unfortunate econonlic performance
in Eastern Europe. In 1970, the U.S.
share of the world mal'ket was 16 per
cent, but our share of the Eastern Euro
pean market was only 3 percent.

The U.S. trade deficit through APlil
1972 was a record $2.1 billion. Despite
some recent improvement, our unem
ployment rate is still unacceptably high.
Under these circmn.stances, we can ill
afford to let our export control program
augment the trade deficit and eliminate
American jobs by creating an advantage
for \Vestenl European and Japanese
manufacturers.

In our committee's hearings on the
Export Administration Act, the admin
istration witness rightly pointed out that
progress toward liberalizing the export
control system has been made since the
enactment of the act in 1969. This ad
ministration has gone further in the
direction of decontrolling exports to
Eastern Europe than any previous ad
lninistration. The number of items which
have been decontrolled since 1969 has
been substantial. Unfortunately, how
ever, many of these were low technology
articles for which there is little foreign
demand. Some of the machine tools re
cently decontrolled are no longer ever
manufactured in the United States. By
contrast, the liberalization of controis
applying to items involVing a higher level
of technology has been slow. For exam
ple, the Commerce Department was re
luctant to grant a license for selling
printed circuit boards to Bulgaria, even
though such circuit boards are freely
available in Eastern Europe and have
been used in telephones and radios since
the late 1950's. The Department agreed
to allow the company to export the cir
cuit board only if the company could
document in advance the end use of ev
ery single one of them. That arrange
ment was not o';erly practical, since cir
cuit boards can be used in many ways
and the number of circuit boards in an
individual order can be in the hundreds
of thousands.

Of all our exportable materials, the
Eastern Europeans are most interested
in those involvin'g much lligher technol
ogy than circuit boards. Partly because
of excessive export controls on such
goods, however, the United States has
sold few of them in Easteln Europe.
For example, in 1969, the U.S. share of
the world market for high technology,
electrical measuring and control instru
ments was 36 percent: In Eastern Eu
rope it was 7 pel'cent, less than half
that of the United Kingdom, West Ger
many, or France.

Our failure to solve all of our export
control problems under the Export Ad
ministration Act is further reflected in
the fact that U.S. exports to Eastern
Europe as a percentage of Cocom ex
ports to Eastern Europe decreased fl'om
4.35 percent in 1967 to about 4 percent
in 1971. A review of Commerce Depart
ment actions and export record in East
ern Europe indicates clearly that mod
ernization of our export control system is
far from complete.

At this time the United States controls
495 classifications of good technol
ogy by multilateral-Cocom-agreement
with our allies. In addition, the Ullited
States chooses to retain unilateral con
trols on 4t:l classifications t:'f goods a.nd
technology. The United States is the only

Cocom" country which controls the ex
port of a 'significantly greater number of
items than those which the Cocom agrees
to control multilaterallY.

Some of the items under unilateral
control are eventually granted export
licenses, but the delay and uncel·tainty
in the licensing process often cost Amer
ican exporters sales even when this hap
pens. Twenty-six percent of the applica
tions for export licenses to Eastern
Europe, involving many of the high
technology items in which the Eastern
Europeans are most interested, took more
than 15 working da~'s to process.

To the extent that the problems re
lating to the licensing process are more
acute in the United States than in the
other Cocom countries, American ex
porters are placed at a disadvantage to
the Cocom exporters even when the ex
portable item t: Cocom controlled. Many
representatives of the American indus
tries have voiced the opinion that our
export licensing process does impose more
costs, uncertainty, and delays than ex
porters from other Cocom countries suf
fer. Our Cocom competitors allegedly
even provide advantages to their ex
porters by giving them a better idea of
which licensing applications will receive
favorable action, referring their applica
tions for exceptions t( Cocom reg
ulations to the Cocom with less pre
liminary screening requiring less doc
umentation regarding the end use of the
item to be exported, imposing less strin
gent requirements for insuring that an
item is never diverted for strategic use,
granting more liberal licensing provi
sions 101' supplying spare parts, and in
several othel' ways.

Delays in the U.S. processing system
have been clippling at times. Some
export license applications have lan
guished for months-some for more than
a year-while the Government debated
whether to' allow U.S. participation in
Russian truck plants. Even where there
is no major political issue raised by an
application, it can take months to secure
a license for equipment subject to uni
lateral controls. The licensing process is
expensive and frustrating, particularly
for the small company not familiar with
current practices and procedures.

I realize "that part of the reason for
this program is that the Office of Export
Control is understaffed and under
fUnded. IiI addition, delays are often
the fault of other agencies represented
on the Advisory" Committee for Export
Policy. I hope that administrative
changes will be made-to afford export
control operations higher priOlity in
Commerce Department funding and per
sonnel planning and to speed up the
workings of the Advisory Commit
tee for Export Policy. The most effec
tive solution for the licensing problem,
however, is the same solution that is
needed for problems arising from ex
cessive unilateral controis. All export
controls should be removed except where
control is clearly necessary or pm'suRnt
to international agreement. The Equal
Export Opportunity Act would clearly
push the Comn:ierc~ Department in this
direction. It \v6uld amend the Export
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Administration Act to require· prompt
decontrol of unilateral U.s. export con
trols which arc not necessary to protect
our national security.

Upon the enactment of the amend
ment, the Commerce Department would
head up a studY to determine which
goods and technology should be con
trolled. Goods and technology for which
there is a significant export market
would be given priority in the re"iew
process. Unless convincing evidence is
presented that the· absence of export
controls on an item in question would
prove detrimental to the national se
curity, items which are available with
out restriction from sources outside the
United states would be decontrolled.
Such decontrol would take place within
6 months· after the enactment of the
amendment. At that time, the Secretary
of Commerce would be required to
give reasons for l'etaining any proce
dure applicable to export licensing
which are more burdensome than sim
ilar procedures utilized by other Cocom
countries.

The Equal Export Opportunity Act
also provides for the establishment of
Government-industry teclmical ad"isorY
committees. These committees would be
consulted and formed with respect to the
level of U:S. export controls, including
those controls which are imposed inter
ilationally under the Cocom agreement.

The technical advisory committees
would provide information to the Com
merce Department on technical matters,
worldwide availability and actual uti
lizationof the products and technology
and the relative burden of licensing
procedures.

The Commerce Department officials
administeling export controls must make
decisions affecting all kinds of goods and
technology. Without extensive industry
advice, these officials cannot possibly be
expected to utilize effectively the vast
amount of expertise needed to make an
intelligent decision about any given
product-particularly if it is a compli
cated, high-technology item. The hear
ings before our committee were full of
evidence· indicating that delays have
been caused and unnecessary restrictions
retained because Commerce was trying
to base decisions on insufficient or irrel
evant information. I believe that the
technical advisory committees will pro
\-ide the Commerce Department with the
improved accessibility and exposure to
expertise which is needed to prevent such
administrative problems.

The committees ",ill also help to keep
businesses more up to date with regard
to the latest Commerce Department poli
cies. One witness said that his industry
could not come across such vital infor
mation as who the U.S. negotiators at the
Cocom are or what their instructions
are. In a world where most of the other
Cocom governments work closely with
their industries, even to the extent of
coaching them to improve their chances
of obtaining exceptions to Cocom regu
lations, the U.S. Government must take
pains to give Amelican industries the
information they need to formulate as
effective an export strategy as possible.

The successful enactment of title I will
put American exportel'S on a more equal
footing with foreign exporters in the
competition for Easteln European mar
kets. Industries whose products are pres
ently subject to unilat.eral export control,
such as chemicals, electrical machinery,
other types of machinery including ma
chine tools, and certain types of fabrics
and materials could realize immediate
benefits from decontrol action taken
under the title. The potential benefits
are great. For example, the machine tool
industry conducted its first industry
organized, Government-approved trade
mission to the U.S.S.R. and Htmgary in
the spring of 1971. During these ses
sions, Soviet officials gave tIle companies
requests for quotations for U.S.-built
machine tools which totaled more than
$50 million. As a re&ult of the industry's
recent mission to Poland, industry offi
cials expect more than $50. million in
requests to be received by U.S. machine
tool companies who participated in the
mission.

The importance of this legislation ex
tends far beyond whatever benefits ·will
be realized by exporters in the next year
or two. Industrialization is now proceed
ing full speed in Eastern Europe, which
is one of the fastest growing regions in
the world. At the same time, the recent
lessening of East-West tensions has cre
ated a favorable environment for the
expansion of trade. As a result of this
combination of events the vast markets
of Eastern Europe are opening up-now.
If we are going to participate in the
rapid growth of eastern Europe, our in
dustries must be able to move in without
furtller delaY, subject only to restrictions
which are really necessary to protect the
national security.

The policy embodied in title I is polit
ically desirable as well as economically
beneficial. Maurice Stans pointed out in
Moscow last fall that a normalization of
relations on the commercial side should
go hand in hand with political detente.
Because this legislation can be a large
step in the direction of normalizing our
business relationship with the Russians
and Eastern Europeans, it will comple
ment the political understandings
achieved at the recent Moscow summit.

From both an economic and political
standpoint, I urge the Senate to help
modernize an export control system that
is one of the most costly anachronisms
of the cold war. I urge the Senate to act
favorably upon the Equal Export Oppor
tunity Act.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ~1eld

myself such time as I may require.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Minnesota is recognized.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I am in

great sympathy with the general objec
tives of the Senator from Ohio (Mr.
TAFT) who has just spoken. I have long
advocated what he proposes. When I
became a member of the Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs and
chairman of the Subcommittee on Inter
national Finance 4 years ago, it was m~1

plivilege to take an extended factfind
ing trip through Western and Eastem
Europe. I became wholly convinced dur-

ing that trip that our policies at that
time, which unilaterally restricted
United States peaceful nonstrategic
trade in Eastern Europe, were almost
totally self-defeating. We were denying
nothing to Eastern Europe and the result
of our policy was simply to divert the
beneficial nonstrategic trade with East
ern Em'ope from U.S. businessmen to our
competitors in England, France, West
ern Germany, Italy, Japan, and other
countries which have substantial trade
with that area.

Because I was convinced. of this, in
1969, we pushed for liberalization of our
export control policies, and our pro
posals were embodied in the Export
Administration Act of 1969.

However, the 1969 act left enormous
discretion in the hands of the Commerce
Department to determine how they
would proceed under that act. I have
been impressed by some of the progress
made, yet the hearings we held this sum
mer show, as the Senator from Ohio
pointed out. that there is an inconsistent
and spotty record.

I think the changes proposed by the
Senator from Ohio, which are incorpo
rated in S. 3726, will help enormously
in establishing clearer policy objectives
for the administration of the Export Ad
ministraticn Act.

I see no justification in our restricting
trade in peaceful nonstrategic goods with
Eastern Europe on a unilateral basis
which hurts only this country. I do not.
think there is any reason fOI' such a pub'"
lic policy and I hope the proposals of
the Senator from Ohio which are incor";
porated in this legislation will be ac
cepted. I find them wholly acceptable:

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield?

Mr. MONDALE. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. TAFT. Some technical questions
have been raised about the amendment
at the present time as title I stands in
the bill before the Senate. Those ques
tions have been discussed in consider
able detail and arrangements worked out
for an amendment that I understand
would be offered on the floor of the Sen
ate that Vlill not change in principle the
objectives of effectiveness of the prOVi
sions of title I of the bill as it presently
stands. I know of no opposition at any
rate to the amendments that will be
offered, and I know of no opposition to
title I of the bill as amended by that
amendment when it comes up.

Mr. MONDALE. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, S. 3726 is a bill",ith two

distinct sections and purposes.
Title I is the Equal Export Oppor

tunity Act which amends the Export Ad
ministration Act of 1969. Title IT is the
International Economic Policy Act which
gives statutory recognition and a distinct
budget to the Council on Economic
Policy at the White House.

The changes which title I makes in the
Export Administration Act will reduce
unnecessary export controls which ham
per the growth of American trade. They
are badly needed to encourage U.S. ex
ports to Eastem Europe and other Com
munist countlies.
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Eastern Europe is one of the fastest
growing markets in the world. Its total
trade has increased by one-third be
tween 1967 and 1970. Yet in 1970 the
U.S. share of trade 'with that fast grow
ing market was only about 3 percent,
while our share of total world trade was
16 percent.

All our trading rivals, Japan. West
Germany. Italy. and Great Britain. do a
much larger share of their trade with
Eastern Europe than we do. Our trade
'with Eastern Europe is increasing-and I
applaud the recent grain agreement and
the effortS which the President is making
to increase our trade in other ways with
this area--but we have a long way to go
still to achieve our full share.

One of the reasons why our trade with
Eastern Europe is so much smaller than
that of our rivals is that our businessmen
face export control regulations which are
much more restrictive than those faced
by their competitors. The steps which we
are proposing in this Equal Export Op
portunity Act will push the Commerce
Department tQ do away with excessive
controls which are putting us at a com
petitive disadvantage.

At present, the United States is the
only NATO cowltry which controls it{l
exports unilaterally to a significantly
greater degree than do its allies. There
is a multilateral organization called
Cocom in which the United States de
velops with its allies export controls on
sensitive items. What we are aiming to
do with this act is to do away with uni
lateral U.S. controls which go way be
yond these agreed control levels. There
Is no question of doing away with export
controls altogether. We need some con
trols to prevent the export of certain
goods and equipment which would danl
age our national security. But we should
l'ely to the maximum extent possible on
Cocom controls which do not put our
businessman at a disadvantage.

Title I requires the Secretary of Com
merce to end unilateral U.S. export con
trols which calmot be justified on nation
al security grounds so that our exporters
will get an equal chance to compete. The
secretary of Commerce will have to re
port to Congress within 6 months after
enactment of this legislation giving his
reasons why particular unilaterally con
trolled items cannot be decontrolled.

He must also inform us of any proce
dures which businessmen face in obtain
ing export licenses which are more bur
densome than procedures in the other
countries which control exports to East
ern Ew·ope.

Mr. President. during our hearings in
March on export controls several wit
nesses representing industries which ex
port to Eastern Europe said that a major
problem was the lack of consultation be
tween the Commerce Department which
controls exports and the businessmen
who must face these governmental deci
sions.

We know that European businessmen
consult closely with their governments
on the level of export controls which
should be applied jointly by the Cocom
countries. Our businessmen, on the other
hand, are consulted only sporadically by

the Commerce Department and they have
little contact with Defense Department
experts who seem to make many of the
important decisions in the export control
area.

Because businessmen have day to day
access to trade information and because
they must live with trade restrictions, it
is important that they be consulted more
adequately. Therefore. we have provided
in this legislation for technical advisory
committees which will bring the expertise
of businessmen as well as Government
officials to bear on the problems of con
trol. By providing for the creation of a
flexible series of technical advisory com
mittees including businessmen and Gov
ernment experts, this legislation will
meet the problem of improving consulta
tion which. in turn, will make decontrol
easier.

Title II of this legislation, the Interna
tional Economic Policy Act, also could be
an inlportant step ahead in Amelican
trade policy. The Council proposed here
brings together under the chairmanship
of the President nine top officials of the
Government agencies which play lead
ing roles in foreign economic policy.
Everyone agrees that this policy badlY
needs coordination and direction and the
Council. hopefully, will provide both.

It will advise the President concerning
various aspects of U.S. economic policy,
and have the responsibility to assist him
in coordinating policy in this area.

When the Banking. Housing and Ur
ban Affairs Committee reported this bill,
I said in my additional views that I had
reservations concerning some features of
tl1is section of the legislation.

The issue is not whether there should
a Council, but whether Congress should
give this Council the authority and the
money to coordinate the functions of
existing Federal departments and agen
cies without requiring that its Executive
Director come before the Senate for con
firmation.

Several members of the Committee on
Foreign Relations also were concerned
by this problem. The bill which was re
ported from the Banking Committee to
the floor was referred to the Foreign
Relations Committee so that a. day of
hearings could be held on this question.

The hearings were held on July 19 and
the compromise wh~ch emerged requires
that the Executive Director of the Coun
cil keep the various committees of the
Congress which are concerned with the
international economic policy area. "fUlly
and currently informed regarding the ac
tivities of the Council." It also provides
that this title shall expire on June 30.
1973. unless extended by new legislation.
This expiration provision may help to in
sure that the Congress is kept fully and
adequately informed.

Although I continue to believe that the
traditional formula calling for confirma
tion of high ranking officials like the
Executive Director would be a preferable
one, I think the Foreign Relations Com
mittee has moved toward an acceptable
compromise. I hope the Senate w1l1 move
to accept S. 3726 as a complete package.

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, I hope
that we can approve this bill without

undue delay because without an exten
sion included in this legislation, our Ex
port Administration Act, which provides
authority for the President to prohibit or
restrict the export of commodities and
technical data if he determines that such
exports would prove detIimental to the
national security of the United States,
will expire Tuesday, August 1. That au
thority should be extended regardless of
the differences of opinion that exist re
garding other provisions contained in
this legislation.

In addition to extending the Export
Administration Act until June 30, 1974,
this bill has two major purposes. Title I
is intended to facilitate the prompt re
moval of U.S. unilateral export controls
which are not necessary to protect our
national security. and insure that the
Department of Commerc~ consults "'lith
and makes use of the expertise of private
industry in the administration of export
controls.

Title II of the bill provides a statutory
basis and authorizes appropriations for a
period of 1 year for the Council on In
ternational Economic Policy which was
established by the President in Janu
ary of 1971. It also creates the Office of
Executive Director who would be an as
sistant to the President. The President
would be required to transmit a report on
international economic policy annually.
This report would be prepared with the
assistance of the Council.

The membership of the Council is to
include the President, the Secretaries
of State, Treasury, Defense, Agricultw·e.
Commerce, Labor. the Director of the
Office of Management and BUdget, the
Chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisers. and the Special Representative
for Trade Negotiations. The Council is
subject to the direction of the President.
who is it Chairman and who may ap
point additional members.

The purpose of the Council is to re
view the activities and policies of the
various agencies. departments. and in
strumentalities of the U.S. Government
in the international economic area and
make recommendations to the President
to promote more consistent international
economic policy in order to strengthen
the competitiveness of the United States,
improve the balance of paymentr, in
crease exports. protect and improve for
eign investments, improve trade rela
tions. and increase the employment and
real income of workers and consumers
through international economic activity.

