
REMARKS OF SENATOR BOB DOLE 
SOUTHERN REPUBLICAN CONFERENCE 

ORLANDO) FLORIDA 
SATURDAY) NOVEMBER.19J 1977 

ONE OF THE DIFFICULTIES THAT REPUBLICANS AND DEMOCRATS 

ALIKE HAVE FOUND IN DEALING WITH THE PRESIDENT'S ENERGY 

PROPOSAL IS THAT IT IS NOT AN ENERGY PROPOSAL AT ALLJ BUT 

A TAX PROPOSAL. I THINK YOU HAVE HEARD THAT ENOUGH TO BE 

A LITTLE TIRED OF IT BY NOWJ AND I WON'T KEEP PRESSING THE 

SAME POINT. 
I DO WANT TO DISCUSS SOME OF THE DIFFICULTIES WE ENCOUNTER 

AS A RESULT OF THIS MISNAMED PIECE OF LEGISLATION. BECAUSE 

IN ORDER TO JUSTIFY CALLING A TAX BILL AN ENERGY PROPOSAL) 

THE CARTER ADMINISTRATION HAS HAD TO STRETCH THE TRUTH AND 
,~ 

RELY ON ITS IMAGINATION IN SOME VERY SPECIFIC AREAS. 

• 

This document is from the collections at the Dole Archives, University of Kansas 
http://dolearchives.ku.edu

Page 1 of 23



- 2 -

IN ORDER TO JUSTIFY A PROPOSAL WHICH CONTAINS NO 
REAL PROVISION FOR INCREASING DOMESTIC ENERGY PRODUCTION) 
THE PRESIDENT HAS MISREPRESENTED THE SITUATION OF OUR 
DOMESTIC ENERGY PRODUCERS. 

HE HAS SAIDJ FOR EXAMPLE -- AND HE MAY BELIEVE ITJ FOR ALL 
I KNOW -- THAT IF WE LET THE MARKET DETERMINE THE PRICE OF 
NATURAL GASJ IT WOULD COST CONSUMERS $70 BILLION BETWEEN 
NOW AND 1985. 

THIS IS SIMPLY NOT TRUE. IF HE KNOWS IT IS UNTRUE) AND 
SAYS IT ANYWAY) THAT IS IRRESPONSIBLE TO SAY THE LEAST. IF 

HE SAYS IT AND BELIEVES ITJ THAT IS EVEN WORSE. NOW YOU SIT 
IN THE SENATE) AND YOU TRY TO DEAL WITH THIS AND YOU'RE 
CONFRONTED WITH TRYING TO DECIDE WHETHER THE PRESIDENT IS 
DISHONEST OR IGNORANT. THAT IS NOT AN EASY CHOICE. 

• 
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THERE ARE NO PROPOSALS AT ALL TODAY WHICH CALL FOR 
THE DEREGULATION OF ALL NATURAL GAS. SO THE PRESIDENT IS 
RAISING AN ISSUE THAT DOESN'T EXIST IN ORDER TO ATTACK THE 
E!~ERGY INDUSTRY. ALL WE WOULD LIKE TO DO IS DEREGULATE 
NATURAL GAS DISCOVERED IN THE FUTURE. THE ECONOMICS OF 
EXPLORATION ARE SUCH THAT THERE WILL BE VERY LITTLE NEW 
NATURAL GAS DISCOVERED UNLESS WE MAKE IT FINANCIALLY POSSIBLE 
AND SENSIBLE TO LOOK FOR IT. BUT WHEN WE TRY TO TALK COMMON 
SENSE ON THE POINTJ WE GET THIS BUSINESS ABOUT $70 BILLION 
COMING OUT OF THE CONSUMERS' POCKET AND GOING INTO THE 
POCKETS OF THE ENERGY INDUSTRY. 
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WHEN WE ARE -TRYING TO TALK ABOUT SIMPLE, DEMONSTRATED 
FACTS, AND THE ADMINISTRATION IS SPINNING OUT AN IRRESPONSIBLE 
FANTASY TO DEFEND A BAD PROPOSAL, IT TENDS TO LIMIT THE 
DISCOURSE. 

