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MEMORANDUM FOR PHILIP BUCHEN
JOHN O. MARSH
MAX FRIEDERSDORF
JAMES M. CANNON /

FROM: L. WILLIAM SEIDMAN

SUBJECT: Arab Boycott

A memora ndum for the President on thie Arab Boycott issue is

attached.

I would appreciate your comments and recomm
memorandum by 3:00 p.m. Wednesday, May 5,

MEMORANDUM FOR:
FROM:

SUBJECT:

I support Option 1.

endations on thisg
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 5, 1976
MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON
FROM: PAUL LEACH P,((
SUBJECT: ARAB BOYCOTT

The attached memorandum deals with the general issué
or not to support any new proposed anti-Arab Boycott legislation.
The specific issue involves whether or not to support a
"compromise" on the "Stevenson Bill" which would have three

main effects:

1. It would require disclosure of boycott request compliance
reports submitted to the Commerce Department by U.S. firms,
on the grounds that the Export Administration Act declares
it to be the policy of the U.S. to oppose boycotts;

2. It would bar religious, racial, ethnic, or sex discrim-
ination by U.S. exporters;

3. It would prohibit refusals by U.S. firms to do business
with other firms pursuant to foreign boycott requests.

I am not particularly well-versed on this matter and the
decision memorandum is not fully illuminating., However, based
on what I know and can glean from this memorandum, I would
support Option 1, i.e., oppose any legislation,
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: ‘BRENT SCOWCROFT
L. WILLIAM SEIDMAN

SUBJECT: Arab Boycott and Related Discrimination

The decisions announced in your statement of November 20, 1975
on the related issues of the Arab boycott and religious dis-
crimination have been implemented. The Federal Reserve Board
has issued a letter to member banks outlining their obligations
with respect to Arab boycott and discrimination measures. The
Justice Department has filed a civil anti-trust suit charging
the Bechtel Corporation with refusing to deal with any U.S.
sub-contractors on the Arab League boycott list and requiring
its sub-contractors, in turn, not to deal with U.S. firms on
the boycott list. The Department of Commerce has decided to
release publicly letters charging United States firms with a
violation of its regulations pertaining to the Arab boycott.
The Department of Commerce has also ceased circulating tender
offers requesting bids on projects from American firms if they
contain a request to comply with the boycott.

In addition, several state governments have adopted laws on
the boycott issue, some of which go well beyond the policy
guidelines approved by you. We have also engaged in extensive
discussions with Arab Governments and Israel on the entire
question, including numerous exchanges through diplomatic
channels and during Secretary Simon's March trip to the Middle
East. Secretary Simon in his discussions with both Arab and
Israeli leaders distinguished between the boycott and reli-
gious discrimination. He stated clearly that you desired an
end to the boycott and that you felt that the only effective,
peaceful way to end the boycott was to resolve the Arab-Israeli
conflict. He also stated that we would oppose legislation
directed to the boycott.

The cumulative effect of these actions has been mixed. The
Arab Governments, as well as American businesses, appear to
understand and accept the anti-discrimination aspect of our
policy. Saudi Arabia has taken steps to distinguish between
religious discrimination and its political attitude toward
Israel, and to ease somewhat the process of obtaining visas
for persons of the Jewish faith, even though some problems
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remain.
There have also been several specific indications of greater
flexibility in the application of boycott regulations and
some firms have been or soon will be removed from the list.
Yet, there has also been some disruption of United States
commercial dealings with the Arab world, primarily due to
reluctance by American firms to risk possible legal action.

‘ .

Arab Governments, to varying degrees, have resented our boy-
cott related actions, although thus far they are generally
cooperating in quiet, gradual efforts to minimize difficul-
ties. Despite this quiet cooperation, high-level Arab leaders
(particularly in Saudi Arabia and Kuwait) indicate they are
prepared to retaliate commercially against United States busi-
ness if we continue to apply what they view as unwarranted
public pressure.

This memorandum seeks your guidance on the Administration's
position on several pieces of pending legislation dealing with
various aspects of the boycott/discrimination issue, all of
which would, to various degrees, move the United States into

a considerably tougher anti-boycott position than embodied in
your November 20 statement. A summary of all the pending bills
is attached at Tab A.

Stevenson Bill

The bill requiring the urgent formulation of an Administration
position is an amendment to the Export Administration Act pro-
posed by Senators Stevenson and Williams and a similar bill
introduced in the House by Representative Koch.

The proposed legislation would have three main effects:

(1) It would require disclosure of boycott request compliance
reports submitted to the Commerce Department by U.S. firms, on
the grounds that the Export Administration Act declares it to
be the policy of the U.S. to oppose boycotts.

(2) It would bar religious, racial, ethnic, or sex discrim-
ination by U.S. exporters.

(3) It would prohibit refusals by U.S. firms to do business
with other firms pursuant to foreign boycott requests.

The provisions on disclosure of compliance with Arab boycott
requests could have some negative effect on consumer-~oriented
businesses in this country, causing them either to avoid the
Arab market completely or to go to third country affiliates
in order to avoid a possible counterboycott.

CSoMFFDENTTAYL

Tt



L ' m
CONEIDENTIAE 4 | 5
, |z

(=~
\"o
The provisions barring discrimination are identical for ali\mmmw///

intents and purposes to the measures announced by you on
November 20.
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The provisions of the bill which prohibit U.S. firms from
refusing to do business with other U.S. firms on the boycott
list are unclear as to their intent and effect. As presently
drafted these provisions are more far reaching than the Justice
Department conception of the applicability of our anti-trust
laws (as set forth in the Bechtel suit), and if enforced
strictly would deal a serious blow to United States business
with the Arab world. Even large multinational corporations
now heavily engaged in the Arab world would probably shift
procurement to third country affiliated or unrelated firms

in order to avoid possible problems. Many smaller companies
would probably terminate business with the Arab world.

Given the policy which we have followed since your November 20
statement, the Arabs will tend to view Administration accept-
ance of any additional legislation on the Arab boycott as a
shift in the Administration's position in response to the
Israeli lobby.

There has been considerable interagency review of how best to
deal with the Stevenson-Williams-Koch legislation. A Working
Group, chaired by the NSC staff discussed the issue at length
and prepared a paper which was discussed by the EPB Executive
Committee on April 30. :

There is agreement that the Administration should seek to limit
additional anti-boycott legislation to the absolute minimum, in
accordance with your policy decision of last November which
remains the best approach under present circumstances. How-
ever, there is also agreement that it may be desirable to
accept a compromise with Congress in the form of a suitably
amended Stevenson-Williams-Koch bill if this will avoid pas-
sage of worse legislation and if the only other alternative is
a Presidential veto.