Mr. President. thIs section of the bill
has been the subject of some controversy.
but I believe that we have now agreed on
a form which can be accepted by the Sen
ate. The proposal now contained in the
bill is not what the administration de
sired, nor is it what some members of
our Banking Committee desired. nor is it
what some members of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee desired. It is, however.
the most reasonable compromise of the
various viewpoints that we have been able
to work out. and I believe that it should
be accepted by the Senate. All parties
have had to bend their desires somewhat
in order to have an acceptable provision.
As it is presented today to the Senate,



July 31, 1972 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 26089
the authority for the Council is limited
to a period of 1 year during which time
it will be possible to evaluate the opera
tions of the Council.
TITLE n OF S. 3726 ESTABLISHING THE COUNCIL

ON INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC POLICY

Mr. President, in his testimony in sup
port of the bill establishing the Council
on International Economic Policy de
livered before the House Banking and
CUrrency Committee, Secretary Peterson
correctly put into focus the questions
which this legislation poses to us in the
Congress. These are the questions:

First. Is there a genuine need for a
policy advisory organization at the White
House level specializing in international
economic affairs?

Second. How has the Council ftmc
tioned to date?

Third. Should it be given legislative
authorization?

Mr. President, spealdng io the first
question, the need for the Council has
been recognized by the President's Ad
visory Council on Executive Reorganiza
tion, chaired by Mr. Roy Ash, which rec
ommended its establishment, and by the
Commission on International Trade and
Investment Policy which endorsed the
Council on International Economic
Policy, and recommended that it be given
statutory authorization and funding. The
Ash Council's analysis concluded that the
executive branch was not adequately
structured to deal with international eco
nomic problems. They found that respon
sibilities for international economic af
fairs were dispersed among numerous
departments, agencies and committees
with no consistent, formally structured
means of providing advice to the Presi
dent or insuring the development of a
coherent policy considering all the facets
of the various issues.

The President created the CIEP to give
to international economic problems the
same toP level focus which national se
curity and domestic policy issues receive
from utllizing the Council approach,
and to give a sense of coordination and
leadership to this entire area.

The formulation and administration
of foreign economic policy is R complex
task which affects all other aspects of
our foreign relations. National security
is frequently involved as well as domestic
economic policy. This is why so many
Government departments and agencies
participate in the formulation and im
plementation of foreign economic policy.
But the involvement of so many diverse
agencies means that eventually all of the
strands converge at the Executive Office
of the President, posing a formidable
problem of coordination. The CIEP is
the mechanism that assumes this co
ordinating and advisory responsibility.
The stat! of the Council is responsible for
collecting and synthesizing for presenta
tion to the President the sometimes
divergent views of the agencies. The
Council itself is a forum in which the
President discusses with those top level
policymakers the issues which need
l·esolution.

Although the previously existing in
stitutional deficiencies by themselves are
reason enough for establishing the Coun-

cil, there is also an attitudinal problem
among our policymakers which the exist
ence of the Council will help to correct.
For too long there has been a lack of
understanding of the new realities con
fronting the United states in its interna
tional economic dealings. The United
States has not, until the last year, had a
clear vision of its o,vn international eco
nomic position. Many people were ignor
ing the fact that our whole international
competitive position was changing-as
e\idenced by our trade balances declin
ing fl'om a 7 billion surplus position in
1964 to a deficit pOsition that at the end
of 1971 turned out to be more than 2
billion.

The fact is that many of our first rate
foreign policy minds did not put enough
priority on the economic aspects of our
foreign policies, having over the ycars
become accustomed to a U.S. economic
dominance that left them free to concen
trate largely on the national security
and political aspects of our foreign
policies. What the Council on Interrm
tional Economic Policy has done is to
elevate these intelnational economic
matters to the level of emphasis they
deserve in a world where international
economic interdependence of nations is
rapidly increasing and where U.s. eco
economic dominance can no longer be
taken for granted.

Mr. President, I think the need for
the Council is now a well recognized fact.
Hearings have been held in the Senate
and House Banking Committees and in
the Senate Foreign Relations Commit
tee. All of these have recommended the
legislative establishment of the Council.
This, of course, is in addition to the
Ash Commission recommendations and
the endorsement of the Commission on
Trade and Investment Policy.

The second question we should address
ourselves to is how the Council has func
tioned up to this point. I believe the
Council in the last year and a half has
done very well. Its accomplishments are
particularly impressive when one con
siders that it began only 18 months ago,
with a totally new statI and mission, that
it has not had an independent budget,
and that it has had to function ,vith
personnel detailed from the various
agencies. I should perhaps at this point
enumerate the accomplishments of the
Council over the last year. One of the
first assignments given to it by the Presi
dent was to prepare an assessment of the
evolving U.S. situation in international
economic at!airs over the past two dec
ades. This assessment was later pUb
lished and provided to the Congress
under the title of "The United States
and the Changing World Economy."
This document has given us a clear, con
cise view of where we are and where
we're headed. The President was very
impressed with this eValuation, and I
think it is correct to say that the
August 15, 1971, decisions were to a very
large degree influenced by it.

The Council has also played a key role
in securing voluntary restraint agree
ments limiting textile, shoe, and steel im
ports into the United states. These
agreements, which were reached ,vithout

the need for restrictive legislation which
would inevitably bring retaliation by our
trading partners, will have the effect ot
preserving American jobs, and allow the
industries involved time to improve their
competitive stance.

The Council has also participat.ed in
the development of strategy and tactics
for the negotiations with the Soviet Un
ion and with China-negotiations which
are alreadY beginning to payoff. The
recent agreement under which the Soviet
Union will purchase $750 million in U.s.
grains over a 3-year period is the largest
long-term purchase agreement ever
made between two nations, will result in
a 17-percent increase in grain exports
and purchases from U.S. farmers.

The Council is also playing a central
role in developing strategy for our ne
gotiations on a new monetary agreement
as well as the multilateral comprehen
give trade negotiations contemplated for
1973.

I submit that one of the major ingre
dients of the turnaround in U.S. in
ternational economic policy over the past
year has been the creation of the Coun
cil on International Economic Policy. I
believe that as a result of the creation of
the Council and new policies which the
United States has embarked upon, the
rest of the world now has a better tmder
standing that the United States intends
to vigorously assert its international
economic policy interests and insist on
an equitable and fail' environment for
its exports.

However, the problems which confront
us on the international economic front
are not going to disappear over the next
few years. Instead, they will become more
intense. I agree with the President's be
lief that we are entering an era where
military confrontation will be replaced
by economic competition. As a result, our
international economic problems are go
ing to become more critical and more
difficult to resolve. We are already in
volved in discussions which will even
tually lead us to a new international
monetary s~ostem.

Next year we will begin discussions on
a new international trading system. Cer
tainly, the President is entitled to the
best advice possible and to organize his
own office in the way which enables hinl
to best senoe the interests of the Nation.
This is why I believe the answer to the
third question is that the Council should
be authorized and funded so that it can
function as effectively as possible.

I would like to mention one last point
concerning the Council, the development
of foreign economic policy and the role
of Congress. I believe legislative author
ity and appropriations for ClEP defi
nitely will place Congress in a better posi
tion to be informed of, and to re,iew the
operations of, the CIEP. To regularize
that relationship is a good idea. A direct
result of legislative autholization would
be the annual review of CIEP bUdget
estimates and action thereon by Con·
gress. Moreover, amendments and ex
tensions of the autholization act itself
will become an occasion for congres
sional review and action. I should point
out that the legislation gives the Coun-
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cil a very short authorization and we will
in the near future have the opportunity
to look it over again.

S. 3726 also makes provision for the
President to transmit to us here in Con
I<ress an annual report on the interna
tional economic position of the United
States. This report, which will include
recommendations for carrying out the
objectives of this legislation, will be of
invaluable help and should give the Con
gress much more information than it
has now. In addition: for major Admin
istration initiatives in the foreign eco
nomic field,Jegislation is invariably re
quired.

Thus. rather than weakening our hand
in the formulation and development of
international economic policy as some
have charged, I believe this legislation
will strengthen the position of Congress.

I strongly urge the Senate to act fav
orably on this legislation without delay.

Mr. President, the Senator from Ohio
mentioned his amendment. We have
spent a good deal of time in committee
trying to achieve the same objectives he
seeks.

The Senator from Alabama (Mr.
SPARKMAN), the chairman of the com
mittee, and the Senator from Utah (Mr.
BENNETT), both are unable to be present
at this partiCUlar point in time. They will
be here later.

On behalf of the Senator from Utah
(Mr. BENNETT) I wish to offer an amend
ment to the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Com
mittee amendments have to be agreed
to first. Does the Senator from MiIme
sota wish the committee amendments to
be agreed to en bloc?

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I have
a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it.

Mr. MONDALE. Is it necessary at this
point to move for the consideration of
those amendments en bloc?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is not
necessary that they be considered en
bloc, but it is necessary that the com
mittee amendments be first considered.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendments be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the committee amendments
are considered and agreed to en bloc.

Does the Senator desire that the com
mittee amendments as agreed to en bloc
be considered original text?

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the committee
amendments as agreed to be considered
as original text for pW'pose of further
amendment.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that fw·ther reading
of the amendment be dispensed with and

that the amendment be plinted in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and, without
objection the amendment will be printed
in the RECORD.

The amendment, ordered to be
printed in the RECORD is as follows:

On page 2, line 15, delete the words "be
determined after review" and insert in lieu
thereof "be subjected to review".

On page 3, lines 5 and 6, delete the words
"Secretary of Commerce'" and insert in lieu
thereof "President".

On page 3, line 13, delete the words "sec
retary of Commerce" and insert in lieu
thereof "President".

On page 3, line 15, delete the words "con
stitute a threat" and insert in lieu thereof
"prove detrimental".

On page 4, line I, delete the word "six"
and insert in lieu thereof "nine".

On page 4, line 13, delete the word "are"
and insert in lieu thereof "may be or are
claimed to be".

On page 4, after line 20, strike all through
line 4 on page 5, and insert the follow
ing:

"(c) (1) Upon \\Tltten request by repre
sentatives of a substantial segment of any
industry which produces articles, materials
and supplies, including technical data and
other infonnation, which are subject to ex
port controls or are being considered for
such controls because of their significance
to the national security of the United States,
the Secretary of Commerce shall appoint a
technical advisory committee for any group
ing of SUCll articles, materials, and supplies,
including technical data and other informa
tlon, which he determines is difficult to eval
uate because of questions concerning tech
nical matters, worldwide avallablllty and ac
tual utlllzation of production lind technol
ogy, or licensing procedures."

On page 5, line 6, strike all after the word
"government" through the word "years" on
line 7.

On page 5, line 18, strike all beginning
with the word "Such" through line 24, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

"Such committees shall be consulted wlth
respect to questions involving technical mat
ters, worldwide availability and actual utUl
zation of production and technology, and
licensing procedures which may affect the
level of export cont1'ols applicable to any
artlcles, materials, or supplles, including
technical data or other information, and in
chIding those whose export is sUbject to
mtiitilateral controls undertaken with na
tions with which the United States has de
fense treaty commitments, for Which the
committees have expertise. Such commlttees
shall also be consulted and kept".

On page 6, Une 17, strike all through .line
20. and insert the following:

"(4) Each such committee shall elect a
chairman, and shall meet at least every
three months at the call of the Chairman.
unless the Chairman determines, in consul
tation with the other members of the com
mittee, that such a meeting is not necessary
to achieve the purposes of this Act. Each
such committee shall be terminated after a
period of two years, unless extended by the
Secretary for additional periods of two years.
The Secretary shall consult each such com
mittee with regard to such termination or
extension of that committee."

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, when
S. 3726 was reported by our Committee
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.
Senators TOWER and BENNETT discusse'1
some problems which they felt would be
brought about by title I of the bUI. In
discussions with the Department of

Commerce officials who are responsible
for the day-to-day operation of the Ex
port Administration Act, it was conclud
ed that the provisions of title I as ap
proved by the committee could actually
complicate and hinder consultation ~th

industry rather than improve it, and
instead of speeding up the process of
reviewing and decontrolling items which
should be decontrolled, the requirements
of title I could actually slow it down. In
views included with the committee re
port, they more fully expressed the prob
lems which they saw in the committee
bill.

Since committee action, the Senator
from Ohio, who sponsored the amend
ments contained in title I, has been
very cooperative in working with the
Department of Commerce in an effort
to work out an agreement on language
which would reain the thrust of these
amendments while meeting some of the
problems which could arise from the
language approved by the committee. As
the result of this cooperative effort, sev
eral amendments which I understand are
acceptable to the Senator from Ohio and
to the manager of the bill have been
drafted. Senator BENNETT asked that I
offer these amendments for him if he
was not back from the services held for
the late Senator from Louisiana when
this bill was considered.

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

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President. I think
these amendments are adequate to the
need and the expressed desire of the
Senator from Ohio. If he has no objec
tion, we can proceed.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, if the Sena
tor from Tennessee will Yield briefly I
would like to make a few remarks on
the amendment.

Mr. BROCK. I yield.
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the Com

merce Department believes that the
adoption of the proposed amendment will
enable them to carry out the actions pre
scribed in title I more effectively, I am
willing to accept the amendment on those
grounds. It should be made absolutelY
clear, however, that the amendment does
not in the slightest way affect the intent
of title I or the results which shouldac
crue from this legislation.

The change in the declaration of policy
section was made to indicate that the
Office of Export Control does not neces
sarily have to consult formally with the
Technical Advisory Committee before
imposing export restrictions on any par
ticular item. The effectiveness of lin
posing controls would be diminished if an
item could be exported dUring the time
which the merits of controlling its ex
portation are being discussed. Such a
situation would certainly be unacceptable
when an emergency situation neces
sitates the immediate imposition of con
trols. The amendment takes care of such
problems. It is clear fl'om section 105 of
the bill, however. that decisions to place
items under export controls woUld even
tually be reviewed by the appropriate
Technical Advisory Committee if that
committee saw fit to do so.

The substitution of the word "Pl'esi-
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dent" for "Secretary of Commerce" in
several places is a technical change which
brings title I into conformity -with the
present Export Administration Act. The
substitution of the words "prove detri
mental" for "constitute a threat" is like
wise a conforming change. It makes that
standard for controlling the export of an
item to avoid undermining the national
security identical to the standard in the
present act. The language is S. 3726,
however, reverses the burden of proof in
the present act for-items freely &vailable
from foreign sources. Instead of giving
the President the authority to control
the export of such items if he thinks that
their exportation would prove detri
mental to the national security, it re
quires him to decontrol such items unless
he determines that this would be the
case, and reports the nature of any evi
dence supporting such a determination to
Congress.

The Commerce Department insisted
that it could not complete the required
review of _unilateral export controls in
6 months. To me, this is absolutely in
credible, since section 4(a) (1) of the
Export Administration Act has required
such reviews_ to J::og made continually
since the enactment of the act of 1969.
I have reluctantly consented to give the
Department 3 extra months. I hope the
time to be used wisely, however, so
that Commerce will now be able to fur
nish us with a much better review than
we would· have received after 6 months.

The Department has expressed a desire
to print the special report required in
section 104 at the same time as one of the
quarterly reports alreadY required by the
ExPort Administration Act. As long as
there is no resulting sacrifice in the qual
ity of the special report and the 9-month
deadline is met, this would seem to be
perfectly acceptable.

The change in the requirement for the
listing of burdensome licensing proce
dures will enable the Commerce Depart
ment to avoid an exhaustive study to
ascertain what licensing procedures are
actually in effect in -other Cocom coun
tries.

The Department knows ,,'ell which
procedures are alleged to be more
burdensome; many of these procedUl'es
are mentioned on the top of page 4 of the
committee report. It is my hope that this
technical amendment will therefore give
the Department more time for a
thorough review of any of its own
licensing procedures which may handi
cap our exporters more than similar pro
cedures handicap Cocom eh})Orters of
other nationalities. I would exce9t any
procedure which could possibly fit this
description to be reviewed.

To allay the Commerce Department's
concern that my legislation would call
for the creation of an excessive number
of teclmical advisory committees with
loosely defined functions, I am willing to
accept amendments by which the crea
tion of any such committee is made con
tingent upon a written request by a sub
stantial segment of an industry, which
spell out the role of the technical
advisory committtees in detail, and
which make clear that the Department

does not have to consult a committee
about an item outside of that commit
tee's area of technical expertise. No con
sultation with a technical advisory com
mittee would be expected in reference to
an item which is outside the technical
groupings for which committees have
been created.

The final change provides that the
chairman of a committee can waive the
requh'ed quarterly meeting if he de
termines, in consultation with other
committee members, that the meeting is
not necessary. It also provides that each
committee would be terminated after
2 years, unless the Secretary of Com
merce extends its life for 2 more years,
It requires the Secretary to consult each
committee with regard to its termination
or extension. This will provide a mecha
nism for eliminating committees which
are no longer necessary.

I hope it is now clear that this amend
ment consists of technical improvements
rather than substantive alterations.
With this understanding, I urge adop
tion of the amendment.

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, ma~' I just
take a moment to Sa¥ I appreciate very
much the willingness of the Senator from
Ohio to work this out. I think it is an
objective we all share, He has been more
than willing to cooperate and to accept
modifications which do not change in
any significant respect the basic intent
or effect of the amendment, but which
will make the act more workable, and
I think more readily of benefit to Ameri
can business, which is, I think, the pur
pose of what we are trying to do in order
to extend and enhance the prospect of
American jobs through American ex
ports.

So I appreciate very much his willing
ness to cooperate and work together to
ward tins objective, and I think he has
made a great contribution to this par
ticular bill.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Tennessee and the
Senator from Ohio.

I understand there is no objection to
the pending amendment. I shall be very
glad to take it. I move its adoption.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendments
submitted by the Senator from Telmes
l3ee to be voted on en bloc.

The amendments were agreed to en
bloe.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorunl,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I al3k
unanimous consent that the order for
the quonun call be rescinded.