THE PRESIDENT SAYS THE OIL COMPANIES WOULD HAVE "THE 
HIGHEST INCENTIVE IN THE WHOLE WORLD" TO FIND NEW OIL. I 
DON'T KNOW WHERE THAT PLACES OUR PEOPLE IN RELATION TO KUWAIT 
OR SAUDI ARABIA -- BUT THE FACT IS THAT THERE ARE NO SUCH 
INCENTIVES IN JHE PROPOSAL. SO IT'S A RECAPULATION OF THE 
PROBLEM WITH CALLING A TAX BILL AN ENERGY BILL. WE LISTEN 
TO THE PRESIDENT, AND THEN WE LOOK AT HIS PROPOSAL. AND WE 
WONDER IF EVERYBODY IS TALKING ABOUT THE SAME MATERIAL. MAYBE 
THINGS GOT MIXED UP IN THE MAIL. I'D LIKE TO SEE THE BILL 
THE PRESIDENT IS TALKING ABOUT -- THE ONE WITH ALL THE 
INCENTIVES IN IT -- INSTEAD OF THE _ONE JIM SCHLESINGER BROUGHT 

/ ' 

UP TO US. 
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LET ME JUST. ADDRESS MYSELF FOR A MOMENT TO THE BILL 
WE HAVE IN FRONT OF US -- WHOSE EVER BILL IT IS. THE PROBLEM 
WITH IT CAN BE SUMMED UP EASILY: IT USES TAXES TO FORCE 
CONSERVATION) INSTEAD OF USING THE MARKET TO PERMIT PRODUCTION. 

THE HOUSE PASSED THE PROPOSAL WITH SOME MINOR CHANGES) 
AND SOME MAJOR ARM-TWISTING BY TIP O'NEILL AND LUD ASHLEY. 
THE RULES UNDER WHICH THE HOUSE OPERATES ARE FAR MORE CONSTRAIN-
ING THAN THOSE OF THE SENATE. SO THERE WAS MUCH LESS 
OPPORTUNITY FOR THEM TO BE CRITICAL OF THE BILL. 

WHEN THE SENATE GOT THE BILL) WE BROKE IT UP INTO FIVE 
PARTS) AND WE HAVE TREATED EACH OF THEM SEPARATELY. 

• 
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- THE SENATE .BILLS -
THE FIRST OF THESE IS CALLED "CONSERVATION" J IT WOULD 

REQUIRE UTILITIES To· COORDINAIE A MASS PROGRAM FOR HOME 
INSULATION1 AND WOULD MANDATE ENERGY EFFICIENT STANDARDS FOR 
LARGE HOME APPLIANCES BY 1980. THERE ARE ALSO PROVISIONS FOR 
LOANS AND GRANTS TO LOW AND MIDDLE INCOME PEOPLE FOR 
WEATHERIZATION OF THEIR HOMES. THERE IS A ~X ~~J~-:;} NCENTIVE 

FOR HOME INSULATION -- WHICH HAS STAMPEDED 'tN8tM!ERS INTO 
THE MARKET AND RAISED THE PRICE OF INSULATION BEYOND WHAT IT 
WOULD HAVE BEEN WITHOUT THE INCENTIVE. 

t 

•. 
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- UTILITY RATE REFORM -
THE SECOND OF THE SENATE BILLS DEALS WITH REFORM OF THE 

RATE-MAKii~G PROCEDURES OF THE UTILITY INDUSTRY. 
UP UNTIL NOWJ THIS AREA HAS BEEN ALMOST EXCLUSIVELY 

RESERVED FOR STATE REGULATORY AGENCIES. THE HOUSE BILL 
WOULD END THE PRACTICE OF CHARGING LARGE ELECTRICITY CONSUMERS 
LESS PER UNIT OF ENERGY AS THEIR CONSUMPTION RISES. THE BILL 
ALSO REQUIRES UTILITIES TO CHARGE LOWER R.l\TES FOR ELECTRICITY 
CONSUMPTION DURING OFF-PEAK HOURS. 

THE SENATE REJECTED THE HOUSE APPROVED BILL AND SUBSTITUTED 
A SERIES OF STUDIES. THE SENTIMENT IN THE SENATE WAS THAT IT 
WOULD BE A TERRIBLE MISTAKE TO ALLOW THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO 
PREEMPT STATE AUTHORITIES ON ELECTRIC RATES. 

