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EYES ONLY

MINUTES OF THE
ECONOMIC POLICY BOARD
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MEETING

May 28, 1976
Attendees: Messrs, Seidman, Greenspan, Lynn, Usery, Cannpon, Zarb,
Dixon, O'Neill, MacAvoy, Malkiel, Paarlberg, Kasputys,

Gorog, Moskow, Porter, Perritt, Penner, Sorenson, Lissy,
Leach, Arena Metz

1. Senate Finance Committee Tax Bill

The Executive Committee briefly reviewed action on the Senate
Finance Committee tax bill and approved a statement for use by
the White House Press Office indicating the President's dis-
appointment in the Finance Committee's failure to adopt his
deeper tax cut proposal and further indicating that we are study-
ing closely the specific provisions in the bill.

Treasury will prepare an analysis of the provisions in the tax bill
for Executive Committee consideration the week of May 31.

2. Emergency Jobs Program Extension Act of 1976

The Executive Committee reviewed a memorandum, prepared by
the Department of Labor, on the public service employment legis-
lation currently pending in the Congress. The discussion focused
on the degree of flexibility and administrative discretion in the
provisions in the Senate Committee bill, the relationship of this
legislation to other employment-related legislation including
countercyclical assistance bills and public works bills also
pending in the Congress, and the potential budgetary impact of the
legislation.

. Decision
The Executive Committee requested that a decision memorandum
be prepared on the position that the Administration should take on

the jobs bills currently pending including the public service jobs A
bill for submission to the President next week. ‘ ‘“

EYES ONLY
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Minimum Wage lLiegislation

The Executive Committee reviewed a memorandum, prepared by
OMB and CEA, on minimum wage indexing and the Administration
response to Congressional proposals for indexing.

Decision

The Executive Committee requested that a decision memorandum
be prepared on the position that the Administration should take on
proposals to increase or index the minimum wage for submission
to the President the week of June 14,

Task Forces to Reduce Waste and Inefficiency in Regulations

Mr. MacAvoy presented the first report from the Task Forces to
Reduce Waste and Inefficiency in Regulation. The discussion focused
on the need for full Departmental and agency support for the effort

if it is to succeed.

Report on Jobs Bill

The Executive Committee briefly reviewed the draft jobs bill con-
sisting of a compilation of the previously announced Administration
proposals to reduce unemployment. Executive Committee members
were requested to provide their comments on the bill and any addi-
tional language changes to Mr. Gorog by c.o.b. May 28, 1976,

EYES ONLY
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 1, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR‘{AMES M. CANNON
JOBN O. MARSH
MAX FRIEDERSDORF

FROM: L. WILLIAM SEIDMAN 20

SUBJECT: Memorandums on Administration Policy on Unem~-
ployment Legislation and Administration Response
to Tax Legislation

Two draft memorandums which are in the final stages of consid-
eration by the Economic Policy Board dealing with the Adminis-
tration Response to Congressional Tax Legislation and with

Administration Policy on Unemployment Legislation are attached.

We are scheduled to review these with the President at a meet-
ing with the EPB Executive Committee on Thursday, June 3. I
would appreciate very much your comments and recommendations
no later than 2 p.m. Wednesday, June 2 so that they can be

incorporated into the memorandums before they are sent to the
President.

Attachments



THE WHITE HOUSE DRAFT

WASHINGTON

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: L. WILLIAM SEIDMAN

SUBJECT: Administration Policy on Unemployment Legislation

During the summer you may have to sign or veto as many as five
major "job creation" bills which require outlays over the Admin-
istration budget. During the month of June you must also final-
ize your policy on the related issue of overall Federal spending
and extension of the tax reduction. This memorandum seeks your
guidance on the Administration's position on the first of these
jobs bills likely to reach you, H.R. 12987, the Emergency Job
Program Extension Act of 1976, in the context of the other poten-
tial "job creation" legislation.

General Approach

Two general approaches to guide formulation of the Administra-
tion's position on "job creation" legislation have been exten-
sively discussed by the EPB Executive Committee. One approach
would maintain our position of continuing to resist additional
spending on the grounds that the best way to achieve sustained,
non-inflationary growth is to reduce the rate of increase in
government spending and the size of the Federal deficit and to
permit more money to remain in private hands. Alternatively,
we would use this opportunity to support one or more bills spe-
cifically designed to reduce unemployment in recognition of
the fact that despite the strength of the recovery, unemploy-
ment is still high.

Since Marxrch 1975, employment has increased by 3.3 million and
is now over 1 million above the pre-recession peak in the
summer of 1974. Despite the encouraging employment figures,
the unemployment rate is 7.5 percent, in part because of the
large number of net new additions to the labor force and the
_extremely high labor participation rate which reached an all-
time high last month. During the coming year we project an
unemployment level of at least 6 million at a time when
publlc service employment and temporary unemployment
insurance programs are phasing out. .



Despite the strength of the recovery, congressional interest
in additional unemployment legislation remains strong, as
evidenced by the number of "job creation" bills currently
receiving serious consideration in the Congress.

POTENTIAL UNEMPLOYMENT LEGISLATION

The new congressional budget procedures permit a more certain
assessment of possible initiatives through the balance of the
year than has been possible in earlier years. Under the new
rules {(barring a waiver), authorization bills must be reported
by May 15 in order to be considered for the upcoming fiscal
year. Ambiguous language in the budget resolution and con-
flicting opinions among staff members make it difficult to
estimate with precision the intended size of the public works
and PSE programs. However, it appears that the budget resolu—
tion contains sufficient flexibility to fund any of the
following bills, but not all of them.

Public Works and Countercyclical Revenue Sharing

Conference Committee consideration of public works legislation
is scheduled to commence around June 9. Floor action could
come the following week. The House version {(H.R. 129%72) con-
tains authorizations for FY 1977 of $2.5 billion over the
budget. The Senate bill (S$.3201) authorizes $3.9 billion in
various public works activities and, like H.R. 5247 which

you successfully vetoed in February of this year, it also con-
tains a $1.4 billion countercyclical revenue sharing provi-
sion. The Senate bill contains unemployment triggers; the
House bill does not. It is expected that a bill similar to
H.R. 5247 will emerge from conference and be passed by both
houses.

Supplemental Community Development Act (Griffin-Brown Bill)

You endorsed the approach of the Griffin-Brown bill last
February when you vetoed H.R. 5247. There has been no con-
gressional action on the bill. Its major provisions have been
incorporated in Section 19 of H.R. 12945, the Housing Authori-
zation Act, which was passed by the House on May 26. The

Senate counterpart to H.R. 12945, however, does not include

. the Griffin-Brown provision. It is unclear whether the Griffin-
Brown provision will survive a conference.



Young Adults Conservation Corps

H.R. passed by the House on May 25 is designed to employ
persons aged 19-23 in conservation and related projects and
would be similar to and essentially part of the existing
Youth Conservation Corps administered by the Departments of
the Interior and Agriculture. It would give preference to
youth in high unemployment areas (6 percent and over) and
would provide 100,000 to 500,000 man-years of employment each
vear for the next 5 years at a total cost of $9.15 billion.
Under the provisions of the House bill, no individual could
receive employment in the program for longer than 12 months.

Hearings are scheduled on a similar bill, S. 2630, by the
Senate Interior Committee. There is a possibility that a bill
will be reported by the Senate Interior Committee and passed
by the Senate prior to the July 2 recess. Senate consideration
would require a waiver of the budget rules.

Humphrey-Hawkins

Floor action was expected in the House in early June, although

it now appears efforts at rewriting the

bill will delay floor action. Senate action could be completed
between the July and August recess so it is possible that con-

ference action could be completed prioxr to the October 2

- adjournment. o “ e

The bill's sponsors reportedly are reconsidering the level of
the unemployment target, the wage level prescribed for "employer
of last resort" programs, and the absence of anti-inflation
measures. The bill does not reguire outlays in FY 1977 but will
undoubtedly mandate national economic planning.

Republican Alternative to Humphrey-Hawkins (Esch-Kemp)

The Administration has been working quietly with Congressmen
Esch and Kemp in their effort to develop a Republican alterna-
tive which they intend to introduce to the Humphrey-Hawkins bill.
A draft bill containing several initiatives already proposed bv
the Administration has been prepared. Congressmen Esch and

Kemp are flnallzlng some additional 1n1t1at1ves which they plan
to incorporate in the bill.

"Public Service Employment

The Senate version of H.R. 12987 is a marked improvement over
the House version of the Public Service Employment bill.
Administration support would make adoption of the Senate ver-
sion in conference more likely and could keep total outlays
below the maximum contemplated in the congressional concurrent
resolution.



The Senate version would authorize extension of the Emergency
Public Service Program under Title VI of the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act (CETA) through the end of FY 1977.
The bill contains no specific funding figure, but the Committee
report specifies a job level of 520,000 (double the present
program) and $3.5 billion over the $1 billion already scheduled
to be spent in FY 1977. This sum, $4.5 billion, is the full
amount of the budget resolution. To prevent an abrupt layoff
of present participants on January 31, 1977, a FY 1977 budget
supplement of about $700 million for phase~out is needed. The
net outlay increase of the Senate bill is therefore about

$2.8 billion if all of the money in the budget resolution is
utilized.