Options

Two options for dealingAwith the Stevenson-Williams-Koch bill
are presented for your consideration.

Option l: Maintain the position outlined in your November 20
statement and strongly oppose all additional legis-
lation as unnecessary and counterproductive, but do
not indicate that you would necessarily veto any
additional legislation thus leaving open the possi-
bility of compromise later if sufficient opposition
to the legislation does not develop.




Advantages: :

o This would be fully consistent with your statement of
November 20 and the position maintained by the Admin-
istration since then that no addltlonal legislation is
needed.

o If efforts to block new legislation succeeded, it would
retain Arab confidence of the Administration as well
as encouraging them to ease the practical application
of the boycott. It would avoid the serious danger of
an Arab backlash (similar to the Soviet backlash over
Jackson-Vanik) because they believed we were applying
- excessive public pressure.

0o It would minimize the loss of business by U.S. firms
to other countries due to U.S. anti~boycott regulations.

If efforts to block new legislation failed, an oppor-
tunity would remain to choose between trying to obtain

an acceptable compromise or either vetoing or acquiescing
to unacceptable legislation.

Disadvantages:

0 This approach could produce a confrontation between the
Administration and Congress and Jewish groups given the
strong pressures which exist for some additional action.

0 It could also result in Congress pressing stronger legis-
lation and rejecting last-minute efforts at compromise,
than would have been the case were the Administration
to seek a compromise from the outset.

o This approach could place the President in the position
of having either to acquiesce to the legislation or
veto the bill.

Option 2: Modify your opposition to any additional legislation
by beginning work immediately with key members of
Congress to reach agreement on an amended bill.

Two approaches to gn amended bill have been considered. Both
approaches would accept the sections of the bill on anti-
discrimination and disclosure and seek clear agreement from
key Members of Congress and Jewish leaders that there will be
no additional legislative action.

CONFIDENTHAE~
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Approach A: Attempt to delete the section of the bill on

g refusal to deal in exchange for agreement to the
idea of public disclosure of boycott request compli-
ance reports, either by administrative action or
by enactment of that section of the bill.

A public statement by the Administration supporting
explicitly the efforts of the Justice Department

to apply the Sherman Act to refusal to deal cases
should be considered as a possible concession to
obtain deletion of that section from the bill.

Approach B: Attempt to amend the section of the bill on refusal
to deal by substituting language proposed by Jus-
tice which would substantially narrow its appli-
cation and bring it into line with Justice's pre-
sent concept of the applicability of the Sherman
Act to refusal to deal actions by U.S. firms pur-
suant to the Arab boycott.

.Advantages:

0 Seeking a compromise from the outset through consulta-
tions with key Members of Congress and Jewish leaders
-would avoid a confrontation with them and could ulti-
mately make an acceptable compromise easier to achieve.

o Enactment of Stevenson's legislation should substantially
undercut the prospects for more harmful legislation.

The Administration could provide Congress with the
precise changes it would like in the bills before they
move so far down the legislative path as to make changes
difficult.

Disadvantages:

o This would appear as a retreat from the Administration
position held since November 20. Once the Administra-
tion signallled a willingness to compromise, Members of
Congress and others who support strong anti-boycott leg-
islation may assume that they are in a strong position
and do not need to accept a compromise.

o Some legislation would result which, depending on its
nature, could create serious difficulties for U.S.
foreign policy and economic interests in the Arab world
and raise additional barriers to U.S. firms doing busi-
ness in Arab countries.
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Approach A: Attempt to delete the section of the bill on
: refusal to deal in exchange for agreement to the
idea of public disclosure of boycott request compli-
ance reports, either by administrative action or
by enactment of that section of the bill.

A public statement by the Administration supporting
explicitly the efforts of the Justice Department

to apply the Sherman Act to refusal to deal cases
should be considered as a possible concession to
obtain deletion of that section from the bill.

Approach B: Attempt to amend the section of the bill on refusal
to deal by substituting language proposed by Jus-—
tice which would substantially narrow its appli-
cation and bring it into line with Justice's pre-
sent concept of the applicability of the Sherman
Act to refusal to deal actions by U.S. firms pur-
suant to the Arab boycott.

Advantages:

0 Seeking a compromise from the outset through consulta-
tions with key Members of Congress and Jewish leaders
-would avoid a confrontation with them and could ulti-
mately make an acceptable compromise easier to achieve.

0 Enactment of Stevenson's legislation should substantially
undercut the prospects for more harmful legislation.

The Administration could provide Congress with the
precise changes it would like in the bills before they
move so far down the legislative path as to make changes
difficult.

Disadvantages:

0 This would appear as a retreat from the Administration
position held since November 20. Once the Administra-
tion signallled a willingness to compromise, Members of
Congress and others who support strong anti-boycott leg-
islation may assume that they are in a strong position
and do not need to accept a compromise.

0 Some legislation would result which, depending on its
nature, could create serious difficulties for U.S.
foreign policy and economic interests in the Arab world
and raise additional barriers to U.S. firms doing busi-
ness in Arab countries.
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Decision

Option 1

Option 2

~ ©
< o
. = >
W ES
— 6 - 3, 3 -

Maintain the position outlined in your Novem-
ber 20 statement and strongly oppose all addi-
tional legislation as unnecessary and counter-
productive, but do not indicate that you would
necessarily veto any additional legislation
thus leaving open the possibility of compro-
mise later if sufficient opposition to the
legislation does not develop.

Supported by:

Modify your opposition to any additional legis-~
lation be beginning work immediately with key
members of Congress to reach agreement on an

amended bill.

Supported by:




April 28, 1976

MAJOR ANTI-BOYCOTT LEGISLATION

SENATE BILLS

1. Stevenson-Williams Bill (S. 953)

Title I

Would require that U.S. firms report to the Department of
Commerce on whether they intend to comply and whether
they have complied with boycott requests which they receive.

Would require that boycott reports hereafter filed with the
Department of Commerce be made public, except that com-
mercial information regarding the value, kind, and quantity
of goods involved in any reported transaction may be kept
confidential.

Would prohibit U.S. firms from furnishing, pursuant to a
boycott request, any information regarding the race, religion,
or nationality of its employees, shareholders, officers, or
directors, or the employees, shareholders, officers, or
directors of any other U.S. company.

