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a very humane operation, but a big bill
for the United States. But in the dynamics of that, we found that administration was supremely important in determining costs.
So I would hope-and I express this
view to my colleagues-that we will not
pass the bill and forget about it. I am
afraid if we do that, we may find the
costs pyramiding in a way which is quite.
unacceptable, even with the dollar limitation contained in the bill. I hope very
much we will give the matter continuing
close monitoring, and I believe the mere
fact that we will be looking over the
shoulders of the administrator will, in
itself, be a very healthy safeguard as to
what its ultimate costs.
I yield to the Senator from Maryland.
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield briefiy to me?
Mr. BEALL. I yield.
SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTSORDER OF BUSINESS
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the pending business is disposed of, the Senate
turn to the consideration of Calendar
Order No. 637, H.R. 11333, to provide increases in social security benefits.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
111'. MANSFIELD. I understand there
is a very good possibility there may be a
Y'oa-and-nay vote em the conference
report.
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
A message from the House of Representatives by Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, announced that the Speaker
had affixed his signature to the following
enrolled bills and joint resolution:
8. 1559. An act to assure opportunities for
employment and training to unemployed and
1nlderemployed persons;
S. 1983. An act to provide for the conservation of endangered and threatened species
of fish, wildlife, and plants, and for other
purposes; and
8.J. Res. 182. A joint resolution extending
the dates for the transmission of the 1974
Economic Report and the report of the Joint
Economic Committee. •

The enrolled bills and joint resolution
were subsequently signed by the Acting
President pro tempore.
REGIONAL RAIL REORGANIZATION
ACT OF 1973-CONFERENCE REPORT
The Senate continued with the consideration of the report of the committee
of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 9142) to
restore, support, and maintain modern,
efficient rail service in the Northeast region of the United States; to designate
a system of essential rail lines in the
Northeast region; to provide financial
assistance to certain rail carriers; and
for other purposes.
Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I appreciate
the remarks of the Senator from New
York about my concern about the labor
portion of the bill. I hasten to point out,

however, that my primary concern was
not \Vith the cost. The cost has been dealt
with in the Senate bill and now in the
conference by placing a cap of $250 million on the amount it will cost the Federal Government.
My concern was not that these people
be taken care of; I think there is every
obligation on our part and on the part
of the new corporation to compensate
adequately those who \Vill be displaced.
We certainly owe it to those people to see
to it that they do not lose economically
as a result of some action we have taken
here.
My concern was with the fact that in
this bill we are enacting into law a negotiated collective-bargaining investment.
I did not think this was a proper role for
Congress to take, and that is why I
sought to have it removed from the bill. I
thought this matter should be negotiated
between the new corporation and the labor unions involved. I did not think we
should enact into law an agreement applying particularly to the situation in the
Northeast corridor, and thus make it applicable all over the country.
That was the reservation I had about
that particular provision of the bill. Also,
I had some reservation about the precedent established by the new provisions
that apply to this collective bargaining
agreement. In other words, I was concerned that other people who have been
caused to endure some hardship as a
result of reallocation of national priorities might, at some future time, consider this a precedent set by Congress,
and come to us and ask for the same kind
of consideration we gave in this bill.
Those were my reservations. I had no
reservation about the fact that the people should be taken care of, and as a
matter of fact I was not all that concerned about the total cost, because that
had been taken care of.
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from New York yield?
Mr. J AVITS. I yield.
Mr. HARTKE. I think the Senator
from New York has put his finger upon
a very important aspect of what we are
eventually going to do in this filCld. I
would not want to leave the impression
that we have dealt with this matter in
its final terms. I think anyone who would
say that would really be misleading the
Senate and misleading 'the country, because we have some agonizing decisions
coming down the road about 18 months
ahe"d of us, and not only are we going
to have some agonizing decisions, but
there will be some agonizing decisions
that will be made by thi> Association,
which will be felt by every Member of
Congress and everyone else.
These decisions wUl be not only in the
field of service but in the field of labor.
I hope that the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare would tal~e part in dealing with this matter in its broadest perspective. Very shortly we will take up in
the Finance Committee, which is not the
jurisdiction inv<:ll\'ed here, a similar problem in relation to individuals displa,ced
as a result of a trade law which brings
up many of the same problems. The pl:oblem is, in the area of employment, what
to do with people when, suddenly,
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through no fault of their own, by reason
of their Government's taking some affirmative or negative action, they find
theinselves ready for the junk heap of
human misery, with no opportunity to be
retrained or to find any gainful employment, losing their health benefits and
their pension benefits and, most of all,
losing their dignity. It is .!lJ1 extremely
important matter, probably one of the
most important matters Congress faces.
We have done the best we can to deal
with that problem in this legislation. In
a way, we have dealt with it rather
uniquely. I am not unaware of the approach of the Senator from Maryland,
but that is behind us, now, until the next
step comes up again.
Mr. JAVITS. I am delighted to have
this colloquy. I shall recommend to the
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. WILLIAMS), who is the Chairman of the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, that
the committee hold hearings on this
whole question of severance and what
should be its connection \Vith age and
what should be its connection with retraining. For example, payment of moving expenses, which is an interesting idea.
Also, what should be its relationship with
adjustments, such as work rule adjustments, which is again a hard nut in the
railroad business and which has not been
encountered nearly to the degree it will
be, now that we have a pattern by which
people can be cOlnpensated for whatever
they have been forced to give up.
Finally, I would like to point out a
precedent. In order to deal with railroad
strikes, we did with legislation pass on
certain agreements which had been arrived at by collective bargaining. That
was a precedent in an emergency, but
it was a precedent and this, too, is an
emergency, although of a different kind.
I know that we want to conclude this
debate. Again I think it is a creative
beginning, and this is a well thought out
report. I think that the whole country
must be grateful to SenatDrs HARTKE,
BEALL, COOK, and all other Senators who
participated.
Mr. HARTKE. I want to express my
appreciation to the Senator from New
York. I am very gratefUl to him for making sure that the transportation facilities around· that wonderful city may
have a chance to survive.
Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague
from Indiana.
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Indiana yield for a few
questions?
Mr. HARTKE. I yield.
Mr. ALLEN. I wish to commend the
distinguished Senator from Indiana (Mr.
HARTKE) and the distinguished Senator
from Maryland (Mr. BEALL) and the distinguished l3enatOl'. from Kentucky (Mr.
COOK), and the committee, and the conference. comrilittee, for the hard work
they have put in, in trying to resolve
some of these problems.
Frankly, I did not. support the bill
when it passed the Senate. If there is
going to be no objection,I should like
to request, at the. proper t:me, a yea
and nay vote in order that I might register my protest by a negative vote.
HOivever, there are two or three ques-
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tions I should like to ask the distinguished Senator from Indiana about the
conference report, inasmuch as we do not
have anything other than a printer's
proof sheet, with no expll\:lation of the
various provisions of the bill as agreed
to by the conferees.
First, I should like to ask, how many
miles of track are in the systems of the
various railroads being taken over by this
corporation-some 20,000?
Mr. HARTKE. The total amount of
miieage involved in the railroads involved directly probably exceeds 26.000
miles; The biggest portion is the Penn
Central, of course, which has an approximate mileage of around 19,000 to 20,000. I want to point out that it is sometimes rather difficult to get exact
mileage.
Mr. ALLEN. How many miles would it
be contemplated that the new corporation, this Government-financed corporation. would reduce the mileage to,
and when?
Mr. HARTKE. First, let me give the
Senator the "when," which is easier.
The "when" really comes basicallY in
about 18 months down the road. when
the final system plan will be developed
by the association and submitted to Congress. The association is charged with
that responsibility. This. is a question
asked not alone by this Senator but by
practically every other Senator, to find
out as best we can how many miles are
contemplated.
For me to give the Senator a firm
figure would be wrong because there is
no such figure available. That was the
es~ence of my original objection to the
measure itself. I wanted to establish
the amount of mileage in the system
itself first.
Mr. ALLEN. I wish the Senator had
held out for that proposition.
Mr. HARTKE. Let me say to the Senator from Alabama that the problem
with holding out was, that if I had held
out, I would have only stalled the process and ultimately we would have had
the railroads down here asking us to bail
them out with emergency legislation, and
maybe by Christmas-more than likely
around the end of February, dealing
with it on an emergency basis or something, so that we would have been throwing some more money, in my judgment,
plain down the ratholewithout a we11thought-out pie~e of legislation such as
the one before us today.
Having said that, it is contemplated
that the mileage will be between a minimtun of 15,000 and a maximum of 19.000.
That is based on the best estimates I
could obtain.
Two factors are involved which put a
limitation on the amount of mileage
likely to be in the new system. One is a
limitation on the amount of money which
can be expended by the Government for
displaced persons. That is $250 million.
That is a limit which tends to hold the
mileage at a certain level. On the other
hand, the $1,500,000,000 authorized for
loans and all the other matters involved
will have a tendency to shrink the system, simply because of the fact that, on
the basis of every estimate we have, if
we are going to expand the system or to