The Senate provisions extend funding of the 260,000 public
service employment jobs and add funding for specific projects
limited to 1 year in duration. Any vacancies in existing PSE
slots can be filled only in project related activities.
Employment above the 260,000 existing jobs would generally be
restricted to individuals in low income families ($6,700 per
year) who either have exhausted their unemployment insurance
benefits, have been unemployed for more than 15 weeks {(whether
or not they are eligible for unemployment insurance), or are
currently benefiting from AFDC programs. In addition, the
Secretary of Labor would be given greater flexibility to under-
take demonstration programs and to reallocate funds geographic~
ally. The House bill also expands the PSE program but lacks
provisions limiting the new positions. The House will almost
certainly insgist on an increase in the current 260,000 PSE jobs
and is also likely to oppose the restrictions on eligibility
for these new PSE positions in the Senate bill. Senate staffers
believe that the number of additional PSE jobs is negotiable
and that the prospect of Administration support for some
increase could help secure House support for the Senate
restrictions on eligibility for these jobs.

OPTIONS

Three options have been considered by the EPB Executive Com-
mittee:

Option l: Oppose any extension of Public Service Employment
authority or funding increase beyond levels required
to phase out the current program.

Advantages:

o Opposition to a continued or expanded PSE program is
consistent with the objective of seeking to reduce the
growth in Federal spending with prlmary reliance on job
creation in the private sector.
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o There is serious question, due to the "displacement
rate," regarding the actual impact on employment of
additional public service jobs.

Disadvantages:
o Administration support for the Senate version at this

time could be decisive in restricting the size of the
proposed increase in PSE jobs and in limiting additional
PSE jobs to the long~term unemployed.

Option 2: Continue negotiations to influence the sccpe.and

structure of the public service employment extension
bill with the understanding that you will support
the bill if it incorporates the Senate Committee's
restrictions on beneficiaries and i1f the authoriza-
tion is less than the maximum funding level in the
House bill.

Advantages:

O

Working to shape this bill and later supporting it serves
as a specific program to address the problem of the long-—-
term unemployed for the remainder of the recovery.

Expanding PSE involves less delay in actual job crea-
tion than many alternative forms of direct Federal action.
The Senate restrictions are likely to reduce rehires of
laid-off government employees which has been a principal
reason for opposing PSE.

Additional PSE outlays forestalls a potential termina-
tion problem and expands an existing program rather than
creating an entirely new one. The actual size of the
appropriation could be left to later negotiation in con-
junction with tax cut considerations.

Disadvantages:

O

The restriction of public service jobs to the long-term
unemployed only applies to net additions to the exist~-
ing 260,000 jobs that would be extended in the bill.

Negotiating on this bill represents a reversal of your
opposition to additional spending bills and emphasis
on tax reductions rather than outlays to stimulate em-
ployment.



-

o Authorizing negotiations on this bill may encourage
other congressional efforts to press for still further
"job creation" legislation.

Option 3: Oppose the legislation extending the PSE authority
but actively explore the possibility of supporting
one of the other "job creation" initiatives.

Advantages:

o Other initiatives such as the Supplemental Community
Block Grants, the Young Adults Conservation Corps, or
the Esch-Kemp bill may offer the opportunity of sup-
porting additional legislation that is more in keeping
with your philosophy.

The minority in the Congress feel very strongly that
some alternative to Humphrey-Hawkins is needed and

desire your support, although not necessarily for the
PSE extension legislation.

Disadvantages:

o Mostof the other alternative "job creation" legislation
entails higher authorization levels than the PSE bill.

The Esch-Kemp and Humphrey-Hawkins bills are still in
a state of flux at this time but would likely have

smaller outlay prospects in FY 1977 than the PSE exten-
sion bill.

Decision

Option 1 Oppose any extension of Public Service Employ-
ment authority or funding increase beyond
levels required to phase out the current pro-
gram.
Supported by:

Option 2 Continue negotiations to influence the scope

and structure of the Public Service Employment
Extension Bill with the understanding that you
will support the bill if it incorporates the
Senate Committee's restrictions on beneficiar-
ies and if the authorization is less than the
maximum funding level in the House bill.

Supported by:
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Option 3 Oppose the legislation extending the PSE
authority but actively explore the possibil-
ity of supporting one of the other "job
creation" initiatives.

Supported by:



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 31, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: L. WILLIAM SEIDMAN
PAUL O'NEILL

SUBJECT: Administration Responsé to Congressional
Tax Legislation

The Senate Finance Committee has virtually completed markup of the
tax bill (H.R. 10612). The House bill, as marked up by the Finance
Committee, is a mixture of some very desirable features, some ex-
tremely undesirable features, and a great quantity of other features
ranging from simple provisions which are neutral from a policy stand-
point to provisions which add complexity to the Internal Revenue Code
with doubtful justification from a policy standpoint. Unfortunately,
some of the desirable features are so interlaced with undesirable
features that it will be difficult to separate them.

Until the Comummittee concludes its action (many effective dates for cer-
tain tax provisions will be determined at a June 4 Committee meeting)
revenue estimates cannot be made on the bill the Committee will report
out. Following the conclusion of the Senate Finance Committee's action
on the bill, a decision memorandum will be prepared to obtain your
guidance on Senate floor and possible conference committee strategy.
Senate floor debate is presently scheduled to commence June 9 or 10
and extend through June 18. The mixture of desirable and undesirable
provisions in the bill are illustrated at Tab A.

The bill, as marked up by the Senate Finance Committee, is both com-
plicated and disjointed. During the afternoon of May 27, 65 miscel-
"laneous amendments were considered by the Committee. During some
of the session, only two Senators were present. The differences between
the House and Senate versions of the bill are so great, not only on sub-
jects considered by the House but on new subjects added by the Finance
Committee, that a thoughtful and rational resolution of the differences

is unlikely to emerge from the conference committee in time for passage
of a bill by both houses by the end of June. The multitude of amendments



will doubtlessly be increased still further when the bill is considered
on the Senate floor. Senate liberals have announced their intention to
attempt many floor amendments. Thus, if there is a bill by the end of
June it will necessarily be one that is ill-considered in many signifi-
cant respects unless its provisions are confined to tax reductions alone
and possibly a very few other selected noncontroversial subjects.

In deciding ultimately whether to accept or reject the bill, it will be
necessary to evaluate the mix of its provisions. The attached sum-
mary (Tab A) is a preview of much that it may contain.

The Congressional budget reduction calls for tax reform measures to
raise $2 billion. It seems likely that the final tax measure to emerge
from the Congress will only meet that goal through legislative chicanery.
For example, the Senate Finance Committee bill does not contain tax
reform measures raising anything like $2 billion, but they raise net
revenues by allowing certain tax cuts to expire on June 30, 1977. If

this provision survives final passage, the Congress might be accused

of merely deferring a tax increase until after the election.

So far, the Congress has ignored the "dollar for dollar' principle that
you proposed October 6, 1975, and that you confirmed in the 1977 bud-
get. That principle, though qualified, was also adopted by the Congress
in a Declaration of Policy (attached at Tab B), when, after your success-
ful veto of a full year tax cut extension, they passed a 6-month extension
on December 23, 1975,

Your dollar for dollar principle stated that any tax cut from 1974 levels
should be accompanied by an equal outlay cut from $423 billion--our
October estimate of FY 1977 outlays without any spending reductions.
The Congressional Budget Resolution provides for a budget ceiling of
$413 billion or a $10 billion reduction. It also provides for a simple
tax cut extension costing approximately $17 billion on a full year basis,
offset by $2 billion in tax reform, for a net tax reduction of $15 billion.
Hence, there is a $5 billion discrepancy between your dollar for dollar
principle and the Congressional Budget Resolution. To reconcile the
two, either outlays would have to be held to $408 billion or the net tax
“ cut from 1974 levels would have to be lowered from $15 billion to $10
billion. Since the current tax level is about $17 billion below 1974
levels, the latter implies tax increases on June 30, including those
resulting from tax reform,of $7 billion.

The actions of the Congress therefore raise a number of issues for your
consideration. ' \

N
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Issue 1: Should you make a strong statement this week attacking the
Congressional Budget Resolution and the evolving tax legis-
lation?

Option 1: Issue a statement this week attacking congressional actions

on tax legislation,

A summary of points that might be included in such a state-
ment is attached at Tab C. '

Advantages in issuing a statement:

o The Congress is clearly vulnerable. They have rejected

your call for a deeper tax cut and your dollar for dollar
principle even though earlier they gave it a qualified
endorsement.

o A statement would also help reinforce your position of

favoring tax reductions as opposed to the congressional
preference for increased spending. Tatay

/ ‘.

£y ’r
= o
Option 2: Do not issue a statement on congressional action on tax (é
legislation. - % </

,\\.._.,_.v"/

Advantages in not issuing a statement:

o The most effective attack on the Congress would utilize your

dollar for dollar principle. However, events since the
October 6 speech have made that principle murky. In par-
ticular, we have requested a number of budget supplementals
which should theoretically reduce our proposed tax cut
according to our dollar for dollar principle. In addition, the
Congress has failed to accept certain savings which have
already raised 1977 outlays. These two factors have raised
our current estimate of outlays close to $397 billion, and
that total is growing constantly. In other words, our pro-
posed deeper tax cut should be reduced by over $2 billion if
we are to adhere strictly to the dollar for dollar principle.
However, changing economic conditions are constantly alter-
ing our estimates of outlays and receipts, thus lending
further ambiguity to the dollar for dollar concept.

A vigorous attack would create a mood of confrontation with
the Congress which may hamper our ability to bargain effec-
tively on the many undesirable provisions now contained in
the House and Senate versions of the tax bill.



o A rigid stance now could also make it more difficult to
bargain flexibly on bills such as public service employment
which exceed your budget.

Decision

Option 1 Issue a statement this week attacking congres-
sional action on tax legislation
Supported by:

Option 2 Do not issue a statement on congressional action

on tax legislation

Supported by:

Issue 2: What stance should you take regarding a simple tax cut
extension?