• 
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THE MOST SIGNIFICANT AMENDMENT IN THE SENATE BILL IS THE 
SO-CALLED LIFE LINE RATE AMENDMENT OFFERED BY SENATOR HART. 
THIS AMENDMENT WOULD REQUIRE UTILITIES TO PROVIDE TO THE AGED, 
THE MINIMUM AMOUNT .OF ELECTRICITY NECESSARY TO MEET THEIR 
ESSENTIAL NEEDS AT THE LOWEST PER-UNIT COST THAT THE UTILITY 
CHARGES. WHILE THE CONFERENCE IS LEANING TOWARD DOING AWAY 
WITH MOST OF THE HOUSE PROVISION, THE LIFE LINE AMENDMENT HAS 
YET TO BE DISCUSSED. 

- NATURAL GAS -
THE THIRD BILL DEALS WITH THE PRICING POLICIES FOR 

NATURAL GAS. 
CURRENTLY THERE IS A FEDERAL CEILING OF $1.46 PER THOUSAND 

CUBIC FEET OF NATURAL GAS SOLD IN INTERSTATE COMMERCE. INTRA-
STATE GAS, WHICH IS NOT REGULATED, SELLS BETWEEN $2.00 AND 
$2.25 PER MCF. THE ADMINISTRATION'S BILL CALLS FOR EXTENDING 

.. 

FEDERAL REGULATIONS TO INTRASTATE G'AS. ALSO IT .PROPOSES TO 
.. 

RAISE THE CEILING PRICE ON GAS TO $1.75. RIGHT NOW, THE 

• 
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INTRASTATE MARKET IS AN EXAMPLE OF THE FREE MARKET SYSTEM 
WORKING. CONSUMERS ARE NOT GETTING RIPPED OFF AND THIS PART 
OF THE MARKET FARED WELL DURING THE SHORTAGES OF LAST WINTER. 
IF THE ADMINISTRATION PROPOSAL WERE ENACTED, THE INTRASTATE 
PRICE WOULD COME UNDER .GOVERNMENT CONTROL AND THERE WOULD 
BE NO INCENTIVE FOR EXPLORATION FOR THE INTRASTATE MARKET, AND 
SO THERE WOULD BE SHORTAGES THERE AS THERE ARE IN THE STATES 
WHERE THE PRICE IS REGULATED. 

LOWERING PRICES AND EXTENDING FEDERAL CONTROLS WILL DO 
NOTHING TO BRING ON NEW SUPPLIES OF GAS. NEITHER WILL THEY 
PREVENT SHORTAGES OF THE KIND WE EXPERIENCED LAST WINTER. 
INSTEAD, THEY WILL BROADEN THE SHORTAGES. 

• 

This document is from the collections at the Dole Archives, University of Kansas 
http://dolearchives.ku.edu

Page 9 of 23



- 10 -

- COAL CONVERSION -
THE FOURTH BILL CONCERNS ITSELF WITH THE PROBLEM OF GETTING 

INDUSTRY TO SWITCH FROM OIL AND GAS TO COAL. 
THE CONFEREES HAVE AGREED ON A VERSION VERY CLOSE TO THE 

SENATE BILL. BASICALLY THERE WILL BE A REGULATORY SCHEME 
WHICH WOULD REQUIRE ALL NEW INDUSTRIAL AND POWER PLANTS TO 
USE COAL. A PLANT COULD BE EXEMPTED FOR ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS 
OR LACK OF A RELIABLE COAL SUPPLY. 

I DO NOT EXPECT THIS PROVISION TO RESULT IN A MASSIVE NEW 
SWITCH TO COAL. THE UTILITIES ARE ALREADY SWITCHING BECAUSE 
COAL IS SIMPLY MORE ECDr~OMICAL. ANDJ IN FACTJ THE UTILITIES 
HAVE NO NEW OIL-FIRED BASE LOAD PLANTS ON ORDER. 

• 
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- TAXES -
THE LAST OF THE BILLS IS THE TAX BILL., ONE THAT I HAVE 

BEEN WORKING ON NEARLY EVERYill\Y SINCE THE BEGINNING OF SEPTEMBER. 
TO GIVE YOU SOME IDEA OF HOW FAR APART THE SENATE AND HOUSE 

ARE ON THIS BILLJ CONSIDER THAT THERE ARE SOME 215 PROVISIONS 
IN THE BILL THAT WE HAVE TO DISCUSS AND ONLY 53 OF THOSE ITEMS 
ARE THE SAME IN BOTH BILLS. 