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

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, on July
26, the chairman of our Banking Com
mittee, Senator SPARKMAN, received a let
ter from the chairman of the Senate
Committee on Finance. stating that he
believed the Finance Committee, like tile
Committee on Foreign Relations, should
haye been given an opporttunt~·to review

title II of the bill. He added that he
would not press the jurisdictional point
because of the urgency of extending the
Export Administration Act but asked
that the bill be amended so that the list
of committees the Executive Director
would keep fUlly and currently informed
include the Senate Committee on Fi
nance and the House Committee on
'Vays and Means.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter to which I have re
ferred be inclUded at tIns point in the
RECORD.

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

U.S. SENATE.
COMMrrTEE ON FINANCE,

Washington, D.C., July 24,1972.
The Honorable JOHN SP.~RKMAN.

U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR SPAIl.K:MAN: S. 3726 has re
cently been ordered reported by the Foreign
Relations Committee after having been ori
ginally reported favorably to the Senate by
the Banking, Housing and Urban Atralrs Com
mittee.

AppnrentIy, ns reported by the Foreign
Relations Committee, section 208 of the blll
would require the Executive Director of the
Council on International Economic Policy to
keep various Committees of Congress "fully
and currently informed regarding the activi
ties of the Council."

The duties of the Cotmcll as descrIbed In
section 206 of the bill relate directly to many
matters on which the Finance Committee
has Important jurisdictional responsibility
in the senate, and the Ways and Means Com
mittee in the House. In the ordInary course
of legislation. I believe the FInance Commit
tee. like the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions, should have been given an opportu
nity to review TItle II of the bill.

However, because of the urgE'ncy in en
acting the basic purpose of the bill-exten
sion of the Export Administration Act of
1969-1 will not press the jurisdiction point.
I do feel strongly that the list of Commit
tees the Executive Director would keep "fUlly
and currently informed" should Include the
Senate Committee on Finance and the House
Committee on Ways anel Means.

I would hope that as Chairman of the
Committee of Banking. Housing and Urban
Affairs, which will present the bill to the
Senate, you would be receptive to an amend
ment along these lines. If you could handle
the matter as a committee amendment, it
would not be necessary for Inc to take the
time of the Senate with a formal, time-con
suming statement and debate. Piease let me
}:now if such a procedure Is satisfactory to
.....Ou.
. With every good wIsh, I am

Sincerelv.
'RUSSELL B. LONG. C!",irmull.

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President: I appreci
ate the fact that Ule chairman of the
Finance Committee, the Senator fl'om
LOUisiana, is not going to press the juris
dictional point and offer for the Senator
from Alabama the amendment which he
requested.

I tUlderstalld that the amendment is
acceptable to the manager of the bill.

Mr. President, I offer, for the Senator
from Alabama, the amendment wInch he
requested.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment \\ill be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend
ment, as follows:
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On page 13, following line 20, insert the
following:

"the Committee on Finance of the Senate,
the Committee 011 Ways and Means ot tile
House of RepresentatIves,".

Mr. BROCK. Mr. President, I will say,
very simply, the effort or thrust of the
amendment is simply to add to those
presently enumerated in section 208(a)
of the bill to be kept informed regarding
the activities of the council, the Finance
Committee of the Senate and the Ways
and Means Committee of the House. I
hope the amendment finds acceptance
on the part"of the manager of the bill.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I do
not think I have any objection to the
amendment. I just want to ask one ques
tion. In no sense is this amendment in
tended to undermine the jurisdiction of
the Committee on Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs over the Export Control
Office; is that correct?

Mr. BROCK. I appreciate the Sena
tor's question. No, of course not. As the
Senator knows, I am a very vigorous ad
vocate of the creation of this new move.
I do not think, frankly, it goes far
enough, as he knows. This is just a step
in the right direction. Certainly its juris
diction should remain in the Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs Committee.
That is the intent of the amendment.

Mr. MONDALE. Apparently all the
amendment calls for is for this newly
created Council to keep the three com
mittees which have interest in trade;
that is, the Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs Committee, the Foreign Relations
Committee, and the Finance Committee
advised of its operations.

Mr. BROCK. The Senator is correct.
He realizes, of course, that the bill in
Cludes the corresponding House commit
tees as well as the Joint Economic Com
mittee.

Mr. MONDALE. But tlle basic jurisdic
tion which the Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs Committee has had and
has asserted over the years remains un
changed?

Mr. BROCK. The Senator from Lou
isiana made it perfectly clear that he
simply wanted to be kept fully and cur
rently informed on what the Council is
doing when it is in his area of concern as
chairman of the Finance Committee. I
think it is right in that regard.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. Presdent, I have
no objection to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on· agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill is

open to further amendment.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

today we seek to extend the Export Ad
ministration Act of 1969 in order to au
thOlize the President to control exports
for national security, short supply, and
foreign policy reasons. This authority ex
pires tomorrow and our failure to act to
day could have disastrous consequences
to our national security and the orderly
administration of a program in effect
since 1949. .

One of the obstacles to the prompt
passage of this extension Is an amelid
ment by the distinguished junior Sena-

tor from Nebraska which would require
the Secretary of Commerce to tenninate
the short supply controls on exports of
cattle hides which he introduced on July
15.

Because the controls on cattle hides
are controversial and because such con
trols involve the use of a ticket system
which may not be fUlly understood by
all concerned, I would like to explain the
basis on which the Secretary decided to
establish this control program, and :lOW
it operates.

Let us consider the events which pre
ceded this decision. During the period
1953-70 and well into 1971, composite
cattle hide prices had ranged around 14.
cents per pound. However, during the lat
ter part of 1971, those prices began an
upward spiral reaching a level of 27
cents to 29 cents per pound during May
and June of this year and actually aver
aging 29.75 cents on July 14, the day be
fore the Commerce Department took ac
tion.

Needless to say, the adverse effects of
the national cattlehide supply and de
mand situation swelled in direct propor
tion to the increases in cattlehide prices,
with crippling results to the operations
of tanning companies.

In my own State of West Virginia, five
tanning plants were heavily and adverse
ly affected. The 11sing cost of rawhides,
occasioned by increasing exports of tllis
product, made it uneconomical to oper
ate small tanning plants.

My State's largest tanning company,
the Parsons Tanning Co., operating in
Parsons, W. Va., employed 150 persons
and was the major employer in a com
munity of 1,500-a community which
recently sufl'ered the loss of a woolen
mill, another major employer which had
provided approximately 300 jobs.

On Tuesday, May 23, Parsons Tanning
Co. stopped the soaking of hides and
began laying off employees, in prepara
tion for complete· closure, unless relief
could be, in some manner, receiv~d from
the Federal Governmentr-relief from the
economic pressure of runaway cattlehide
costs brought about by the growing ex
port of hides to foreign leather goods
manufacturers. And it is important to
note that many of those same foreign
manufacturers are· providing low-cost
imports, which, having been manufac
tured by cheap labor, are brought back
to the United States for sale here in ad
vantageous competition against our own
domestic-made products.

In an effort to save this tanning com
pany and to relieve the depressive eco
nomic effects on our domestic tanning
industry, appeals went out to the Presi
dent, to the Department of Commerce,
to the Cost-of-Living CounCil, and to the
General Services Administration, which
has stockpile disposal administration re
sponsibilities for tanning agents. All of
these efforts were made to prevent a
further loss of jobs in the hard-pressed
Appalachian area where the town of
Parsons is located.

The administration and Department of
Commerce authorities \vere specifically
warned of the depressive economic ef
fects of the cattle hide prices and the

need for export controls so that the en
tire U.S. tamling industry coUld secure
hides at reasonable prices. Appeals were
made· for immediate implementation of
measures to provide relief for U.s. tan
neries and their employees, including
specifically the Parsons Tanning Co.

However, the Department of Com
merce had determined not to take any
action until after it had an opportunity
to collect necessary data, to study and
evaluate them, and then to determine
whether controls were warranted under
the short supply criteria of the Export
Administration Act. As Senators are no
doubt aware, these criteria are stated as
being "to protect the domestic economy
from the excessive drain of materials and
reduce the serious inflationary impact
of foreign demand."

Thus the Parsons tanning industry
continued its closeout operations to a
point that on the day of the plant's final .
operations, with a reported 10 employees
on a "closeout" basis, new hope came to
the community of Parsons. W. Va., with
the announcement by Secretary Peterson
that the Department of Commerce was
instituting a program to control exports
of cattlellides and thus reduce inflation
ary pressures.

Based on that prospect of export con
trol, the Parsons Tanning Co. advised me
that the company had made a decision
to reopen the Pw:sons Tanning Co. oper
ations at Parsons and to start soaking
400 hides a day, beginning JUly 24. It was
pointed out that this was only a one-half
production, but as soon as the hides "were
rolling" it was planned to increase pro
duction to 800 hides,which is fUll pro
duction, by August 14. The company of
ficials stated that their plan was to re
employ the·150 people that are now idle
at the plant and, with the aid given by
the Department of Commerce action, it
was hoped "to survive and keep Parsons a
prosperous and happy community."

However, that plan has now been
placed in jeopardy, along with the jobs
of the Parsons Tanning Co. employees,
by the proposal of the amendment to l'e
quire the Secretary of Commerce to ter
minate the'short supply controls on ex
ports of cattlehides.

Let us now· recapitulate the back
ground of Secretary Peterson's proposal
for those 5h01't supply controls of cattle
hides.

When the upward trend in cattlehide
prices began to cause deep COnCelTI to
the domestic users of cattlehides, such as
the talmers llnd the $oe manufacturers,
who \'lamed the Federal Government
that these price increases were due to the
abnormal foreign demand for U.S. cattle
hides, the Department undertook con
sideration of the impending crisis.

Department offiCials met with industry
representatives but found they did not
agree as to the causes of the rise in cattle
hide prices and future prospects in that
market. Hence, Commerce undertook its
own extensive study. The Bureau of the
Census surveyed the domestic industries
involved to determine the supply and de
mand factdrsat work in the cattle llide
markets.MRntlatorY questionnaires wei'e
sent throughout industry and responses
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were carefully studied and tabulated. In
quiries were made through our commer
cial posts abroad. The Department spe
cifically inquired into the situation pre
vailing in Argentina and Brazil which
had been principal suppliers of cattle
hides in the world market but which had
recently halted all hide exports. Simul
taneouslY, at the request of the Price
Commission, the Intelnal Revenue Serv
ice audited meatpackers to determine
whether they had followed the cost pass
through l11les in setting their hide prices.

The Department's evaluation of the
data it had collected enabled it to reach
its decision. First, it was demonstrated
that the embargoes imposed by Argen
tina and Brazil have resulted in a trans
fer of the world demand normally satis
fied by their cattlehide supplies to de
mand for U.s. cattle hides. Moreover, it
appears that these embargoes are not to
be lifted soon enough to provide relief for
U.s. industries. Both Argentina and
Brazil appear determined to develop their
own tannery and shoe industries and
their controls on hide exports can, there
fore, be expected to continue for some
time in the future.

Beyond the drain of U.S. hides caused
by Argentina and Brazil's action, I would
note that an -increase in world demand
for shoes as a result of rising standards
of living has contributed to the increas
ing exports of cattle hides from the
United States.

Second, the Department found a pro
jected increase in domestic demand for
cattle hides, mainly due to projected in
crease in domestic shoe production. This
represents a most encouraging turn
around for our domestic shoe industry,
whose production has been declining for
several years. It also represents a turn
around in domestic hide consumption,
which has declined in recent years but is
projected to increase in 1972.

Against this picture of growing for
eign and domestic demand, projected
domestic supply based on estimated cat
tle slaughter showed an increase which
was inadequate to meet the overall de
mand. Also, domestic user's inventOI'ies
of hide and leather, an important facet
of their supplies, were seriously depleted.

When the data on supply and demand
were put together, a picture of serious
shortage emerged. Demands were up,
supplies down, and a shortfall of supplies
was projected to be over 1,500,000 hides.

Thus, the conditions for controls were
found to be present-serious price infla
tion, abnormal foreign demand, and do
mestic supply shortage. These facts pro
vided the basis for Secretary Peterson's
decision to introduce controls on hide
exports.

The remaining issue then was how best
to implement a program of controls so
as to assure an adequate domestic sup
ply and curb the inflationary pressures
while minimizing the disruptive effect
which controls could have on some seg
ments of industry. First, he chose an
export quota level wbich is reasonable
and not too restrictive. Unlike the action
taken in 1966, the present quota levels
do not force a sharp rollback in export
levels, but rather hold exports at the 1971

level which was a record high. Thus.
domestic hide producers need not fear
that their export markets will be dam
aged, and no glut of hide supplies is likely
to occur.

Next the Department has devised a
method of controls which will guide the
economic benefits to American consumers
and the farmers and ranchers-the cattle
producers. This is how the program
wotks.

The ticket system of controls will be
gin operation on September 1. Commerce
will establish quotas for cattle hide ex
ports for 3-month periods. Then, their
Office of Export Control-OEC-will is
sue cattle hide export tickets for the
number of cattle hides equal to the quota
for each period.

Importantly, they will issue the tickets
not to the exporters but to the cattle
hide producers, principally packers. The
tickets will be freely transferable. Since
exporters can export hides only under
validated export licenses, and since the
exporters must present cattle hide ex
port tickets in order to obtain these li
censes from OEC, exporters, will have
to acqui:-e tickets from the cattle hide
producers.

Then, the Price Commission will re
quire that the revenue from the sale of
cattlehide tickets must be treated as
revenue received from the animal. An
other Price Commission rule operates to
limit the profit margins of the pacl,ers to
a maximum level. Combined together,
these rules should require the packers
to pass on the revenues of the sales of
cattlehide tickets to domestic consumers
in the form of low hide prices 01' to the
farmer and rancher in the form of higher
prices for their cattle.

To sum up, there are two major differ
ences between the control program
which Secretal'Y Peterson almounced on
July 15 and the cattle hide prOb'l'am in
troduced by Commerce in 1966. First,
there is the degree of control. In 1966
quotas were stringently set so as to seti
ously roll back exports and apply to cer
tain categories of hide pieces for which
there is no domestic demand. This caused
unnecessary hardship to the U.S. pro
ducers, the U.S. exporters and to the for
eign buyers. The quotas set this year for
the transition period and the flrst
3 months of the ticket system requires no
cutback from the historic high level of
exports set in 1971. Second there is the
benefit to the rancher and the consumer
through the ticket system. Whereas the
program in 1966 allowed expOliers to
maximize their profits on the basis of
the increases in world prices caused by
our limitation on exports, the program
tilis year insures, through the ticket sys
tem, that this benefit should reach
ranchers and the American consumer.

In conclusion, the necessity for the
cattlehide export controls has been ade
quately demonstrated and the program
appears reasonably designed to solve the
problem on the fairest terms for allseg
ments of the industry concemed. To
terminate this program before it has had
an opportunity to be shown to work,
seems to me unfair. Moreover, to delay
extension of the act for such a purpose

and thereby cause a lapse of authority
which would jeopardize OUr national se
cutity interest is an action to which I am
sure this body does not want to be a
party. Accordingly, I urge that tllis
amendment be defeated and the exten
sion of the Export Administration Act
as provided by S. 3726 be passed without
any further delay.

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

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, at a later
time, I will offer an amendment to the
bill now before the Senate, which is the
amendments to the Export Administra
tion Act of 1969. Due to the-fact that a
numbel' of Senators are out of the city
for the funeral of our beloved former
President pro tempore of the Senate, the
distinguished Senator from Louisiana
Mr. Ellender, and due to the fact that a
large numbel' of Senators are interested
in this proposal-many of them are co
sponsors-I will not offer the amendment
at this time.

One of the reasons for speaking 110'1'1'
is that I might place the material in the
RECORD so that it can be read by Sena
tors, because the material I refer to is
contained in hearings that have not yet
been printed.

Mr. President, the bill, S. 3726, to ex
tend the authority of the Export Ad
ministration Act and also to amend it,
was before the Committee on Banking,
Housing and Urban Affairs. It is my un
derstanding that it reported it favorably.
Lat.er it was referred to the Committee
on Foreign Relations and that commit
tee reported favorably on it.

About the time that this was happen
ing, the Department of Commerce issued
an order controlling and restricting the
export of cattle hides from the United
States. They did so in a very complicated
way. They would require certain tickets
to be used by exporters in order to have
the right to export.

The testimony taken by knowledge
able people in the industry indicates that
what they propose to do is very compli
cated and complex. It may lead to a
black market in export tickets. That is
one of the reasons why there is such
wide opposition to what the Department
of Commerce did in issuing its order con
trolling, regulating, and restlicting the
export of cattle hides.

It is rather ironic that agricultural
exports are the one class of exports that
has added favorably to our balance of
trade, yet by Executive order in recent
weeks, they have encouraged the impor
tation into this country of meat, thereby
throwing it further out of balance. Now,
within the last week or so, the restriction
on the export of hides which adds a dou
ble injury to our balance-of-payments
situation. Both actions are injurious to
the a.gricultural interests of the country,
that segment of the economy which has
not made any contribution Whatever to
inflation.

Consequently, I t1link it is incumbent
on the Senate carefully to review what
the Department of Commerce has done
because I believe that when it is fully un
derstood Congress will end the order.

A somewhat similar order was issued in
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1966. It did not hold down the 'price of
shoes. It did compress the price of cat
tle. The bureaucrats who imposed it did
not bring it to an end. It was ended b~'

Congress.
Nmv, Mr. President, I ask unanimous

consent to have printed in the RECORD
mv amendment No. 1371, which I shall
offer at a later time.

There being no objection, the amend
ment (No. 1371) was ordered to be
printed in the RECORD, as follows:

On page 2, line IB, after '·SEC. 104." insert
"(a) ".