Thus far, you have maintained a flexible stance, stating that you will

not decide whether to sign or veto a tax cut extension until the detailed
bill is presented to you. Your statement on this issue at the press
briefing on the Budget is attached at Tab D. Assuming that you wish to
maintain this stand and that you do not wish to give a sign or veto signal
now, this issue does not have to be decided until the Congress completes,
or more nearly completes, its work on the tax bill. Therefore, the
options below are presented only for your preliminary consideration.

Option 1: Acquiesce in the tax cut extension and drop the dollar for
dollar concept, stating that you will judiciously use the veto
to curb the rate of growth of outlays but do not state an out-

1az target.

Advantages:

o As noted above, the dollar for dollar concept has become
terribly ambiguous.

o This option would continue to allow the promise of a deeper
tax cut if spending can be curbed sufficiently, while the
elimination of the dollar for dollar concept would allow much

more flexibility regarding the timing and the design of the
deeper tax cut,



Ot

Disadvantages:

o By dropping the dollar for dollar concept, you may be
accused of inconsistency and a lack of leadership.

o This may be interpreted by the Congress as a weak stance
and make it harder to sustain vetoes on spending bills.

Option 2: Acquiesce in a tax cut extension but retain the dollar for
dollar concept and attempt at least to achieve an implied
outlay ceiling of about $408 billion. (The exact target
would depend on the revenue loss in the tax measures
ultimately enacted.) You would state that a deeper tax
cut is possible if outlays are kept below $408 billion.

Advantages:

o Demonstrates flexibility on the tax cut issue while main-
taining a commitment to the dollar for dollar concept.

Disadvantages:

o Setting a specific outlay target ignores the ambiguities now
afflicting the dollar for dollar concept.

o Many of the outlay savings recommended in the Budget
require affirmative action by the Congress in restructuring
programs. It may be unrealistic to believe that your spend-
ing target could be achieved solely by using vetoes.

Option 3: Veto a tax cut extension.

Advantages:

o Demonstrates the strongest possible determination to
achieve fiscal prudence.

Disadvantages:

o It is unrealistic to expect that a veto that would raise taxes
to 1974 levels could be sustained.

o A veto battle over the tax cut extension immediately before
the current law expires would generate uncertainty for
consumers and businesses,
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Mixture of Desirable and Undesirable Provisions
of the Tax Bill

The Senate Finance Committee markup of the tax bill (H.R. 10612) is
a mixture of desirable and undesirable provisions. The following
summarizes the provisions of the bill {(as of May 27, 1976). Some
changes may result from a Committee meeting June 4,

Tax shelters and minimum tax provisions are substantially watered
down from the Administration's proposals and they impact differently
and less desirably than the Administration's proposals do.

The 10 percent investment tax credit has been made permanent as the
Administration proposed and, in addition, is to be refundable if unused
at the end of the carryover period. But the Finance Committee has
added an extra 2 percent credit for companies that adopt an employee
stock ownership plan (ESOP). Treasury tacitly went along with a

2 percent tax credit ESOP for the electric utilities in order to induce
the adoption of the Administration's 6-point utility package {recom-
mended by the Labor-Management Committee) and in order to induce
the adoption of the Administration's proposal for broadened stock
ownership plans {(BSOP). The Finance Committee, however, extended
the 2 percent tax credit ESOP across the board, did nothing with the
utility package, and did not adopt the BSOP.

The benefit to exporters of the DISC provisions has been cut back by
both the House bill and the Senate Finance Committee. The Adminis-
tration favors continuation of DISC in its present form, but certainly
it is better to have it as cut back than to lose it entirely--a hazard
confronting it on the Senate floor under attack which is likely to come
from Senator Kennedy and others.

The Administration favored repeal of the withholding tax on interest
and dividends paid to foreign investors in order to give our businesses
access to foreign capital markets on a competitive basis with other
seekers of capital. The House rejected the repeal, but the Finance
Committee approved repeal of the withholding of tax on interest pay-

. ments but not on dividend payments. ' :

A desirable feature is extension of the 50 percent maximum tax on
earned income to include a 50 percent maximum tax on other income
as well, if it does not exceed $100, 000 or the amount of earned
income. Another desirable feature is removal of the House billls
$12, 000 limit on the deduction for nonbusiness interest (such as
interest on a home mortgage or personal loan).



An extremely undesirable feature is the Ribicoff proposal adopted by
the Finance Committee to deny benefits {(a) of the foreign tax credit,
{(b) of deferral of tax on unrepatriated earnings of controlled foreign
corporations, and (¢) of DISC tax deferrals to companies who partici-
pate in the Arab boycott of Israel. Purely as a matter of tax policy,
the Ribicoff antiboycott proposal is highly offensive. Both Treasury
and State spoke strongly in opposition to it at the markup session.

Another undesirable feature is the Harry Byrd proposal adopted by
the Finance Committee to deny the benefits of the foreign tax credit,
deferral and DISC to companies which pay bribes. The Byrd proposal
goes far beyond that and is very bad tax policy.









"Revenue Adjustment Act of 1975"

Section 1A. DECLARATION OF POLICY

(a) Congress is determined to continue the tax reduction

for the first 6 months of 1876 in order to assure
continued economic recovery.

(b) Congress is also determined to continue to control

___spending levels in order to reduce the national deficit.

(c) Congress reaffirms its commitments to the procedures

established by the Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974 under which it has already established
a binding spending ceiling for the fiscal year 1976.

(d) If the Congress adopts a continuation of the tax reduction

. provided by this Act beyond June 30, 1976, and if economic
conditions warrant doing so, Congress shall provide,
through the procedures in the Budget Act, for reductions
in the level of spending in the fiscal year 1977 below
what would otherwise occur, equal to any additional
reduction in taxes (from the 1974 tax rate levels)
provided for the fiscal year 1977: PROVIDED, HOWEVER,
That, nothing shall preclude the right of the Congress
to pass a budget resolution containing a higher or
lower expenditure figure if the Congress concludes that
this is warranted by economic conditions or unforeseen

-_circumstances. : :
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"covery.

{b) Go-wn-s is &lsn det
tinue Lo conwro! spending i
reduce the hatioval deficit.

{c) Congzress reafirms itz coma
the procedures esiablizhed by
sionzl Budget end Ioipoundieens Conirol Act
of 197 under whnich it has elrezdy established
2 binding spending ceiling for the fiscal year
19%6.

(d) I{ the Cong ress acopis & co::‘.i.ma.uo*x
of the tax reducuon p.oﬂd-—d by tiis Act
beyond June 40, 1576, end i ecanomic con-
ditions warrant doing o, Conzress shall pro-
vide, througl: the procecures in the Budget
Act, for reductions in the level of spending
in the fiscel vear 1977 below what would
otherwise occur, egual to eny saditional
reduction In taxes (from the 1974 tax rate
levels) provided for the Sscal year 31G77T:
Provided, Lowever, That nothing shall pre-
clude the right of the Congress 10 pass a
budge? resoluifon conuwirning a hisher or
lower expenditure Sgure if tne (;o:a;::'ess con-
ciudes that this §s warrenied b7 economic
conditions ¢r unforesaen clrcumstances.

nesoived, Tnat the House sfree-in the
fmnencment of me Senate ¢ the titie of the
bl

Membiers have recorded their prese
by elecironic deviée, & guornDs

B:r unanimous consent, further pro-
ceesings under the czll were dispensed
v'xth. i L ; :

e

o
e

'.F"UT‘T"{ER MESSAGE FROM THE
i . . SENRATE B

A further mes szge from ...‘ne Senate by
2x, Sparrow, one of its clerks. °

“The messsge also ennounced ihat the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mitiee of conference on ihe diszgreeing
voies of the ivwo Houses on the amend-~
ments of the House to the bill (S, 2718)
entitled “Axn act to improve the quality
of rail services in the Uniizd States
through reguizicry reform, coordination
of rzil services and famhtxe;, and reha-
bilitation and improvement financing,
and Jor other purposes.” -

The message 2izo announced that the
Senate hed passed wiith an emencdment
in which the.concurrence of the Xouse

is requemd a b.. cf the Fouse of the The Clerk read the title of the bill

following The SPEAKER, Is a second ce:u'mdncP
H.ER. saas. \Ir. STEIGER of Wisconsin. 3Ir.

the Inteinal Bevenu yezker, I demeand a second.

*g’sj':vt“’ cert Tne SPEAWER. Withoul cbjection, 2
gaticn Jac second will be considered s ordered. .

50 annouice

The mess2ge als :d ithat the There was no objcction.

Senatle had passed bills of l.x‘e !' Slowing The EPEAEER, Tie ge:.ti:m.m from
m'es in w !‘.lch the coneur of the Oregon is recoenized 1cx =0 minutes.
House s reguesied: Mr, ULLRIAN, Mit. S»eaker, 1ot me ex-~

8. 928, An art to direct the Socrelary of Plain brietiy what L‘”«‘ situation is, As
ihc Interler & convry, for fair mizrked vatue, the Members know, wo passed thre tax re-
certuin lenlds 1o Velley County, 1dzho; duction. and it was veiosd. apdwve failed

&, 1ie7. An 2l to avthorize 1he documen- {0 ovarride ihe veto.