Would prohibit U.S. firms from refusing to do business with
other U.S. firms pursuant to a boycott request.

* Maximum administrative penalties applicable under the Act
would be increased from $1, 000 to $10,000. In addition,
would make it clear that export privileges may be suspended
for a violation of the anti-boycott provisions of the Act.

Would require public disclosure of Commerce Department
charging or warning letters against U.S. companies for
failing to comply with anti-boycott provisions of the Act.

Would require that the Commerce Department provide the
State Department with summaries of the information contained
in boycott reports for appropriate action by the State Department.



SENATE BILLS 2

Would require that the semi-annual reports to Congress under
the Export Administration Act include an accounting of what
action the Executive Branch has taken to effect the anti-boycott
policy of the Act.

Would clarify the Act to leave no doubt that it applies to banks,
other financial institutions, insurers, freight forwarders, and
shipping companies.

Title II

Would amend section 13(d) of the Securities Exchange Act to
expand the disclosure requirements imposed thereunder on
those who acquire the beneficial ownership of more than 5%
of any equity security by requiring disclosure of the following:

(2) The residence, nationality, and nature of the beneficial
ownership of the person acquiring the securities. (The
latter would include, for example, whether the beneficial
owner has the right to direct the voting of the securities,
the receipt of dividends, or the proceeds of sale);

{(b) The background and nationality of each associate of the

purchaser who has a right to acquire additional shares
of the insurer.

Would impose new disclosure requirements as follows:

Every holder of record, of, and any other person having an
interest in, 2% or more of a class of any equity security,
would be required to file reports as prescribed by the SEC
at such time as the SEC may require. The SEC would have
authority to make such exceptions to the above as are not
inconsistent with the public interest or the protection of
investors.

The 2% threshhold is to be reduced to 1% on September 1, 1976
and to 1/2 of 1% on September 1, 1977. However, the SEC may
extend or shorten such periods if the SEC, after public comment,
concludes that such change is not inconsistent with the public
interest or the protection of investors.



SENATE BILLS 3

The bill was originally reported out of the Senate Banking and
Cusrrency Committee on February 6, 1976. However, it was

- decided to defer full Senate action until legislation to provide a
simple extension of the Export Administration Act was considered,
at which time the two pieces of legislation would be combined.
This did, in fact, occur at the subcommittee level on April 27
when the extension bill, S. 3084, was favorably reported to the
full Committee with the Stevenson-Williams bill incorporated in

it. Full Committee mark-up and final reporting of the legislation
is expected Thursday, April 29 or Friday, April 30.

2. _Ribicoff Bill (S, 3138)

The bill would deny tax benefits on foreign source income to tax-
payers who participate in or cooperate with the boycott of Israel.
These benefits include the foreign tax credit and tax deferral, and
DISC. The denial would apply to that foreign source income derived
through direct or indirect dealings with boycotting countries.

The bill is pending before the full Senate Finance Committee where
no action is currently scheduled.



HOUSLE BILILS

It is anticipated that those Housec bills pending before the International
Relations Subcommittce on International Trade and Commerce will be
considercd as amendinents to legislation to extend the Export Administra-
tion Act scheduled to come before the full committec some time in June.
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1. Bingham Bill (H. R. 4967) {/§ O
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The bill would prohibit US companies from answering or complying 1n\“}3 5‘/

‘\
any way with boycott requests. N

The bill is pending before the IRC Subcommittee on International Trade
and Commerce,

2. Drinan Bill (H. R. 5913, 5997, 6431, 6661 and others)

The bill would make it unlawful for any US exporter to engage in such
practices as:

--furnishing information to a foreign agent concerning the race, religion
or national origin of its employees or the employees of firms with which
it does business; ‘

~--furnishing information on business dealings with a boycotted country
or firm; or refusing, because of dealings with a forelgn agent, to do
business with a boycotted country or firm.

The bill would require the Secretary of Commerce to revoke the export
license of any exporter violating these provisions.

The legislation is pending before the IRC Subccmmittee on International
Trade and Commerce. '

3. Koch Bill (H. R. 11464)

This bill is alinost identical to the Stevcnson Williams Bill and has been
dually referred to the House Intecrnational Relations Cominittee and
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee.

4. Holtzman Bill (H. R. 5246 and othersj(alinost 100 cosponzors)

The bill woald prohibit any business enterprise from using economic
cecercion to induce anoiher not to do business with, employ or otherwise
discriminate against (on the basis of race, religion, etc.) any US or
foreign person in respect to its activities in the United States. The biil

would also meake it unlawful to yicld to such ccercion or take discrimina-
tory action to preventi the coercion from ever occurring.

The bill is pending belore the Judiciary Subceominitiee on Monopolies.
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Dear Jake:

Thask you for your letter of May 6 and the attached
clipping irom the May 3 lasue of Transport Tepics.

1 fully understand how stroagly you feel on the issue
of deregulation of the trucking industry.

1 shall see to it that the comments contained in your letter
and the Transport Topice article are called to the atteation -
of the appropriate people here at the White House.

Thanks again for taking the time to give me the benefit
of your very strong views on this matter.

With warmest personal regards, [ remain,

;EORO
Sincerely,

Lo\
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Joha O, Marsh, Jr. bz
Counsellor to the President

My, R. R. Sonith

Chairman of the Board
Smith'e Transier Corporation
P, O. Box 1000

Staunton, Virginia 24401
JOM:RAR:ich '
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SMITH’S TRANSFER CORPORATION

General Office: P.0. Box 1000 Staunton, Virginia 24401 Area Code 703 886-6231

HAULMARK OF SERVICE

R. R. SMITH /na# 6’ 7?76

CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD

Bl 0 Maihs 4.
(Counsellor to the President
The White House

WMﬁm?ton, D. (. 20500

Dear Jack:

énclosed éma’ commenis which 9 o&'ppea{ out ogl a
necent papen which are Aelﬁ‘_explanaiony.

At a time when oun President seems 2o be /zaving
many p/wélenw which 9 /Lappen 2o believe comes mamlét
8‘A0m poor advice.--such as, his stand on a/enegula,u'on
08‘ 2he Mucking A:ﬂ.(luxjffl.ét which sounds good Lo the
average business man that is 40 fed up with govern-
menit /Legzu,[aj,éon/.‘ and red tape; yet o anyone, with
2he exception 08‘ a 8‘ew very la/cge conporations, zthat
has aﬁy)ﬁ/u’ng, Ao do with the A/zi,op.ing. on neceiving 05‘
slaez.gkt undernstands that c{ejzegula,tion 4 p/zo6a6,ly zhe
wonst iﬂ'xﬁng that could /zappen in the e Blb&.u.eni opera-

Ailon 051 thein business.