On page 40, between lines 17 and 18, Insert
the following:

"(b) (1) Section 4(e) of SllCh Act is
amended to read as follows:

'" (e) The authorIty conferred by thIs sec
tIon shall not be exercised with respect to
any agricultural commodity, including fats
and oils or animal hides or skins, without the
approval of the Secretary of Agriculture. The
Secretary of AgrICUlture shall not approve
the exerclse of such authorIty With respect
to any such commodity durIng any period for
whIch the supply of such commodIty Is de
termined by him to be in excess of the re
quirements of the domestic economy, except
to the extent the President determines that
such exercIse of authority ls reqUired to ef
fectuate the policies set forth in clause (B)
or (0) of paragraph (2) of section 3 of thls
Act.'

"(2) Any rUle, regUlation, proclamation, or
order issued after July 1, 1972, under section
4 of the Export Adrnlnlstration Act. of 1969,
exercIsing any authol'ity conferred by such
section with respect to any agricultural com
modity, including fats and ol1s or animal
hides or skins, shall cease to be effective
upon the date of enactment of this Act."

Mr. CURTIS, Mr. President, the
amendment I shall be ofIering, No. 1371,
does two things. It would provide that
the authority shall not be exercised with
respect to any agricultural commodity
including fats, oils, and animal hides and
skins, without the approval of the Sec
retarY of Agriculture.

It also makes reference to where the
President acts to carry out the foreign
policy of the country.

Section 2 would provide that the pres
ent order issued by the Secretary of Com
merce with reference to hides and skins
shall cease to be efIective on the date of
the act.

This amendment will be ofIered with
the following cosponsors:

Senators BELLMON, BURDICK, DOMINICK,
DOLE, HANSEN, HRUSKA. HUGHES, MCGEE,
MILLER, MONDALE, PEARSON, TALMADGE,
THURl\lOND, TOWER, and YOUNG.

Mr. President, it was not possible for us
to have the hearings conducted by the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.
As soon as the committee heard of this
order, it directed that hearings be held on
it. After all, it is an aglicultural subject.

Mr. President, hides are a part of the
cattle. They are part of the livestock in
dustry. And certainly the Senate should
not have a chance to legislate a remedy
on au agricultural matter without having
heard from the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry.

Those hearings were held for 3 days
last week. The hearings have not yet been
printed. We should wait until they are
printed.

I am aware, however. that. this author-

ity expires tomorrOw night. Therefore, it
will be my purpose in my remarks today
to incorporate in my remarks certain ex
cerpts from the hearings so that when
the RECORD is printed tonight, these facts
will be available to all Senators tomor
row.

As nearly as I can figure out, the chief
architect in the Department of Com
merce of this order was the General
Counsel, Mr. William M. Letson. I am
sure that he is a very capable lawyer.
I am sure that he is well versed in many
aspects of our economy. He is not fami
liar with the problems of agriculture gen
erally. He is not familiar with the situa
tion in respect to cattle hides. He is not
familiar with the manner of trading in
cattle hides or leather or the export
th.ereof.

When Mr. Letson was before the Com
mittee on AgriCUlture and Forestry, the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON)
had this to say:

Senator BELLMON. I am still hung up on
your figures. If it .turned out, you are mis
taken a.nd that you got all estimated addi
tIonal demand of 1.2 million, if it turns out
the Secretary of Agricuiture is right and it
Is an Increase of 1.4 mUllon cattle coming
along, your whole program isn't needed. You
are basing your decIsion on these figures, but
the Secretary of AgriCUlture has given us
other figures, and I would suggest that the
Secretary of Agriculture knows more about
cattle than you do.

Mr. LETSON. I think that you are absolutely
right on that point.

The discussion then went on concern
ing the various sources of cattle hides.
The bulk of the cattle are sent to pack
inghouses, and there the hide is removed.
The ll1eatpacking company sells the hide
perhaps to a dealer or broker. It then
goes on to the manufacturer.

There are many other hides. There are
hides that come from the cattle butch
ered on the fann or ranch. There are
hides that come from the cattle butch
ered by custom slaughterers. There are
hides that come from rendering plants,
concerns that taIte the dead bodies of
cattle that die from various causes.
There are also some cattle that die 011
the farm or ranch that never get to a
rendering plant.

It was in that background that Mr.
Letson had this to say:

Mr. LETSON'. Well, there you get into dif
ficulties also. Not every dead cow gets to
the tanner.

I am sure that what he said was, "not
the hide of every dead cow gets to the
tanner."

Then Sellator MILLER said:
Senator MILLER. This is so, so the tanners

how many hides were produced last year
they can tell you in relationship to the num
ber of cattle on hand, And I think you could
use a. similar approach year-in and year-out
and make an accurate forec"lSt.

senator BELLMON, Mr. Chairman, does ,he
know how to get those hides off the dead
cows to the tanners? It hasn't been w9rth
skinning a dead cow for years. Every time a
cow died out in tIle country, you would get
the renderer to come and pick her up and
take her back to the tanning factory and
take tile hide off of her, because they were
worth something. Now, you don'1;have a.ny
value in thenl so you IHn"e tile c:trcass, which

isn't worth 8n}'fhing, and you are producing
extra hIdes but hOlding the prices down.

Mr. LETSON. I can't pretend to be an ex
pert. We have figures troll1 the renderers,
wh~Ch i!hply t9. us that this is st111 a very
actn'e group.

Senator BELLMON. They don't pick cattle up
out in the country any more. They don't even
pick them up around the feed lots.

Then the 'Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
BELLMON) went 011 to point out that the
way to g~t more cattle profit is to raise
the price and not do something that de
presses tlle pl;ofit. If we want more cattle
Irides to be turned into leather for both
foreign and domestic use, let. us pay a
sUfficient price for the hides, After all, it
is a rathel'complex task, especially in hot
weather, to go near the carcass of a dead
animal and proCeed to carefUlly skin
that animal so that the hide is in usable
condition. And individuals are not going
to do that for exercise. However, if the
hide is worth a decentplice, they will
do it.

Mr, President, it is s9 evident that Air.
Letson-a very fine lawyel' and a well in
tentioned public sel'vant-did not fully
understand what was lnvolvedor what
wouid be the results of the order that he
drew for regulating and controlling and
restricting the exPortation of cattle hides
from this ceWltl'y. .

In his testimony, before the Commit
tee 011 Agriculture and Forestry, last
week William N. Leston, General Coun
sel of the Commerce Department stated:

The question of whethcrand how to intro
duce controls proved to be one of the most
dlfflcult questions Which the department has
faced in a long time. This was particularly
so since we all strongly believe in rreeand
open markets. However, facing the facts
the seriously inflated prices, the domestic
shortage or hides. and the abl10nnal rorelgn
demand-and bearing' the responsibillty
which OOl1gressplaced in our hands under
the Export AdminIstration Act, we concluded
that we should act.

I believe a proper in'.;erpretation of the
current hide situation is this:

First, the JWle 1972 hide exports were
released last Friday. July 28, 1972, and
are 1,317,000 pIeces compared to 1,235
000 last June--1971. The 6-month hide
exports for 1972 are 8,On,OOo pieces as
compared to 7,848,000 pieces last year.
This means the 6-month expol"ts· for
1972 are only 2 percent greater than the
6 montlls for 1971, hardy an abnormal
foreign demand causing an excessive
drain on scarce raw material-hides
the reason. the Commerce Department
gave for tlle1r July 15 action.

Second, shoe production thl'ough May
is down 1 y:! .percent this year compared
to last year. Yet the Commerce Depart
ment projected an increase in domestic
shoe production requiring 638,000 more
hides. Also from some of the testimony
the tanners' gave last Thursday, tlley
would themselves. ·.expect leather shoe
production would be down this year, not
up.

Third,· industry analysts now are ex
pectingcommercial cattle slaughter for
July to December to total about 19.0
million head,which..is 900,000 more than
last year. This forecast is SUppOrted by
the USDA. ·estimate of ·1,566,000 more
cattle on feed July 1 than last year.
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Thus the slaughter estimate used by
the Department of Commerce could
prove to be conservative.

Fourth, the calculated shortage pre
sented by the Commerce Department in
support of its export control program
included a figure of 1,002,000 !lides
needed to replace inventories. There is
no such thing as a minimum inventory
that has been violated.

Fifth, hence, instead of an imbalance
of 1,521,000 hides to be set right by the
controls, we see the .possibility of a sur
plus developing that could wreak
havoc with the hide market and seri
ously depress cattle prices, if the con
trols are not discontinued.

Sixth, according to the Department ,)f
Commerce testimony last week, the ac
tion takenJuly 15 was not to reduce hide
prices, but to stabilize them, and hope
fUlly keep them from advancing so rap
idly in the future. Yet the market has
declined one-half to 1 cent a pound in
most hides last week, the equivalent of
about 35 to 65 cents per hide.

Mr. President, a little later I will re
fer to the testimony of one witness com
ing from a large packing company that
states that all last week they did not get
a call for hides. Their slaughtering proc
ess is going on but there was no bid for
.the hides.

Mr. President, some very interesting
testimony waS presented to the Commit
tee on AgricUlture and Forestry last week
by Mr. Herrell DeGraff, president, Amer
ican Meat Institute. He was accompanied
by Mr. D. M. Clute, chairman of the
'Hide Committee of the American Meat
Institute. Here is what Mr. DeGraff said
in part:

It is pertinent to note that this is the
second time in six years that the U.S. Dec
'partment of Commerce has deemed it neces
sary, under its legislative authority, to in
stitute export quotas for U.S. cattle hides.

The 1966 experience, which lasted about
eight months, was based on a relatively
simple system of export licenses. And whlle
the program was generally Judged in the
trade to be a fiasco, it was terminated oniy
by Congressional action. The agency that had
put the controls Into effect could not bring
itself to voluntarily abandon its brainchild.
Hence. we take very IIttie comfort in Secre
tary Peterson's statement that "the controls
will be lifted as soon as market conditions
warrant."

Now we are looking at a repeat of the
l[JG6 experience. And while the actors have
changed, the play is much the same. Only
this time the Department has launched a
more complex program based on a kind of
rationing system using export tickets as a
right to a share of the market.

. He goes on to point out that actually
the increase in the price of shoes, foot
wear, has gone up exactly according to
the general consumer's price index. The
Consumer :':'rice Index stood at 121.3 in
1971. In June 1972 it had gone to 125, or
an increase of 3 percent. The footwear
index average for 1971 was 121.5. It went
to 124.7, aboUt a 3-percent increase.
During this time hide prices did go from
14 cents a pound to 28 cents a pound, or
increased 100 percent, and it did not
cause the price of shoes to increase in
price any more than the general con
sumer's price index.

The average cattle hide weighs about
60 pounds. That means that even at the
present price it has a value of only a
little over $17. From a cattle hide they
can make at least 20 pairs of men's
shoes. Men's shoes have a little more
leather in them, a heavier sole, a broad
er heel, and the upper part is more of a
shoe than women's shoes. So it might be
safe to guess that, with reference to
ladies' shoes, which are sClld with heels
and straps, probably they can make twice
as many ladies' shoes as men's shoes out
of that one hide. In the case of small
children, perhaps not 20 pairs, but per
haps twice as many, 40 pairs can be
made. And out of that the farmer or
rancher gets $17-$17 whole dollars for
enough hide to make 20. pairs of men's
shoes; $17 for enough hide to make 40
pairs of ladies' shoes or children's shoes.

Why, it is just a matter of a few cents.
The fact that one pays $30, $35, $40, $50,
or even $25 or less for a pair of shoes in
dicates 'that the price of hides is not a
significant factor at all in the price of
shoes. At the very most, in connection
with men's footwear, it involves about 5
percent of the cost.

Yet here is the powerful U.S. Govern
ment exceeding its authority, in the
opinion of many, and curtailing the ex
port of hides in order to force the price
down. They did so because they got their
facts not from the best and most objec
tive sources, but from that segment of
our industry that wants lower prices of
'cattle hides.

Mr. President, an injustice is being
done, something that is wrong and can-
not be justified. .

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, \I'ill the
Senator yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. A moment ago the

Senator from Nebraska made the point
that there is doubt about the legality of
the regulation to which the Senator ob
jects. I must say I agree with the Sena
tor on that point.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the record set forth the llm
guage of section 3, subsection (2), of the
Export Administration Act of 1969.

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

EXPORT CONTROLS

(2) It is the polley of the United Statca
to use export controls (A) to the extent
necessary to protect the domestic economy
from the excessive drain of scarce materials
and to reduce the serious inflationary impact
of abnormal foreign demand, (B) to the ex
tent necessary to further significantly the
foreign policy of the United States and to
fulfill its international responsibliities, and
(C) to the extent necessary to exercise the
necessary vigilance over exports from the
standpoint of their significance to the na
tional security of the United States.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President. the
relevant point reads that-

It is the policy of the United States to use
export controls (a) to the extent necessary
to protect the domestic economy from the ex
cessive drain of scarce material and to re
duce the serious Infiationary impact of ab·
normal foreign demand

The key phrase here is "serious infla
tionary impact." I cannot see how the
present, almost infinitesimal impact of
the cost of the hide as a part of the total
cost of the shoe could be said to have re
sulted in selious inflationary impact.

I think the figures which the Senator
from Nebraska has presented show that
cattle hides make up a very small por-.
tion of the cost to the consumer of a
finished pair of shoes. Since the provi
sion I have just read is the only one that
could conceivably be used to justify these
regulations restricting the export of
cattle hides, I have grave doubt that this
regulation complies with the terms of
that statute.

I think the amendment which will be
offered by the Senator from Nebraska,
calling as it does for rescission of this
decision on hides and for the approval
of the Secretary of Agriculture before
another such step can be taken against
an aglicultural export in the future may
help moderate tendencies toward over
hasty actions in other cases.

Mr. CURTIS. I agree with the Sena
tor, and I thank him very much for his
contribution.

Mr. MONDALE. This issue came up in
the Committee on Banking, Housing and
Urban Affairs as well when we were act
ing on the President's economic control
legislation, and an effort was made legis
latively to put a dramatic restriction 01\
export controls. We were successful in
eliminating any such legislative amend
ment in the economic control legislation
on grounds very much as stated by the
Senator from Nebraska, that the farmers
are not doing well, that the parity ratios
for our farmers are at an abysmal level.
that hides make liP an inflnitesimal
portion of the cost of a finished pair of
shoes, and that to place these kinds of
restrictions upon cattle hides is just an
unfair imposition upon the cattle farm
er for the benefit of other commercial
interests.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank my distinguished
friend very much, and I agree with him.

I would now like to call the attention of
the Senator to the testimony of \Villiam
Carey. He, together with Martin Blu
menthal, appeared before the Commit
tee on Agriculture for the American As
sociation of Hides, Skins, and Leather
Merchants, New York, N.Y. Mr. Carey
said that he was the export manager of
the Southwestern Trading Co., of Hous
ton, Tex., and here is what he said:

I deeply appreciate the opportunity to ap
pear before this committee to describe tile
manner in which the Department of COIll
merce has taken an action of lfubstantlal
significance in regard to an agricultural
product when the action is not only ill Yiol~.

tion of the provisions of the statute but also
Is all abuse to the statute as it applies to
agriCUltural products.

He goes on:
This is strong language but we are con

vinced that it is tnte. The statute \U1der
which the Secretary of Commerce acted in
imposing export controls on cattle hides de
clares, for example, tha.t it is the policy of
the United States to use export controls.

(a) To the extent necessary to protect the
domestic economy from the excessive drain
of scarce materials. and to reduce the serious
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inflationary Impact of abnormal foreign de
mand.

(b) To the extent necessary to further
1IlgnlfiCBJ1tly the foreign polley of the Unlted
States and to fulfill its international re
sponsibilities, and

(c) To the extent necessary to exercise the
necessary vlgllance over exports from the
standpoInt of their significance to the na
tionai security of the United States.

In his statement, the Secretary of Com
ll"lerCe r:cognlzed that his action was not
based either upon a necessity to further slg
nificantiy the foreign policy of the United
States or to protect the national security of
the United States.

He specltlcally bascd his action only upon
the ground that It was necessary to use ex
port controls to protect the domestic economy
from the excessive draIn of scarce materials
and to reduce the serious hlfiationary impact
of abnormal foreign demand.

Mr. President, all of this I am reading
is from Mr. Carey's statement:

No amount of contortions which the Sec
retaryof Commerce has taken with data deal·
ing with thIs agrICUltural commodIty can
conceal the fact that neither of these two
required statutory tests have been met.

Cattle hides are not a scarce material be
cause this country has been an exporter of
hides since 1952. In fact, as shown by the
data In the exhibIts of the Secretary of Com
merce, we have traditionally exported a very
substantIal portion of our domestIc pro
duction of hides.

Today, even with an increase In exports of
hIdes, we can meet the total quantity re
quired for domestic use. The Secretary has
not shown that the unrestricted exports
could reduce the quantity below that needed
for domestIc use.

Why is thIs so? It Is true simply because
the NatIon Is B. major meat-consuming coun
try. In fact, It Is the major meat-consuming
country in the world and since 1952 we have
not been able to utlllze in the domestic pro
duction of leather goods the vast quantity
of hIdes produced as a by-product of our
production and consumption of meat.

In short, cattle hides are not some sort of
scarce atomic isotope.

The second part of this statutory criteria,
which the Secretary of Commerce is required
to meet to impose export controls, Is "to re
duce the serious" inflationary impact of ab
normal foreign demand.

I would like to say that "serious" was added
to the statute in 1969 by the Congress lis a
reflection of disapproval of the use of this
provision by the Department of Commerce to
control the export of walnut logs and hides
and skIns In the 1960's.

There has been no abnormal change in for
eign demand in the world hide busIness.

The Secretary of Commerce had proved
this poInt In hIs own data by showIng that
Argentina and Brazil have adopted policies to
become major leather and shoe exporters
Instead of exporters of cattle hides.

This decisIon by those countries did not
change the world demand for cattle hIdes. It
simply converted the world trade market for
trade In cattle hides so far as those coun
tries were concerned, to trade In leather and
shoes but the world consumption of cattle
hidcs has not changed as a result.

It is already becoming apparent that the
world market Is adjusting to this shift by
Argentina and BraZIl because we believe that
some countries are explorIng the possibility
of purchashlg Brazilian and Argentinian
leather Instead of the hides previously ex
ported by those countries.

This is the way the world market accom
Dwdates itself to cbange, whether the change
is caused by drought, government action, or
other Impact. Large rises or falls In price tend
to be of short duration.