LET ME CONCENTRATE FOR A MINUTE ON TWO OF THE PROVISIONS 
OF THE TAX BILLJ BECAUSE I THINK THEY ARE PARTICULARLY BAD 
AND I THINK THAT WE SHOULD ALL BE AWARE OF WHAT THEY WILL MEAN 
TO US IF THEY BECOME LAW. 

- CRUbE OlltQUALIZATION TAX -
THE CRUDE OIL EQUALIZATION TAX WOULD ARTIFICIALLY RAISE 

THE PRICE CONSUMERS PAY FOR OIL PRODUCED IN THIS COUNTRY BY 
TAXING OIL UP TO THE WORLD LEVEL.- WHEN A REFINER BOUGHT A 
BARREL OF OLD OIL FROM A DOMESTIC WELLJ HE WOULD PAY $5.60 TO 
THE PRODUCERJ $7.70 TO THE GOVERNMENT AS A TAXJ AND THEN HE 
WOULD PROCEED TO REFINE HIS $13.30 BARREL OF OIL. 

• 

-: \ 

I 
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NEW OIL, PRESENTLY SOLD FOR $11.20, WOULD ALSO BE TAXED 
TO $13.30. 

WITH DOMESTIC PRODUCTION PRESENTLY AT 7.9 MMB/D, REVENUES 
FROM THIS TAX WOULD COME TO $15 TO $18 BILLION PER YEAR WITH NO 
COMMITMENT AFTER THE FIRST YEAR AS TO HOW THE MONEY WOULD BE 
SPENT. THAT IS A LOT OF MONEY FOR THE ADMINISTRATION TO 
PLAY WITH AS IT SEES FIT. 

THE CRUDE OIL EQUALIZATION TAX, IF ENACTED, WOULD BE THE 
LARGEST PEACETIME TAX IMPOSED IN THE HISTORY OF THIS COUNTRY. 
NEITHER DURING THE HEARINGS NOR DURING THE EXECUTIVE SESSIONS 
WAS THERE A KIND WORD FOR THE CRUDE OIL EQUALIZATION TAX. IT 
IS OPPOSED BY SUCH DIVERSE GROUPS AS THE AFL-CIO, THE CHAMBER 
OF COMMERCE, AND THE CONSUMER FEDERATION OF AMERICA. 

THE PRESIDENT HASN'T ATTACKED THESE GROUPS FOR OPPOSING 
HIS TAX, HOWEVER, HE HAS ONLY ATTACKED THE ENERGY INDUSTRY. 

4 
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LET ME TELL ·YOU HOW THE FIGURES WOKR OUT UNDER THIS 
TAX. THE TAXJ ALLEGEDLY DESIGNED TO REDUCE CONSUMPTION} WOULD 
COST $47 A BARREL OF OIL. THIS DOES NOT COMPARE FAVORABLY 
WITH THE PRESIDENT'S STATEMENT THAT IT COSTS LESS TO SAVE· A 
BARREL THAN TO BUY ONE. 

- GAS GUZZLER -
UNDER THE ENERGY POLICY AND CONSERVATION ACT CEPCA)J THERE 

ARE ALREADY STIFF PENALTIES FOR PRODUCING A FLEET OF NEW CARS 
.. THAT TENDS TOWARDS · GAS GUZZLERS. THIS PROVISION MERELY IS TO 

MAKE SURE THAT THE AUTO COMPANIES WILL OBEY A LAW ALREADY ON 
THE BOOKS. 

I HAVE HEARD FROM G.M.J FORDJ AND CHRYSLER} AND ALL THREE 
ASSURE ME THAT THEY HAVE EVERY INTENTION OF MEETING THE~ 

REQUIREMENTS OF THE EPCA. I SEE NO REASON TO TAX CONSUMERS 
TO HELP THEM COMPLY WITH THE LAW I / 

This document is from the collections at the Dole Archives, University of Kansas 
http://dolearchives.ku.edu