keep the present system, it could not be
done for that amount of money.
Mr. ALLEN. What occurs to this Senator is that it rather looks like. to him,
as though we are freezing in this new
system the very same conditions that
resulted in the bankruptcy of the railroads under private ownership.
Mr. HARTKE. I hope the Senator is
wrong. I do not think the Senator is
right. A freeze is not anticipated by the
people who have been participating in
the bill Quite the contrary is the intention; that is, basically to come up with a
core system of essential services. That
core system is to be a Viable, financial,
economic, and a servicable organization.
That is the intention. That is the charge
to the association. That is the goal and
we have set the standards for attaining
that goal.
To that extent, the bill is done as well
as it can be done, considering the amount
of factual information which still must
be determined. In addition to that, there
is a provision in the bill for taking care
of abandoned routes on a state participation basis, on a local participation
basis, and on a shipper participation
basis as well. That is not new. That idea
probably was put forward last time by
Senator BELLMaN, of Oklahoma, on a
participating level, follOWing the outline
generally, of the highway act, that there
is participation by the State and local
communities for a certain amount, with
some participation to a maximum
amount by the Federal Government.
Mr. ALLEN. This is a Government financed corporation. To what extent
would it be able to abandon lines with
greater ease and facility than the private ownership lines?
Mr. HARTKE. Well, it depends on
,,,here we look. Let me try to explain
what I think the concern of the Senator
is. Under the legislation, there is going
to be. for all practical purposes, a rather
arbitrary action taken in that there are
probably going to be some lines abandoned hastily or quickly and they will
be thrust upon us. That was the agony
which I said Congress is going to have
to face when that system all of a sudden
comes out-for example. Indiana has
the second largest mileage-when a certain route is taken off the core system;
and I am faced with the proposition of
being the author of legislation which
puts some people off the railroad.
Having said that, however, let me say
that unless this approach is taken, all
the benefits of this legislation would be
eradicated. In other words. the whole
thought was that, hopefully, we would
have a rationalized system which would
be economically viable and would present
to the Nation the essential services that
the Midwest and the Northeast need.
Mr. ALLEN. Would it not be harder
for a Govenunent-owned corporationGovernment-supported. rather than
owned-to abandon unprofitable lines
than it would a railroad under 'private
ownership trying to make money for
its stockholders and bondholders? Is not
a problem being created rather than one
being solved?
Mr. HARTKE. Quite the contrary. We
are solving a very difficult problem in
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one area. I am not saying that it is one
with which all the people are going to
be satisfied.
The present procedure for abandonment under the ICC does provide for a
certain number of safeguards which are
not in this bill. In order to provide for
some type of review, we have created
a special court which can take care of
some of these matters. But under the
normal procedures of the Interstate
Commerce Commission, I think the
amount of time which would be involved
to deal with the abandonment which is
contemplated at this time would be so
long that when you got to the end result,
you would not have any of these railroads in a position to be rehabilitated
without an even more substantial infusion of Federal money.
When I am talking about a substantial
infusion of Federal money, I can see
that if this matter were delayed a couple
of years, the cost of just maintaining
the service and not upgrading it. and
probably seeing it deteriorate further,
would probably exceed the cost of this
bill. We either do what "ve are doing
today or something like it. Otherwise,
we will be doing the same thing piecemeal in order to keep the country going,
or nationalize th~ railroads. That could
be much more expensive.
Mr. ALLEN. I see very little difference
between what is being done and nationalization. It is the taxpayers' cash that
is involved.
Mr. HARTKE. There is a great deal
of difference between this and nationalization, not only in the procedure but
also the cost. The cost of nationalization, at the barest minimum-and I think
the Senator from Maryland will agreeis $3 billion just for property acquisition. There are estimates as high as $12
billion. In the proposed legislation, the
total amount of money involved from the
Federal Government at this time. in
cash, is $558.5 million.
Mr. ALLEN. I am glad the Senator
said "at this time."
Mr. HARTKE. That is for 4 years.
That is not one of these "iffy" propositions.
The other money is g:Jing to come from
guaranteed obligations. If the theory is
right and the thesis is correct. ultimately they will be repaid. I think that can
be done.
There are two other courses of action we could take. One alternative is
to continue to spoon-feed taxpayers'
money into this operation over the
years on an emergency basis and continue this bankrupt state of affairs. The
bankruptcy court has absolutely indicated that they would liquidate the railroads unless some type of emergency aid
or reorganization plan came forward.
The trustees of the Penn Central have
stated to the court that without Federal
assistance, no financial reorganization
is possible. The court looks at those assets and says, simply, "Either the Government moves, or I will liquidate the
r:.:i1roads."
1·'1"1'. ALLEN. How many bankrupt railroads are involved?
Mr. HARTKE. There are 7 class
land 1 class II, and .about 15 smaller