In discussing the world trade data used by
the Secretary of Commerce to support bis
action, the fraIltIes of that data are also
worth noting. Unlike the Congress of the
United States which provides for a bearing on
even the most significant matters facing this
country, the Department of Commerce took
this action without any hearing and with
only Informal consultation with a few IndI
Viduals In the industry.

Mr. President, it is quite apparent that
had a real hearing been held, with pub
lication of the proposed action and no
tice to all parties, the Department of
Commerce might have been spared from
the embarrassment that must surely be
theirs over this ill-advised order.

Now, Mr. President, I would like to
rerer to the testimony of Mr. John Min
noch, president of the National Hide As
sociation of Chicago, m. He testified as
follows:

I would like to say that Congress hlslsted
In 1966 that controls were needed, and the
plan at that time didn't work. Yet, at that
time, they assured us it did work. Do we have
any assurance that the present plan wUl work
any better, because at that time we trIed
an unknown thing, too, and we are
right back going on another operation that
is still unknown, untried, and we are the
guinea pig again.

I give that at the start because in hearIng
the gentleman from Commerce this morn
ing, it is just unbelIevable to me that any
one who has analyzed this market the way
they claim to a done, and these hltensive
studies, so called, could overlook two million
hIdes. And these, basIcally, are the types of
hides that go for exports, render hIdes. Leek
er butchers are included hl the figures, but
It is unbelievable to me that they just plain
overlooked that many hides. And I would like
to bring that out because I can't bUy the "in
tensive stUdy," and, obvIously, I think that
every dead anImal was plain overlooked, par
ticularly when this type of hide goes for
export.

Then Mr. Minnoch points out some
thing else:

We worked 15 years to build up markets.
Of course, one Department telis us to build
up markets and a.Iong comes the next one
and tells us to tear them down.

It is the policy of the U.S. Govermnent,
so far as the Department of Agriculture
is concerned, to promote exports. We
have to have an export business in agri
culture.

The taxpayers have agricultural ex
perts travelinG abroad in order to pro
mote expo:ts. Yet, the Department of
Commerce comes along and says:

There iJi an abnormal situation, and we
are going to control and regulate and restrict
exports.

r could not follow the Department of
Commerce in all their figures and charts.
The room was full of people, and a great
many of the individuals from the De
partment of Commerce who testified be
fore the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry were of the same mind as Mr.
Minnoch. They wondered whathappened
to 2 million hides. The figures in their
charts did not stand up at all.

Mr. President, r think Senators would
be interested in the testimony of Mr,
Wilson F. Pruitt, of Pruitt & Co., ;Musko
gee, Okla. I read from his testimony:

Just briefly, I would like. to state that
maybe our position Is a little unique in this
hearing. We deal 100 percent In what we

call small packer hides. I think the overall
question here of 36 millIon hides, of which
the big packers represeni;-I don't know, I
am guessing-will be 80 percent of the total.

I would like to go back and regress just
a few years. My father has been in the pro
duce busIness and the hide business in Okla
homa since 1932. We didn't get into this
export thing l.mtll about seven years ago
and I remember the time as a bOy and even
on up to young manhood, of having a base
ment full of hides and waiting for the phone
to ring, for somebody to buy them. Particu
larly, in the small packer, No.3 hides, render
hides, locker butcher hides, and other small
operations in the packer field.

Mr. President, digressing from Mr.
Pruitt's testimony, I should like to point
out that this has been said by some of
these witnesses. This country eats a great
deal of meat. That makes the hides a
byproduct. Unless we can export those
hides, we will have so many of them
here that it will be chaotic.

I can recall the time when I was a
boy, living on a farm, hearing my father
and the neighbors tell about individuals
who would have a home butchery. They
would carefully remove the hide and
ship it to a tanner or to a dealer in hides,
and sometimes the price they received
was less than the shipping charges, so
they would be billed for the difference.
They would produce a hide, go to all
the work of l'emoving it, ship it, part with
it, and then be billed for that part of the
transportation cost that the price of the
hide could not pay.

Fortunately, we are not faced with
that situation, and one of the reasons
is that for 15 years an export business
has been built up in this country. But
no business is indestructible. If this
Government interferes with that export
business, the purchasers will turn to
other sources or they ",tin use leather
substitutes.

Now, Mr. President, I will continue
reading from the testimony of Mr.
Pruitt:

It seems to me that through a good market·
Ing effort of the exporters, the National Hide
people, that we have been able to market
an American product and do·· 0. real good
job of it. I tllhlk I should pohlt out here
this mornhlg that tl"le usage of the hides
in any appreciable amount by the American
Tanners Association, so to ISpeak-these
hides have got to be sold some place because
they cannot lIse them all.

Then he goes on to say:
I thhlk if something is not done, we are

goIng to have a chaotic situation. I don't
know how the big exporters feel about thIs.
We are real small people In this thing. This
Is our livelihood, and if this is not changed
or corrected, it might put us out of business.

Mr. President, my interests in tllis
matter are primarily the agricultural in
terests. I have read from the testimony
of witnesses from the hide industry be
cause they are very knowledgeable as to
how the trade operates. Their opinion as
to what will happen as a. result of the
order issued by the Department of Com
merce certainly is worth considering, and
the fact that they strongly believe that
the method followed by the Department
of Commerce is in error and will lead to
a black market certainly is worth con
sidering. I know of no group that knows
more about the hide business than the
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people engaged in the hide business. So,
before'I turn to some witnesses v;hoare
speaking directly from the agricultural
point of view, I want to refer to another
witness from the hide industry.'

I invite the attention of Senators to
the testimony of Dr. Fred Bistlinghoff,
president of the National Renderers As
sociation,' Peoria, TIL, and Dean A.
Specht, executive director of the National
Renderers Associaiton, Des Plaines, Ill.
This is what Mr. Specht said:

It Is overwhelmingly evident the render
ing industry, as a separate segment of the
hide industry, has been overlooked or ig
nored by ,the, Commerce Department in de
veloping these controls.

Mr. President, think of it: Here, bu
reaucratsassume the omniscience to in
terfere with our economy. Yet they over
look one important segment of the hide
economy and one important supplier of
hides.

Mr; Specht goes on to say:
Our members produce the class of hIdes

known as "renderer hides" from dead anImals
pIcked up in I1vestock raIsing areas and they
also collect a class of hIdes known as "coun
try hides" from butcher hides, locker hides,
from hundreds-even thousands-of locker
plantfJ, butchers, and small meat packers In
rural areas of thIs Country.

These renderer and country hides are the
lowest class of hides produced in thIs Coun
try. They are collected in the raw or "green"
state by our members who do the first pre
serving or curing of the hides.

These jU'e a separate class of hides Which,
because' of beIng lesser qualIty than the
fresh hIdes from meat paCkers, have been
shunned by American leather manufactw·ers.
In fact, In periods of low hIde prices. the
number of renderer hIdes decreases consIder
ably because the whole animal, includIng
hide; is rendered-the hide value does not
cover the cost of skinnIng and curIng.

Because of the salvage nature of these
hIdes, productIon and marketing statIstIcs
are not developed by the Department of
Commerce. However, a cross section of the
producers and exporters of these hIdes places
U,8. production of this type of hide at three
to four m1llion category. This represents only
about 10 percent of the estimated produc
tion of 37 mlllion hides of all types last year.

The serious inequity of these export con
trols is 1;his: because of the low quallty of
these renderer and country hides by U.8.
standards, 80 to 90 percent of this class has
been exported in recent years. This move
ment is not recognized by the current con
trols. and we ask your help to see that it is
provided for.

Leather manufacturers have avoided pur
chasing this class of hides whenever possible
as they continually push for better quality
and more usable hides. This has left renderer
and country hides with llttle or no domestic
market and our only salvation has been the
interest in these hides by overseas buyers.

Incidentally, this has helped the U.S. bal
ance of payments because most of these hides
go to Japan, Italy and European countries
for dollars. Because they are unwanted by
U.s. leather manufacturers and because they
are the bottom 10 percent of U.s. hide pro
duction, they have little or no impact on do
mestic needs.

Now, Mr. President, think of that. Here
is a class of hides used by our domestic
shoe manufacturers, yet the Department
of Commerce controls, regulates and re
stricts them and, thus, denies the Ameri
can economy a market that has been
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built up, and also seriously damages our
balance of payments.

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Nebraska Yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield.
Mr. MONDALE. One can look at the

need for this amendment, which I sup
port, in another way, I look particularly
at its impact on my State of Minnesota,
if the present decision restricting the ex
ports of hides is continued, the income
from cattle hides, which is important to
the farmers of my State will drop dras
tically. Last year, our State produced I,·
585,000 hides, worth in current prices,
around $25 million. The average hide is
worth $16. This price, of course, helps the
livestock farmer who, I think, everyone
agrees is not in good shape at all. Anyone
who looks at the current receipts realizes
that livestock and other farmers are
probably working harder and receiving
less. Costs are rising faster in relation to
prices than in almost any other sector
of the economy and they need every dol
lar that they can get.

The administration case for putting
controls on hide exports rests on the as
sumption that the higher hide price is
causing shoe prices to rise. Analysis will
show that this must be nonsense.

Take a specific case in Minnesota.
Twenty to 25 pairs of shoes can be made
from a single green hide. That means
that the leather in a pair of men's
shoes produced from one Minnesota
hide, which is now worth about $16, costs
only 80 cents. This is about 3 percent of
the price of a $25 pair of shoes. If quotas
were to bring down the price of hides by
50 percent, the cost of the hide in a pair
of men's shoes will drop by only 40 cents.
That is the cost to the shoe manufac
turer. But it would cost Minnesota farm
ers millions of dollars at a time when
they can least afford it.

I think it is speculative that the con
sumer would ever save one penny.

In 1966, I am advised-I do not have
the figures' right now, but I hope to be
able to get them and put them in the
RECORD later-when,export controls were
s)apped on hides, the price dropped dis
astrouslY to the livestock farmers but, I
am told, shoe prices actually increased.

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct.
Mr. MONDALE. So that instead of re

ceiving a benefit, the middleman and
the shoe manufacturer simply put the
difference in their pockets. Once again,
the farmers paid the price-about $4 a
head drop in cattle prices-and the con
sumers received not only no benefit but,
in fact, the cost of shoes went up.

So, I would hope that we would have
learned from that unfortlmate mistake
and that we could be mindful of the
desperate position the farmers find
themselves in and realize how much a
few dollars mean to each farmer. It is
really painful.

In addition, there is a real question
about the legality of this move. For some
years, I have been chairman of the In
ternational Finance Subcommittee which
has jUrisdiction over the Export Admin
istration Act. We have tried to make
clear that restrictions on agricultural
exports can only be justified when these

exports can be said to have a serious in
flationary impact. I do not think there
is any case that can be made that the
price of cattle hides toda.y has had that
impact on our economy. Indeed, I think
one would be hard pressed to prove tha t
it has had any effect on shoe prices to
the American consumer.

Therefore, I think that the amendment
offered by the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska is a reasonable one. In
deed, it is a modest one. It eliminates
tillS highly questionable action which
imposes quotas on hide exports and
simply requires that before such steps
can be taken in the future the Depart
ment of Agriculture-which, after all,
would know most about tllls problem
must be consulted. It is a reasonable pro
posal and I am pleased to support it.

Mr. CURTIS. Again I thank my dis
tinguished colleague from Minnesota
for his contribution.

Mr. President, when the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry was hold
ing hearings last week on this :mbject,
one of the witnesses was Reuben L.
Johnson, director of legislative services
for the National Farmers Union. I quote
from that:

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
On JUly 19, National Farmers Union Presi

dent, Tony Dechant, in a statement relea~ed

to the press, called on the Administration
"to act immediatley to remove the recently
imposed controls by the Department of Com
merce on cattle hide exports."

The Secretary of Commerce, Peter O.
Peterson, has placed admittedly, restrictions
on cattle hide sales abroad as a means of
reducing the domestic price. This means
that the domestic shoe industry will be able
to bUy cattle hIdes at lower prIces at the
expense of the fariner.

Last year the number of cattle hIdes ex
ported rose to 15,614,000 and brought us
$125,890,000 in revenue from overseas cus
tomers. The livestock industry benefited
from these transactions. The nation as a
whole benefited through the reduction of the
foreign exchange problems of gold outflow
and the balance of payments.

The action of the Secretary of Commerce
w1ll not permit consumers to buy shoes at
lesser costs because the cost of hide has Ilt
tIe if any relationship at all to the cost of
shoes. It is obvious that the shoe industry
planned to raise prices anyway which casts
a grave shadow over the Commerce Depart
ment's action to establish controls on the
export of domestically produced cattle hIdes.
The shoe industry, like bakers of bread,
would have tlle public believe that farm
prices of hides and wheat determine the
cost of shoes and bread. But, we believe the
consumIng publ1c knows better.

Mr. President, the Mr. Agriculture of
the United States Senate,,m my opin
ion, is none other than our beloved sen
ior Senator from North Dakota (Mr.
YOUNG). Here is what he had to say when
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry met to hold hearings concerning
the order relating to the export of hides;

We nre all concenled about the Inflation
that has plagued our economy. No one has
escaped the effects of this menace that erodes
the value of the dollar. It is disturbing to
note, however, that two of the most pub
llclzed steps taken in an elIort to control
lnfiatlon in recent weeks have come at the
expense of the Nation's cattle producers. I
have partiCUlar reference to the lifting of
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the quotas on meat imports and the imposi
tion of export limitations on hides.

On the one hand, the cattle producer Is
told he Is making too much money 50 he
will have to compete With a lower quality,
lo\':er priced product that is produced a1)road
,mder lower cost conditions.

On the other hand, he is told that even
though he has a product that is in great
demand for export, he cannot take full
advantage of this export market.

Both of these moves h1,ve been made in
the name of helping the consumer. They are
both aimed at lowering or holding the line
on consumer costs. Little, if any. consumer
benefit will be realized, but the Ih'estock
producer now Jaces the threat of a squeeze
from both sides. His costs continue to rise,
while the price for his production is, in ef
fect' limited by these governmental actions.

I feel, l\'lr. Chairman, that the action lim
iting hide exports announced on July 15
could have a much more adverse effect on
cattle prices over a period of time than the
lifting of meat import quotas. as objection
able as that action was.

One of the major adverse effecto of this
move will be to force foreign purchasers
of American hides to look for svnthetics
or substitutes for leather. Invariably, once
a manufacturer goes to cheaper substitutes
or synthetics he rarely goes I"lett t.o the bet
ter quality natural product.

Mr. President, Mr. Don F. Magdanz,
executive secretary-treasurer of the Na
tional Livestock Feeders Association, was
one of the witnesses before the Commit
tee on Agriculture aild Forestry. He made
a distinct contribution. I read from his
testimony:

We' declare that the action announced by
Secretary Peterson on JUly 15 is absolutely
unjustIfied, grossly unfair to the cattle in
dustry. completely mogical, and downright
provocative. Furthennore, it is incompatible
with numerous principles and decisions pre
viously made and embraced by both the Con
gress and the Administration.

I wlll support these allegations after enum
erating the specific inconsistencies involved,
In our opinion, the restriction placed on cat
tle hides is:

1. Inconsistent with the intent of Con
gress in passing and extending the Export
Administration Act;

2. Inconsistent with the removal of meat
import restraints;

3. Inconsistent with efforts to expand U.S.
exports and improve the balance of payments
situation;

4. Inconsistent with the stated objective of
holding shoe prices in check; and

5. Inconsistent with the stated goal of the
Congress and the Administration to raise
farm income to equitable levels.

In addition, the action by the Depart
ment of Commerce is:

1. III-timed, coming just ahead of increased
cattle hide production;

2. A tailor-made Invitation for unscrupu
lous persons to develop a flourishing specula
tive market in trading the required export
tickets; and

3. An obvious attempt to ball out the U.S.
shoe manufacturers at the expense of domes
tic cattle feeders and producers.

Mr. Magdanz testified later ill his
testimony:

!\Ir. MAGDANZ. The question of whether or
not the production of cattle hides exceeds
domestic reqUirements is not open to ques
tion. It is an Indisputable fact that produc
tion does exceed domestic requirements. As
shown in the table On the last page of this
statement, 40 to 45 percent of our entire cat
tle hide production goes abroad.

It Is evident that the actton of the Sec
retary of Commerce stands on the legal tech-

nica1ity that a determination has not been
made by the secretary of AgriCUlture to the
etfect that cattle hides are being produced
in a quantity which exceeds domestic re
quirements.

However, we interpret the intent of Con
gress to make it incumbent on the President,
or his delegate, to seek the determination
provided for In Section 4(e) before taking
auy export control action on an agricultural
commodity under the authority provided in
Section 3(2) (A).

Mast certainly, it was not, and is not, the
Intent of the Congress that the provisions
of the Export Administration Act be used to
dellberatel;- roil back the prices of farm
products.

Mr. President, Mr. Magdanz and many
other witnesses went on in their testi
mony to specifically endorse the Curtis
amendment

Mr. President, another knowledgeable
witness before the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry last week was Mr.
C. W. McMillan, executive vice president
of the American National Cattlemen's
Association. I read from his testimony:

The domestic beef cattle Industry is tired
of haVing to "pay the bill" under the threat
of U.S. tanners and shoe manufacturers that
they must raise shoe prices "if something
isn't done to restrict the exportation of U.S.
cattle hides."

The 1972 action of the Commerce Depart
ment, although not Identical to 1966, closcly
parallels it.

In 1966, shoc mauufactnrers threatened to
mise shoe prices unless ~<imething was done
to force do\vn the price of domestic cattle
hides.

Au export embargo was placed on them,
prices fell, reflecting approximately $4.00
per head drop in domestic cattle prices and
the shoe manufacturers proceeded to raise
the price of shoes anyway. U.S. cattlemen
paid the bill and the U.S. shoe manufac
hIrers pocketed the profits.

Although the 1972 action of the Com
merce Department still permits hides to be
exported, there has been so much confusion
and concern about the compiex ticket or
certificate method, meat packers cannot ade
quately plan their cattle buying programs
and take into account by-product values.
This completely disrupts marketing pattcrns
of beef cattle.