As 2o the people An our Mc{uz‘/zg, we are Aolid(y

again/u‘_ c{e/zegzw(a,tion an any 8‘0/un and this po/u'j.ion
will be /zegi/ufeﬂea/ at the convention and at the /oou/J
in November. 9 /mppen 2o believe that the election,

»
o
e

toh)




Mr. John O. Marsh, $r. May 6, 1976
page 2

whoeven the opponem‘_ 2o the P/zeAi.c/en,t, will be very
close come November. Ounr .ina&u.u‘/ty could wedl make the
diblgle/tence in that outcome when you considern the truch-
Ang .inc&w/tny and the A/u'ppe/w and neceiverns in this
caun,t/zy.

g e/wona,l,[g would Like 2o see the President
reelected. 9sn't there Aomet/ung that you can do %o
c/tange his pan,t(.on on c{ejae ula,twn7 .93‘ this is done,

9 believe that we can get oun mafu/u'/cy Ao,&.au#_ behind
the President. o

nanéx}zg you #0/1. youn nreaction and comments.
With kind pe/wonal /Lega/m’/:,

' Si.zzcenely younrs,

RIR. Smith

Enclosure
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ATA Urges Democrats to Back
ICC Regulation in Platform

KANSAS CITY — Earl N. - R
Hoekenga, a vice president at large ’5‘ - .. . '

of American Trucking Associations,
has asked the Democratic party to
make deregulation a campaign issue
by endorsing economic regulation of
motor carrier freight transportation
in its 1976 platform.

The trucking industry’s represen-




No. 2125 May 3, 1976

Guest Editorial

President Gerald Ford has been pi
registering surprise when the Americ:
ing Associations reacted in vigorous opj
his proposal to deregulate the trucking

If true, the President’s surprise sheu.. ..o
been bewildering in itself, since more than

Reprinted from the
Mankato, Minn., Free Press
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11,000 of the industry’s 15,000 members have
gross annual incomes of less than $500,000.

In other words, the association is composed of
primarily small truckers, whose welfare — and
that of the relatively small communities they
serve — is directly threatened by removal of all
government controls.

The trucking industry has been regulated
since 1935. It has grown from a hodge-podge of
local and long-distance carriers to a complex, in-
tegrated network that surely ranks as one of the
finest in the world.

Proponents of deregulation say that the pres-
ent uniform rate structure is arbitrarily high,
and that there would be immense annual savings
by customers if truckers could come and go as
they please, from one “territory” to another, and
charge whatever the traffic will bear.

This is the way it was before 1935. But south-
ern Minnesotans with memories dating back that
far will recall that trucking then was something
of a monopoly, with preferential service given to
high-volume shippers or those who happened to
be based in larger cities. It was not until regula-
tion — the setting of rates, to allow the “little
guy” to compete, and power to license, so that a
trucker could not unilaterally decide to pull out of
an otherwise unprofitable route — that smaller
commiinities finally received scheduled and de-
pendable service we still have today.

It is easy to visualize Podunk Junction being
bypassed by a trucker hell-bent to achieve
maximum load with the minimum number of
stops. We have only to look to the railroads,
which even in the face of regulation continue to
tear up tracks or remove agents from many doz-
ens of cities, towns and villages that are still very

Page 12—May 3, 1976 TRANSPORT TOPICS

dependent on commercial freight transportation.

Some 500 points in Minnesota today thereby
have been left with only truck freight service.
How many would be shorn of that, if the trucking

industry was deregulated, and the small trucker |,
driven out of business by the big? They would not |

even have a mechanism of protest.
Not all big-name shippers are in favor of de-
regulation. Much of their business comes from

small firm “feeders,” just as smaller airlines |

(with and without subsidies) pump passengers
and freight into the long-lines haulers.

Competition is well and good, and keen compe-
tition exists even with regulation. But a kind of
ruthless contention that blocks off free-flowing
arteries to rural America, in the name of other-
wise commendable cost-cutting, is a disservice of
quantum proportions. .

Rep. Tom Hagedorn, R-Minn., says he is in

favor of “reregulation” rather than deregulation. |

The Minnesota Public Service Commission also |
supports a degree of regulation. Others want |

changes within the Interstate Commerce Com- |

mission (ICC) itself — a “scraping off of the bar-
nacles,” as it were, including a reduction in the
number of commissioners from 11 to 6 or so, and
the forbidding of political appointments.

“Free entry, everybody gets in on their own fee
schedule” has a compelling ring.

But somebody always gets hurt in that kind of

free-swinging enterprise, and usually it’s the lit- |

tle guys like us.
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THE WHITE HOUSE /

WASHINGTON

Y o M June 22, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: DICK CHENEY v\/
Y WUG,}}J"JJA)
FROM s+ - JIM CANNON <G
SUBJECT: .ng, The Administration's "Third-Flag" Bill

In late May the President decided to propose our own "third-
flag®” legislation as an alternative to a Federal Maritime
Commission ("FMC") draft bill and another bill already under
discussion in the House (H.R. 7940). Each of the three bills
would give the FMC substantial new authority to deal with state-
controlled ocean shipping firms -- primarily Soviet-Flag =~
which are allegedly "unfairly" competing with other profit-
making shipping firms. The Administration bill, which would be
a watered down version of the FMC draft bill, is now being
drafted.

This decision was based on information contained in a decision
memorandum from OMB and staff comments collected by Jim Connor.

I would strongly recommend that the President reconsider this
decision for two reasons:

-1+ While OMB recommended against supporting any legislation,
the decision memorandum suggested that some kind of
Congressional action on a third-flag bill was likely and
that an Administration bill might be a preferable alternative

" to other bills. However, it would now appear that Congressior

action is unlikely this year. Representative Pete McCloskey,
the ranking Republican on the House Merchant Marine Sub-
committee, reports that no one has made a good case for a
bill and that he is determined to stop any bill. He argues
that the chance of any action this session "are slim” and
that the best Administration strategy is to "cool it"
and wait to help him resist a bill, if necessary.