. ship, extensive consultation, I might

-

“were also in touch with Senzilor Loxs

4 i ] » i’

The Senate byok exactiv &
we passed, with no chae
inzofar as the

e szme
G 'c.! e ol g
ax fesiures erae conceieg.
and added o very short amiendment tho
gives some assurance that we vould 24-
temipt to offset futnve tax redvciions
with expencditure reductions.
We have cardul"' exomin

amendment. \We have found that s Od""
not mect, 2s i., “?s writien, with the 2
proval of thie members of the comt -m:s-c
on this side in the Bouse. We ¢id now-
ever agree to the basic substance, zad
50 VG have redraficd the Sznatz zmend-
ment afler consultation with the Yeader-

,-v

ed

that
W

SBT.
and affer extensive consultation with tLe
ajorily members of hoth the Ways and
Means Commitice and Budget Commit-
ee and with the Speaker being in touch
with the Fresident by tc-._;)!'.oue. We

&nd the p=2ople on the Senale sice. S
We have conie up with sudstiiute Ian—-

.guage which, according to our best lax

€licht acdjusimenis In phrassglony.

peovle, raakes no subslantive chenges in
what the Senaie has passed and sent
over here and which the Presicent had
agreed to.

At the vresent moment I must s
that the President has been given t'ns
full informzation. He has the text. Fe
is studying it. I cannot conceive thai he
would not epprove of it because substan-
tively it does the same thing as the
amendment he had previous!y zgreeq to.

But let me read it to the Mambers, and
I know the Memnbers 2!l have copies. It
begins: X ’ i

Congress is delermined to coatihue the
tax reduction for the first 6 moniks o 1430
in order to assure continued economic re-
covery.

1 do not hmk avr\‘bod.{ here can con-
lest that. That is the most imporiont

‘reason ve are D?Sai"l"‘ the bill. gng i is

‘just a statement of the purpoze 2s to \t:u'
e are passing the bill. I canuot see an
thing that would cause anybodv to Te
concerned about that language, i
The second paragraph sayvs:
Congress is eiso determined te continve to

com'ol spending® levels In order to reduce
ithe netionzl deficlt. -

X do not think ervbody here would ch-
ject to that language. I think ev errbocy
here would want to be a«soc.ated witiv
‘that language.

Then the third paragraph says: -

Congress reaffirms iis commitments isa the
procedures eslablished by the Conyrressloral
Budget end Impoundment Coniro!l Act of
1974 under which {i has alveady esm‘:!i:‘aed
Alxoggmmt- spending ceiling for the fiscal yezr

I 6o not thia\. anrbody here could cb-
ject to thatl i any manner, shape, or
form. Tazt is exactly w ‘l’lu vce have gone.
Ve have esiablished our s nding ccil-
ing under the pet.

The next paragraph poes o, and this
is the one that coatains the same bozie
procedural Jormuia that was sdonted by
the Senaie and egreed to by e Pre:

bstantively, we think we o

cGent. Subst
10 chanzes in {t; but $here have Lea

D

FONOS:
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ercertoer tJ, 1Jto

* Jf 4no Cozizéss rdopts & continuation of
tho tox reduction provided by this Act he-
yond June 2J, 1Wi6, and [ econamic conal-
itons wareal ¢alpg 89, Congress shall pro-
vidd, throuch tle procedures in the Budget
nct, for red@ztisns In the level of spending
in ths fiscel year 3397 belew whot would
otherwise ozcur, equal to eny aaditlonal re-
duction a2 tzxes (from the 1671 tax ratls
- Jevels) proviced for the fiscal yecar 1977. ’

Then the final proviso:

] Provided, owceser, That nothing shall pre-
cluds ti:e rizht of the Congress to pass a
budzet ressiutlon containing a higher or

_lower expenditure fHgure If the Congress con-
-cludes that this is werranted by ecczomilc
conditions or uniorescen circumstances.

. ‘That proviso weas iifted alinost entirely,
-.-with one minor change, {from- the lan-

guage in the Senate bill that was ap- .

proved by the President.
Now, Mr. Spesaker, we heve had this
- matter befcre us for a long, Jong time. I
-had besen prepered to go home, having
- gonaz 21l that we could possibly do, and
1ell the neople that Congress simply had
. exinausted iis remedies end there was no
.-waVv to keep in place the tax reductions
-+ in January. I think most of the IMembers
- on this side were resigned to that same
attitfude and rezdy to go home and take
“.that position. ]
x Lir. Spesker, Jast night there was a
- moveinznt over on the Senzte side fol-
=« Jowing a meciing, a leadership meeting.
-The Speaker 2nd Senator MANSKICLD &nd
" the Senate leacders came over. They

Senate
~xtarted & movement to try 22n4d work out
= +seme kind of compromise language that
the Presicent wouid accept. That resulted
- “then this morning that the Senaiz con-
ANmed that action end passed the bill
With the amencdment and sent it over
= here., ' :
* So I say thai this lansuage that wé
Z.-have worked ocut does not.violate In any
: way tha basic principles 2n@ purposes and
-prozedures that were set forth in the.
. ~Senate languzge thet was epproved by
<the Presicent. : g
~1* Mr. Spszker, I strongly urge that all
:of us vole overwhelmingly, both Dzmo-
. wcrets end Republicans, and sccept this
. elamzunage,-send the bill dovn. I cannot
“:weonceive that the President would not
* ..sign it. .
-1t Before I conclude, I want to say that
- X understand thzt both the Senate end
-~ the President have had trouble with
“~.50me of the changes thai we have macde
_“=in .the Senzte language in our policy
- --.statement. I want to say that the changes
" +¥'are not inlended to be substantive, and I
.Go"not belisve they are. Let me go
- “ihrough some of them with you.
=" For exarfiple, I understand that some
_object to adcing the languzze “and if
Jgeonomic condliions warmant doing so”
- 2t e bepinning of the third raragraph.
I vonld like to point out that this phrase
$s £lmost the seme as that provided in
tue proviso at tha end of the thiwd para-
-Erenh. There, it is indicated that nothing
- Would preciucda the richt of Consress to
chaupe the exnpenditure ficure if this is
Werranied by ¢2ononiic conditions. As far
& I ain concerned—and T speak as chair-
{Zi":n ol the comuttee—this means noth-
S 1aore by 2ddingg that material at the
CREning of the paregraph. Thevefore,

2 O

1t rewdly is simply 2 redundaent statement.
However, sonie of the Iinuse Members
felt that it was Important to have this
phrase éppear up vbove v be sure thzat
no one misunderstocd thnt there was 2
condition that if economic conditions
change, the cornmitment specified mignt
have 1o Lbe modified.

I know, 2is0, that there are sone thzi
think thot the omiszion of this wvord
“changing” in front of econcmic conudi-
tions zt the end of the third paragraph
huad sornic significance. I do not believa
that there is any subsizntive effect oc-
curring from this omission. I believe that
it is clear that the econcmic conditions
existing today do nof warrant daparting
from ihe commitments specified, and I
believe that it is only if economic con-
citions were to change that this would
be true. )

Also, I know of no ciher circumstances
at this time which wceuld reguire a
chanrge Irom this commitment. OFf ccurse
otlier circumstances which are unfore-
seen at the present time may ultimately
require such change. &

Y undersiand, also, that some question
has arisen where we made reference to
“adcitional reduction in taxes.” It was
the intention of ali of us to refer to any
reduciion in {axes which occurs after
June 30, 1975, even though it is the same
amcunt of reduction which is alveady
provided for in the period up to June 39,
1976. In other words, an exiension of the
existing tox recucticn beyond June 20,
1976, would give rise to the reguirement
of an cqusal recuction in spending to ofi-
set o iax reduction.

The determination to contrel spending
is, in my opinion, 2 delermination which
the Congress sheres with the President.
X know of his interest in reducing the
national ceficit, and I can assure himn

that Congress sheres this detem:i:‘.zzticu.
.with him, and that {he statements we

ere making in this tax bili reiniorce that
determination. ¢

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my distinzuished
celleague in this effort, tie chairman of
the Budget Commitice, the genilemszn
from Weashington (Mr. Apanis).

Mr. ADAWS: Mr. Spzaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding. :

Mr. Speaker, X want to state that X
support the remarks of the chairman
of tixc Cocmmittee on Ways end Mezans
and to indicate that during the course of
this day the President has indicated that
he wanied to compromise his diferences
that he had siated in the past.and the
Senale had done so. We are trying to
reach such an aszcommodation. I think
in doing this, we have done so.

Nr, Speaker, the Senate emendment
has been radraited to mezet the pro-
cedurcs of the Budget Control Act. The
House under the Budeel Control Act will
be examining any stimulus by tax recue-
tion, iths tenns of the slimulus, with the
€co: ic programs {hai require spend-
inz. We hove done this in the past, but
we have airmed it in this particular
lunruage, so the President and the Na-
tion knew we will be doing it in the fu-
ture.

Pieasc notice that the Senate had sent
over and had requested that there ba

SO

no flat monecy ceilinzy &
agree wiltll that, becau-o
tablished a eeiling aslread:- {
year 1976 a2nd we viR) exf=5l
for fiscul year 1377, 25 noovi
the Budzet Act and as affrmed in

L T3S
resolution,
So that I hope the Members, both Das

publicans znd Denwocrats, w :
the amendment as intreduced br iha

[S94,4
chalrman of the Ways anc Reans Comee

mitles g0 that we moy send this ty tha

President, and I am very hopeful

will have this matier behind us.
®ir. ULLMANX. Mr. Speater, I resara

the balance of my ‘me.

Mr. STEIGER cf  Wisconsin.
Speaker, I yicid such time zs she
consume 1o the genilewomon
Nebraska (NMrs. Stz

(Iirs. SMITH of Nebraska ssied

2T

oo b on,

i BT

pes

—~

was piven permission fo revisz an ex-

tend Ler remarls. -

IMrs. SAITH of Nebraska. Mr. Soealer,
I would like to add my volce in
support of the tax reductlon-span
Iimitation compromise rezched
afternoon.