>
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railroads which went into bankruptcy approach is the least expensive to the a. procedure for expedited abandonment
during the last 6 months. In other words, taxpayer. I am convinced that the end in the region.
Mr. ALLEN. Does the Senator mean
we are dealing with a total of approxi- result is not going to be pleasing to everymatelY 20 bankruptcies-really reorga- one, but I think it will be much more they can abandon lines on their own
nizations to be precise-at the present pleasing than any alternative I have initiative?
Mr. HARTKE. That is correct if the
seen from any source.
time.
Mr. ALLEN. This program is not
Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, ",ill the lines are not part of the final sys~m
plan.
taking over a single healthy line, then? Senator yield?
Mr. ALLEN. Provided theY guarantee
Mr. HARTKE. No. As a matter of fact,
Mr. HARTKE. I yield.
the salary to age 65 of any employee who
we worked closely with the C. & 0., the . Mr. ALLEN. I have the fioor.
B. & 0., and the Norfolk & Western,
Mr. BEALL. I want to respond to the worked as much as 5 years. I guess everywhich are the principal private carriers point raised by the Senator from Ala- one would like to get on a pension plan
making money in this area. In spite of bama, which I think is a good one. I share of that sort.
Mr. HARTKE. I think there is a lot of
the fact that they feel that it would rep- the same concern of the Senator.
resent a distinct disadvantage to them
One thing this bill does-there are misunderstanding. There is $250 million
competitively to have financial assistance things it does not do-in my opinion, is in taxpayer money in this measure to
for a competing railroad, they have that it presents an opportunity to ra- take care of displaced workers. I think
agreed in substance to the approach set tionalize the system of railroads in the the Senator from Maryland would agree
forth in this legislation. There are other northeastern part of the United States, that as far as humanly possible we have
railroads in this area. One very promi- so that the duplication can be elimi- nailed down taxpayer liability to $250
nent railroad in the State of Alabama is nated that has caused the economic dis- million.
Mr. BEALL. That is correct, but I am
the Southern.
tress under which they have been living
Mr. ALLEN. I ask this question of the for the last quarter of a century. It will not satisfied that at some future date
distinguished Senator: Why is it that enable us to get rid of many of the un- people will not be coming back and saying, "That is not enough to honor this
the southern railroads, in an area with profitable lines.
less population and less industrialization,
Mr. ALLEN. I do not see that there is commitment." In the context of the. bill
apparentlY, by and large, are prosperous, any guarantee that is going to take there is a $250 million gap.
Mr. ALLEN. I do not understand why
paying their bondholders, paying their place. I believe the Senate adopted Senstockholders; whereas, in an area with ator MONDALE'S amendment which pro- there is such a liberal separation policy.
greater population and greater indus- vided that there could be no line aban- For instance, a man might start working
for the railroad at the age of 20, and contrialization, there are 20 bankrupt rail- donment for 2 years.
roads that have to be taken over by this
Mr. BEALL. That was eliminated in the tinue until he is 25 years of age. Then he
is laid off and he would get full pay,
Government-supported corporation?
conference.
Mr. HARTKE. There probably are a
Mr. HARTKE. That was eliminated in fringe benefits, and future raises for 40
years; as compared with the cotton mill
number of factors. We have held about the conference.
10 days of hearings this year, trying to
Mr. ALLEN. I believe the Senator worker in Alabama or the steelworker or
find out what happened, what was the stated that there could be no abandon- railroad employee who gets laid off because there is no work and he gets 26
cause of the default of the Penn Central. ment for some 18 months.
One reason is that there never has been
Mr. HARTKE. That was eliminated weeks of unemployment compensation. I
would like an explanation.
a Pennsylvania Railroad system. That is in conference.
Mr. HARTKE. I will be glad to do so.
a name without any relation to fact.
Mr. ALLEN. I understood the Senator
There is a conglomeration of a bunch of to say a moment ago that there would I did so on the fioor and I will explain it
again. The bill offers protection to railsmall railroads which have been built.
be no abandonment for 18 months.
Mr. COOK. Mr. J?resident, will the
Mr. HARTKE. No. I said there would road workers who will be displaced by
Senator yield?
be no abandonment in the region while virtue of this legislation. At the present
Mr. HARTKE. I yield.
the final system plan is being formulated. time they have rights through collective
Mr. COOK. I think it is interesting to
Mr. ALLEN. In other words, there is a bargaining under the free enterprise sysnote-and I say this to the Senator moratorium on abandonment for 18 tem that are greater than those that
would be afforded them in the legislation.
from Alabama merely to help the Sena- months.
Mr. ALLEN. That is my point. The legtor from Indiana-that the whole Penn
Mr. HARTKE. For the region, that is
Central system has about 130 years of correct. That is absolutely necessary. islation freezes in these various rights
operation under its belt and has more You cannot let the lines be abandoned and conditions that have broken these
than 100 acquisitions of different lines- and then try to put them back in railroads at the present time.
Mr. HARTKE. Let me say that the
short lines, major lines, and so forth. business without a great deal of expense.
So one can get an overview of just what That is one of the problems we are faced other side of the coin is that you can
vitiate the contract, let them go to a.
a mess it really is and what a parameter with.
it represents of all the facets within the
Mr. ALLEN. I suppose private owner- court and sue, but there is no way you
Northeast, which spreads from the ship would know if some of the lines can take that contractual right away
Mason-Dixon Line to Chicago.
should be abandoned. Should not this from them.
:Mr. ALLEN. They would sue in a bankMr. ALLEN. That is one of the points knowledge and expertise that the bankthe Senator from Alabama is making- rupt railroads have be passed on to the ruptcy court. We have read in the newspapers about this giant corporation, the
that the corporation would be taking public ownership people?
over a maze of railroads that have not
Mr. HARTKE. The whole essence of Penn Central Railroad, a $7 billion corpooperated profitably, and there is no in- this plan is that you have a system in ration. What provision is made for condication and no likelihood that they ever which somebodY will make a decision on tinuing to carry this tremendous bonded
would operate profitably. We are just what you are going to have, what you indebtedness of the various railroads? Is
freezing in the very conditions that have are going to keep, and what yOU are going that wrung out through the bankruptcy
caused the bankruptcy of 20 railroads. to take out. There are about 26,000 miles courts so that will not be carried by the
Is that in the public interest? That is in the Midwest and Northeast that are new corporation?
Mr. HARTKE. We are providing that
what I am trying to find out.
affected. They could be cut back to, perMr. HARTKE. I understand the point haps, 15,000 miles; probably it would be the creditors of this corporation would
of the Senator from Alabama. I can as- in the neighborhood of 18,000 or 19,000 be required to take common stock in the
new quasi-government operation. .In
sure him that if I thought that would
other words, they are exchanging their
be the end result, or even a serious pos- miles. That is an estimate.
Mr. ALLEN. That would take the ICC present security interest in the rail propsibility, I would not support the proerties for common stock in the new corposed legislation. I have my own reser- on that, would it not?
Mr. HARTKE. No, that is the very poration.
vations. But that is not one of them.
The railroad properties then become
I really am convinced that this is the essence of the plan; to avoid that operaonly alternative to nationalization of the tion. If that were the procedure followed, the properties of the new corporation
railroad system. I am convinced that this there would be no hope. The bill provides free and clear of liens and encumbrances.
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In other words, the assets are being
transferred and the rights are being
changed. The nonrailroad property will
remain in the bankruptcy court to be
dealt with by them. One can talk about
what is available if the railroad is liquidated and put through the wringer, but
even then the chances of these creditors
getting their money is relatively slim,
and this country cannot afford cessation
of rail service while the railroads are
put through the wringer. So what, in
effect, is called the "cram down" theory
forces them to accept this kind of settlement and judges have ruled that
this is fair. If we did" nothing while continuing to mandate rail service, there
is the distinct possibility in view of the
prior action of Congress that a number
of these people could make a claim
against the Government which could be
sustained in the Court of Claims.
If the Senator will recall, we met on
this matter in February. We had an
emergency session of Congress in which
we forced them to continue to operate,
even though they were in the bankruptcy
court. I am not saying that as a matter
of law they have an absolute claim but
I would be glad to represent them on a
contingency fee basis if we do not pass
this legislation. Even if it were a small
contingency I could go ahead and get
a fee that would probably be the biggest
that any lawyer has ever gotten in the
United States. The claim would be for
relief under the due process clause of
the Constitution which prohibits making
a man continue to dissipate his estate
through Government action.
Reorganization is supposed to protect
the estate from unconstitutional erosion.
If you go in and force them ttl continue
to operate any longer without taking
legislative action, you have, in effect,
taken property without due process. The
way to correct it is to go into the Court
of Claims and make the claim. I think
there could be a declaratory judgment,
\and the only question would be the
amou,pt of money.
Mr. ALLEN. The way to do that would
be to let the railroads go through the
bankruptcy process and emerge as a new
corporation, taking over all the others;
that being a corporation without Government subsidy.
Does not the Senator think that a line
could exist and make money in the
Northeast without a Government subsidy
if it were able to pick and choose the
lines it wished to operate in the Northeast?
Mr. HARTKE. I would like to say yes,
but there are too many imponderables,
too many ifs, and it is such a hypothetical
situation I could not give an answer.
Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator.
Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. HARTKE. I am glad to yield to the
Senator from Washington.
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
merely wish to add to the record on this
bill my compliments to the members of
my committee, under the able leadership of the .Senator from Indiana in