2. The decision memorandum failed to emphasize sufficiently
that any increased economic regulatory authority for the
FMC would be wholly inconsistent with the President's
efforts to reduce economic regulation and to emphasize
increased competition as a preferable alternative.

If you agree with my recommendation that the President
reconsider this issue, we will be happy to work with OMB in
drafting the appropriate decision memorandum for the President.

cc: Vﬁgul O'Neill



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 16, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON
FROM: ART QUERN
SUBJECT: Third Flag Legislation

On the basis of a conversation with Paul O'Neill regarding
our (Domestic Council) position on Third Flag legislation,
I have withdrawn our objection to proceeding with the
development of a draft administration bill.

As you know, we were concerned that the Administration

was going to take the initiative and submit its own Third
Flag bill. We were convinced that this was unnecessary
since Congress was unlikely to take any action this year.

We also believed that such an initiative would carry with

it problems regarding the President's position on regulatory
reform and related issues.

Paul O0'Neill informed me that our current efforts are
geared to the preparation of a draft bill to have on
hand should we be asked for one. Currently, however,
there is no intention to submit or initiate such legislation.

cc: Paul O0'Neill
Paul Leach



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 21, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR PHILIP W. BUCHEN

[JAMES M. CANNON
MAX FRIEDERSDORF
JOHN O. MARSH

BRENT SCOWCROFT
FROM: WILLIAM F. GOROG
SUBJECT: Escape Clause Case - Shrimp

A memorandum from Ambassador Dent on the shrimp escape
clause case is attached.

I would appreciate your comments and recommendations on this
memorandum no later than c.o.b. Thursday, June 24, 1976.

Attachment ~ ’zr’:Z’Z,,JZ——" N




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

June 23, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: BILL GOROG
THROUGH : JIM CANNON
FROM: PAUL LEACH%&
SUBJECT: Escape Clause
Case=-Shrimp

I concur with the unanimous interagency recommendation
that the President accept the findings of the ITC and
direct the Secretaries of Commerce and Labor to give
expeditious consideration to petitions for adjustment
assistance from firms and workers in the industry and
communities in which they are located.



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

JMC

I sent this to Leach for
action, but he wants to know
what sort of action you want
him to take.

Shouldn't he just assess the
feasibility of Senator Long's
requests?

j Jrefebens 12



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 15, 1976

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON
FROM: JIM CONNOR8>£ 4
SUBJECT:

Letter from Senator Long

The attached memorandum from Max Friedersdorf was returned

in the President's outbox with the following notation addressed
to you:

""Check with Secretary Butz, Fred Dent
and Alan Greenspan. "

Please follow-up with appropriate action.

cc: Dick Cheney
Max Friedersdorf



THE PRESIDENT HAS SEEN. ..
THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 14, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: MAX FRIEDERSDORF YW\ . b\

SUBJECT: Senator Russell Long (D-La.)

I have asked Jim Cannon and Jim Cavanaugh to assess the feasibility
of the requests by Russell Long contained in the attached letter from
the Senator.

If Long's proposals have merit and represent actions the Administration

"could take, it might present an opportunity to approach Russell again on
the Jobs Bill veto. -

T Ty
- Or o\
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"The Honorable Gerald R. Foxd ; "

1600 Pennsylvanja Avenue ~ . .

Washington, D. C. 20500 < . N

Deax Mr. Pxesident: -
You are .aware of my interest in domestic sugar- :

production because of the importance of the sugar industrxy
to my home state of Louisiana and due to my position as
Chaixrman of the Finance Committec which has jurisdiction

over sugax legislation. .

y . Domestic sugar producers have been without a specific
sugar program since the expiration of the Sugaxr Act on
December 31, 1974. On March 11 of this year, Senators Inouye,
Cuxtis and Dole joined me in a letter to you expxressing our
concern over anticipated developments in the international
sugar trade and their effect on domestic production. I .
attach a copy of that letter for your easy reference.

Since that time, the price situvation for our domestic
produccrs has deteriorxated considerably to the point of
jeopardizing the continuation of .the domestic industry. On
the day preceding ouxr March letter, the domestic raw price .
was 16.5 cents per pound. By June 3, less than three months
later, the price had declined to 13.85. I am concerned that
the price may decline even furxther. .

Passage of sugar legislation during the remainder of
this year would be difficult, if not impossible, with the
many other legislative mattexrs to bBe handled. However, therxe
are available to you opitions which could be used at your
discretion to prevent disasitrous conscruences -to domestic
sugar production. There are actions which could be taken by

you under existing statultory authority.
. ' ]

1. Increase the present tariff level from 62.5 cents
pex hundred pounds to as much as 1.875 cents per hundred pounds.
This could be accomplished simply by amending Executive Order _
No. 4334 of Novembexr 16, 1974. . i

-

s ” ¢
# ) “~
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" . Page two - . *

j@ne:17{ 1876 i : : s

2 Reduce the present foreign import quota of 7 mtll:on
tons to a more realistic level. Total imporits of foreign
sugar in 1975 were only 3.9 million tons, and a xestriction
for 1976 at about that same level might result in a more
reasonable price for sugar. Individual country quotas could
- be established if you considered it advisable. This also

f” conld be accomplished by amhndlng Executive Order No. 4334 of

Novembex 16 A974. g} .

3. Direct the Secrxeiary of Agriculture to establish a
price support program for sugarcane and sugarbeets undex
authority contained in Title XII of the Agricultural Act of
1949. the Jevel. of support could be established from zero to
90 percent of parxity. The level of support should be a.
minjmum of 70 pexcent of parity in ordex to be eqguitable with
levels established for producers of milk, grains, and otherx
essential commodities. Sevenly pexcent of parity would result
in a price forx .raw sugar of 18.5 cents per pound. The cost of
production currently ranges between 15.5 cents and 20 cents

per pound. - .

s e -

I would vexry much appr.:ciate your advice as to what
steps the Administration might take to corxect the dangerous
*situation now facing our domestic sugar ploducers. Since this

. matter is so vital to the 29: domestic sugar-producing states,
your early attention to the problem would be appreciated.