The 2ereement reached is Lizhls r2-
sponsible, taking, as it doss, e

s

tais

wiil continue fo be ccliccind at reguoed
levels 2s a stimulant o bring us eout f
a1t unpleasant recession, vai the soond-

2 Ees

th sides of this lencthv dispuls. Taxres

ing limitation heing put into ¢
prevent the reduction in reve:
fueling another round of cruel in2
This is sound pclicy, and Is 2 polics
will benefit tsth incdividuzls sng
Nation 25 2 whole.

AMr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. fr,
Speaker, I yieid such time as he mar
consume {o the gentiemoan frem Fic—dn
(Mr. Frzz)., >

(Mr. FREY 2sted and was given poar-
mission to revise ard exiend is
-remarks.)

Mir. FREY, AIr. Spezker. fo32% 35 an
imporient day in the histors of our
Neilon. For the first time in vesrs w2
have recognized the princinle that Tou
cannot have it all; that if we ave §0 ot
taxes, we must resuvce spernéing on 2
doller-for-doliar basis. For the firet Hma
ithere Is hope thot our Naoflon wsil nnt
go the way of New York City. Thera
21so hope because 2 small but efFactize
group of Congressmen, both Republican
and -Democratic, put whot is rizh: ==
front of what is politically wise. =

Hopefuliv, pzople will no longer %2
bought with their own moneyr. Fo-2-
fully, we can move towares s balgrnead
budget and fiscal sanity. Honefulle, thae
country will return to a philosopnr of
*“We the peovie™ recornizine bsth ris
and responsibilities. I3 is Ionx ove:

NMr. STEIGER of Wisconsin.
Sneaker, I yield 5 minutes to il:e Cis-
tineuished genileman from Pennsyin
(Mr. SCyNrE=sgELI) .

(Mr. SCHWERSBELY asked and ¥=s
riven permission to revise angd extend
his remoaiks)

LIy, SCHNEEBELL Xifr. Spealter,

NMembers on this side much prefer
Senate version of this approach o

problem. 1t is @ Jot more speetsic end
has fewer conditions. We like sorr~ of

4=
pi3

2z
=2
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[0S

U - ]



CALL OF THE HOTSE

MNr. NEDZI. 2r. Speaker, I'make the
point T orcer that a quorum is not
pressnt.

The SPCARER pro fempore. Eividently
& guoran: is nn, present.

Withouy objection, & call of the House
is ardered.

There was no objection.

‘Thie cali was taken by electronic de-
vice, and ithe following Members failed
1o respond:

* [Roll Ko. 826}

fddabbo Eaustings Reuss =
Budilio Eebort Raches
Bseard, Tenn, EHechler, Mass, Risenhoover
Beil hinshaw Rog
Biuckam Hoiland Roseathal -
Bonler Eorton stenkowskl
Brown, C2lif,  Jzrmen Runneais
Burton, John  Johnson, Calif, St Germain
- Curney . Jones, Oula. Scheuer
Chrenpell Earth Schroeder
Cley Eindness Bhuster
. Conyers Lzndrum Sikes
Pagiels, NJ. Lecgett Skubitz
Davis AZcCloskey Siark
i hizcdonald Steelman
ISelcher Stelger, Ariz.
rinan Nikva St2pacns
Edwards, Calif. Mineta Stuckey
¥rienbom Montgomery  Sulliven
Fsch Mosher Syminsion
Eshlaoman 2inss Talcott
-Evms, Tean. Aottd Teegue
¥Foley ' Murphky, N.Y. Thompson
Yord, X&ich. 2iyers, Ind. Ugalt
Frascr Nichols Vander Veen
. Fuqua Ottinger Wexmean
Gaydos Pzuman, Tex. Wilson, C, H.
Gibbous Pepper Wilson, Tex.
Gilmnan Fozge | Winn
FHanles Preyer Yates
¥Yearrisgion Pritchaxd Yotren
~Harshioa Randall Youug, Alaska

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 333

~“MMembers have recorded their presence

.

.ceedings under the call

by clecironic device, a guorne.”
By unanimous consent, further pro-
were dispansed

with. © " - :
FURTEER MESSAGE FROM THE

e .. .SENATE | Ny
A further message from the Senate by

241, Sparrow, one of its clerks.

-The message also announced that the
Senate gzrees to the report of the com-
mitiee of conference on the disagreeing
yotes of the two Bouses on the emend-
ments of the XHouse to the bill (S. 2718)
entitied “An act to improve the quality
of rail services in the United States
through reguiztory reform, coordination
of rail services and facilities, and reha-
bilitation and improvement financing,
and Tor other purposes.” -

The message ziso announced that the
Senate had passed wiith an emencdment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, o bil of the Fouse of the
following title: :

HR. §6¢8, An aci to emend seciion 103 of
the Iaterrnal Revenue Code of 185+ with re-
spect to cerisin obligations used 1o provide
irirgation Jaciilties.

The message also annowiced that the
Senate had passed bills of thie following
titles, in which the concurrence of the
House is requesied:

8. 728, An eel to direct the Sacrelary of
ihe Inter 3 convey, for Ialr rmzrkel valie,
certalin londs 1o Velley County, 1daho;

&, 1i87. An el to avtherlze the documen-

. thereto,

-engrossed smendmenis, and

tlon cf the vessel, Brujc 2! , & vessel o
2 Unlied States with ooz 3 g
8. 1699, An act Lo amand the Bennsglv
Avenne Deveiopment Co n fcb 6?1992
(Public Law §2--5378), &5 ¢ ; and

8. 1311, An act to incr proteclion
pforded anlmeals in transzic end 1o assure the
humane treatment of animals, excd for cther
PUTPOsES.

t
1

@ S
I -

PERSONAL STATEMEN

Mr, PATRIAN. My. Speaker, I cesire {o
have my presence recordwd o the last
two quortm calls. X was here and recorcded
my presence, but I am recorced on only
onec of them.

SENATE AMENXDMENTS OX H.R. 9963,
AMEXDING SECTIOXN 163 OF IN-
. TERNAL REVENUE CODZ=

Mr, ULLMAN, Mr, Specker, I move to
suspend the rules and tzke from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (F.R. 2565) 1o
amend section 102 of the Internzl Rev-
enue Code of 1954 with resvect to certain
obligations used to provide LTizaiion
facilities, with the Senaile amendmenis
and concur in the Senate
amendments with an zmendment as
follows: i o X

In lieu of-the matier proposed to be in-
serted by the Senaie ameadment inseri: Page
1, strike out all after line 4, gver to and
including line 10 on pzge 2 of the Seuate
fusert:

Sec. 1A. DECLARATION OF FOLICY.

{a) Conzress is determined ¢ coutinue the

tax reduction for the first € monihs of 1976

in order to essure continued economic re-

covery. : g

{b) Congress is also determined to con-
tinue Lo contro! gpending jevel: in prder to
reduce the hwatioral deficit.

{c) Congress reafirms itz commitmenis to
the procedures established hy thie Congres-
sional Budget end Impoundimrens Conirol Act
of 197 under which it has elrezdy established
2 binding spending celling for the fiscal vear
19%6. g : s

{(d) X{ itbe Congress acopis z coxtinuation
of the tax reduciion providsd by titis Ach
beyond Juue 30, 1476, end if economic con-
ditions warrant doing so, Conzess shall pro-
vide, through the procedures in the Budget
Act, for reductions in the leve! of spending
in the fiscel vear 1877 beldw what would
otheririse occur, egiual {o any sdditional
reduction In taxes (from the 1974 tex rale
Jevels) provided for the Sscal year 1877:
Provided, lowever, That nothing ghall pre-
clude the right of the Conrcress to pass a
budge? resolution conuairning a higher or
lower expenditure figure ¥ 1the Conpress con-
ciudes that this is wearrented by economic
conditions ¢r unfores2en clrcumstances.

Resolved. That the House siree in the
amencdment of the Senate o the title of the
bil. '

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER, Is 2 seconcd cemanded?

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, 3Mr,
Speaker, I demand a second.

The SPEAKER. Withoul cbjection, a
second will be considered &s ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Tiie gentleman from
Orezon is recoomnized ici 49 minutes.

My, ULLATAN. Mr. Speaker, lot me ex-
plain brietiy what the sittstion is. As
the Members know, we passed the tax re~
duction. anc it was vetosd. znd ve Tailed
to override the veto.

The Senzfe {ook exactly the saxie bilt
we passed, with no chanzges vlelccerer
insofar as the tax features are cancemog.
and added o very short cmend
gives some assurance that we vould 22-
tempnt to offset future tax reductions
witn expenditure reductions.

We have carefully ecxamined that
amendment. We have found that it would
not meet, 2s it was wrilien, with the zp-
proval of the members of the comiaiitee
on ihis side in the House. Ve &id how-
ever agree to ihe basic substance, and
50 v¢ have recrafi=d the Senate zmend-
ment afler consultation with tze leader-
ship, extensive consultation, I might sax,
and after extensive consultetisn with the
majerity rnembers of both the Ways and
Means Commitice end Budget Commit-
tee and with the Speaker being in touch
with the Fresident by telephone. We

-“wers also in fouch with Senator Loxe
end the p=ople on the Senate ricde. 3
We bhave comie up with sthstitute lan-
_euage which, according to our best tax
peovle, makes no subslentive changes in
what the Senate hias passed and sent
over here and which the Presicdent had
agreed to. :

At the present moment I must szy
that the President has been given this
full informzation. He has the text. Fe
is studying it. I cannot conceive thai he
would not zpprove of it hecause substan-
tively it does the same thing as the
amendment ke had previous!y zgreed to.