Mr. McMillan goes on to state:
It is the earnest hope of the American Na

tional Cattlemen's Association that the re
striction on hide exports will be lifted. Were
It not for the price levels that have prevailed
for hides in recent weeks, the by-product
drop of meat packers would be much lower.
If that by-product drop declines substan
tially, the meat packer must adjust his mar
gin by lmying less for cattle or selling carcass
beef for more.

l! carcass beef prices increase, this means
that consumers will have to pay more for beef
in the retail meat counter. If meat packers
pay less for cattle, it could place cattlemen
in a loss position. As a practical matter, both
of these things wlll probably happen.

A serious effect of rootrictlng hide exports
is on the matter of U.S. balance of payments.
It seems inconceivable that the Administra
tion has opened flood gates to more meat im
ports while res"trlcting hide exports. Both of
these actions are detrimental to the beef
cattle industry, but together they compound
the very serious balance of payments problem.

Senator Curtis has offered an amendment
to the Export Control Act which we believe
deserves the support of every U.S. Senator.
His proposal would require the approval of
the Secretary of Agriculture. before any ac
tion is taken to rootrict the exportation of an
agricultural commodity. Had this authorlty

been aVailable, the unfortunate action of the.
Commerce Department of July 15, 1972, like
ly would not have occurred.

Mr. President, the hearings conducted
by the Committee on AgriCUlture and
Forestry, even tbough confined to 3
days, were very thorough. No witnesses
were turned away, yet we were able to
take the testinlony of the most knowl
edgeable people in this field. I wish tc
say again for the RECORD that one of tht
reasons the junior Senator from
Nebraska is speaking at length and in
corporating in his remarks material
from these various witnesses is that our
time situation is such that Senators will
not have the benefit of the printed hear
ings.

Mr. Baxter Freese, president of the
Iowa Beef Producers, Ames, Iowa, gave
some very helpful testimony to the com-.
mittee. I quote now that testimony:

I appreciate the opportunity to appear be
fore you today to share the views of Iowa's
50,000 cattlemen on the matter of hide ex
port restrictions.

My name is Baxter Freeze. I am an Iowa
farmer actively involved In the production
of beef, pork, corn and soybeans. I have only
limited knowledge about hide sales, the tan
ning industry and shoe manufacturing.
Therefore, I will limit my remarks to an ex
pression of the feelings of Iowa cattlemen.

Gentlemen, these feelings can best be
phrased very simply and bluntly-they \ire
mad, just plain mad. This was alluded to by
Senator Aiken and this Is not an exaggera
t.lon. This was not brought about by people
like me, as our fellow feeders ealleel me. They'
kind of got me perturbed.

In fact, I have not Witnessed such an
aroused reaction from a governmental deci
sion for many years.

We were .disappointed 'when .quotas were
lift.ed on imported meats. We were fnlStrated
when the Secretary of State started actively
soliciting shipments of foreign meat into
this country. To have our industry be made
the whipping boy for the third time in as
many weeks should explain why Iowa
cattlemen have reacted in this way.

I also quote from Mr. Freese as follows:
We would ask, why are Iowa cattlemen ex

pected to subsidize the tanning industry and
the shoe manufacturing industry when there
is probably no more than 75 cents to $1.50
worth of rawhide In a pair of shoes j'etailing
in the range of $20 to $40. With five children,
no one is more aware of the high cost of
shoes than I.

Mr. President, I think Mr. Freese was
exceedingly fair in his statement because
it is very doubtful that the amount of
hide in a pair of shoes runs from 75 cents
to $1.50; it is more apt to be from a few
cents to 50 cents.

I again quote from Mr. Freese:
The other comment I might make, after lis

tening to the presentation this morning from
the Commerce Department, and their knowl
edge of the cattle business became apparent.
I think that every cattle producer in the
State of Iowa, every banker, and every truck
driver and every feed manUfacturer is going
to be 100 percent behind Senator Curtis'
amendment to put somewhat controls on
hide exports under the jurisdiction of the
Department of AgriCUlture.

We were favored with the testimony of
Mr. H. L. Gerhart, Jr., president of the
Independent Bankers Association of
America and president of the .First Na
tional Bank, Newman Grove, NebI',
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Mr. President, Newman Grove is a fine.

small city in ,the state of Nebraska, It
came close to being the county seat. It
is one 'of those towns where, as in many
other American towns, the banker is
known by everyone and knows everyone,
and, he has helped the people of his
community and is famUiar with their
problems and with their hopes. I read
from his testimony before the commit
tee:

I consider the quotas announced by the
Secretary ,ofComrnerce as unfair and un
warranted for the following reasons:

1. It will have, a depressing effect on prices
of live, cattle at a time when these prices are
just getting back l1p to what they were 20
yeal'$ ago; We submit that none of us would
be satlsfied with wages received 20 years ago.

2, Prices received by agriCUlture have not
kept up wIth costs or prices received by other
segments of the economy over the past 20
years. Today's American housewife spends 16
percent of the family budget for food com
pared to 31 percent in France and 50 percent
in Russia. Yet in 1971 net farm income was
slightly lower than in 1950.

3. Our infonnation is that after allowing
a moderate amount for labor and manage
ment, the farmer and rancher received 1.1
percent'return on hls investment in 1969,
compared to 23.6 percent for leading food
chains. While his net incon1e dropped slightly
during these 20 years, hls debt Increased by
over 'five times and investment increased by
over 2¥., times. It is no wonder that our
fann population has decreased by about 58
percent in the past 20 years, seriously affect
ing our nation's small towns and businesses.

4. The. reasons given for imposing cealings
on hide 'exports is to hold down the price of
shoes and other leather goods.

The Secretary, as quoted by the press, has
stated that hides have climbed to a price of
29 cents per pound .as compared to an aver
age of 14 cents. The 15-cent-per-pound dif
ference in the price of a hide from one steer
amounts to $7.50, a sum that could mean the
difference between a profit or a loss to the
rancher selling the steer.

Mr. President, additional helpful tes
timony was presented by Mr. Frank R.
West, chainnan of the board and presi
dent of American Beef Packers, Inc. I
quote from his testimony:

I lini' Frank West, President of American
Beet Packers, the second largest slaughterer
ofcholce and prime cattle in the United
States with annual sales over $500 mUlion.
American Beef defieshes and sorts all of
their hides into varIous categories for selling
to U.S. talmers and to exporters for overseas
customers. My views c;m the new regulations
restricting hide exports are as follows:

1. The regUlations resulted in a stalemate
in the trading of hides. On July 17 and 18
there was no hide market at all; then on
JUly 19 and 20 there was a market for se
lected categories. Again on JUly 21 there was
no market. and this week to date there has
been no hide market.

Senator CURTIS.' Will you explain to tllOse
of us who are not in the trade what is
meant by there Is no market thls weel~?

Does that mean you couldn·t sell any or
there weren't any quotations?

Mr. WEST. No quotations, no bids. We
would get very few calls. Where nonnally
you may get ten calls a day from people
wanting to buy hides, you may get four
inquiries on what you would take for hides
but no call backs to trade.

,Senator CuRTIS. Do those calls nornlally
come "from tanners?

Mr. WEST. These calls come from what we
ciLll deniers, dealers and exporters, who then
sell to the tanners.

Senator MILLER. So what are you doing
with yOllr'hideS?

Mr. WEST. We are hokling them.
Senator CURTIS. Holding them?
Mr. WEST. Yes.
senator CURTIS. What kind of a problem is

that? Maybe it is covered in your statpml'.nt
later, but does that create a space lft;orage
problem for some packers?

Mr. WEST. Normally we sell our hides from
six weeks to as much as through November
14. on some categories, certain export hides.

Senator MILLER. Do you mean some of the
hides you have in your Inventory have been
sold for delivery at that time?

Mr. WEST. Yes. As we make them we ship
them against contracts made through Novem
ber 14. However, !>ome categories exporters
don't use on a regUlar basis.

Senator CURTIS. When you are talking about
no bids, you are talking about no bids for
future delivery?

Mr. WEST. That is right. Praetically all
hides are sold on a future delivery because
of the storage problem, shrink and factors
of thls nature.

Senator CURTIS. But there has currently
been practically, no bidding going on since
this program was announced?

Mr. WEST. That is right.
I predict there is going to be a ticket busi

ness, as tickets will be traded as an item and
the worst part of this is that people other
than the regUlar exporters or packers will be
able to purchase these tickets. I anticipate
that tickets will be worth a substantial
amount-no one knows at this point. I also
predict that there could be a black market in
tickets. Further, It ls my belief that U.S. shoe
prices will not change In any way except pos
sibly to go up. Since 95 percent of the cost of
a shoe is made up of retail markup, labor, and
other costs related to the manufacturing and
tanning of hides, only five percent of the cost
of a shoe goes for the raw hide.

In looking over the regUlations, I noted
there are no restrictions on bellies, shouideI's
or cropons. Also, there are no restrictions on
exporting of wet blue hides. I see these as
nothillg but big loopholes.

As hides are sold approxilllately six weeks
to three months in advance, there are going
to be many breaches of contracts on overseas
customers that have been Cllltivated In the
past three years. If the regUlations stand as
written, many exporters could go bankrupt.
American Beef Packers and many other pack
ers like us have sold hides to exporters
through November 15 prior to the restrictions.
If exporters have to dump these hides back
on the domestic market,it will be chaos.

Then I asked Mr. West:
Senator CURTIS. Will It have an adverse

effect on the price of cattle?
Mr. WEST. Yes. I would predict this. The

only reason it hasn't shown up immediately
is because hides are sold ahead. You wlll see
more of this problem around the first of
October.

Senator CURTIS. Did you have experience
under the 1966 effort to restrict the export
of hides?

Mr. WEST. Yes.
Senator CURTIS. This ticket arrangement

did not exist at that time?
Mr. WEST. No, sir.
senator CuRTIS, And this Is more cumber

some and more damaging to the nornIal fiow
of business?

Mr. WEST. I believe it ls. It is a negotiable
ticket and people who are not ill the export
ing business or ill the hide business at the
present time, or meat packers-any man on
the street-could buy one of these tickets.

Senator CURTIS, It opens up oppornmitles,
at least, for taking advantage snd getting it
in the hands of people who wUl use it against
our interest; is that correct?

Mr. WEST. If they remain the same as writ-

ten. I pre,Uct 'you will have a regular black
market.

Mr. President, another witness appear
ing before the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry was Mr. Roy 'V. Len
nartson, of the Westeln States Meat
Packers' Association, who oIDces in Be
thesda, Md. Here is what he said:

The only highlight I would mention is
Western States IHeat Packers is headquar
tered in San Fmncisco. representing the
packers and producers in 11 western states.
The association Is obviously opposed to the
program announced by Commerce. 'Ve don't
think it Is necessary in terms of its scope
and Its compleXities and so forth, and In
view of the dOUbtfUl remedies it set out to
correct.

We do point out that the packers and pro
ducers of the West Coast have been discrimi
nated seriously in the proposal in that over
75 percent of all hides produced in those
states are expol·te'd. In many, many cases 100
percent are exported on the part of the pack
ers and producers. 'We do refiect concern also
with respect to the distribution nationWide of
these so-called export tickets. It sets up a
whoie new system of exchange which is goil1g
to be complex /lnd the results of which no
body can contemplate at this time.

The potentiai value of these certificates
could well be such as to create a very
serious black market situation, as we call
it. We dOUbt seriously whether the results
of this additional value will be imparted
back to the producers.

Finally, we are very much concerned as
to the iinpactthis program is going to 11ave
on the tremendous amount of work con
ducted by both the association and the De
partment of Agriculture in developing export
markets for hide::. over the years.

These may now come to naught In vIew
of the disruption that wlll be caused by
the program.

Mr. S. W. Frankenthal, president of
Packerland Packing Co., Green Bay,
Wis., had this to say:

I feel that the real problem is tllat the
tanning and shOe industry have obtained
special economic protection to cover tIp its
InefficiencIes and the high cost of produc
tion, but aU at the proposed expense of
the farmers and the vendor of hides.

The tragic truth is that hides are being
exported, processed into leather, sold for pro
duction of leather goods which are shipped
back to this COtll1try, and sold at retail prices
considerably lower than the same product
manufactured in the United States.

Mr. President, the shoe manufacturers
and the tanners are faced with some
tough competition, but there is nothing
unfair or to their disadvantage in their
purchase of cattle hides, because the for
eign purchasers are not buying cattle
hides more cheaply than our own indus
try can. As a matter of fact, the foreign
purchasers, in many instances, are pay
ing more than are domestic purchasers of
hides.

Another witness before the Commit
tee on Agriculture and Forestry last week
was Mr. John Dunning, director of gov
ernment relations for the National In
dependent Meatpackers Association.
With him was Mr. Edv,iu H. Pewett, the
general cO\IDsel of that organization.

I quote from Mr. Dunning's statement:
This unwarranted action was based on the

premise that ,the domestic supply of these
mater1a1s was being endangered by a grow
ing exportmnrket for cattle bides. Follow-
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ing a meeting of the secretary of commerce
With industry executives on April .17, 1972,
the Secretary announced that more mfo~a
tiol1 was needed to establish the present In
ventory of cattle hides; ~he estimated re
quirements of the domes~lC shoe manufac
turers; the estimated reqmrements of tile ~x

porters; as well as the projecte~prod:lctlOn
of cattle hides for the balance 0, the year.

When these figures were compiled and
analyzed, the Secretary determined. t.hat the
domestic supply of hides was not rllHng fast
enough to cover what he described ~.s "bur
geoning demands by domestic and foreign
buyers for U.S. hides" and that he was there
fore required to move under tile Export Ad
ministration Act "to protect the domestic
economy from the excessive drain of scarce
materials and to reduce tile serious infla
tionary impact of abnormal foreign demand."

I quote further:
We believe that the Secretary was misled

by the information given him. The figures
covering the domestic and foreign demand
for cattle hides were provided by segments
of the industry having a direct interest in
lower prices for hides.

The shoe manufacturers themse!\'es pro
vided the Department of Commerce with the
"projected" production figure of leather
shoes and slippers for the August-December
1972 period. These flgures appear in Chart A
attached to this statement and was supplied
by the Department of Commerce as part of
the bllckground information for this Export
Control program.

The shoe manufacturers estimated their
production at 158,101,000 pairs of shoes for
tile period August-December 1972, or 7.3 per
cent more production than during the same
period of 1971. Yet the domestic production
of leather shoes has declined every year since
1966 by an average amount of 6.3 percent
per year, and in fact has continued to de
cline at the rate of 2.9 percent during tIle
first four months of 1972.

Mr. Dunning's statement continued:
Allowing for a two percent increase in shoe

production. in spite of a six year history of
declining production, the projected increase
in domestic needs for cattie hides would be
253,000 hides rather than 638,O~O hides as
shown on Chart B, for the penod March
December 1972. And projecting a 2.2 percent
increase in hide exports for this same period,
which is in line wIth exports through May
of this year, we can account for an increase
in hide exports of 294,000 bides.

Projecting these demand figures against
the estimated domestic supply of hides and
leather, we foresee an imbalance of 240,000
out of 30,800,000 hides produced between
March-December 1972, or a short supply
situation so slight as to be negligible.

I believe the figure runs at something like
l/looths of one percent.

This is certainly not a situation warrant
Ing the exercise of the Export Administra
tion Act.

Mr. President, I refer now to some of
the testimony-and there was not very
much-in support of the action taken by
the Department of Commerce.

This is the testimony of Mr, Robert W.
Anderson, president, and Herbert Wein
stein, of Parson's Tanning Co., Chicago,
lll.

It is our opinion that export controls will
result in strengthening tho tanning and shoe
industries of the United States for it will be a
great equalizer. Raw material costs to for
eign nations will be higher thereby reduc
ing their labor cost advantage. American
tanning and shoe manufacturers will have
lower raw material costs offsetting their high
iabor cost. The net effect wlll be the United

States shoe manufacturer will be able to bet
ter compete with shoe imports than he can
now.

Mr. President, is that not startling?
They say they want to knock down the
price to the farmer to offset their high
labor costs. I did not say that; they did.
The tanners openly admit that the rea
son why they pressured these bureau
crats into issuing such an order was, in
their language, thus "offsetting their
high labor costs." How unfair can we
get?

I want to read again from Mr, Ander
son's testimony. I asked this question:

Senator CURTIS. Are Japanese buying hides
in this country cheaper than you can bUy
them?

Mr. ANDERSON. No. TIley pay a premium for
all hides. There is a hide man in this room
that sells to Japan under contract at higher
prices than domestic, This has been normal.

Senator CURTIS. So any advantage that the
Japanese have isn't because of the plice of
hides?

Mr. ANDERSON. Whatever advantage they
they get, sir, it seems to be that the govern
ment is behind the operation to some extent.
How they can pay these prices--

:Mr. WEINSTEIN. They have in Japan a tan
ning capacity for 12 mUlion hides, apprOXi
mately, and they use those hides basically for
their own consumption.

We cannot ship a foot or a pound of leather
into Japan legally. It is illegal Jor US to ship
leather into Japan.

Senator CURTIS. That is what I said. Your
problem is not because Japan can bUy hIdes
cheaper than you can. Your problem Is other
matters. Japan has no advantage in the hide
situation, according to your own testimony.

Mr. ANDERSON. No, they would be at a dis
advantage. They are buying a higher priced
raw material.

Think of it. Because these gentlemen,
who want this order, cannot reach the
foreigner, and seemingly they cannot do
anything about their labor costs, they
are attacking the producer of cattle ill
tIns country.

Mr. President, as I stated at the begin
ning, the amendment I have propOSed,
which is joined in by a long list of co
sponsors, would do two things: It would
provide that in the exercise of tIns export
control authority, they could not exer
cise it with respect to an agricultural
commodity, including hides, without the
consent of the Secretary of AgriCUlture.
The second part would be to bring to an
end the order that already has been
issued. I doubt that it would have any
force and effect after we would change
the law, but, to make it clear, we have
incorporated the second section, which
would do that.

