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IMPACTS OF SHORT-TERM PROGRAM

1975 [MMB/D] 1977 [MMB/D]
CONSUMPTION IF NO NEW ACTIONS 18.0 18.3
IMPORTS IF NO NEW ACTIONS 6.5 8.0

IMPORT SAVINGS
LESS SAVINGS BY SHORT-TERM ACTIONS: 1975[MMB/D] 1977 [MMB/D]

PRODUCTION FROM ELK HILLS 0.2 0.3
COAL CONVERSION 0.1 0.3
TAX PACKAGE | | 0.9 1.6

TOTAL IMPORT SAVINGS 1.2 2.2

REMAINING IMPORTS . 53 5.8
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EFFECTS OF MID-TERM PROGRAM
{1985)

DEMAND WITH NO NEW ACTIONS 23.9 MMB/D
IMPORTS WITH NO NEW ACTIONS 12.7 MMB/D
LESS SAVINGS ACHIEVED BY FOLLOWING ACTIONS: ON II\11I%805I-'(I'|I\"ISP[AI\$I:I\1I-IB/D]
OCS LEASING 1.5
NPR-4 DEVELOPMENT 2.0
COAL CONVERSION 0.4
SYNTHETIC FUEL COMMERCIALIZATION 0.3
AUTO EFFICIENCY STANDARDS ‘ 1.0
CONTINUATION OF TAXES 2.1
APPLIANCE EFFICIENCY GOALS , 0.1
INSULATION TAX CREDIT 0.3
THERMAL STANDARDS 0.3
TOTAL IMPORT SAVINGS BY ACTIONS 8.0
REMAINING IMPORTS 4.7
LESS:
EMERGENCY STORAGE 3.0
STANDBY AUTHORITIES 1.7

NET IMPORT VULNERABILITY 0
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ADMINISTRATION PROGRAM

SENATE PROGRAM

HOUSE_PROGRAM

GOALS 1975: Reduce imports by 1 MMB/D 1975~ Variable depending on economic 1975: Reduce imports by 0.35 MMB/D-
1977: Reduce imports by 2 MMB/D 1977: health 1977: Reduce imports by 1.0 MMB/D
1985: Invulnerable {4-5 MMB/D) 1985: Reduce imports to 10 percent of
total energy consumption (less
than 5 MMB/D)
Short-Term Short~Term Short~Term
MAJOR Tax & import fee program Gasoline tax (gradual-phased with reduced Achieve goals by import quota & matching
CONSERVA-~ Decontrol of old oil unemployment-amounts unspecified) conservation program
TION Natural gas excise tax Windfall profits tax on oil, coal, and gas Gasoline tax ~ 8¢/gallon in 1975; 12¢ in
MEASURES Voluntary program 1976; 16¢ in 1977
Windfall profits tax 6 percent allocation cutback
Windfall profits tax *
Long-Term Long-Term Long~Term
Auto efficiency goals Small car tax incentivas New car excise taxes (low mileage per gallon)
Appliances efficiency goals Auto efficiency standards * Rew car rebates (high efficiency cars)
Auto & appliance efficiency labeling! Federal insulation & residential conserva~ Thermal insulation tax credit*
Thermal efficiency standards tion program * Punitive tax for increased use of power
Thermal insulation tax credit Appliance & auto efficiency labeling % Efficiency labeling of all energy consuming
Low-income conservation program Thermal efficiency standards % products *
Improved mass transit Prohibition on gas use in new power plants
R&D to develop urban electric car
Industrial conservation investment
incentives
Industry efficiency standards
Short~Term Short~Term Short-Term
MAJOR Coal conversion (ESECA) National Energy Production Board Coal conversion *
SUPPLY Elk Hills (NPR-1) Coal conversion incentives (not Auto emission relaxation %
MEASURES : environmental) NPR development *
Long-Term Long~Term Long~Term
Natural gas deregulation Enhanced recovery incentives * 0CS development (suggest govt. corp for
0CS development New natural gas deregulation with exploration)
Clean Air Act amendment statutory ceilings Surface mining
Surface mining Change 0CS bidding system & initiate Eliminate foreign & most domestic depletion
Coal leasing Federal exploration allowance
Electric utility Repeal depletion allowance for major oil Energy Conservation & Development Trust Fund
Facility siting companies Synthetic fuel program %
Synthetic fuels program Surface mining * Expedite nuclear plants
Facility & land use legislation Enhanced recovery incentives
Energy Trust Fund
Coal transportation network
Synthetic fuels program *
Electricity transmission line financial
incentives
EMERGENRCY Strategic Petroleum Reserves Strategic Energy Reserve (1 billion bbl) * Strategic Petroleum Reserve {amount
MEASURES Standby authorities Standby authorities # ungpecified) *