But let me read it to the Meambers, and
I know the Members 2Il have copies. It
begins: N E §

Congress is delermined to continue the
tax reducticn for the Brst 6 monihs of 1636

in order to “zssure continued econoniic re-
COVETY.

I do not think a2nvbody here can con-
test that. Tzt is the most imporiant
‘reason we are passing ihe bil. gng it is
‘just a statement of the purpose as to why
we are passing the bill. I canuot see gny-
thinz that would cause anvbodyr io e
concerned zbout that language. f

The second parzagraph says:

Congress is eiso determined to continue to

control spending’ levels In order to reduce
the peational deficit. - .

I do not think arybody here would eb-
Ject to that language. I think evervbody
here would want to be associated with-

that langusge.

Then the third paragraph says:

Congress reaifirms its commiimentis ia the
procedures esilablished by the Cowgrressicral
Budget end Impoundment Conirol Lt of
1974 under which 1% kas already establiched
?c!_:_gldmg spending ceiling for the fiscal year

I do no! think anrboedy here could eb-
ject to that in any manner, shape, ¢r
form. That is exactly whai we have cornc.
We have esizablished our spending ceil-
ing under thic oct.

The next parafyaph goes oz, and this
is the onc thekeontaids the same bs
precedural Josmuia thatgas edopte
the Senaie pHs ecreed té,::e e Pr
cent. Substhrmtively, we faml ws made
no chanses i it; bul 2eke have besn
slight acdjustimenis In phrassolosy. =
reaas:




December 19, 1975

= If thio Cozgress wdopts e continuation of
tne tox Yeductfon provided by this Act be-
vond Jume &0, 1976, and if economlc condl-
ttoms warant €aing s9, Congress shell pro-
vigs, throggh te procedutes in the Budget
Act, for reductisns In the level of spending
in tbB2 fisced vear 1977 bzlew what would
otherwise occurs, equal to any additloral re-
cuction fa texes (from the 1674 tax reate
jevels) provided for the fiscal year 1977.

Then the firnel proviso:
. Provided, kowever, That nothing shall pre-
" cluds the rizht cf the Conjress to pass a
budret ressiutlon contalring a higher or
Jower expeaditure fgure If the Congress con-
-cludes that this is warranted by ecozomic
eonditions or urcforeseen clrcumstances.

Tnat proviso was iifted almost entirely,
with one minor change, {rom the lan-

guage in the Senate bill that was ap- .

proved by the President.
Now, Mr. Spesaker, we have had th!s
- matter before us for a long, long time. I
-had been prepared to go home, having
- done 21l that we could possibly do, and
tell the peopie that Congress simply had
exhausted its remedies e.r:d there was no
-way to keep in place the tax reductions
~+in Jenuary, I think most of the Members

.=+ on this side were resigned to that same

.+ attitude and ready to go home and take
=, -‘L’Aat position. .
Xir. Spezker, last night there was a
‘movemsnt over on the Senzte side iol-
< -Jowing a meeting, a leadership meeting.
~“The Speaker 2nd Senator Mansriced and
ine Senate lsaders came over. They
~sterted & mevement to try and work out
-some kind of compromise language that
the Presicent wouid accept. That resulted
‘than this momning that the Senatle con-
ﬁnned that action end passed the bill
owith the emendment and sent it over

j--s here.

So I say that this languasge that we
~. haye worked out does not-violate In any
- way the bzsic principles and purposes and

. -procedures that were set forth in the.

~Senzte language that was epproved by
- the Presicent.
3 Mr, Spna'ue I strongly urge that all
-of us vote memho mingly, both Demo-
. \c-af.s znd Republicans, and accept this
-lanzvare, send the bill down. I cannot
. «wconceive that the President would not
‘.sign it.
- Beiore I co'xclude. I want to say that
J+:.X understand thzt both the Senate and
-~ the President have had trouble with
»some of the changes thati we have mace
An .the Senzte language in our policy
-.statement. I want to say that the changes
<are not inlended to be substantive, and I
g0~ not believe they are. L=t me go
througn some of them with you.
° For example, I understand thati some
_"dbject to adding the langusgze “end il
_fconcmic conditions warranti doing so”
- a8 the beginninz of the third para gmph
I would liize to point cut that this phraze
33 elmost the seme as that rrovided in
HC proviso at the end of the third para-
-Ereph. There, it is indicated that nothing
woulld preciuda the richt cf Conzress to
thauge the evnpenditure figure if this is
Werranted by economic conditions. As far
& X ain co"r-erzwl-and T speak &s chair-
A22n of the committee—this means noth-
g ranre by 2dding that material at the
t,j?ﬁ‘mliu:: ¢f tbhe puregraph, Thevefore,

CONGRESSIONAJL RIECORD—HOUSE

it really is simiply 2 redundaent statement.
However, somie of the House Members
felt that it was important to have this
phrase zppear up ebove o be sure that
no one misunderstocd thatl there was 8
condition that if economic conditlions
change, the cornmiiment specified might
have 10 be modified.

I know, ziso, that there are somnge that
think that the omission of this word
“changinz” in front of econcmic condi-
tions 2t the end of the third peragragh
had some significance. I do not believe
that there is any subsientive effect oc-
curring from this omission. I believe that
it is clear that tne econcmic conditions
existing today do not warrant deperting
from the commitments specifieg, and I
believe that it is only if economic con~
ditions were to change that this would
be true. .

Also, I know of no cther circumstances
at this timie which would recguire 2
change Irom this commitment. Of course
othier circumstances which are unfore-
seen at the present time may ultimately
require such change. -

I understand, zlso, that some question
has arisen where we meade reference {0
“additionzl reduction in taxes.” It wes
the intention of ali of us to refer to any
reduction in taxes which occurs after
June 30, 1976, even though it is the same
amoeount of reduction which is already
provided for in the pesriod up to June 30,
1976. In other words, an extension of the
existing tax reduction beyond June 30,
1976, would give rise to the reguirement
of an equsal reduction in spending to ofl-
set a tax reduction. 4

The determination to eontrel spending
ig, in my opinion, 2 determinztion which
the Congress sheres with the President.
I know of his interest in reducing the

notional ceficit, and I can assure himn
that Congress shares this deternmination
with him, end that the statements we
are making in this {ax bill reinforce that
determination. A

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my distinguished
cclleague in this effort, tiie chazirmean of
the Budget Commitice, the genilemnan
from Washington (Mr. Apants).

Mr. ADAMS: Mr. Sp2aker, I tha.n!. the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, X want to state that I
support the remarks of the chairman
of the Committee on Ways end Means
&nd to indicate that during the course of
this day the President hes indicated that
he wanied to compromise his differences
thzt he had stated in the past.zand the
Senate had done so. We are trying to
reach such an accommuodeation. I think
in doing this, we have done so.

Nr. -peake the Senate emendment
has been redraxted to meet the pro-
cedurcs of the Budget Control Act. The
House under the Budgel Control Act will
be examining any stimulus by tax reduc-
tion, the temms of the stimulus, with the
econon:ic programs that require spend-
inz. We have done this in the past, but
we have adirmed it in this particular
languase, so the President and the Na—~
tien Inow
ture.

Piease notice that the Senate lgaﬂ sent
over and had requested that t.x'ére be

we will be doing it in tl)c fal R

no fiat moncy ceilinz
agree with that, bC\.dl
tabumﬂu a ceiling alren

ar 1976 and we will es
for fiscal year 1977, 25 nrov r!cr' ©
the Budgzet Act and 25 affinned in shs
resolution.

So that I hope the Membuers, both 2o
publicans end Denmwocrats, v !l Yoid for
the amendment as intreduced br e
chalrman of the Ways and |\=9C;‘1<_ Com-
mittee so thal we may send this to tha
President, and I am very bopeiul thzt ==
will have this matisr behind us.

Mr. ULLMAXN. Mr. Speaker, I resarsa
the balance of my ime.

Mr., STBIGER c¢f Wisconsin., 17—
Speaker, I yicld such timeo z2s sha m=7
consume 10 the gentlewoman
Nebraska (Mirs. Srare).

(Mrs. SMITH of Nebrgsza sk
was given penmss:on ‘to revise
tend ker remarks.)

Mrs. SAMITH of ]\ea"asl'a.m
I would Iike to 2dd my voice in
support of the fax reduction-sp
limitation compromise reache :‘1 th‘*

afternoon.

The agreement rezched is H;.ﬂ
sponsible, taking, as it doss, the nes: c-
both sides of Lhis lenzthv disnuta. T iaves
will continue fo be collecizd 2t ¢
levels as a stimulant to bring us n:t oi
an unpleasanrt recession, y2i the so2nd-
inz limitation being put ints efest w3
prevent the reduction in revenus Iram
fuecling another rotnd of cruel inlatian.
‘This is sound D.,hcy, and is 2 policy inat
will benefit toth individuzls sng he
IWation 25 2 whole,

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin. 3r.
Speaker, I vield such time as he maw

consume {o the gentieman frem Ficride
(Mr. Frce) ., >

(Mr, FREY 2sied and was given ::-er-
mission o revise and exferd his

’ 1, ﬂ.
!‘1
h

a

1T

.remarks.)