Page 13 of 23



- 14 -

MOREOVER1 THE ADMINISTRATION ITSELF HAS CALCULATED THAT 
DOUBLING THE FINES OF THE EPCA WOULD PROVIDE THE SAME INCENTIVE 
AS THE GAS GUZZLER TAX. THEY WOULD BOTH PRODUCE AN ESTIMATED 
1751000 BBL/DAY SAVINGS ABOVE THAT EXPECTED FROM THE 
PRESENT EPCA. SINCE THE AUTO COMPANIES HAVE SAID THEY ARE 
GOING TO SATISFY THE LAW ANYiWAY1 IT WOULD PROBABLY DO NO HARM 
TO DOUBLE THE FINES UNDER EPCA. IF WE BELIEVE THE ADMINISTRATION) 
THIS WILL SAVE ANOTHER 1751000 BBL/DAY. IF WE BELIEVE THE 
AUTO COMPANIES) THEY WILL NOT BE SUBJECT TO THE FINES ANYWAY. 

·- OTHER MEASURES -
BEFORE I LEAVE THE TAX BILL1 I WOULD JUST LIKE TO BRING 

YOUR ATTENTION TO TWO OF THE MOST USELESS ITEMS IN THE BILL 
AS FAR AS ENERGY SAVINGS IS CONCERNED. 

• 
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ONE IS A HOUSE PROVISION THAT WOULD ELIMINATE THE INCOME 
TAX DEDUCTION FOR STATE GASOLINE TAXES. THIS WOULD COST THE 
TAXPAYERS 7.5 BILLION DOLLARS OVER THE LIFE OF THE PROVISION 
AND BOTH THE ADMINISTRATION AND THE CONGRESSIONAL STAFF CONCUR 
THAT IT WOULD SAVE NEGLIGIBLE ENERGY. 

THERE IS ALSO A SENATE PROVISION THAT WOULD GIVE PEOPLE 
A TAX CREDIT FOR BEING OVER 65. I DON~T - WANT TO ARGUE THE 
MERITS OF THIS PROVISION AS SOCIAL LEGISLATION. I ONLY WANT 
TO SAY THAT IT WILL COST THE TREASURY 9.6 BILLION DOLLARS AND 
WILL NOT RESULT IN ANY ENERGY SAVINGS AT ALL. 

NOW WHY HAVE THESE BILLS RUN INTO SO MUCH TROUBLE IN 
THE SENATE? WHERE HAS THE ADMINISTRATION GONE WRONG? 

• 
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FIRST IN THEIR ATTEMPT TO DEAL WITH THE CONSERVATION 
ISSUE) THEY WERE INSENSITIVE TO JUST HOW HIGH THE PRICE OF 
FUEL WOULD HAVE TO GO BEFORE WE WOULD CUT DOWN OUR CONSUMPTION. 
THIS IS WHY THE CRUDE OIL EQUALIZATION TAX IS SO OUTLANDISH. 
TO AFFECT DEMAND BY ONLY A LITTLE BITJ THE GOVERNMENT WOULD 
HAVE TO ACCRUE AN EMBARRASSINGLY LARGE AMOUNT OF MONEY. ONCE 
THIS IS ACCEPTEUJ IT IS APPARENT THAT A TAX PROGRAM IS THE 
WRONG APPROACH TO REDUCING DEMAND. IT IS JUST TOO EXPENSIVE. 

I THINK THE ADMINISTRATION ALSO WAS MISGUIDED WHEN IT 
DECIDED TO EXTEND CONTROLS ON GAS. THE INTRASTATE MARKETPLACE 
WORKS) AND THAT SHOULD HAVE SERVED AS A MODEL FOR THE ADMINISTRA7 . '\, 

. -

TION. INSTEAD) THEY SAW A SOURCE OF GAS THAT WAS BEYOND THEIR 
REACH UNDER THE PRESENT REGULATIONS. THEY DECIDED THAT AS LONG 
AS SHORTAGES WERE GOING TO OCCUR ANYWAY) THEY SHOULD BE ABLE 
TO GET THEIR HANDS ON THIS GAS AND EVENLY DISTRIBUTE THE 

,~ 

EFFECTS OF FUTURE SHORTAGES. 

• 
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I WOULD HAVE RECOMMENDED JUST THE OPPOSITE APPROACH. 
THEY SHOULD HAVE LET THE INTRASTATE MARKET ALONE) AND OFFERED 
INCENTIVES TO BRING ON MORE NEW NATURAL GAS. I AM TALKING 
ABOUT DEREGULATION OF NEW NATURAL GAS. THIS WOULD HAVE 
ATTRACTED NEW GAS TO THE INTERSTATE PIPELINE AND PRICES WOULD 
ONLY HAVE GONE UP VERY GRADUALLY) OVER ABOUT FIVE YEARS) WHILE 
OLD CONTRACTS AT CONTROLLED PRICES GRADUALLY RAN OUT. 