Standby authorities *

* indicates similar program to Administration proposals




_cerpts from the Security \‘Alysts speech

In meeting the energy challenge, I seek
cooperation, not confrontation with the Congress. But
in order for us to work together, the Congress must do
more than criticize and until the Congress does something
more, it will be part of the energy problem, not part
of the solution.

—— ———
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TRANSCRIPT OF STATEMENT BY SENATOR DALE BUMPERS
ON CBS NETWORK

What I want to say is essentially an echo of what
Chairman Ullman has already said. I personally think that
the Presidént's proposals are ill-conceived, they are quick,
they are simplistic, but they are patently unfair. The two
biggest problems in the country right now are inflation and
unemployment. I happen to believe that the President's pro-
posals will have the very opposite effect to those he propounded
tonight. I believe that his proposals will exacerbate both
inflation and unemployment.

The President didn't mention figures tonight, but I
scribbled some figures during the course of his presentation
and some figures that were given to us during the ad hoc
committee deliberations. First of all he is proposing to
decontrol old oil. That will cost $12.7 billion. Then he
proposes to put a $3 fee on all imported oil. That will cost
$8.7 billion. Coal and unregulated gas are naturally going to
float up to reach a similar price level and that will cost
$5.8 billion. Those figures that I have just mentioned to
you mean that the American taxpayer is going to have to pay
for increased energy alone, $27.2 billion =-- but that's not
the whole story. You add the cost of transportation; add the
cost of the clothing you wear, most of which are by-products
of petroleum; add the cost of food that the farmer is going

to have to pay more to produce; the cost of transporting the
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food; the cost of processing. When you consider all of the
increased costs of virtually everything every American purchases,
the cost will run somewhere between $40-$52 billion a year, or
over $600 for every family in this nation of four persons.

I'm not here to defend the Congress aﬁd I'm not here to
condemn the President. But the Congress has done some things.
First of all, it enacted a proposal overwhelmingly in both
Houses to prohibit the President doing precisely what he said
tonight he wanted té do. This was passed by 535 men and women
who are duly elected by the American people, and yet the
President chose to veto that proposal so that he could go ahead
and put the $3 import fee on. Secondly, the Congress after a
great deal of deliberation passed a strip mining bill. I thought
the strip mining bill was not perfect, but it did achieve a
balance between the desire and the necessity for producing more
cocal in this country and the environmental concerns which we
are going to have to take into consideration for producing that
coal. And, like the President, I not only thought that it would
not throw people out of jobs -- I thought it was the only way we
could produce significantly more coal. As long as there is no
strip mining bill on the bcooks of this country, there will be
very little additional coal produced.

The Congress has under consideration bills to mandate
automobile efficiency. It will mandate that Detroit produce
automobiles that get a certain mileage. It will mandate that
all construction, both public and private, contain certain

insulation, and I could go on and on.
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But going back to the $12.7 billion cost of decontrolling
old oil. Who pays for that? The American consumer pays it and
it goes in the oil companies pocket. Last year the oil
companies in this country enjoyed the biggest profits, ﬁn-
paralleled in the history of the country and yet all of this
is designed -- all of the President’'s program is designed to
create incentive to produce more oil. Last year at a time
when the o0il companies of this country enjoyed these unparalleled
profits, oil production in the country went down 500,000 barrels
a day.

What happens to gasocline prices alone if all the increase
the President's proposing is put on gasoline? The cost of
gasoline will go up thirty cents a gallon. If it's distributed
between gasoline and fuel oil and petro-chemical products and
all the others, then the price of gasoline and fuel oil would
go up approximately 15 cents a gallon.