Mr. FREY. M. Speaker, {odav 35
importart day in the history of o
Nailon, Fer the first time in vesrs
have recognized the princinie that you
cannot have it 2ll; that if we are io ect
taxes, we must redvce spending on 2
dolla*-fo"—donar basis. For the ﬁrst e
ithere is hope that our Wailon wiil nct
go the way of New York Ciiy. The*e is
also hope because a small but efestse
group of Conearessmen, bothz Bepublican
and -Democratic, put \r'h% is rizht =n
front of what is politically wise. -

Hopefullv, people will no longer %a
bought with their ovm moner. Eana-
fully, we can move towards a bolarcad
budget and fiscsl sanity. Honefuile, :Z‘.e-
country will return to a philosophs of
“We the peonie™ recomiizing both ricals
and responsibilities. It Is Ianz overdze.

Nr. STEIGER of Wisconsin, I.I=
Sneaker, I yield 5 minutes to ihe &is-
tinculshed genileman {rom Pennsyivani
{Mr. ScyNCRSELRD),

(Mr. SCHNEEBELI asked and ¥=s
given permission to revise and extexd
his rermiks.)

DMy, SCHNEEBELIL Afr. .S.’N.‘:'...C“ =
atexbers on this side much prefer ‘“L‘
S e version of this approach tc Sie
proeém. 1t is o Jot more specifc end
has>fewer conditions. We Lke sorr~ cf
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Points That Might be Included in a Statement
Attacking Congressional Actions on Tax Legislation

The Congress has rejected your proposed reforms of government
programs that would save money and make the programs more
rational. By their action they have prevented the American people
from enjoying a tax cut which would yield the family of four earning
$15,000 an extra $227 per year.

In December the Congress accepted your principle that a tax cut
extension would only be provided for a full year if spending could
be curbed significantly. Their Budget Resolution rejects this
principle. Granted they left themselves a loophole. They said that
they would not follow the principle if dropping it was "warranted by
economic conditions' or "unforeseen circumstances.' But now
that the economic recovery is progressing more rapidly than most
expected in December, it is fair to ask the Congress what there is
in the economic conditions that warrants dropping the principle.-
What "unforeseen circumstances' have occurred?

It could be noted that the Senate Finance Committee has not only
rejected your request for a deeper tax cut, they have even rejected
their own Budget Resolution's call for $2 billion of tax reform.
They only meet the Budget Resolution's revenue target by setting
the stage for a tax increase after June 30, 1977.






Question and Answer From
Presidezatial Budget Briefing
January 20, 1976

QUESTION: Mr. President, only a month or two ago you

were guite insistent that Congress commit itself to a specific

spending celling as a precondition of any tax cut, yet last ‘
night when you proposed your additional $10bbilli0n tax cut yoﬁ
made 1o mention of a reguirement for such a spending ceiling.
Could you explain?

THE PRESIDENT: I think if you will re-read the meséage

you will find that I do say, or did say, rather in that message

that if we restrain Federal spending we can have a tax reduction

on a dollar-for-dollar basis. I cannot remembér the page, but
it is in the m2ssage that I read to the Congress lasi night.

QUESTION: Well, yes, sir, but I take it yoﬁ are no longer
insisting on the specific ceiling approved by Congress as a
preconﬂition‘to that extra $10 billion.

THE PRESIDENT: Well, we say that the ceiling is $394.2.

XNow, there are uncertainties that take place as we move along

and we have 5-1/2 months before July 1, 1976. So there has to

be some flexibility. I have picked the ceilihg. I have said



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 2, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON
FROM: PAUL LEAC;S;3&£§\
SUBJECT: Memorandum on Administration Policy

on Unemployment Legislation and
Administration Response to Tax
Legislation

I was only able to review this very briefly and my comments
should be viewed with that caveat.

Tbé'Unemployment Legislation memorandum, I would favor
'ption 3, "Oppose the legislation extending the PSE

" authority but actively explore the possibility of

supporting one of the other 'job creation' initiatives",

The Tax Legislation memorandum, I would favor option 1 on
1ssue 1, "Issue a statement this week attacking congressional
actions on tax legislation®, and option 2 on issue 2,
"Acquiesce in a tax cut extension but retain the dollar for
dollar concept and attempt at least to achieve on implied
outlay ceiling of about $408 billion. (The exact target
would depend on the revenue loss in the tax measures
ultimately enacted.) You would state that a deeper tax

cut is possible if outlays are kept below $408 billion",

If we had a reasonable amount of time to respond to this
memorandum,I think more thoughtful comments could be made.

oV~
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July 22, 1976
5 o W e M
MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON W &

~ ( Cntiee/
FROM: PAUL LEACH P

SUBJECT: EPB Meeting on Carecny 7
Thursday, July 22

At your request and as I have done on a number of occasions
in the past, I attended today's EPB meeting which was
"Principals Only". It was my understanding that
representatives of "Principals" were permitted to attend

if their Principals were not able to do so themselves. I
have done this for you in the past, others have done it in
the past and at today's meeting Secretaries Simon and
Kissinger were represented by others,

However, today, contrary to precedent and inconsistent
with the fact that Secretaries Simon and Kissinger were
represented by others, Bill Seidman singled me out in the
meeting, indicated that it was "Principals Only" and asked
me to leave, While I indicated to him that I was there as
your representative, I, of course, left.

However, as you might expect, this was a most embarrassing
moment and one which was totally unnecessary. In addition,
this "public" action does little to enhance my credibility
with George Dixon (Treasury) or Elliott Richardson, with
whom I must deal from time to time. Nor, did the action
help in achieving the coordination between EPB and the
Domestic Council which is essential if the White House
staff is to function effectively.

Since this action was contrary to precedent, inconsistent,
opposed to your understanding with Bill Seidman, detrimental
to White House staff coordination and an unnecessary
embarrassment to both you and me, I think it is appropriate
that Bill Seidman apologize to both you and me and do this

in a way which is communicated to the people in attendance
at today's meeting.

I hope you can take this up with Bill upon your return and
I would like to chat with you about it at your convenience.

cc: Bill Seidman



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINCTON

July 27, 1976

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT: Wage Settlgments Memo

Options 3 and 4 aré\ng) mutually exclusive. We- support
both.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 27, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON

FROM: PAUL LEACH",g,}a
DAVID LISSE?;W'

SUBJECT : Wage Settlements Memo

On issue one we recommend that you support options 3 and 4.

On issue 2 we believe that options are not well stated.
Under option one, for example, unless there is some proposed
draft language to review, the terms "mild" or "strong" are
meaningless. We believe that the Administration should take
some public position but the real question is not whether

we take a position but what we say and that is not addressed
in either of the two options.

A proposed statement should point out the inflation effects

of both the teamsters and the GE workers settlements. However,
we should come clearly short of advocating an incomes policy,
wage or price controls, or jawboning. Furthermore, the
statement would have to be carefully worded so as not to
appear to be in conflict with the positions that Secretary
Usery has taken on these settlements.
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DRAFT .
THE WHITE HOUSE - July 26, 1976

WASHINGTON
Ly 7

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT ‘ b"\ a/ i

FROM: 7 L. WILLIAM SEIDMAN . o

SUBJECT: "Wage Settlements

As you requested, the Council on Wage and Price Stability has analyzed
the collective bargaining settlements for the teamsters and the electri-
cal workers. The Teamster Collective Bargaining Agreement, signed

April 3, 1976, provided fer increases in total compensation of 9.9 per-
cent in the first year, 11.3 percent in the second year, and 9.9 percent

in the third year (assuming 6 percent inflation). Over the life of the

contract, total compensation would rise by 34. 3 percent, or an average
annual rate of 10.5 percent, if inflation is 6 percent.

General Electric signed an agreement on June 27, 1976, with several '
wnions raising wages by 14.9 percent in the first year, 7.8 percent in
the second year, and 7.2 percent in the third year (assuming 6 percent
inflation). Over the life of the contract wages would increase by 32.7
percent, or an average of 9.9 percent per year, assuming 6 percent
inflation. The cost of living clause could raise the second and third
year wage increases under the teamster and GE agreements if inflation
exceeds 6 percent, but the increases would be smaller if the rate of
inflation is less than 6 percent.

When the Administration makes public its analysis of the teamsters
and electrical workers settlements, questions will certainly be raised
regarding the Administration's view of the inflation impact of these
settlements.

The Economic Policy Board Executive Committee has discussed the

“issue of whether a statement should accompany release of the analysis

of the settlements or whether Administration officials should merely
respond to questions. Any Administration statement or comment could
impact on the collective bargaining negotiations still im progress or
scheduled for later in the year.



A number of n{ajor settlements remain during 1976, including rubber,
where a strike has been in progress for about three months, and auto-
mobiles. ’

It is important to put the teamster and GE workers settlements into
perspective. For major collective bargaining settlements negotiated

in 1976, first year increases were 8.8 percent and 8. 2 percent in the
first and second quarters, respectively. The average increases over
the life of the contract {excluding cost of living adjustmen%;s in the
second and third years) were 7.4 percent and 6.6 percent, respectively.
Compensation per man-hour for private nonfarm workers increased at
an annual rate of 7.5 to 8.0 percent in the first half of the year. The
adjusted hourly earnings index increased at an annual rate of 6.4 per-
cent in the first six months of the year, These increases are at least 7
1.0 to 2.0 percentage points below the CEA forecasts made in December
1975, 1Itis a typical cyclical pattern for major union settlements to
show larger wage increases than the economy as a whole during years
of high unemployment. The reverse occurs during years of Jow unem-
ployment.