working out what seems to be an acceptable solution to this series of problems.
I do not think that in all the years I
have been around transportation or on
the Committee on Commerce we have
had a more difficult and more complex
bill. We spent hours, days, and weeks on
this bill on different occasions, on different proposals as to how we would arrive
to what might be a solution to the problem.
I do not think that during the debate
on the bill and during the debate here
today anyone has suggested that this is
going to be a perfect solution. We are
feeling our way in the best way we know
how. We have high hopes it will be a
solution.
I also want to say, and I think the Senator from Indiana will join me, that this
probably was the most di.fl1cult staff job
we have ever given any members of our
staff, both in the Senate and in the
House.
It has been a long, difficult road. We
are highly hopeful that we have set the
gUidelines to handle this problem, but
there are going to be a lot of problems
in the future.
We do know-and we made a point of
this-that time is of the essence, that
something had to be done this session. As
a result, the subcommittee and the Commerce Committee devoted many and long
hours on this subject. It is highly complicated. There is an old cliche about
Philadelphia lawyers. Philadelphia happens to be the home port of this problem.
I was thinking it might have taken 200
Philadelphia lawyers to figure out all the
different problems and complexities in
this bill, and I do not know how they
would have accomplished it.
We are about to send to the White
House the best solution that we have
been able to arrive at to take care of this
problem. We cannot know what the end
result will be, but I know it vitally affects
the economy of the United States and
we need this legislation now.
I want to congratulate all of those who
were involved in this effort. The Senator
from Indiana spoke a moment ago about
a contingency fee. If he were on the case
the outcome in his favor would be assured; his fee would not be "contingent"
at all. He and the Senator from Maryland probably know as much about this
subject as anyone, and I would think
they might be asked to serve on the
board if the Senate duties did not prevent them from serving.
Let me conclude by saying we have
done the best we can, and we think the
end result will be all right.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I want to
congratulate the very able Senator from
Indiana for the many, many long hours
and the diligent efforts he has devoted
to the problems of the railroads of this
country. This is the culmination of a
great deal of the Senator's efforts. No
Member of this body has been more dill:..
gent or more energetic in trying to solve
the extremely difficult problem with
which this Nation has had to grapple
than has the senior Senator from Indiana, and his leadership in this area is
particularly appreciated.
In addition to that, I think it should
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be added that Mr. Lynn Sutcliffe, who
sits beside him, has burned a great deal
of midnight oil in helping the Senator
and the committee to work out the compromise involved in the conference report before the Senate.
Mr. Sutcliffe has been assisted in his
efforts by a number of other members of
the Senate Commerce Committee staff
on both sides of the aisle: Art Pancopf,
Tom Allison, Paul Cunningham, Mal
Sterrett, Bob Joost, John Kirtland, Dave
Clanton and many other people.
There is one area in this bill in which
I am greatly interested. Because I believe a plan for employee stock ownership can do much to eliminate the conflict between management and labor
over various conditions of employment
and to help to provide the type of cooperation that is so necessary in the joint
endeavor that is needed to make any
major enterprise succeed, I favor the
provisions in the bill before us referring
to this subject.
I have a statement to make discussing
the advances made in the employee
stock ownership plan, which I believe is
the greatest advance Congress has made
in this area. I am particularly pleased
that at least part of it emerged from the
conference. I thank the Senator from
Indiana, as well as the Senator from
Maryland, the Senator from Kentucky,
and the Senator from Washington, for
their assistance in seeing that this measure was at least retained to the extent
that it could be, because I believe in the
long run employee stock ownership will
be one of the ways that will help eliminate and dissolve some of the insoluble
problems that could grow between management and labor.
When people plan for failure, the odds
increase that they will fail. Similarly, if
we assume that the rail systems of our
Northeast and Midwest corridors cannot
be operated at a profit and therefore neglect to provide sufficient profit incentives for workers, they are unlikely ever
to earn any profits, the "wages of technology."
Presumably, reorganization of the
Penn Central and the six other presently
bankrupt railroads being assisted under
the Rail Services Act of 1973 is intended
to wipe the slate clean, to allow these rail
systems to correct mistakes that led them
into financial collapse and to enable them
to start anew and continue on a profitable basis.
In business, the fonnula for making a
profit is simple: maximize revenues and
minimize costs. Being so capital-intensive
and inherently efficient and low-cost energy users compared to competitive
modes of transportation, railroads have
historically been natural profitmakers.
Only with one absurdity piled on another-mistakes which have been welldocumented and need not be repeated
here-could railroads have failed. But insufficiently documented and still uncorrected is the century-old and underlying
cause for today's railroad failures: Their
continued concentrated ownership by a
relatively self-perpetuating group of
wealthy absentee capital lords, alongside
their day-to-day operation by propertyless managers and workers, the latt-er
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conditioned to depend. exclusively upon
paycnecks to meet their income needs, increasingly antagonistic to present owners and the profit system generally. and
now in desperation prepared to replace
welfare recipients in the line for taxpayer
subsidies and bailouts.
Clearly. not having the same opportunities to accumulate growing ownership
stakes as the few who O\VTI most of today's railroad stock, workers have had no
incentive to make the simple formula for
profits work. In fact, the ownership system was wired for failure from the beginning. It was structured to lead to everdecreasing revenues and services and
ever-increasing, Tion-market-disciplined
costs. And if our railroads fail to build
substantial ownership incentives and
the discipline of the profit system
into its workers In the future, they will
never again earn a profit. Nationalization will inevitably follow. And, since railroads have always been pacesetters in our
industrial network, in the best and worst
of times, we will have laid the foundation for eventual nationalization of our
airlines, trucking, agriculture, mass media, telephones, energy development and
procluction, manufacturing. and the rest
of our enterprise system. Everyone will
bE!. on the Government's payroll.
In S. 2767, the Senate offered a new
ownership alternative, an employee stock
ownership plan or "ESOP", designed to
correct defective corporate finance and
concentrated ownership patterns in our
railroads. Not enough of the conferees,
particularly our House colleagues, had
sufficient opportunity to study and fully
understand this innovation and its farreaching implications for saving our railroads. Organized labor and railroad management also need more time to acquaint
themselves, the workers, and the public
generally on this new thrust. The ESOP,
however, still remains a key feature of
this legislation and \vill be studied and,
hopefully, fUlly implemented by the railroads covered by the final bill.
The ESOP, a unique tax-free financing method, would enable the entire railroad work force to purchase as individuals, without deductions from their paychecks or savings, newly issued common
stock on credit tied to the capital requirements of the new system and secured by its future profits. Each worker
would thus be placed in a position where
his own efforts toward cost minimization and increased production would directly influence the size of his dividend
checks and the value of the capital estate
which he can acquire during his working lifetime. From the public's standpoint, we could reasonably anticipate
that strikes and slowdowns, antiquated
work rules, featherbedding, resistance to
automation, and unreasonable wage demands-all seemingly unsolvable problems up to now-would gradually disappear once workers are placed in a position to realize how these activities not
only work against the interests of consumers as a whole, but also against their
individual self-interests. If the. railroads
cannot become profitable, then the employees will have no one to blame but
themselves. But they must first be placed