The President's proposal that he gave the Congress in
January was indeed overwhelmingly rejected out of hand by the
Congress. By those 535 men and women who were, as I say, duly
elected. I suppose that it's only natural that the President
would choose to blame the Congress for not having an energy
policy when the one he presented was neither well-conceived,
and I didn't think, in the best interests of the country because
it was neither fair nor was it even-handed.

The President has admitted that the OPEC nations set the

price of oil in this country. 1In my opinion, if he chooses to
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raise the import fee by $3, he is in effect saying the OPEC
nations, "Yes, we can afford to pay more for our fuel."

The President's proposals all amount to rationing by price.
And I think it is a concept that breaks faith with the American
people especially with the masses of working people in the
country; especially with the poor people; especially with the
people on fixed incomes. Nothing threatens our society more
than the fact that the cost of everything we use is going up
faster than wages are going up in this country. I regret that
the President persists in recrimination in compensation politics
because I don't think it is in his best interest, I don't think
it's in the Congress' best interest, and above all I don't think
it's in the best interest of the American people.

Thomas Jefferson once said that democracy can survive with
the consent of the governed, and I say that as long as the
governed of this country feel that they are not being treated
fairly and evenly, they are not going to forever give that

consent.
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Q Excuse me, the President won't be at that
conference, right? '

MR. NESSEN: No. This will be a two-~-day working
meeting at Camp David to go through these issue papers
and to evaluate the options the staff people have come
up with and to develop a tentative set of recommendations.
The leader of the meeting will be Frank Zarb.

The next step will be on Monday, December 16,
when the work of that Camp David meeting will be
presented to the Energy Resources Council. The Energy
Resources Council will evaluate the various recommendations
and alternatives and develop a final package of options ’
on energy to be submitted to the President.

The President will get into the act between
December 17 and 28, when the President and his staff
will review the recommendations. On the decisions the
President makes on the national energy policy, at this
time my feeling is that they will probably be announced
in the State of the Union message.

Q Will these recommendations be announced
prior to that, not what he has finally come up with, but
what recommendations?

MR. NESSEN: I don't believe so.

Q Ron, in outlining all of these discussions
about options to be arrived at, you seem to be taking
it for granted that the voluntary program of cutting
back an energy use is not going to be adequate. Is that
a fair interpretation? :

MR. NESSEN: It may be just a little premature,
Bob, but as I said the other day, although the figures
are not very satisfactory in the form that they have been
coming in in terms of o¢il imports and a new method of
reporting imports we will announce here in just a couple
of days, based on the admittedly incomplete and not
entirely reliable figures, it does appear that the
President's hopes for reducing oil imports are not being
realized to the extent he hoped.

Q Where does that-lead usspecifically after
that particular statement? Are you 1ndlcat1ng mandatory
controls are almost a certainty?

MR. NESSEN: No, Ralph. Here you have an
extremely complicated system for developing an energy
policy, and I think at this stage -- what has happened
so far is that the staff people are now preparing papers
on the problems and papers suggesting solutions, and those
papers are not due in yet until a week from today. I
think it is much too scon to say.

MORE #90
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Ford Taxes
By R. Gregory Nokes
1/22/75

Associated Press
WASHINGTON AP

President Ford's plan to boost energy prices while reducing
taxes would leave additional spending money in the pockets
of the typical family of four earning $15,000 or less.
Families above that income level will suffer a net loss.

But Americans in both categories would be committed under
For@'g program to paying higher energy bills before the
administration could assure them of extra money to pay them.

Ford said Tuesday he will officially order higher import fees
on imported oil beginning at $1 a barrel on Feb. 1 and rising
to $3 a barrel by April 1. -

Treasury Department tax officials said Tuesday that each $1
of the import fee will add an average of about one cent to
the price of a gallon of gasoline, home heating oil, and
other products, rising to a total of three cents a gallon
when the full fee is imposed.

One Treasury official estimated Tuesday night that a family of
four with total income of $15,000 and below would receive a
tax reduction greater than the increase in its energy bills.

He estimated the average energy bill would increase $250 under
the program, although the increase would be lower for lower-
income families and higher for higher-income families.

"Everybody below $15,000 will just be better off," said this
official, who did not want to be named.

Several Democratic congressional leaders have asked Ford to
delay the import fee plan until Congress can act.
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Edgar R. Fiedler, assistant treasury secretary for economic
affairs, said Americans may start paying the higher fuel
prices within a few weeks, especially for such products as
gasoline.