THE ADMINISTRATION IS ONLY CREATING THE CRISIS OF THE '80'S 
BY THE PROGRAM THEY ARE ADVOCATING. IF NO NEW GAS COMES ON IN 
THIS COUNTRY) WE WILL SATISFY OUR INCREASING DEMANDS BY IMPORTING 
FOREIGN GAS AT PRICES HIGHER THAN ANYTHING WE HAVE YET SEEN. 
CONSIDER A TIME IN ABOUT FIVEYEARS WHEN THE EAST COST IS 
HOOKED ON ALGERIAN GAS AT $~- 50/MCF .J WHEN DOMESTIC GAS ELSE-
WHERE IS ONLY COSTING $2.25. 

WE ARE NOR REGULATING OURSELVES INTO A NEED FOR OUT-/ ' 

RAGEOUSLY HIGH PRICED GAS IN THIS COUNTRY) AND WE ARE BUYING 
OURSELVES INTO A DEPENDENCc THAT WILL SET US UP FOR A POTENTIAL 
BOYCOTT OF GAS IN THE MID 1980'S, 

• 
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WE COULD BE" FUNDING TECHNOLOGIES IN THIS COUNTRY THAT 
WOULD OFFER THE ALTERNATIVE TO OPEC OIL SHOULD BE AGAIN BE 
CUT OFF. _ INSTEAD,, WE ARE FUND I NG THE CONSTRUCT I ON OF GAS 
PLANTS OVERSEAS THAT WILL BE OWNED BY FOREIGNERS. IT IS 
TOTALLY IRRATIONAL. 

WE HAVE YET TO SEE THE DOMESTIC GAS PRICING ISSUE RESOLVED. 
THE PROBLEM OF IMPORTED GAS WILL BE CREATED IF WE MAKE THE 
WRONG DECISION. 

THE THIRD PLACE THE ADMINISTRATION WENT WRONG IS IN ITS 
DECISION TO DO NOTHING ABOUT BRINGING ON NEW SUPPLIES OF OIL. 
I KNOW WE HAVE HEARD THAT THEY WANT TO SET A TIER OF NEW-NEW 
Oil AT THE WORLD PRICE. I MIGHT REMIND YOU THAT THEY DO NOT 

.. NEED LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY TO DO THIS. THEY COULD HAVE 
.. DONE IT LAST APRIL IF THEY HAD WANTED TO. IF IT WILL BE SO ~ 

MUCH OF A BOON FOR PRODUCTION_, YOU "WOU.LD THINK THEY WOULD HAVE 
DONE IT THE DAY CARTER TOOK OFFICE. 

• 
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IN FACT,· THIS-PROPOSAL TO RAISE THE PRICE OF NEWLY 
DISCOVERED OIL IS A SHAM. IT WOULD OFFER NO INCENTIVE FOR 
PRODUCTION. THE LAW REGULATES THE AVERAGE PRICE OF OIL IN 
THIS COUNTRY, AND IF NEVLOJL -GOES UP., OLD OIL MUST GO DOWN. 
THE NET PRICE INCREASE MUST BE ZERO. IN FACT., THE ADMINISTRATION 
HAS ALREADY ACCOMPLISHED THE NECESSARY PRICE DECREASE BY 
ARTIFICIALLY HOLDING PRICES BELOW THE LEVEL ALLOWED BY LAW. 
IF THEY REALIZE THAT HIGHER PRICES WILL MEAN INCENTIVES FOR 
PRODUCTION., WHY HAVE THEY NOT AT LEAST LET THE PRICE OF OIL 
RISE TO THE LEVEL WE HAD IN MIND WHEN WE PASSED THE ENERGY 
POLICY AND CONSERVATION ACT CEPCA) IN 1974? 