Sincerely,

. = - i ) l’-. & » /

; _ :{ﬁ{Q( -//’“£7/////
S . ‘7 ChaJ rinan '
Finance Conunittee’

® -
> 3
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
M
July 26, 1976
MEMORANDUM FOR: ROGER PORTER M

FROM: PAUL LEACH

SUBJECT: Beef Imports and
Mayaguez Issue

I understand from USDA that your office is now deeply
involved with the beef import guestion and the Mayeguez
Foreign-Trade Zone issue,

Since it doesn't seem to be an efficient use of our

time to have duplicate efforts in this regard, I am sending
you a letter which requires a draft response. This has
been held in abeyance pending resolution of the Mayeguez
guestion, but will certainly require some action within

the near future,

ce: ¢9harles Leppert
Jim Cannon



Longrzss of the Enited States
THougz of Renrzsentatives
Zashington, D.E. 20515

Juns 14, 19756

The Honorable Gerald R. Ford
President of United States
The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500 .

Dzar Mr. President:

The distressed cattle industry, which is just
emerging from the "Beef Depression” of 1973-1975,
initiated by the price freeze of 1973 only to be hit
with serious drought conditions which imparil its re-
covery in 1976, has enough on its hands in coping with
acts of God without having to suffer further from the
burdens of man-made restraints.

Of particular concern is the competition from meat
imports, 95% of which are chilled and frozen beef. The
level of these imports is too high even under a program
of voluntary restraints as negotiated with the importing
countries. In addition to those imports which are legal
under the Meat Import Act of 1964, our cattlemen are now
faced with circumventions which cvermit additional beef to
flood the domestic market and add to the woes of our
livestock producers. 3

We have reference to the frozen bsef from Australia
and New Zealand which is being shipped to the packing
vlant in the free port of Mavaguez, Pu=srto Rico. Thare
it is choppad up and processed into "stew heef” which
places it in the "prepared and preserved” category upon
which there is no limitation as far as import levels
are concerned. Unfortunately, this category is not
negotiable under the system of voluntary restraints, but
we believe there is ample opportunity under Sec. 2{e) of
the Meat Import Act of 1964 to regulate the flow of all
meat and make sure it is allocatsd to the importing
country.

This type of circumvention

is patently wrong,
Mr. President, and steps should bes

taken to either




Honorable Ceraid R. Ford

June 14, 1976
Page twvio

stop these imports altogether or see that this
particular category is included with the other
categories the levels of which can be controlled
under the Meat Import Act.

We' respectfully call upon the Administration-
to address itself to this problem immediately--

either to negotiate the voluntary restraints on meat
imports at a level which would make allowances

Veas—S-as

VA e e we Tala

for the imports of "stew beef" and other “"prepared
and preserved" meats, or take other administrative
action under the law to control the imports of this

kind.

This reguest comes to you from Representatives

of cattle-producing areas, and it is important to

note that the cattlemen, generally, have approved
the farm policies of this Administration as developed

Thank you for your prompt consideration of the
roblem and for advising us what steps you plan to
take. Drought conditions are forcing many producers

"and enunciated by Secretary Butz. Any measures of
relief from this unfair competition would reinforce
the belief of the cattlemen that you have an under-
standing of their problems.

Q
)
=<
-4
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to put their cows on the market-at alreadyv disastrous
prices in direct competition to this "stew beef".
Time is of the essence.

//
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Sincerely,
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Honorable Gerald R. ~ord

Jun= 14, 1976
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¥. Henson Hoore
Joe Skubitz

Del Clawson
Tennyson Guyer
Larry Winn, J;.
Barry M. Goldwater,
William M. Ketchum
Floyd Spence

Mark Andrews

Keith G. Sebelius
Garner E. Shriver
J. Kenneth Robinson
Abraham Kazen,; Jr.
Ray Roberts

Jamas A. Haley

Jam=2s P. Johnson

Gunn McKav

Jdr.

McCollister
Thone

Don Young

Teno Roncalio
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-£am Steiger
Shirley N. Pettis
Marilyn Lloyd
GesRes O'Bries
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Steven D. Symms
Larry Pressler
Robert E. Bauman
Gene Taylor
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Neal Smith

Yalter B. Jones
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Preaident from Hra., Virginia Smith
others rzgarding the impact of cartain
maat iocoris on the domestic indzsizy.

Tisass be assared thad I sh2ll meke
carsain vouar nase is added to those

0o have exprzased thelr conczm iz

t3is makrtar. I kaocs tha viaws vou

2ad youyr oollsaguas hayve axprosssed
1y raviewad.

%

gith Xind regards,

Sincersiy,

Charles Lagvoerd, Gr.
Depuit? Assistant
0 the FPresaidant :

The Hoporable Marwin L. Zach
Eomse of Uspresentatives

Pashincton, 5.C. 23315
boe: w/inc. o James Canncn for handling with the

Jone 11 letter to the Presiden: f£rom Mrs. Virginia
Smith and 38 of her collesagunes. A June 18

interizm (copy attached) was sent to =zach of

these 32 coslgners, and the iacosing sent to

yvon for DERFY reply.

w/inc., to M. Szidman - PVT
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Hazacumz, Foarro Rico.
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X smow he will agprelats havisg yoox views
regazding tois sitmation and will wiah
heve them folly soviewed, ¥You will hsax

Toriser as ncon 28 posaidia,

Fith kind recazds,

Sivceraly,

Chaoxrles Lebsaxi, JT.
Desuty Assigwans
to tha 2re=sidant

The Acopo=abie Virginia Saith
Aouse cf Bacr=sasgtatives
#asaington, D.C. 26315
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2:00
Tuesday Deadline

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

July 27, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON
FROM: PAUL LEACH ?"4
SUBJECT: Administration's Position

on the "Bottlers' Bill™"

The attached Paul O'Neill memo to the President asks for
a decision on whether or not to oppose this bill which
would provide an antitrust immunity to the soft drink
bottling industry.

Markup may be tomorrow, so resolution of this issue has
urgent priority.

This issue was discussed at the EPB meeting on Monday and
there was no objection to the Justice Department position:
That the Administration oppose this bill., This position
is consistent with past Justice Department opposition to
similar bills.

Since (1) the Administration has been consistently opposed
to specialized exemptions from the antitrust laws and (2)
some strange, normally pro-antitrust Senators(Cranston,
Humphrey and McGovern) are among the sponsors and thus
vulnerable to the charge of inconsistency I would
recommend that you agree with the Justice recommendation
that we express strong Administration opposition.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

ACTION MEMORANDUM WASHISCTON LOC NO.:
Date: July 26, 1976 ; Time:
FOR ACTION: cc (for information):

JACK MARSH MAX FRIEDERSDORF

BOB HARTMANN ‘JIM CANNON

PHIL BUCHEN DAVE GERGERN (For information)

BILL SEIDMAN
FROM THE STArY SECRETARY

DUE: Date: Tuesday, July 27, 1976 Time: 2:00 PM

SUBJECT:

OMB(O'Neill) Memo re Administration Position on S. 3421
(The Bottlers' Bill)

(Quick turn around requested because hearings may start Wednesday,
July 28)

ACTION REQUESTED:

For Necessary Action X ___For Your Recommendations
Prepare Agenda and Brief Dratt Reply
X __For Your Comments Dratt Remarks

REMARKS:

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.