Ford has proposed a series of tax reductions for 1975 to
offset the higher energy cost, but there is no guarantee
Congress will approve these in the form he wants, or in the
time he wants.

Part of the Ford program is to give taxpayers money to pay

- their higher energy bills through a series of permanent tax

reductions. But Ford administration officials say the re-

ductions will be of greatest benefit to lower income groups,
and in this way will help make the nation's income tax more
rogressive.,

For example, a family of four with $10,000 income would receive
the biggest dollar tax saving, $349, considerably above the
-average $250 increase in a family's energy tax bill.

Families with income of $12,500 would still be ahead of the
increased energy costs with tax savings of $300. But at
$15,000 income, the tax savings would only be about $221 and
the taxpayer would start falling behind.

About five million persons would be removed entirely from the
tax rolls, and adults would have paid no tax at all would get
a $80 annual payment from the government to offset their energy
cost increases, which, at low-income levels, are estimated at
about $44, officials say.

Treasury tax officials said House Speaker Carl Albert was
incorrect when he compared tax rebates with higher energy
bills during a Monday night broadcast response to Ford's
economic address of last week. Albert had asked what good
it would do a family to get a $75 to $100 tax rebate if its
energy bill went up by $250 to $300.

The tax rebate is a separate Ford proposal to give taxpayers
more money to spend to help end the current recession. The
rebate proposal would give taxpayers a 12 per cent reduction in
their 1974 taxes up to a maximum $1,000 on incomes over about
$40,000.
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The 1974 tax rebates, if approved, would be received in special
treasury checks in May and September, while the tax reductions
would be made retrcactive to Jan. 1 of 1975 and would be ac-
complished through lower tax withholdings from paychecks.

For example, a family of four with about $10,000 income would
get about $104 in a tax rebate for 1974, plus $349 in lower
taxes in 1975, a total of $453. )

A family with income of $15,000 would get a rebate of about
$204 for 1974 and a reduction of $221 for 1975, a total of
$425.

M' e e e e o eemsss o e

Tax officials said Albert was probably approximately correCQMMWM\
when he said that 43 per cent of the 1974 rebate would go to
the top 17 per cent of upper-income taxpayers.

"But this isn't what it seems," said the official. "People
above $20,000 income - and that's basically the group he's
‘calling rich - have paid above 50 per cent of the taxes and
receive only 35 per cent of income. You can't just ignore them."|

—_—
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“January 23, 1975

POINTS ON THE PRESIDENT'S PROGRAM

Basic new directions in the State of the Union proposals and actions

A. The econony

a.
b.

Why

Temporary tax reduction

Moratorium on new Federal spending programs

tax reduction instead of higher spending?

Delays in mounting constructive Federal spending programs
Need for temporary, prompt stimulus in view of recession
Support purchasing power and give investment incentives
to offset effects of inflation.

Place additional spending power in the hands of those
who earn income.

tax reduction in view of the deficit?

peficit is partly a result of reduced tax revenues during
the recession

Deficit is also partly a result of temporarily higher
outlays for programs such as unemploymentkinsurance
Effects of temporary tax reduction on the deficit offset

in part by healthier, gquicker recovery

-no new Federal spending programs?

New Federal spending pfograms would require higher ta#es,
later to balance Federal budget.

It is necessary to encourage increased supply and higher
output and employment to avoid higher ta#es that havg?;

)

already been raised by inflation.

R
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B. Enerqgy

1.

Unleés Federél spending trends are brought under control,
the Federal budget cannot be balanced after the economy
recovers.

Continuéd large Federal budget deficits after the economy
recoversrwill fuel inflation.

It is necessary to set a policy direction that’will
reduce inflation at the same time as a tax‘stimulus

is provided to support recovery from recession.

What is the energy program?

a.

Tax increases on petroleum to cut usage, encourage
consexrvation.
Tax reduction and revenue distribution to offset higher

costs and to support economic activity.

Other actions to increase domestic supply and to conserve

petroleum usage (energy fact sheet).
do price increases encourage consexvation?
Encourages lower usage of all petrocleum products.

Directly impacts petroleum usage decisions, not indirectly

like a tax on autos.