in a position and givenmaximrlni incentives to make the system profitable.
I .think it will be a grave errol' tor the
courts~ the administratol'sof thiS' legislation, and the propOsed United Rail
Corporation to hand over automaticall~·
all new common stock to existing creditors and to delay in building sU1)stantial equi,ty ownership into the railroad
work force. How fast and how much
ownership we build into workers will directly determine the odds' that we can
avoid nationalization. There is still
enough ftexibility left in the conference
bill, in my opinion, to unite, through
fair and widespread ownership sharing,
the interests of individual workers, their
labor representatives, management, and
existing creditors. Only in this way can
Congress demonstrate that the misguided
and short-sighted notion that railroads
cannot provide low-cost, quality services
at a profit, will not become a self-fulfilling prophecy.
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I want
to say to the Senator from Louisiana
that this approach is not ony a new
approach, but it is a plan to make our
democratic system work for people who
work for a living, and I thank the Senator
fOl' his interest and efforts.
Mr. LONG. The Senato-r shares with
me the thought that our principal objection to the way in which free enterprise is operated is that not enough
people own it. We want to spread the
ownership system among those who help
build up this country. I think this proposal is the greatest advance in that
area that has occurred. I am hopeful
that the ccmmittee's work in that regard will bear fruit. At least we have a
plan in which it can go forward.
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?
Mr. HARTKE. I yield.
Mr. MAGNUSON. One thing I forgot
to mention. We have a freight car shortage in the United States which is getting
worse and woi'se and worse, and even
the success of this plan may finally depend upon how many frieght cars, rolling stock we have.
I appreciate that this is a Northeast
regional plan, and that the freight car
b:ll which the Senate committee reported
and the Senate passed was a nationwide
bill, and there may have been some question about whether that should be a part
of this bill.
The Senate Commerce Committee put
it on the bill at my request, but I think
it should be separate, anyway. The plan
we hwe should be nationwide.
For some reason, the House has held
UD the freight car shortage bill, which
, should be a separate bill, waiting apparently, to pass some sort of omnibus surface ti'ansportation bill. It is being held
hostage over there. I think, in the conferen::e ccmmittee, we made that quite
clear.
I want to ask the Senator from Indiana
and the Senator from Maryland if it was
not our distin::t understanding with the
House conferees and the House committee that we received a pledge of the House
to act on the freight car legislation as
a separate bill early in the next session,

Mr, HARTKE. The Senator'from
Washington is exactly right. There ",as
a distinct pledge, and the. only way it
could have been .made more. effective
was if it had been made in blood. '
Mr. MAGNUSON. I' just wanted to
make sure my understanding was covered.
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, will the Senator yield?
Mr. HARTKE. I yield.
Mr. PELL. I want to congratulate the
Senators from Indiana, Maryland, and
Kentucky. particularly the Senator from
Indiana for all his hard work and mastery of problems of railroad transportation and of high-speed ground transportation in general.
Coming as I do from an area that has
only 1 ~,~ percent of the land area of the
United States, yet contains one-fifth of
the population and almost one-third of
the wealth of the Nation, namely the
Northeast COl'ridor portion, or megalopolis, I am particularly interested in the
arrangements that have been made for
the movement of our people, because we
are really one huge city.
In megalopolis we have almost the
same conditions that apply to intracity
transportation in other parts of the
country. We are one big city in the corridor, where all elements are intertwined.
In that regard, it is my understanding that my senior colleague (Mr. PASTORE) and the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
HARTKE) took a lead in the conference
to make sure that some $500 million has
been earmarked for the upgrading of the
rolling stock and the tracks in megalopolis. Is that correct?
Mr. HARTKE, The earmarking is not
specific, but it is pretty clear in the report that that is what it is for. In addition to that, because of the fact that
that we were able to work out some
distinct understandings with the Department of Transportation which we
had not been able to work out before, we
have assurances from the Department of
Transportation that they are going to
move immediately to upgrade the
corridor.
What we have done here is, in a way,
maybe sort of something in the nature
of an American Christmas. We had come
to a place where we had such divergent
views and such differences of opinion.
However, they have now been brought
back together, and the Department of
Transportation has expressed not only
a willingness, but also an eagerness, to
proceed with this matter.
The Senate should recognize the yeoman work done by the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. PELL) in outlining
many of these problems before they were
being considered in this present form,
and even to the extent'· of including
them in his book.
Mr. PELL, Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Indiana for his kind remarks. That will mean that the money
will not only be used for rolling stock,
but 'also for the rails.
Approximately $500 million has been
included. I believe that approximatelyl3.
half hour could be taken off the time of
the present Metroliner schedules. If that
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money is spread over the whole of megalopolis, it would have the effect of reducing .the time of each major division
of the tIip by a half hour, making it
2 Y2 hours from Ne\v York to Boston and
2 Y2 hours between New York and Washington.
'
Mr. HARTKE. It will be 2 hours from
New York to Washington. and 2% hours
from New York to Boston by 1976.
I would like to see the Senator from
Rhode Island on that lead train.
Mr. PELL. Mr. President,I shall look
forward to it; And I thank the Senator
for what he has done·in bringing to reality what was a dream, a vision of improved" high-:speed railroad passenger
service.
",'
.
]\,ill'. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, with
reference to complimenting members of
the committee from the areas involved,
the Sen.ator from Rhode Island (Mr.
PASTORE) and' the Senator from New
Hampshire (Mr., COTTON) contributed a
great deal to all ,of these matters before
the committee.
Mr. HARTKE. The Senator is correct.
Mr. President. I have no fmther remarks. I am ready to vote.
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I want
to express my strong support for the conference report on H.R. 9142, the Regional
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 which
seeks to confront both the rail freight
and rail passenger transportation needs
of the Northeast and Midwest.
This measure provides emergency
funds to insure' the continuation of rail
service along' the seven rail lines now
facing reorganization. Equally important, it establishes a mechanism to finance the improvement of the rail passenger network in the Northeast corridor.
At a time when the energy crisis has
made obvious to all the need to maximize
our support for transportation modes
that are efficient energy users, the passage of the bill now before us is of the
highest priority,
In that regard, I would like to comment in detail on the actions taken by
the conference on the Northeast rail passenger system.
For the past decade, it has been clear
to those of us who have been witnessing
the growing transportation crisis in the
Nation that we were faillng to effectively
develop the capacity for rail passenger
service in the Northeast.
It was. tmder President Kennedy we
began the first efforts to study how best
to achieve the goal of improving rail
passenger service in the Northeast corridor where 20 percent of the Nation's
population resides. Under President
Johnson, the study of the Department
of Transportation began its work. And
under President Nixon, that report
finally was. submitted to the Congress in
1971.