If you have any questions or if you anticipate a i
deley in submitting the reguired material, pleasa- James E. Connor
telephone the Staff Secretary immediately. Tor the President
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

August 25, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT :
FROM: JIM CANNONW
SUBJECT: Proposed Legislation Relating /&

to West Coast Shipping Strikes (
and the Effect on Hawaii \

“¢< RAL

Congressman Spark Matsunaga has written (Tab A) to you
requesting clarification of your position on legislation
(H.R. 4526/S. 1566) to protect Hawaii from West Coast
shipping tie-ups. Congressman Matsunaga refers to a

July 10, 1976 article in "The Honolulu Advertiser" (Tab B)
in which you are reported to have expressed your support
for such legislation to Bill Paul, an uncommitted Hawaiian
delegate to the Republican National Convention. On

June 18, 1976 Jack Anderson reported on AM America that
you had advised three (not named) uncommitted Hawaiian
delegates you would support legislation to protect Hawaii
from shipping strikes.

H.R. 4526/S. 1566 would attempt to prevent certain inter-
ruptions in shipping between the West Coast and Hawaii,
and between the West Coast and the other U.S. Pacific
Islands caused by longshore and maritime strikes and
lockouts which imperil the "health or well-being" of those
living on these islands. This anti-strike provision
would be enforceable upon petition of the Governors of
Hawaii, Guam, America Samoca, and the High Commissioner

of the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands (or their
designated representatives) to a United States District
Court for an injunction or temporary restraining order.

An injunction under this bill could be granted for up to
120 days.



Although no formal position has been reported by the
Administration to the 94th Congress on legislation to
protect Hawaii from West Coast shipping tie—ups, a
position was taken during the 93rd Congress. The
Administration position was in opposition to the legis-
lation. I have attached (Tab C) a copy of a letter from
Bill Usery, then Director of the Federal Mediation and
Conciliation Service, sent to the Senate Chairman of the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare stating the’
Administration's opposition to the proposed legislation.

Informal contacts through OMB with the concerned Depart-
ments indicate continued opposition to the legislation
with one exception (Interior).

Before responding to Congressman Matsunaga on your behalf,

I seek your direction as to the nature of the response
you would prefer.

Decision

#1. Respond to the Congressman saying that the Administration
has taken no position on H.R. 4526/S. 1566 in the
94th Congress and that the matter is under study.

Approve Disapprove

#2. Respond to the Congressman saying that the Administration
opposed legislation similar to H.R. 4526/S. 1566 in the
93rd Congress and could be expected to do so again if
similar legislation were given active consideration by
the 94th Congress.

Approve Disapprove

#3. Respond to the Congressman saying that you are in
sympathy with the intent of the legislation and have
directed the necessary Departments and Agencies to
review the legislation.

Approve Disapprove
Attachments
Tab A Cong. Spark Matsunaga Letter A T0 RN
Tab B "The Honolulu Advertiser" Article /o =

Tab C Copy of Bill Usery Letter ‘fi 5}
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SEARK M. MATSUNAGA DEPUTY MAJORITY WHIP
A Y

“ IsT D!‘s‘r‘Rlc‘l’. Hawa
A

MEMBER:

WASHINGTON QFFICE:

as2 CAN;;.;?U'LD:NG @Dngrzgg nf tbg aﬁuitgh %tatgﬁ STEERING

COMMITTEE ON RULES

AND POLICY COMMITTEE

HONOLULY OFFICE: %uuﬁg of ﬁepteﬁentatihgs CHAIRMAN, SUSCOMMITTEE

218 FEDeRAL BulLDING

96813

OF SELECT

Washington, D.E. 20515 S v
. A

July 27, 1976

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

I am enclosing a copy of an article which
appeared in the July 10, 1976 issue of the Honolulu
Advertiser. It reports that you have indicated your
support for legislation, introduced jointly in the
House and the Senate by me and my colleagues from
Hawaii, to protect Hawaii from West Coast shipping
tie-ups (H.R._4526, S._1126).

There is little you could do as President
with regard to Hawaii specifically which will be
more appreciated by Hawaii's 850,000 citizens than
actively supporting such legislation. It is
considered by a broad-based majority, including
Republicans and Democrats, businessmen and union
members, to be perhaps the most important proposal
considered by Congress since the debate over
Statehood for Hawaii. One recent poll indicated
that fully 83.9% of Hawaii's residents favor
enactment of such legislation.

You will recall that in the 93rd Congress,
after a similar proposal sponsored by Hawaii's twg>
Senators passed the Senate, my bill, H.R. 7189, was
defeated in the House. The key to its defeat was
the joint opposition of organized labor and the
Administration.

It is my continued conviction that the bill
was defeated because of a widespread misunderstanding
that the bill was anti-labor. It is not. It seeks
only to assure the protection of Hawaii from the
severe conscquences of a prolonged termination of
its "lifeline'", shipping.



The President
July 27, 1976
Page Two

In this regard, you kindly provided Senator Hiram
L. Fong and me the opportunity to discuss the matter
with you during the flight back to Washington aboard
Air Force One last December 7. You indicated that you
would direct a review of the matter.

I was deeply gratified and encouraged to learn
that your further examination of the issue has led
you to support the proposed legislation. Because of
the gravity of the situation, however, I hope you
can understand my desire to obtain a clarification of -
the position of your Administration with regard to
|the relevant bills.

I therefore most respectfully request that I
be provided with such a clarification. If I can be
of any assistance whatsoever, please contact me.

Your further attention to this issue of crucial
importance to Hawaii is deeply appreciated by all of
its people.

Aloha and best wishes.

Sincerely,

m -
,ﬂ

o
Spark Matsunag
Member of Cong?