Overall response to higher petroleum prices is sufficient

to meet goals for energy independence.

Won't price increases for energy make consumers much worse off?

a.

All of the increase in revenues is returned to the

economy (approximately $30 billion).

ko T
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Consumers will be able to purchase less petroleum but

more other goods and services.

If eventual rise in prices is larger than revenue
increase, e.g. through wage escalators, consumer
pﬁrchasing power is raised to compensate.

use price mechanism instead of rationing?

There are no shortcﬁts; lower energy usage.must occur
either way.

In both cases, consumers will be able to buy less petroleum
and more other goods.

The real issuevis how to allocate (distribute) available
supplies of petroleum.

Problems of fair distribution ofvenérgy to meet changing

business and consumer. needs and obtain maximum public

‘participation by each user reacting to incentives.
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Zrthur Okun
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’Energv Fallacies, FutureCosts =

Arthur Okun, a sendor fellow at the
Brookings Imtit‘ution and chairman of
the Council of Economic Advisers in
/the Johnson administration, testified on
Feb. 5 before Sen. Frank Church’s sub-
committee on multinational corporc-
tions. The subject was oil and Presi-

dent Mard’s energy program. The fol .

lowing are taken from the
transcripty of the hearing.

Mr. Okun: I would like to try to
cfnr up two fallacies that seem to be
quite popular in different quarters
these days. There is a recognition
which is an accurite recognition,
that the rise in oil prices was a major
cause of the eevere recession that we

ara having. And it is then inferred, in-
qocurately inferred, that some major
change in world energy markets is nec-
essary for us to have an economic re-
covery.

The second fallacy goes the other
way, that, since we must stop the re-

on, and that requires an urgent ef-
gort of public policy, we can’t afford to
¥ diverted into an energy effort.

Neither of these s right.

The costs of the oil price rise seem
at the present time to be largely be-

hind us and it is true that the United
States could end this recession in the
greaent oil environment.

the other
that the fact that we have to stop a

recession does 1o us from en .
g a vs to curb our oxl‘En‘:

and econom1c recovery, and I offer
that as a fully considered and confi-

" dent Erofesmonal judgment.
nk it n ]

firat this nation really can deal with
more than one problem at a time.

*~"8o I agree fundamentally with the
lf_x:esldé‘t’ i udgment — energy must

-"son 18~that monopolized oil, the World
ofl arket, has unacceptable long-t
€ONSequUEnces W

we

9T¢ seems to e have a_pum-

k.
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we knew a couple of months ago is
perhaps some evidence that a larger
amount of the oil surplus of 1974 was
converted into the purchases of goods
and services by the OPEC countries
than was anticipated earlier...

Senator Church: May I ask at that
point if you have had an opportunity
to examine the reflow in the purchase
of goods .and services to determine
what part of this reflow is composed of
the purchase of military equipment;
weapons?

Mr. Okun: I don’t know the exact fig-
ures on that but I think that is an ex-

tude is and we have already indicated
the, great uncertainty of extrapolating
it beyond the next year or two.

I think even cbuntries with virtually
unlimited borrowing capacity will be
unwilling to ineurithe huge debt and
debt service impo;ed by then large
frade deflcits. < ¢

Theé only way they’can m their oil
bills is ‘to cut their other imports to
stimulate ‘export, but ~fhat would
merely be a process of the def-
fcit around and that process of passing
;the deficit around would also gpread an
anidemia receasion if it wera sllowed

.8y Peter Mikéitiank—The Washington Post

tion, but it is a hard thing to accommo-
date to our political process.
Fourth, -1 point out the danger ot

proliferatin

ces the oil cartel today is the envy
the world, €T _producers o
raw mater and sugglies would love

to copy the pal ey are going to
¥y, some will fail; eome_ will succeed,
but in the process the great benefits of
a fundamen competitive interna-
tional trade could be seriously conipro-
mised. The U.S. wﬂl be sorely tempted
to join that'#vil gam
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tely inferned that”somc mijor

nge in world energy markets is nec-

essary for us to have dn economie re-
covery.

The second fallacy goes the other
way, that, since we must stop the re-

sion, and that requires an urgent ef-
gl.‘! of public policy, we can't afford to
j§ diverted into an energy effort.

Neither of these is right.