Naturally, the question is raised, What
good will the transfer .of this authority
to the Department of Agriculture do? It
would do a great deal of good. You will
be dealing with the Department. that
knows agriCUlture, that has jwisdiction
of the Packers and Stockyards Act, where
these cattle are slaughtered. Knowledge
able people in many sections of the De
partment will be working out these
tlnngs.

Furthermore, they will have accurate
statistics. I could not follow the Depart
ment of Commerce in their charts. But
there were many witnesses in the room
who are still looking for 2 million hides,

My purpose in offering tIlis amend
ment is to do something about hides. I
would like to see the farmers of the
country retain a business they built UP,
rather than have it· destroyed and tam
pered \"ith, rather than have a black
market. and rather than rob the farmer
because somebody else is getting too
mUCh.

Secretary Butz appeared as a witness.
His defense of the Amel'ican fanner is
well known. His willingness to go to bat
for the farm families of our country has
been well established in recent months.

I invite attention to two things in the
statement of Secretary Butz. Naturally.
he could not come there and state that
his own admillistration was in en'Or. But
he did respond to the questions.

Before I quote Secretary Butz on the
important question, I want to quote him
on another matter in his testimony last
week before the Committee on Agl1cul
ture. This is what Secretary Butz said:

Secretary BUTZ. In 1972, the consumers will
spend approximately 15.6 percent of their
disposal Income for food, compared with 16
percent last year. It was 23 percent 20 years
ago for their food and the consumer is
spending less each year for food, at least of
their disposal income.

Then Senator BELLMaN, after much
discussion of the subject of exports of
hides, presented the important question
to the Secretary:

Senator BELLMON. Even if the export de
mands Sl'e up, wllat is the reason for this,
other than that we want to drive prices down.
I think we have the wrong man, honestly, 011
the griddle. I don·t believe you honeS1;ly want
to do what was done.

Secretary BUTZ. There is no secret about It,
I will tell you that it is no secret. I argUed
against it. I did not want it imposed.

This is the Government official who
should be in charge of this.

Mr. President, I hope that the man
agers of this bill will see fit to accept
this amendment. That way, the measure
can be completed tomorrow, it can go to
the President, and it can be signed. I am
not unaware that there are features of
tIns export control law that are neces
sary. I Will, at a later date, offer this
amendment. I have spoken today for the
purpose of apprising Senators of the rec
ord that was established by the Commit
tee on Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
lIiIr. HRUSKA. I wish to commend the

Senator from Nebraska for the initiative
taken by him in proposing an amend
ment to the export control bill which
would give final authority over· export
controls over all aglicultural products,
inclUding fats and oils and animal hides,
t<> the Department of AgriCUlture. That
is where it belongs. I am pleased to be a
cosponsor of the Curtis amendment.

The recent action by the Secretary of
Commerce in imposing a ceiling on hide
exports has been a grave disservice to the
farmer. Testimony presented to the Sen
ate Committee on Agriculture has made
that amply clear. The purpose of the con
trol is to check or reduce the price of
hides which, admittedly, have advanced
since last year. We are told that hide
prices are at an all-time high. But what
is "high" in this case? Hide prices today
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are actually lower than the OPA ceilings
of 30 years ago, if adjustment is made for
changes in the general price level. After
all, everything-wages, rents, the prices
of other things, costs generally including
the costs of the farmer and the whole
cattle and meat industry-are all at an
all-time high. How can this one industry
live at a price which is below the ceiling
level of 30 years ago, when all other
prices are up?

Any reduction in the price of hides
has an impact directly on the price of
cattle which the rancher and feeder
sell. A reduction of 10 cents a pound in
the price of hides means a loss of about
$7 a head in the price received for cattle.
In effect, this decision represents action
to benefit the leather and shoe industries
at the expense of agriculture, Why should
the shoe industry be given assistance at
the expense of the farmer?

Year in and year out in this body we
are concerned about farm income, we
pass legislation designed to help main
tain farm income at a reasonable level.
Despite our best efforts, the farmer's
share in the national income continues
to dwindle, and each year thousands of
farmers close down, sell out, give up the
effort to continue an independent opera
tion. If the market suppOrts a level of
hide prices which helps give the live
stockman an adequate income, the Gov
ernment should at least restrain itself
from interfering with that wholesome
fact. .

We are told that it requires about 5~~

pounds of green hides on tlle average to
make a pair of men's shoes. For women's
or children's shoes, only half that weight
of hides is required, Thus, even at pres
ent hide prices, the cost of the hides
makes up only about 10 percent of the
final retail price. Holding down the price
of hides to control shoe prices is like
holding down the price of wheat to con
trol bread prices or the price of cotton
to manufacture and sell the white shirts
or the colored shirts that many of you
may be wearing today. The cost of the
raw mate1ial is just too small a part of
the retail price of a pair of shoes to make
much difference.

The Department of Agriculture has
calculated that production of hides this
year will be about 39 million,. compared
with 37.6 million last year, an increase
of 1.4 million hides. The last report of
cattle on feed shows an increase on July 1
of 14.4 percent, compared with last year.
These cattle will be coming to market,
along with the fall marketing of nonfed
cattle, and this will mean a heavy vol
ume of hide production during the re
mainder of the year. Clearly there is no
shortage in prospect.

On the other hand, domestic use has
fallen off steadily for the last 3 years.
Domestic use reached a peak of 22.5
million pieces in 1968, but amowlted to
only 19.9 million pieces in 1971.· Mean
while, expOrt demand has remained
strong and this has been the salvation
of the cattleman. The hide eXpOrt con
trol order would permit only a very slight
increase in foreign sales, while perhaps
providing the domestic leather and shoe

industries with more hides than they
need or can use.

I strongly urge the Senate that we per
mit the Secretary of Agriculture to play
a role in decisions of this sort, by adding
the Cw·tis amendment to the pending
bill.

Mr. President, again I want to com
mend my colleague from Nebraska.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I have no
desire to debate the proposed amendment
of the Senator from Nebraska (Mr.
CURTIS), who has such wide knowledge
in this area.

However, it shoUld be pointed out that
the current problem with hide pricesL
which have doubled-in a year come
from other nations' policies and actions.

Also, while I share the concern of the
Senator for the failure of our farmers to
share in our economic growth, I question
how much this amendment Would help,
especially since, even after the 100 per
cent-increase in price in the last year, the
hide represents less than 5 percent of the
price of the animal.

Against this must be measured the in
creased costs to consumers and the po
tential loss of jobs in the United States.

So that the Senate may have some
views and facts relating to these con
cerns I ask that certain material be in
serted in the RECORD.

There being no objection. the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:
STATEMENT BY WILBUR MILLS, CHAIRMAN OF

THE HOUSE \VAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE, ON
THE FLOOR OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESt'NTA
'rIVES, MARCH 2, 1972
The recent controversy over·the Import sur

charge has· distracted attention from the
overdue need to close inflationary loopholes
in certain of our export markets.

Specifically, I am greatly concerned that
the export loophole InViting foreign specula
tive exploitation of the American hide mar
ket Is at one and the same time Inflating our
costs and detlatlng our employment.

"Stagflation" Is more than a theory so far
as the inl1atlon of American hide costs and
the deflation of the AmerIcan shoe and leath
er industry are concerned. It is a costly fact.

U.S. hide prices have roughly doubled In
the past yea1" Export demand has bid them
up. The jump in hide exports Is matched by
a corresponding jump In shoe Imports, which
have been. running close to half of U.S. shoe
production-as against a mere 5 % In 1960.
According to the Depart.ment of Commerce,
imports scared to no less than two-thirds of
U.S. shoe production In January! This ratio
of imports to a basic American prOduct Is In
&upportable! It calls for prompt and Incisive
action by the Presldent--just as soon as hc
Is able to focus again on domestic and eco
nomic affairs!

In the case of the distress suffered by
America's import-sensitive textile and steel
Industries, President;lal relief actions were
prompted when the ratio of Imports to pro
duction hit tbe sore nerve represented by
10~:~,.

The policy implications of this spectacle
are even more disturbing than tIle actual toll
taken by hide cost inflation and shoe Indus
try shrinkage. No other power of standing
In the world today freely invites its com
petitors to stl'lp it of its proprietary raw
materials, while Inviting them at the same
time to flood it,s markets With lower-cost
products fabricated from these same pro
prietary raw materials. I do not believe that

America Is still.so ricb or so naive that she
can afford or agree to remain so improvident.

Two warning signals from the marketplace
leave no doubt that failure to close this ex
port loophole promptly will cause the other
shoe to drop-and I am not joking.

The first danger signal is coming from the
distress-ridden dollar market overseas: there
is no doubt that foreign shoe manufacturers.
joining In the speCUlation that the dollars
they already have and the dollars they are ex
pecting to earn will be worth less, are llsing
them now to bid up the price of hides. Con
sequently, foreign fears for another mark
down In the dollar are confirming domestlc
fears of another notch-lIP for both inflation
and unemployment.

The second danger confronts the Amerlean
consumer. The direct cost consequences to
the Ameriean consumer of the run-up In the
hide market are putting the Price Commis
sion on notice to sanction an increase in the
l'etall price of shoes of anything from $1 to
$3 a pair. This price increase wlll come just
as soon as today's run-up in hide costs trans
lates itself into tomorrow's shipments of
manufactured shoes. This means that the
mothers of Amerlca's school chlldren will
find themselves paying more for shoes just
before school opens next september. It also
guarantees yet another upward "tilt" in the
cost-of-Hvlng Index which Will, therefore,
entitle all union members still employed
next summer to the offsetting pay Increases
guaranteed by the cost-of-living clauses in
their contracts.

I call upon the President to instruct the
Secretary of Commerce to take prompt steps
to introduce a licensing system to lImlt t.he
export of hides and to study any other paral
lel cases of abuse. I would much prefer the
lesser evil of hide export controls to the Ull
mitigated disaster of dollar exchange COll
troIs. Failure to take such relatively limited
remedial actions now will invite still new
dL~tortlons threatening to force larger emer
gency actions sooner than I care to contem
plate.

SHOE HIDI:: SHORTAGI'~, IMPORTS PINCH PROFII:':'

(By Eliot Janeway)
NEW YORK ClTY.-Nowadays, talk about

ecollomics somids so much like both phi
losophy and mathematics that figuring out
how business actually works tends to In
creasingly get lost in the shuffle of words.
Relating market trends and decision-mak
ing cro&S~currents to conditions In the bosic
industries making and selllng the staplc~

of daily life Is the pragmatiC way to get a
handle on the. way things are working In
the market piace.

Shoes are II. handy place to begin--cspccln.l
ly now that America is better dressed than
it hlis ever been. while its once-thriving shoe
industry needs a resolving job.

Philip G. Barach, head of Cincinnati-based
United Stn.tes Shoe Corp., Is on both sides of
the import n.rgument. U.S. Shoe makes shoes
in Its 24 plants and sells them thru Its 151
company-owned stores and 572 leased shoe
departments. Here is his audit of the shoe
trade balance. ~

JANEWAY. Do you see shoe prices going up
this year and if so, why?

BARACH. Yes. The domestic shoe industry
cannot be expected to hold the Hne on prices
past this sununer in view of tbe rapidly ris
Ing cost of hides and the continuing 1111
port problem. Hide prices have doubled in
the last year and the further Increases I see
coming could add anywhere from $1.00 to
$2.00 on retail shoe prices by August or
September.

This, of course, wlll bit families just when
they are outfitting their kids for the new
school term and will also cause the cost of
1l\1ng index tQ jump,
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THE UNITED STATES SHOE CORP.,
Cincinnati, Ohio, lIlay 4, 1972.

Mr. JAMES LYNN.
Under Secretary 0/ Commerce, Department

0/ Commerce, Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. LYNN: In the interest of keeping

you fully posted relatIve to current puise
beats ••• our ChIef Leather Buyer just yes
terday afternoon informed me that several
tanners called 011 May 3 ••. indicating a
strong and considered oplnioll that hide
prices were on the rise again and that the
past modest dip in the last two or three weeks
would be wiped out with prices returning to
their former high level market. The tanneries
who have been interacting indicate that the
major reason for the sudden pick up keys on
the return of foreign buyers in our hide
market.

We consider the source of this information
to be quite reliable and not a situation where
tanneries are prodding us to rush In and
cover our remaining 20 to 25% necessary
commitments for our Fall Une.

We have been standing aside hoping that
prices would normalize a bIt more,

While the press reports that have been
emanating from Secretary Petersen's office
have indicated a need for further stUdy and
information ..• we have found that some
of the key hide dealers have been advising
their foreign cllents that the "word is out"
that the Commerce Department will be doing
nothing remotely connected with hide con
trols. We have also heard through the "rumor
mm" that the hest the industry can hope for
is some kInd of suggestIon that we increase
our productiVity and that the Commerce De
partment may he willing to underwrite a
study by someone like Battelle to help on
increased productiVity..

Evidently the hide exporter has therein re
kindled the strong demand of overseas buyers
who are in an unusual position to purchase
either our calfskin or our hides with any
where from a 10 to 17% devalued dollar.

The injustice and irony of these circum
stances is certaInly compelling to merit my
writing.

I trust you are aware that I called Mr. Let
son ... advlsing him that the Price Com
mission has suspended our pending price in
crease applications .•• makIng some refer
ence to a lleed for clarification on some
industry studies on the hide and leather in
dustry which we have been led to believe is
a reference to the Department of Commerce
studies.

Thls represents the height of a miscarriage
of justice and is tremendousiydiscriminatory
and am llot sure if it is even legal. These
pending price increases are in our children's
and men's areas and one small women's divi
sion ..• and likewise in our western boot
division ••• probably applying to 40% of
our saies.

Here we have already paid the higher price
on leather and components .•. here we
have not raised our prices for tile iast six
months .•. and here we have answered all
questions relating to the individual divI
sions • • • and now to have the Price
Commission come along and suspend price
increase requests that were due out 01\
May 4 in two major divisions ~ •• by falling
back on some Department of Commerce
study. It really is an unbelievable traYestyof

JAhilWAY. What's bellind this increase In
hide costs?

BARACH. Well, the United States Is the big
gest hide producing country, but Argentina
normally supplies about 15 per cent of world
production. Last year, Argentina drastically
cut her cattle slaughter and since has re
t:lined a large portion of her hides for local
t:lnning purposes.

This has put a squeeze on world supplies
find sent the world price up sharplY. U.S.
hide producers are exporting to get the best
price and U.S. llsers are faced with both
soaring prices and hide shortages.

JANEWAY. What's happening to the hides
bought nbroad'1 Are they going Into current
consumption.< or being hoarded specu
latively?

B.\RACH. First of al1, part of the demand
reflects buying of leather as a hedge against
the dollar. Foreign shoe manufacturers fig·
ure the dollars they expect to earn, are go
ing to be worth less in the future, so they
latch onto hides, which they think can be
sold later at higher prices.

As for the hides, we've found there's a
one-to-one ratio between the amount of
hides going out of this country and the
amount returning in make-up articles, such
llS shoes and handbags.

JANEWAY. The import problem has been
around a bit longer. What has U. S. Shoe
done to compensate for the rising flow of
imports?

BARACH. We're calling for a moderation in
imports by voluntary quotas. We're branch
ing out into specialty retaH operations. And
we're Importing 15 per cent of our shoe lines
from Italy and Spain. The problem is a
serious one. Imports accounted for over one
third of U. S. footwear sales In 1971. In the
face of this we felt we had to bring in shoes
if we were to remain competitive.

Speaking for myself, I think it's alarming
that the country bas allowed a situation to
develop where domestic manufacturers are
inclined to make a growing portion of their
products outside the country.

JANEWAY. Are you saying that what America
is doing is exporting jobs?

BARACH. That's right. Probabiy no other
country of any significance Is unrestrainedly
shipping its raw materials out of the coun
try, and then buying them back in fabricated
form at a much higher price. Even Argentina
realizes the importance of not exporting its
l'aW materials without some value added.
Argentina, and India too, now sell their bides
in crust, or partly processed form.

JANEWAY. Has U. S. Shoe been alIected by
tbls exporting of jobs?

BARACH. Yes, we've had to phase down a
number of our manUfacturing operations,
including facilities in Adjuntas, Puerto Rico;
New York City, Keene, New Hampshire and
Norwood, Ohio, due in large measure to the
import problem. It's ironic tbat at a time
when the country is facing high unemploy
ment and rising weHare costs, the govern
ment is exporting high labor content
industries.

JANEWAY. What do you figm'e you saved
the government in welfare payments alone,
thru your investment in Appaiachia?

BARACH. Our Prestonburg, Kentucky, plant
has been operating five years anel generates
roughly II $1.3 mUlion anmlRl payroll. Tho
about 90 per cent of the employes are women,
at least half of these women represent fami
lies where there were persistent unemploy
men t and probably welfare payments.

We think we've saved the government
about $250,000 a year in welfare costs there,
to say nothing of the reSUlting general al1
arOlmd increase in the tax base of the sur
rounding community. And, of course, th.ere's
no way to measure tIle dignity people get by
making their own living.

J.'NEWAY. To shiH overseas for a moment,

do you see any changes in the manufac
turing patterns m'er there as a result of the
~opeaneconoDllcslucrnp?

BARACH. We see indications that Germany
Is beginning to ship home the workers i10
formerly brougbt in and trained and it is
sending capital after them in other words,
it's exporting its manufacturing operations,
too. As a reSUlt, there is a speedUp in the
low wage countries like Spain and a slow
down in Germany.

HIDES TAKE GLL"iT STEPS IN Two PACKERS'
TRADES

CHICAGo.-The hide market took another
giant. step upward early this week.

An estimated 20,000 hides, or roughly last
week's total volume, was traded by Wednes
day moming by Swift and Wilson. Swift
started Tuesday by moving 20,000 llides, in
clUding heavy native steers at 26, butts
at 24, Collies at 23, branded cows at 25
and light native cows at 31. Prices were 1 ~t"

to 2 cents over last week's levels. Wlison
fo'lowed suit Wednesday, moving at the
same prices, but instead of heavy native
cows, traded light native steers at 20.