That study concluded that high-speed
rail paSsenger service was not only technologically feasible but economically
feasible as well. It concluded that the
high-speed line from Washington to Boston would be the best way to meet the
rising intercity traffic demand and one
which<woUld be profitable In the very
short-run.

Yet, despite recommendations to l'equest the funds to start that project from
experts in the Department of Transportation the administration always hesitated at the last minute.
In this Congress and in previous Con.,
gresses, Senator PELL and I have cosponsored legislation along with other Senators in an effort to move the project
forward.
Unfortunately, it has not been until
the current energy crisis confronted the
Nation with the necessity for the most
efficient use of available fuel that we detected a recognition of the value of this
project.
I want to commend the chairman of
the committeee, Senator MAGNUSON, the
chairman of the Transportation Subcommittee, Senator HARTKE and Members on
both sides of the aisle for their recognition of the rail passenger needs of the
Northeast corridor.
Many supported bills to complete the
corridor project. These measures had
the support of Governor Sargent of Massachusetts and other New England
Governors.
And the committee adopted the provisions contained within three amendments I submitted in November to the
bills then before the committee. Those
amendments assured immediate implementation of the DOT study provisions,
including the acquisition, financing, and
improvement of the rights-of-way of the
corridor.
During the floor debate, the Senate also
acted to cut in half the time period
. suggested for completion of the highspeed project and to authorize immediate engineering studies when it adopted
my amendment.
Now the conference report contains
similar provisions that will not only enable this project to begin ilmnediately
but hopefully to be completed within the
next 5 years.
I want to commend Senator PASTORE
particularly for his vigorous defense of
the Northeast corridor project during the
conference. He has been a cosponsor
down through the years of legislation
on this subject and he has been a longtime advocate of improved rail passenger
service along with his colleague, Senator
PELL.
The key provisions of the bEl provide:
First, that the final system plan for
restructuring rail service 1.1 the Northeast provide for "the establishment of
improved high-speed rail passenger
service consonant with the recommendations of the Secretary in his report of
September 1971, entitled 'Recommendations for Northeast Corridor Transportation'."
Second, the bill provides that the plan
must designate the properties in the corridor to be acquired by Amtrak to develop
the high-speed passenger service recommended in the Secretary's report.
'
Third. the bill ~rovides a,Jproximately
$500 million in guaranteed loans which
the statement of managers clearlY designates for using in upgrading the corridor, including the complete installation of welded rail, signal improvements,
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fencing of the right-of-way, modernized
electrification, and new rolling stock.
Fourth, the Secretary is directed to begin the necessary engineering studies
and improvements immediately upon enactment.
Finally, the bill provides for completion at the "earliest practicable date
after the date of enactment" which the
statement of managers indicates should
be in less than 5 years.
This project not only will repay the
citizens of thi& land with an efficient,
rapid, and energy-conserving transportation system in the Nation's most
densely populated corridor but it also
will be a profitmaking service that will
help Amtrak modernize and improve its
other passenger services.
I urge adoption of the conference report.
Mr. HUGH SCOTT. Mr. President, I
would like to direct one or two questions
concerning certain provisions of this legislation to the distinguished chairman of
the subcommittee. I woulu first like to
compliment the chairman and the members of the conference for their prompt
and diligent efforts in bringing this conference report to the floor. This legislation is very important to the whole country as well as to the people in the Northeast.
There are several profitable railroads
operating in the Northeast region. The
bill treats those rail systems differently
than the bankrupt system, as it should.
There are, however, several smaller railroads which operate within the systems
operated by the major railroads in reorganization. There are, also, sor.1e smaller
railroads which operate profitably and
independently but are associated with a
railroad in reorgani,mtion due to direct
or indirect stock ownership by the bankrupt railroad company. The definition of
"profitable nilroads" in the Scnate bill
did not make it clear that these smaller
independent railroads, not operated as
part of a railroad in reorganization were
in fact to be treated as "profita~le railroads."
There are two independent class I railroads, for instance, that appear to fall
in this latter category. One is the Pittsburgh and Lake Erie Railroad Co. Over
92 percent of its common stock is owned
by Penn Central Transportation Co., but
it is not part of the Penn Central system,
it has independent management and in
fact directly competes with the Penn
Central for traffic. It is not leased or operated by the Penn Central, nor is it
wholly owned by the Penn Central.
Another such railroad is the Detroit,
Toledo, and Ironton Railroad. A substantial portion of its stock is held by the
Pennsylvania Co., which is an investment
company, not a railroad, which is a
wholly owned subsidiary of the Penn
Central Transportation Co. It is not part
of the Penn Central System. It also operates independently, has independent
management and competes direCtly with
Penn Central. Only one member of the
Penn Central sits on D.T. & I.'s board
of directors. In. addition, t·he ICC has
specifically upheld D.T. & 1;'5 indeplmdent status in proceedings at the time the
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Pennsylvania Co. acquired lUI stock. It is
not leased, operated, or wholly owned by
a railroad in reorganization.
It was our clear Understanding at the
time the Senate passed S. 2767 that the
legislation did not require the transfer of
rail properties of independent, profitable
railroads. The language in the House bill
was somewhat different but I understand
that the intent was the same.
.
It is my understanding that the conference amended the definition of "rail
properties" in section 103 of this legislation to make it clear that independent,
profitable class I railroads are not required to transfer assets to the new
corporation. Let me read the definition
of "raU properties" in section 103:
The term "ra.il properties" means assets or
rights owned, leased. or otherwise controlled
by a rallroad WhIch are used or useful ra.il
transportation service; except that the term.
when used in conjunction with the phrase
"ra.ilroads leased, operated, or controlled by
a railroad in reorganization," shall not inelude assets or rights owned, leased or otherwise controlled by a class I raIlroad which Is
not Wholly owned, operated, or leased by a
railroad in reorganization but Is controlled
by a railroad in reorganization.
Is it a correct interpretation of this
provision that rail properties owned,
leased or otherwise controlled by class I
railroads such as P. & L.E., and D.T. & I.,
cannot be required to be transfeITed to
the new corporation since they are not
railroads wholly owned, operated or
leased by a railroad in reorganization?
Mr. HARTKE. The senior Senator
from PennsYlvania is cOITect. This is the
intent of these provisions of the legislation.
Mr. HUGH SCOTT. I thank the Senator from Indiana. Is it aIso the intent of
these provisions that such railroads are
in fact "profitable railroads" under that
definition in section 103?
Mr. HARTKE. Yes, the Senator is correcto That is the intent of these provisions.
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I regret
that I must oppose the conference report
on H.R. 9142, the Northeast Rail Services
Act.
This legislation is designed to preserve
essential railroad transportation in the
Northeast, and that is a commendable
objective. But while we are spending
billions to overhaul the Penn Central and
other bankrupt caITiers in the Northeast,
we must not neglect the pressing rail
service needs of rural communities
throughout America.
Last week the Senate considered a
similar bill, but it made two major additions. The first amendment, wWch I was
privileged to sponsor With Senator HUMPHREY, provided for a 2-year moritorium
on any railroad abandonments. Our
second amendment authorized Federal
assistance to restore service along
abandoned tracks wherever those lines
may be located. This amendment also
called for a nationwide stUdy of America's rail transportation needs and of the
costs and benefits of abandonments.
Unfortuantely, these amendments were
not accepted by the House of Representatives. Without these changes, the
conference report in my judgment fails