The Troika forecasts increases in output per man-hour of about 3.0
percent in CY 1976 and 1977. This would be inconsistent with a 6 per-
cent rate of inflation if compensation per man-hour increased by more
than 9 percent per year. The experience thus far suggests that com- -
pensation per man-hour can be expected to be less than 8,0 percent
for 1976 and around 8.0 to 8.5 percent in 1977. Thus, when viewing
the wage rate picture as a whole, wage increases are not likely to
generate inflationary pressures in excess of 6 percent and are likely
to be consistent with a 5 percent rate of inflation. A

The prospect of what some believe may be a built-in wage inflation on
the order of 6 percent each year has generated renewed interest on the
part of many economists for some type of incomes policy. Both
Governor Carter's economic policy statement and the Democratic
Party platform include language sympathetic to the notion of some form
of an incomes policy, although neither spells out what this would mean
in practice.

Issue 1: What should be the Administration's policy regarding wage
settlements? .

The EPB Executive Committee has discussed a variety of alternative

policies regarding the role the Administration should play with respect

to wage settlements.,
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Option 1: Announce an '"incomes peclicy."
P Yy

Advantages:

o An incomes policy would visibly demonstrate Presidential
concern, ' '

o An incomes policy would assist emiployers in resisting large
wage increases with an additional element of moral suasion.

o To the extent the policy is successful, it would result in a
lower rate of wage increases.

Disadvantages:

o An incomes policy would ultimately require mandatory author-
ity to successfully implement.

o An incomes policy would need a guideline on prices, profits,
and interest rates to appear even-handed.

o Almost any numerical guideline selected for either price or
wage increases would look very high and may tend to set a
floor rather than a ceiling.

o There is a high risk that labor and business would perceive
an incomes policy as a first step back into controls, and would
encourage high wage and price increases in anticipation of
controls.

o A single numerical guideline would almost certainly emerge,
if only informally, yet no single guideline is appropriate for
efficient resource allocation throughout the economy.

o The Administration has often said that the controls of the
early 1970's reduced investment and generated inefficiencies
which helped to produce the current recession.

Option 2: Attempt to influence the outcome of upcoming settlements
through jawboning. )

Advantages: : LR

o Active jawboning would visibly demonstrate Presidentiali -
concern, :




o Presidential jawboning requests could he taﬂored 50 that
responsiveness by the parties was possible given the bar-
gaining relationship.

Disadvantages:

o Jawboning is unlikely to have a significant favorable effect
on wage settlements, and may have adverse effects.

- o Failure of jawboning would lead to pressure for a more
mandatory incomes policy.

o Unless handyle‘d properly, jawboning attempts could seriously
interfere with the bargaining process and lead to worse strike
activity.

o Jawboning would require selectihg guidelines for increases
" in wages, with all of the disadvantages outlined in Option 1.

Optlon 3: Emphasize in public statements the mﬂa‘monar\; effect of
' wage seftlements which consistently exceed productivity
increases.

Advantages:

o A highlighted statement would visibly demonstrate Presi-
dential concern.

o A public statement should promote public understanding of
the relationship between wage increases and inflation.

Disadvantages:
o A statement on wage increases would almost certainly
require similar statements on price increases in excess
? of cost increases, at a time when increased profits are
needed for stimulating investment.

o Past erosion of real wagés, such as in the rubber industry,
makes settlements in excess of productivity increases in
1976 virtually inevitable.




Option 4: Stress the need in public staternents and speeches for

overall economic policies which reduce the incentives
for cost push inflation and which emphasize the need
for restraint in wage negotiations on the part of both
"management and labor. ‘

Advantages:

o This approach represents sound economics and sound policy.

o

It is consistent with our past emphasis on the need for
reducing inflation. o

Disadvantages:

o}

.

(o]

Emphasis on wage restraint might appear inequitable unless
accompanied by a call for similar restraint on the price side.

A general statement could appear unresponsive to the
emerging desire for strong action with respect to specific
short-term wage increases.,

If not accompanied by a statement on price increases, a
statement on wage restraint could be used by the labor
leadership as evidence of Administration hostility to the
rank and file worker,

Option 5: Maintain the present posture of active mediation of dis-

putes and post-settlement analysis by the Council on
Wage and Price Stability without a judgment on the
merits of the settlement. Continue to stress that col-
lective bargaining is properly a private sector activity
and that government should not attempt to effect the
outcome.

Advantages:

(&)

It is consistent with the Administration position that govern-
ment interference in the collective bargaining process
should be kept to 2 minimum and with our more general
posture of limited governmental intrusion in economic
activity in the private sector,




- o Any action beyond our present posture runs the risk of
stimulating pressure for greater specificity and inter-
vention, '

Disadvantages:

o The Administration may be criticized as unresponsive to
the growing concern over the size of recent labor settlements.

o Our present posture does not directly address the problem

of potential or built-in inflation from long-term wage settle~
ments in excess of productivity. .

Issue 2: How should the Administration make public its policy

regarding wage settlements?

Option 1: Issue a statement or mildly éautionary cover letter on

the teamsters and/or electrical workers settlements.

Advantage 52

o Upon release of the CWPS analysis the Administration will
most certainly be pressured to comment on it. A statement
or cautionary letter would permit greater precision and con-
sistency in the Administration's response. ‘ '

o A statement would permit greater clarity in focusing concern
on the indirect impact of upcoming negotiations.

Option 2: Do not issue a statement or mildly cautionary cover letter

on the teamsters and/or electrical workers seitlements.

Advantages:

o The Administration has generally followed a "hands off policy"
with regard to commenting on the results of collective bar-
gaining. Were the Administration to comment on a particular
settlement there would be considerable pressure for the
Administration to comment on all future major collective
bargaining settlements.




o A practice of speaking out on wage and benefit increases
would bring about pressure to evaluate specific price
increases alsc, thus increasing even more the Administra-
tion's intervention into the market economy. The 1971-74
experience revealed that guidelines and other limited types
of intervention yield great pressure for more detailed and
mandatory controls. Even if we resist those pressures,
the press will speculate about a return to controls, exacer-
bating business uneasiness and anticipatory wage and price
increases.

o The perception by labor and management that the Adminis-
tration was adopting a more activist policy would affect our
ability to assist collective bargaining in a mediation capacity.
Management would likely request us to intervene at an early
stage in the bargaining process in the expectation that we
would try to reduce union wage demands to levels consistent
with the perceived guideposts. At the same time, labor
would understandably be more reluctant to request our
assistance in settling disputes if they thought the Adminis-
tration was seeking to bring about a settlement at or below
a particular level. |
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In May the Troika had forecasted increases in output per
man~hour of about 3.5 percent in CY 1976 and 2.9 percent in
1977. However, more recent data indicate a faster rate of
growth in labor prcducti&ity, 4.4 percent in the first half
of this year. If the Troika'fE?EZ;;Z“;;ZEQ for the rest of
the year, output per man hour will grow by 3.7 percent in
CY1976. Although compensation per manhour increased by 8.9
percent in 1976 I - II, unit labor costs increased by only

4.3 percent. Unit labor costs have been growing less rapidly

than had been anticipated.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON \
/
. November 9, 1976 /
W
MEMORANDUM TO EPB EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE
FROM: WILLIAM F. GOROG W
SUBJECT: PRESIDENT'S ANNUAL INTERNATIONAL
ECONOMIC REPORT ‘
Your attention is invited to the following key
dates in the schedule for production of the
President's Annual International Economic
Report: ‘
. November 18 & 19 -- Turnover of Agency
drafts to CIEP
. December 2 to 9 -- Agency review of
consolidated draft
. January 17 -- Transmission to the Congress

of printed copies
For your reference, attached is a listing which indicates

Agency responsibilities for the various sections of the
Report and their corresponding CIEP contact persons.

Attachment



IEP Staff Liaisons and Lead
Agencies for 1976 Internatlonal Economic Report

PART I

U.S. Position in the World Economy = 1976

Introduction
World Economic Conditions
World Trade and Payments
International Financiagl Developments
U.8. International Economic Posxtxon
Balance of Payments
Merchandise Trade

- U.S. International Economic Polxcy Developments

Developing Nations

‘Energy

Agriculture

East~West

Trade

Monetary System
Multinational Corporatxons
Law of the Sea

PART II
1. ~ North~South Economic Relations
2. Energy Resources
3. Agriculture
4, Financing East-West Trade
5. Export Promotion and Market Development L
6. Trade Restraints
7. International Labor Comparisons
8. Foreign Investment Policy
9. Multinational Corporatiomns and Questlonable
Payments Abroad
10, Air Transportation and Tourism
11. Ocean Shipping
12, Science and Technology

- 13, 'Envxronmental Problems and Practlces

. Lead Agencz

CIEP
Treasury
Treasury

- Treasury

Commerce
Commerce

State

State
Agriculture
Treasury
STR

Treasury
State
State/NSC

State

State

Agriculture
Treasury/Commerce
Commerce .
Commerce

Labor

Treasury

State

Transportation/
Commerce .

Commerce/ ;
Transportatmon
Commerce

CIEP Staff Liaison

Samuel Rosenblatt
Gus-Weilss
Wilbur Monroe

- Joseph F, Lackey

Joseph T, Lackey

Gerald Kamens
Douglas Metz
James Murphy
David Evans
Samuel Ros®&nblatt
Wilbur Monroe
Michael Granfield

- Michael Granfield

-

Gerald Kamens
Douglas Metz
James Murphy
Donald Businger
Wilbur Monroe
John Bennison

- Joseph F. Lackey

John Bennison
Michael Granfield

W. Stephen Piper

_ Samuel Rosenblatt

Gus Weiss
© .Gus Weiss

456-2777
456-6257

456-6287

456-6597
456-6597

456-2825

456-6426
456-6420
456~2975
456-2777
456-6287
456-2273
456-2273

4£56-2825

© 456-6426
" 456-6420
- 456-2932

456-6287
4562923
456-6597
456-2923
456-2273

456-6782

456-2777 .

456-6257
456-6257