Some sources here said it is impo~sible to
determine whether the hides sold are 9,oing
strictly domestic bound. Positive feedback
from the leat.her shows and good leather
business were most often quoted as reasons
for the prices. Additionally. packers' olIer
ings have been very limited, sources say.

Because of the hush-hush attitudes en
many trades lately, volume for last week
was difficult to pin down, but tile source
estimated between 25,000 and 30,000 hln€'s
traded. Light volume was blamed on at
tendance at the Leather Show.

Mrr.wAUKEE.-Slde leather specs maintain
their "excellent" rating, according to tan
ners here, although blanket orders continue
to be siow. One tanner rated the mood of
footwear manufacturers as "ugly" because
of the extended delivery of leather and strong
competition from imports.

Side leather prices are very flrm, especially
in view of advances on the hide market
scored eariy this week. A few weeks ago, tan
ners had eased olI about 2 cents from peak
prices.

Calf business is experiencing its betw'lel1
season sluggishness.

BOSTON.-Hide prices were up on the aver
age of 2 cents this week, but tanners re
ported business was active. New orders were
considered good. "What business we have is
good," remarked one tanner, "but we just
don't have enough of it because of the un.
steady market."

Specs were good. with interest mixed in
fUll-grain and soft leathers and reversible
suede.

CHICAGO HIDE ANO SKIN PRICES, AS OF WEDNESDAY
MORlilNG, MAY 3, 1972

This Last Year
week week ago

._---~---

PACKER HIDES

Heavy nalive steers_________ 26 23!2-24 15-151-:1
Light nalive sleers__________ 29 28 16%-17
Ex. lile nalive sleers________ 30N 29N 18
Heavy nalive cows__________ 26 25-26 14%-15
Ex.lile Texas sleers___ .. _____ 2IN 2611 15N
Bull branded sleers__•______ 24 22 12-m~
Colorado sleers____ •__• __ •• _ 23 20H-21 ItlgJ:lBranded COW, ___________ • __ 25 22-22)·:\Native buIlL ______________ i5N 14!H511 8-8.'1

CALFSKINS

Pkr. Nor.',!. (under9! fibs.). 62' ~ 62)1 32!fN
Pkr. Nor. vy. (9H-15Ibs.)__ 57H 57!:! 30N
Pkr. Ri•• lt (under 9% Ibs.)_. 62Hl'l 62>~H 32l'2"
Pkr, Hiv. hvy. (9) H5Ibs.). _. 57}JI 57J~N 30N

This
week

KIPSKINS

Pkr. (15-25Ibs.)__• •••• 45
Pkr. (25-30 Ibs.) ••• 43

last
week

45
43

43;1
4Hi

last
weak

4311
4iN
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jl,lstice for we have already paid the higher
prices • . • and unless I can convince Mr.
Neeb in an appointment that I have on Tues
day morning at 10:30 on the injustice of the
case • . . then our own firm w111 sutIer quite
detrimentally in a classic cost-price squeeze
over which we had no control.

The fact is that hide and calfskin prices
have gone up 100-120% and 35% respectively
and with no fault of our own.

While this is a separate matter ... you
should be aware of the injustice to which
businessmen are being subjected on matters
over which they have no control. If the Sec
retary has the power to lower the export of
hides and thus lower hide prices and with the
rising leather market . • . It seems that the
shoe industry is being overly discriminated
against • . • not only in paying more for
their raw materials .•• but now evidently
being unable to pass along any of these costs
because of what appears to be an arbitrary
whim by the Price Commission.

Ironically, just when the country needs
more employment it puts the United States
Shoe Corporation, and I am sure many other
shoe companies, in the position of re-stud~

ing the feasib1llty of shutting down another
two or three of our plants • . . idllng nearly
1,000 workers .•.• and transferring the work
to our Spanish and Italian complex of fac
tories where our overseas manufacturing
sources can actually bUy the American hides
at lower prices With their devalued dol
lars •.• and tan them more advantageously
for production abroad.

All it w111 mean is that we w1l1 raise the
level of our import capability through our
marketing sk111s . . . further compound the
balance of payment problem ..• further in
crease the lay-otIs in the Industry •.. prob
ably ignite other competitors. in following
suit . . . aild adding more people to the wel
fare rolls since the unemployment rate in
most of the towns in which we operate ex
ceeds 6% currently.
. If we can't dissuade the Price Commission

and there aren't legal steps that we can take
to defend our shareholders'. rights ... then
there Is the. added argument that we are
better off to import more. In this area the
Price Commission has no current jurisdiction.

The whole thing is insane In some respects
with the injustices so ironic to the well
meaning and well-intentioned American
Businessman. It is almost as if the Adminis
tration is trying to destroy an Important do
mestic industry that employs over 200,000
people with another 100,000 in the supply
Industries.

Several additional points that need to be
expressed are in the areas of productivity
and "what happened in 1966".

The productivity of the American shoe
manufacturer and shoe worker is the high
est probably in the world. In our women's
factories our production exceeds ten pairs
per operator •.. in Spain it is six to seven
pairs ... and Italy seven to eight pairs per
employee. Nearly ten years ago we had the
Battalle people look through our factories,
and while I am sure there is some good that
would come of additional input in this area,
please recognize that we have utilized every
sophisticated sklll in layout and its method
analysis to increase production. 90% of our
employees are on piece rates and have higher
motivation to produce effectively.

Nearly all of our factories are one-storied,
modern, well laid-out with the latest possible
equipment. With the exception of trying to
find some way of using more man-made ma
terials which aren't up to our qUality and
standards • . . we know of no other way to
increase productivity.

The reason for our current abll1ty to run
the factories reasonably full-compared to
last year--was a commitment to more intri
cate designing ••• especially in our women's
footwear • • • to match the more detailed
shoes which take a great deal of hand labor

... in lower priced labor countries like Spain
and Italy. It is this adjustment in our mix
of shoes requiring more hand labor and prod
duct excitement that has slowed down our
productivity by 10% ••• but conversely and
pleasantly, it has Increased our production
and sales so that we had the very pleasant
situation of just a month or so ago reaching
out to open up a closed down factory in a
depressed town, Maysvllle, Kentucky ... al
beit ... on a temporary basis to make more
footwear.

When one reads all the negative statements
made by both the spokesman for the Price
Commission and even for the Department of
Commeree . . . I am surprised . . . since it
doesn't indicate a deep understanding of the
problems that have confronted the American
shoe manufacturer.

In our men's division, one of the most suc
cessful product and advertising campaigns
has keyed on the fact that these were ...
"American made Italian shoes". Again re
flecting more hand detalllng and labor
intensity.

Perhaps the Labor Department, the De
partment of Commerce and the Administra
tion would prefer that we continued export
ing our jobs ... recognizing that last year we
shut down three factories and exported 900
jobs overseas ... and here we are as a com
pany-90% non-union in the production
field . . . and with the most wonderful labor
crew who literally agreed this year to con
tinue through with but a 1 to 2% increase
primarily in their fringe benefits .. , and in
April raising our minimum wage level to
$1.80 ... so we could compete more effec
tively with low wage cotmtries.

I really don't know how much more can be
expected of an Innovative and dedicated
management group. I really wish people
would understand the whole question of
productivity in our industry. It Isn't the fault
of the Amerlean footwear manufacturer that
we have had such n~odest increases in pro
ductivity for the past ten years.

The second additional point concerns the
sltnatlon of 1966. It is true that price in
creases in the shoe industry rose probably
an average of 4 to 5% after the period and
even during the time when there was a hide
embargo on . . . and they rose In the same
manner throUl?;h 1970. However, no one has
pointed out that the relative comparison in
the hourly wage of the shoe worker versus
the average indust.rial worker was strikingly
discounted. In other words, from the period
of 1960 to 1966 wages were relatively sta
ble . . . maybe averaging Increases of 1 to
3';1" ••• and prices were likewise stable.

As I reeall, in 1966 the shoe worker's unions
put great pressure on the two leading shoe
manufacturers, Brown and Interco which are
about 100% organized with 7 to 9% yearly
wage Increases secured. This pattern con
tinued right through 1972 ... and our own
firm followed suit commensurately.

The shoe industry Is not a high paying
indtlstry with our average hourly wage of
$2.50 compared to the average Industrial
worker of $3.50. Therefore, while shoe prices
did rise ... the stability of our leather mar
ket enabled the shoe manufacturers to pass
along primarily their increases in labor . , .
so that the slow-down In hide exports held
price increases to a level of sanity.

All these figures are verifiable If you check
with }'our boot and shoe workers' union and
go back and get the average hourly wage
from 1961 to 1966 ... and follow its rather
rapid escalation through 1972 and then com
pare it wIth the average industrial worker.

Within your own department's exhibits It
was made plain that the profit margins for
the same period of time for the past five years
have been trending downwards. I believe our
own firm-slx or seven years ago--was able
to net 5% after taxes ••. and for the past
two or three years ... our after-tax margins

have been between 3% to 4% ... so certainly
from an overall eorporate viewpoint it
hasn't been in the shoe manufacturers profit
margins.

I would conclude that the whole problem
of the hide and leather prices is integrated
With the problems of Imports. Here you have
an industry with no restraints in imports
• • . While in the oil industry the limit is
$1.25 per drum. , . when you have a textile
industry which recently has been granted
some protection of voluntary controls. ' .
when you have a steel Industry that already
has them ... when you have a shoe industry
Which from the chart attached has shown
nothing but a decimation by imports so that
its domestic production is back to a level of
fifteen years ago. We have bad for the last
five years in New England alone 110 factories
shut down and a loss of jobs of 20,000 peo
ple ... where we have overseas countries
helping through subtle subsidization of ex
port credits to stimulate lower cost shipments
to the United states and now to be saddled
with the final blow of a sharply rising leather
market and a current inabUlty to pass those
increases along. I Am enclosing the Price
Commission's telegram .•. ironically, we
filed on April 4 for our price increases in
the men's and children's divisions and they
would normally have been approved by 1\lay
4 ... our western boot division was filed on
April 26 and would normally be out May 26) .

In some respects this caps the final mad
ness that would indicate to a historical writer
twenty years hence of perhaps an unmeaning
set of circumstances that llterally destroyed
ail important industry and, whose destruction
w111 add immeasurably to our welfare rolls
and rapidly escalating unfavorable balance of
payment problems.

Since from time to time I have taken my
case to Henry Cashen I am sending him
a copy of this letter also to Senator Taft
and a copy to your own counsel, Mr. Letson
• .. who I have conversed with on the Price
Commission interaction.

I am sure there will be other thoughts that
come to your mind to add to your meeting
several weeks ago ... but I did feel it Im
portant to keep you closely posted and I trust
that Secretary Petersen wllllikewise have the
opportunity to be appraised of this letter or
to read its contents,

WIth every good wish.
Sincerely,

PHILIP G. BARACH.

P.S.-Am also enclosing an artlele that ap
peared in the April 30 New York Times in the
event you missed it ... which carries with It
key center industry coverage.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, another con
sideration for the Senate in considering
adopting this amendment is the likely
etIect it may have in delaying the neces
sary extension of the basic legislation on
export controls.

Mr. TOWER. Mr, President, the re
cent imposition of export controls on
cattlehides is an action which appears

. to have little probability of lIaving the
American consumer any money, yet ,,'ill
serve to impair our export earnings, irri
tate our trading partners, and generall~'

upset supply-demand economics in hides
and leather goods at home and interna
tionally. The disruption of the free
market, free-trade baJance in this com
modity can be expected, under basic eco
nomic theory, to gradually restrict total
world supply and to overprice the sup
ply that is available. We cannot escape
the facts that demand for cattlehides
has increased SUbstantially in 1971-72,
and that world supply has been im
paired by the herd-rebuilding embargoes
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of Argentina and Brazil. The natural
result of increased demand and re
stricted supply is higher prices, but that
result serves the basic economic func
tion of encouraging more production and
encouraging more competition from
new middlemen in the marketing proc
ess.

I will agree that there can be condi
tions under which limited controls
might be necessary, as where U.S. cattle
producers might be depleting herds, or
where international tensions might
justify partial embargoes or stock
piling-to the extent this is possible Witil
hides. But without such serious condi
tions present, it is difficult to justify the
interference with the basic supply-de
mand rules of trade in such a commod
ity.

I therefore support the amendment
offered by senator CURTIS, to remove the
present export controls from cattlehides,
and to involve the Secretary of Agricul
ture in any further actions under this
act involving agricultural exports.

MILITARY PROCUREMENT
AUTHORIZATIONS, 1973

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUR
DICK) . The hour of 6 p.m. having arrived,
the senate will now retunl to the Wl
finished, B.R. 15495, which the clerk will
state.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

H.R. 15495. to authorize appropriations
during the fiscal year 1973 for procurement
of aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, tracked
combat vehicles, torpedoes, and other weap
ons, an~ research, development, test, and
evaluation for the Armed Forces, and to au
thorize constroction at certain Installations
in connection with the Safeguard antiballls
tic missile system, and to prescribe the au
thorized personnel strength for each active
duty component and of the Selected Reserve
of each Reserve component of the Armed
Forces, and for other purposes.

The Senate resumed the consider
ation of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is on agreeing to the
amendment by the Senator from
Washington (Mr. JACKSON), on which
there will be one half-hour debate before
action thereon.

ORDER FOR CONSIDERATION OF
EQUAL EXPORT OPPORTUNITY
ACT TOMORROW
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I ask unanimous consent to proceed for
30 seconds without the time being
charged.

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

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that, on tomor
row, following disposition of the amend
ment by the senator from Massachu
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) to H.R. 15495, the
unfinished business, or at such time as
the distinguished majority leader or his
designee may wish to do so, it be in
order to proceed again to the considera
tion of S. 3726 for the second track.

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

QUORUM CALL
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,

I suggest the absence of a quorum and
ask unanimous consent that the time
not be charged against either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded t<l call the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Moss). Without objection, it is so ordered.

MILITARY PROCUREMENT AU
THORIZATIONS, 1973

The Senate continued with the consid
eration of the bill (H.R. 15495) to author
ize appropriations during the fiscal year
1973 for procurement of aircraft, mis
siles, naval vessels, tracked combat ve
hicles, torpedoes, and other weapons, and
research, development, test, and evalua
tion for the Armed Forces, and to au
thorize construction at certain installa
tions in connection with the Safeguard
anti-ballistic-missile system, and to pre
scribe the authorized personnel strength
for each active duty component and of
the Selected Reserve of each Reserve
component of the Armed Forces, and for
other purposes.

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

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

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I wish
to take but a moment of the Senate's
time to smnmarize the measure now be
fore us, my unprinted amendment au
thorizing the President to continue for
another year our existing policy of sup
plying Israel with credits for the pur
chase of defense equipment including
aircraft.

Senators will doubtless recall that the
amendment I am today proposing passed
tllis body earlier, in September 1970. It
was, for the purpose of consistency, set
to expire 2 years later, or a couple of
months from now. The effect of my pres
ent amendment is to extend the author
ity we granted in 1970 through the end of
next year.

Two years ago the situation we faced
in the COllgTesS was very similar to the
situation with which we are today con
fronted. Then, as now, the military as
sistance bill had failed in the Senate and
tlle President was left without authority
for credit sales to Israel. The Senate
acted to extend that authority and it did
so despite some questions as to the juris
diction of military credit authority in the
Procurement Act. I am confident that
Senators will again give resounding ap
proval to my amendment and thereby
assure that these vital credits will con
tinue.

Without tllis amendment we face the
very real possibility that the President
\\-ill be left without the authority to ex
tend much needed military credits to
Israel in a timely fashion and on the
basis of interest rates the Israelis can
afford. In the ordinary course of events
authority for these purposes would have

been enacted by now in the military as
sistance legislation that last week failed
to obtain a majority in the Senate. It is
therefore essential, if the Wlinterrupted
fiow of equipment to Israel is to con
tinue, that we move now to extend the
life of the current authority granted
under my amendment to the 1970 De
fense Procurement Act.

Mr. President, the 87 to 7 vote that af
firmed my original amendment in sep
tember 1970 represented the wisdom of
tIle Senate in acting to assure the fiow of
essential equipment to Israel on credit
terms the Israelis could afford.

The present extension is essential to
meet obligations already incurred in ne
gotiations with Israel. Extension of this
authority will enable us to provide these
credits, on the same credit basis as was
applied to an earlier $350 million credit
sale carried out under this authority.

Mr. President, I hope that the Senate
will act expeditiously on this matter.

I am very pleased t<l yield 5 minutes to
the senior Senator from Connecticut,
who has been long active and most effec
tive in assisting in this matter.

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

Mr. RmICOFF. Mr. President, as a
cosponsor of this amendment I urge all
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to give it their support. I know that the
distinguished Senator from Washing
ton, whose expertise in this area is un
challenged, would not have sought to
amend the military procurement bill un
less it were essential.

The recent defeat here in the Senate
of the Foreign Assistance Act which in
cluded some $3QO million in credits for
Israel raises substantial uncertainties
whether this item can be resurrected by
new legislation in a timely fashion. The
Congress must act now to insure that
the fiow of needed armaments to Israel
continues. Failure to act could only con
tribute to greater instability in a region
which is now in a considerable state of
fiux.

The history of the Middle East since
the 6-Day War clearly demonstrates
that during the times that the United
States has lent Israel its diplomatic and
military support the chances for peace
have inlproved. By the same token dur
ing the times when Israel was threat
ened with a cut off of arms and was
pressured to commit itself to total with
drawal from the Sinai as a precondition
to negotiations, the threat of hostilities
increased. The bellicose rejection by
Egypt's President Sadat of Prime Minis
ter Meir's most recent pleas for peace
negotiations underscores the need
for maintaining Israel's deterrent ca
pabilities.

It is still too early to assess the full
significance of the withdrawal from
Egypt of some of the Soviet advisers
previously stationed there. But what
should remain unmistakably clear is
that the key to peace in the Middle East
is the maintenance of a secure and via
ble Israel behind defensible borders.

Now is not the time for the Senate to
decide such a fundamental issue on tech
nicalities of jurisdiction. As in the past
when the Senate has confronted this
problem, it has voted overwhelmingly to