to recognize and adequately deal with
the critical ran transportation needs of
our Nation.
The steady decline in raU services to
rural communities in the Midwest is not
as dramatic as the threatened shutdown
of the Penn Central in the Northeast. It
is, nevertheless, a serious nationwide
problem and one that demands the
urgent attention of the Congress.
Since 1970, more than 7,800 miles of
track have been lost to rural America.
Federal agencies, such as the Interstate
Commerce Commission, are now making
plans to speed the abandonment of rural
branch lines. Under the so-called 34-car
rule, hundreds of farm communities
throughout rural America may be
stripped of their rail service over the next
12 to 18 months.
Agricultural communities have for
many years had to struggle with a ter'b i
te
.
n l~ n~dequa transportatiOn system.
TheIr ~ghways have received almost no
attentIOn from the Federal Government.
Railroad companies h,ave allowed rural
branch lines to deteriorate to the point
where trains must creep along at the
speed of a horse and wagon.
During 1973, the United States and
other nations became painfUlly aware of
the consequences of food shortages. At
the Government's urging, farmers responded with fence-to-fence planting.
But without adequate means of transportation, country elevators all over the
Midwest are still jammed.
In my opinion, the administration
failed to anticipate the needs of the farm
community for increased transportation,
fuel and other inputs needed to produce
and move their produCts to market.
Worse still, it is still pursuing policies,
such as the 34-car rule, which will only
hasten the demise of our agricultural
transportation network.
Now, the energy crisis has greatly
increased the need to preserve and
modernize rail services to rural America.
With shortages of gasoline and diesel
fuel, it makes no sense to abandon rail
lines when trains can move each ton of
freight for one-fourth to one-sixth the
energy required by trucks.
Accelerated abandonments in the absence of any systematic analysis of
America's transportation needs, capabilities, and the costs and benefits of
alternative modes of transportation
would be a tragic and costly mistake.
I regret that the pending confrence
report does not address this problem. We
must not permit America's entire transportation system to reach the crisis stage
before we take action to preserve essential rail services. It is my hope that the
Senate Commerce Committee will begin
consideration of the problem of rail
abandonments soon after the Congress
reconvenes next year.
As evidence of the need for action to
preserve our Nation's rail transportation
system, I ask unanimous consent that a
recent editorial from the New York Times
be printed at this point in the RECORD.
There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