" The costs of the oil price rise seem
at the present time to be largely be-
hind us and it is true that the United
States could end this recession in the
preuent oil environment.

the other ha

e that the fact that we have to swp a
recession does not keep us from engag-
Ing in an initative to cutb our oil im-
pOTTE. a a
end economic recovery, and I offer
that as a fully considered and confi-

d%é&ﬂ.lﬂzm“_dmzﬁ-
k it needs to be emphasized

€Hat this nation really can deal with
xnor @ than one problem at a time.

agree fundamentally mth the
Presﬁe?ﬁ judgment — energy mmust
e a}wmﬁﬁ,.
som- _Ew
oil market, has unacceptable long-term
e b
S e aosle Tt e poutt.face
ber e cos at we must face
over e as as the status quo is
m n e

m W’
ﬁ'om other trial countries and
he developing ,

for the

Porrow €ir ol

J' '/

‘ Ye have ncna number o!- extremely
forecasts, : very different

‘previous forecasts, on just.
what the magnitude will be of oil stir-
pluses in the years shead. The only
thing we know differently today than

Sr— e S

optimdstia
from any

—ie

‘what
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we knew a couple of months ago is
perhaps some evidence that a larger
amount of the oil surplus of 1974 was
converted into the purchases of goods
and services by the OPEC countries
than was anticipated earlier...

Senator Church: May I ask at that
point if you have had an opportunity
to examine the reflow in the purchase
of goods .and services to determine
part of this reflow is composed of
the purchase of military equipment,
weapons?

- Mr. Okun: I don’t know the exact fig-
ures on_that but I think that is an ex-
tremely valid point to raise ...

Senator Church: I think that we are
embsrked 'upon a policy of selling a
big war in that part of the world and
to jJustify such @ policy on the grounds
that we needed to sell these expensive
weapons order to earn money
enough $6 huy more oil. It seems to me
‘to be a very ghortsighted view.

Mr. Okun: I think that is a very. real
concern.

Senator Church: I would like to ask the
staff, I would appreciate it if you
would make an effort to find out what
part of the imports of goods and serv-
ices now flowing into that'part of the
world is made 1up of the sale of mili-
tary weapons . . . please proceed,

Mr.‘,Okun ; A

'hatever the O?EC trade sur-

pIus,’Ec counterparf of that, the mir-
ror image of that, 8.4 .frade deficit of

the rest of the world of .équal size. I

think; for the near term, $70 billion is

a good estimate of what that m:?)l
".zr‘\;.,_,‘é:;;- il ;‘, ;
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tude is and we have already indicated
the great uncertainty of extrapolating
it beyond the next year or two.

I think even countries with virtually
unlimited borrowing capacity will be
unwilling to incur the huge debt and
gdebt service imposed by thesa large
frade deficits.

Thé oply way theéy can pay their ofl
bills is ‘to eut their other imports to
stimulaté -export, but that would
merely be a process of passing the def-
icit around and that process of passing
the deficit around would also spread an
epidemic recession if it were allowed
to happen.

That doesn’'t have to happen.
Through coordinated action, the oil-
consuming countries can. agree to dc-
cept and allocatd the colledtive trade
deficit. But the point is that in any mu-
tually acceptable allocation, I suspect
that the United States will have to
agree to take a very large share be-
cause we can handle it—maybe as
large as our oil bill—and that isn't the
end of the world. But it would take an
extraordinary accommodation of U.S.

political attitudes to accept such trade
deficits and hot get the kind of mer-
«cantilist,
home that has so often occnrred when

we didrunatrade deficit." " >

is a lesser evil than economic stagna-

—

protectionist  reaction = at

By Peter wkﬁlbink-—-’nu Washington Post

tion, but itis a hard thing to accommo-
date to our political process.

_Fourth, | point out the danger of
proliferatin

ces: the 0il cartel today is the envy
the wor er producers o.
raw mate! and supplies wo v
to copy the pattern. ey are going to
¥y, Some Will 1ail,” some_ will succeed,
but in the process the great benefits of
a fundameén competitive interna-
tional trade could be seriously comipro-
mised. The U.S. will be sorely tempted
to join that evil game.

Inevitably, if this continues, we will
wind up negotiating with Canada and
Australis, for example, to form OGEC,
the Organization of Grain Exporting
Countries, it self-defense. That would
be a dr: mbove for us to take.