• 
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· WHERE DO WE GO FROM HERE? 
OF IF MANY 19 THE ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSALS MAKE IT THROUGH 

THE CONFERENCE) I FORESEE A RETURN OF ENERGY LEGISLATION NEXT 
YEAR OR THE YEAR AFTER, IN ORDER TO CORRECT ALL THE PROBLEMS 
WE ARE NOW CAUSING. IF THE ADMINISTRATION TRIES TO PROVE 
A POINT WITH AMERICAN INDUSTRY BY FORCING THEM TO DO THINGS 
THAT ARE JUST UNECONOMICAL) I FORESEE LOTS OF LITIGATION) LOTS 
OF BAD FEELINGS) AND LITTLE PROGRESS BEING MADE IN REDUCING 
OUR LEVEL OF IMPORTS. 

• 

I . 
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IF THE COMPROMISE LEGISLATION DOES IN FACT PROVIDE INCENTIVES 
FOR PRODUCTION OF OILJ IF IT DOES RESULT IN INCENTIVES FOR 
GETTING AT OUR ENORMOUS RESERVES OF GAS imW LOCKED IN 
GEOPRESSURIZED ZONES BENEATH THE SOUTHERN STATESJ THEN WE 
WILL GET A BREATHING SPELL. 

WE HEAR ABOUT NEW SOURCES OF ENERGY THAT WILL USE THE HEAT 
OF THE OCEANSJ THE STRENGTH OF THE TIDESJ THE LIGHT AS WELL AS 
THE HEAT OF THE SUNJ AND FUSION AS WELL. I HAVE LOOKED AT 
THE POTENTIAL FOR THESE TECHNOLOGIES AND THEY ARE DISTURBINGLY 
FAR OFF. THERE IS AN ENORMOUS AMOUNT OF WORK TO BE DONE TO 
MAKE THESE INEXHAUSTIBLES AFFORDABLE. 

• 
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NOdJ 1HAT IS THE PROPOSAL AND TI10SE ARE SOf1'E OF TIIE DIFFICULTIES WITH 
IT. BUT TO RJLLY ASSESS OUR ENERGY S ITUATI Oft YOU HAVE TO GO BEYOND TH IS 
ROPOSAL AND LOOK AT THE WHOLE INTERNATIONAL SITUATION AND 
HOW IT AFFECTS OUR ENERGY POSITION. 

AT A TIME WHEN OUR PRESTIGE IN THE MIDDLE EAST MIGHT HAVE BEEN 
AT AN ALL-TIME HIGH) WE HAVE BEEN DISCREDITED AND CLOSED OUT OF ANY 
MEANINGFUL DEALINGS THERE. I CAN ASSURE YOU THAT ISRAEL WAS 
NOT THE ONLY NATION TO BE SHOCKED BY PRESIDENT CARTER BRINGING 
RUSSIA BACK INTO THE MIDDLE EAST. IT WAS A THREAT TO EGYPT) 

' OF· COURSE. BUT) JUST IN TERMS OF ENERGY AND THE MIDDLE EAST) I 
CAN ASSURE YOU THAT SAUDI ARABIA COULD NOT HAVE BEEN PLEASED 
TO HAVE RUSSIA RE-INJECTED, INTO THAT ARENA. SO WE HAVE TO 
CONFRONT THE OPEC NATIONS IN A WEAKENED CONDITION) WITH OUR 

'DIPLOMACY DISCREDITED AND OUR WHOLE MIDDLE EASTERN POLICY IN A 
SHAMBLES. 

/ 

. :.. 
.) 

/'' 

\ 

)'' - , 

,. • 
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THAT IS THE PRICE WE PAID THE SOVIETS FOR A SALT 
AGREEMENT WHICH, IN MY JUDGMENT, IS NOT GOING TO PASS THE 
SENATE. 

I DON'T MEAN TO GET OUT OF ENERGY AND INTO FOREIGN POLICY, 
BUT I DON'T THINK YOU CAN DIVORCE THE TWO. WHETHER WE ARE 
TALKir~G ABOUT THE POTENTIAL EFFECTS ON ENERGY PRICES RESULTING 
FRm1 GIVING AWAY THE PANAMA CANAL OR OWN REDUCED AB I LI TY TO 
EXERT OUR WILL INTERNATIONALLY AS THE RESULT OF A BAD SALT 
AGREEMENT, ENERGY IS A MATTER OF INlERNATIONAL CONSEQUENCE. 

(TH1S IS FOLLOWED BY THE LEHMAN MATERIAL. 

• 

( 
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