UNLOCKED TBEASURY DOOB

The Senate, following the lead of the
House, has approved legislation to preserve
essential railroad transportation in the
Northeast. This rescue mission for the bankrupt rail systems that now serve the region
will almost certainly forestall judicial orders
for dismantlement of the systems-a disaster
the country could not contemplate even if
the energy crisis had not made freight and
passenger service more vital than ever.
But the unmistakable need for Federal action scarcely Justifies the absence in both
senate and House versions of adequate safeguards against squandering of public funds
in the reorganization effort. The senate bUl
goes even further than did the one in the
House to unlock the Treasury door on behalf
of the new rail operating corporation.
The Government·backed loans, guarantees
and subsidies in the new system could run
far beyond the $1.4·billion over-all figure envisaged by the House. The Senate bill almost invites such excess by its loose provisions. Even the section of both measures that
seemed at the outset to have the greatest
merit-the provisions for indemnity to rail
workers shaken out of their jobs by the reo
organ1zation-have proved on close examination to exceed any fair obligation the taxpayers should be expected to bear.
All this provides a gloomy backdrop for
preparation by the projected Government
National Railway Association, in connection
with other Federal agencies, of recommendations on which lines are to be kept and which
dropped as part of the new transportation
pattern.
The senate blll is better than the House
version in this respect because one place
where it makes more money aval1able to good
purpose is in keeping unprofitable feeder
lines running not only in the Northeast,
but all over the nation. It also puts a twoyear moratorium on any abandonments. The
energy crisis has put this need in a new context. Railroads that have been regarded as
overbuilt in terms of ab111ty to operate at
a profit need evaluation by a new yardstick.
Dr. Barry Commoner, the noted ecologist,
points out in the latest issue of Harper's
that to shift freight from this "surplus"
trackage to trucks would involve a sharp increase in the consumption of gasoline. In
terms of energy, rallroads are by far the most
efficient form of transportation. If the
planners of the reorganized, integrated system take energy as well as immediate profitability into account, they may well choose
to abandon much less trackage than had
been thought likely even a few months ago.
The least the House-Senate conferees can
now do is to retain the strong veto over reorganization envisaged in the Senate blll because the nation has barely begun to rethink
its transportation needs and priorities in today'S changed context.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABOUREZK). The question is on agreeing
to the conference report. On this question the yeas and nays have been ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I announce
that the Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON), the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
CHURCH), the Senator from Mississippi
(Mr. EASTLAND), the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. ERVIN), the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the Senator from
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the
Senator from Utah (Mr. Moss) , the Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE),
the Senator from Texas (Mr. BENTSEN),
the Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) ,
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the Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON) , the Senator from Minnesota eMr.
HUMPHREY) , the Senator from California
(Mr. TuNNEY), the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. TALMADGE), the Senator from New
Mexico (Mr. MONTOYA), and the Senator from California (Mr. CRANSTON) are
necessarily absent.
I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Rhode Islanr;l
(Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. HUMPHREY), the Senator
from Nevada (Mr. CANNON), the Senator from Delaware (Mr. BIDEN) , and
the Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON) would each vote "yea."
111'. GRIFFIN. I announce that the
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr.
COTTON) is absent because of illness in
his family.
The Senators from Vermont (Mr.
AmEN and Mr. STAFFORD), the Senator
from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER), the Senator from Oklahoma· (Mr. BELLMON), the
Senator from Utah (Mr. BENNETT), the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BROCK),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
BROOKE), the. Senator from New York
(Mr. BUCKLEY), the Senator from Colorado (Mr. DOMINICK), the Senator from
Hawaii (Mr. FONG) , the senator from
Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER), the senator
from Florida (Mr. GURNEY) , the senator
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Senator from North Carolina (Mr. HELMS),
the Senator from Idaho (Mr. MCCLURE),
the Senator from Kansas (Mr. PEARSON) ,
the Senator from minois (Mr. PERCY),
the Senators from Ohio (Mr. SAXBE and
Mr. TAFT), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
TOWER) , and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER) are necessarily absent.
The Senator from New Jersey (Mr.
CASE) is detained on official business.
If present and voting, the Senator from
New Jersey (Mr. CASE), the Senator from
Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD), the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. PERCY), and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. WEICKER)
would each vote "yea."
If present and voting, the Senator
from Ohio (Mr. TAFT) would vote "nay."
The result was announced-yeas 45,
nays 16, as follows:
[No. 612 Leg.]
YEA8-45
Abourezk
Hathaway
McIntyre
Bayb
Hruska
Metcalf
Beall
Huddleston
MUskie
Hughes
Bible
Nunn
Inouye'
Burdick
Pell
Chiles
Jackson
Randolph
Clark
Javlts
Rlblcotr
Curtis
Johnston
Roth
Kennedy
Dole
Schwelker
Long
Fannin
Scott. Hugh
Magnuson
Fulbright
Sparkman
Mathias
Griffin
Stevenson
Hart
McClellan
Symington
Hartke
McGee
Wllliams
Haskell
McGovern
Young
NAY8-l6
Allen
Domenlcl
Proxmlre
Bartlett
Hansen
Scott,
Byrd,
Mansfield
WilHam L.
Harry F .• Jr. Mondale
Stennis
Byrd, Robert C. Nelson
Stevens
Cook
Packwood
Thurmond
NOT VOTING-39
Aiken
Brock
Bennett
Baker
Brooke
Bentsen
Bellman
Buckley
Biden

Cannon
Case
Church
Cotton
Cranston
Dominick
Eagleton
Eastland
Ervin
Fang

Goldwater
Gravel
Gurney
Hatfield
Helms
Holl1ngs
Humphrey
McClure
Montoya
Moss

Pastore
Pearson
Percy
Saxbe
Stafford
Taft
Talmadge
Tower
Tunney
Welcker

So the conference report was agreed to.
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which the conference report was agreed
to.
Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.
The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.
ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT TO 9
A.M. TOMORROW
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, just
as insurance, I ask unanimous consent
that when the Senate completes its business today it stand in adjournment until
the hour of 9 a.m. tomorrow.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
INCREASE IN SOCIAL SECURITY
BENEFITS
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ABOUREZK). Under the previous order,
the Senate will now proceed to the consideration of Calendar No. 637, H.R.
11333, which the clerk will state.
The second assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:
H.R. 11333, to provide a 7-percent Increase
In socIal security benefits beginning with
March 1974 and an additional 4-percent increase beginning with June 1974, to provide
increases Insupplemental security income
benefits, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?
There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent that during consideration
of this bill the follOWing persons be given
the priv1lege of the floor, including during the rollcall votes:
Michael stem, Jay Constantine, Blll Galvin, Joe Humphreys.
From the Library of Congress: Fred Arner,
Margaret Malone, Jennifer O'Sulllvan, Frank
Crowley.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
I\1r. LONG. Mr. President, on November 30, a little less than 3 weeks ago,
the Senate approved a bill which included a social security benefit increase,
an increase in supplemental security income payments for the aged, blind and
disabled, and a number of other worthy
provisions. We began our conference on
this bill yesterday. Because of the number and complexity of the Senate amend~
ments, however, we will not be able to
complete conference action today.
I am sure that all Senators want to
see the social security and 881 cost-ofliving increases enacted this year. We
discussed with the House conferees how
this could be done and we concluded that
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if the Senate could pass a bill with the

social security benefit increase, the SSI
payment increase, and those Senate provisions which must be enacted by January I, the House would accept these
amendments and send the bill on to the
President, hopefUlly today.
Of course, this means that the conference on H.R. 3153 will continue next
year after we come back from our recess.
Many of us have had amendments of
ours approved by the Senate which we
are most anxious to see legislative action
completed on.
For example, I was pleased that the
Senate gave overwhelming support to my
proposal for a "work bonus" or tax credit
for low-income workers with families.
Other Senators, of course, have had their
amendments approved by the senate.
The Senate conferees have been assured
by the House conferees that they w11l give
full consideration to the remaining Senate amendments shortly after the Congress comes back from its recess in January.
Now, let me describe the provisions of
the bill and the amendments I am offering to it that I am asking the Senate to
pass.
SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFIT INCREASE

First, the bill contains a 7-percent social security benefit increase effective for
the months of March, April and May,
1974. Beginning June 1974, benefits will
be further increased to 11 percent higher
than the present levels. Automatic costof-living increases in future years will be
effective for the month of June rather
than for the month of January. These
provisions were included in the Senatepassed bill now in conference, with the
main difference that the effective date of
the 7-percent increase would have been
immediate in the Senate bill.
To pay for the social security benefit
increase, wages taxable under social security will be increased from $12,600 to
$13,200 in 1974. Total social security tax
rates w1l1 remain the same for the next
7 years, but there will be a small shift
in funds from the hospital insurance
fund to the cash benefit trust funds.
SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME PAYMENTS

Supplemental security income payments for the aged will be increased from
$130 to $140 per month for an individual
beginning in January 1974; in July they
will be further increased to $146. Payments to couples will be increased from
$195 to $210 in January and further increased to $219 in July.
Under present law, many SSI recipients will be ineligible to receive food
stamps beginning next month. Under a
provision in the Senate version of H.R.
3153, they would continue to be eligible
for food stamps in the future. The House
conferees wished to examine this proyision more closely, but they agreed that
for a 6-month period, until July I, 1974,
SSI recipients would continue to be eligible for food stamps. Because of the
short time left before the SSI program
becomes effective, however, the amendment inclUdes a provision that was in the
Senate version of HE. 3153. Under this
provision, those States which have
alreadY made plans to "cash out" food