Fifth; I want to .comment on -the po--
tential cost of further price increases.

~ If the olcogsuming "nations continue
to respond passively, if private f

of supply and demand remain relative-
the

1y sIuE
tel—willctem el
“Talse 1ts E ces again and g%ain.
emphasize this because there has
m@m&r\anT
Ford’s progrdm that by rajsinﬁ the
price oi 01l 10 ourselves w: 0-
@mmmﬂ—uﬁm
P ,cimﬁhsr-_l._me_xw_tggu%ﬁ-
ord’s pr

cism 0, ut
that one 18 totall nde

oking for justifications:
4t is looking for maximum profits, and
if we show & greater response by cut- -
ting the demand in wesponse to the
highprices, we will put downward and
not upward pressure on OPEC prices.
It is doing ‘nothing that encourages
high ol prices. i
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
DON RUMSFELD
BOB HARTMANN
JACK MARSH
MAX FRIEDERSDORF

FROM: RON NESSEN

My notes {rom & meeting of February 28, 1975 with Democratic
Congressional leaders on the President's energy program, show the
following quotations which may be of some help in the days ahead:

Senator Pastore:

VI we can't come up with something in 60 days, we can't
come up with something (at all),”

"I don't see how we can ask the President to do more than
postpone the second dollar for 60 days., If we don't come up

with a program by then, you can put it on. "

“It's not falr to ask you to make a decision until you've studied
our plan, Just hold off the second dollar until you have studied it."

Congressman MeFall:

"If the goal of the import tariff was to get the mule's attention,
you've got the mule's attention, "
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RESOLUTLUH ofp Gof de?, Comn

WHEREAS, The Democrats hold substantial majorities in both houses

of the Congress, and,

A

WHEREAS, President Gerald R. Ford has presented to the Congress
programs and messages aimed at insuring this nation's energy self
sufficiency as well as programs on a variety of other matters of both

foreign and domestic conern, and,

WHEREAS, The Democrat. leaders of Congress appear either unwilling
or unable to organize and admlnlster their affalrs so as to either act
upon the Adminstration's proposals or present suitable alternative

programs, and,

WHEREAS, Instead, the Democrat members of Congress with or without
the support of their nominal leaders, appear more concerned with passing
spending programs which will inevitably increase inflationary pressures

and the size and reach of the federal bureaucray,

THEN THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED That the Republican Natiomal
Committee calls upon the Deomcrat leaders of the Congress to géﬁ their
own houses in order, and cease ﬁassing measures guaranteed to further
fuel inflation and either act in a fiscally responsible manner or

respond reasonably to the Administration's programs. .
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RESQLUTION

WHEREAS, In the short period of just over one year, President
Gerald R. Ford has lifted the spirits of all Americans and set an
example for all through his strong and true leadership for our nation,
and

WHEREAS, He has reestablished in the minds of the American people

Tl

s

trust in the Presidency;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED That the Republican National Committee
expresses its profound admiration for and support of, his presidency,
and for his full support of the free enterprise system and the concepts
of personal freedom and responsibility, a strong national defense posture,

and our individual liberties as citizens.
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RESOLUTION

WHEREAS .

President Gerald R, Ford and Vice President Nelson A, Rockefeller are
giving our nation great leadership and are also ziving the strongest possible
support to the Rephblican Party and its candidates at every level,

bopey .
THEREFCRE BE .IT RESOLYVED: beﬂ4Q1:ﬂ¢<* |

that the Republican National Gewmvenmtiown expresses its deep appreciation
to them both, and, |
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: .

) apmﬁaﬁf‘—m

that the Republican National Tomventies firmly supports and endorses
the President's decision to conduct his campalgn through the Republican
National Committee and Republican organization$around the country.
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WHEREAS, Mrs. Gerald R. Ford and Mrs. Nelson A. Rockefeller are

ziving strong support to the President and Vice-Presgident, and

WHEREAS, They are helping them set such a magnificent example for

the rest of the nation,

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED That the Republican National Committee
expresses its admitation for and conveys its warmest and highest regards

to Mrs. Gerald 3: Fo:dﬂand/ﬁrs; Nelson A. Rockefeller.
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