55
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FEDERAL MEDIATICN AND COXCILIATION SERVICE
ULITED STATES GOVERIGIENT

L Y9N

VASIHiNGTON, D.C. 20427 *"""‘\

June 3, 1974 /f/’i £
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innorable Harrison A. Williams, Jr. =

Chairinan, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
tinited States Scnate
washington, D.C. 20510

‘L‘

ficar Mr. Chairman:

This is in response to your request for the
views of the Federal Mecdiation and Conciliation Service
on S. 1566, a bill which seeks to prevent West Coast
icck strikes from imperiling the health and safety of

tne citizens of Hawaii and the United States Pacirfic
ands.

o

}J

S

k-

The proposcd legislation would prohibit /%‘
strikes or lockouts in the longshore or maritime 1nﬁ
custries on the West Coast, which interferes with f?
shipping between the West Coast and Hawaii, Guam =
and othex Pacific Islands, for a period of one hun-
éréd and sixty (160) days. The anti-strike provision
is enforceable upon petition by certain designated par-—-
ties to a United States District Court for an injunction
or temporary restraining order. This would be in addi-
tion to the injunctive relief available under Section 208
of the LMRA, 1947. |

The Service is, of course, greatly concerned
%3th the problem of work stoppages in the longshore and
saritime industries. Moreover, the rationale of protect-
ixg the health and sa£c+y of the people of liawaii and the
nited States Pacific Islands is compelling. However, a
Aestion arises as to w“cnher this type of proposed legis-
iation promotes the resolution of labor disputes that
:ffect the various forms of transportation throughout the
wountry; whethcer selectively postponing a work stoppage



aids in settling the dispute which caused the disruption.
in this regard, we agree with the recently published re-
port and recommendations of the National Commission for
Industrial Pecac wnlcp stress the point that ouxr national
labor policy relies on collective bargaining as the pri-
mary means of resolving labor disputes. The report also
notes that the parties have been successiully searching
for substitutes to economic strife and have placea in-
crcasingly greater reliance upon wmediation and fact-
finding as tools of voluntary dispute resolutioun.

Although we recognize the economic disruption
to Hawaili and otherxr Pacific Islands, we question whether
providing for additional selective injunctive relief would
aid in encouraging labor and management to seek peaceful
means of resolving their differences in collective bargain-
ing instead of relying upon cconomic disxupticn. For that
reason, we 4o not believe enactment cf this bill would be
desirable at the present time.

The Office of Managewment and Budget advises that
they have no objection to the submission ¢f this report.

Sincerely,

|

Userv Jr.

."’
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
September 23 76 ,
i 'R0 00 g 8 03

MEMORANDUM FOR: \4:1»1 CANNON

ALAN GREENSPAN
BRENT SCOWCROFT
BILL SEIDMAN

FRANK ZARB

FROM: JACK MAR

It appearsquite likely the Housg
on the Export Bill will agree
boycott amendment.

dnd Senate conferees
a very restrictive

If this does occur, we should begin efforts to study

the impact of such legislation, particularly in an
economic and energy perspective. These inputs will

be essential for the President when he addresses the
bill after it comes down from the Hill.

The nuclear amendment should also not be overlooked

and the information on its impact should be made
available to the President. {5;

ce: Dick Cheney ’f;/
Jim Cavanaugh
Max Friedersdorf
Bill Gorog

"
N
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

September 23, &%%? 03

MEMORANDUM FOR: AM CANNON
ALAN GREENSPAN
BRENT SCOWCROFT
BILL SEIDMAN
FRANK ZARB

FROM: JACK MAR

dnd Senate conferees
very restrictive

It appearsquite likely the Houg
on the Export Bill will agree
boycott amendment.

If this does occur, we should begin efforts to study
the impact of such legislation, particularly in an
economic and energy perspective. These inputs will
be essential for the President when he addresses the
bill after it comes down from the Hill.

The nuclear amendment should also not be overlooked /{
and the information on its impact should be made v/

available to the President. 3;%
cc: Dick Cheney ‘,’

Jim Cavanaugh 4/
Max Friedersdorf
Bill Gorog
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October 13, 1976

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CONNOR

ARy

et Gest)

FROM: JIM CANNON NY Jb
SUBJECT: Provcosed Presidential letter

+o Karl Bakke

I would caution against this proposed letter since the
Bakke/Soviet agreement may not be something about which
the President should be unequivocally pleased. While
it is attractive to U.S. shipping companies, it will
probably cause less rate competition. This could be
detrimental to our exporters, importers and consumers.
In addition, I understand that the negotiations went on
without the necessary State Department involvement and
the "agreement” has been presented as a fait accompli
by the FMC.

However, if this letter is sent, I would propose the
changes suggested on the attached Scowcroft draft.

Also, whatever happens I would recommend that this be

run by Bill Seidman, Ed Schmults, CEA and OMB, since
this deals with a sensitive maritime policy issue.

Attachment



Dear Mr. Chairman:

Thank you for your informative letters of July 19

and September 17 concerning the Memorandum Agreement
between the Federal Maritime Commission and the
Soviet Ministry of Merchant Marine, which you signed
last July. I am hopeful that your Agreement will lead
to a more stable ocean liner trade and will result in
healthier liner competition along with better service
and lower prices for our exporters, importers and
consumers.

Please continue to keep me informed of any further
significant developments.

Sincerely,

The Honorable

Karl E. Bakke

Chairman

Federal Maritime Commission
1100 L. Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20373



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

Handled by John Eden at Commerce.

Sheri 1/3/77
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Date: November 10, 1976
MEMORANDUM FOR: ’ JAMES CANNON
FROM: WILLIAM W, NICHOLSON
SUBJECT: Henry P. Read, Superintendent of

Schools, Patchogue-Medford Public
Schools, Patchogue, New York

The attached is for your appropriate handling.

Thank you.




N A
3 cc: Leach
05\ Lissy

SR ... PATCHOGUE-MEDFORD PUBLIC SCHOOLS

George A. Mason, Jr., Pres.
Robert J. Mayer, Vice Pres. ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES

Jacoiin SO 241 South Ocean Avenue, Patchogue, N. Y. 11772
Arthur Fuccillo
Patricia A. McDonald
Claire Meyer

Alfred A. Volkmann
HENRY P. READ

Albert A. Benincasa, Clerk Superintendent of Schools
(516) 654-4001

November 5, 1976

~

LR .

T/D ‘
* DULEBD.___ |
President Gerald R. Ford SCHT:?ME IVED
The White House
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue N
Washington, D.C.
ME
Dear Mr. President: | g';iﬁff reg .
For more than a century public and private citizens have led devalopmefif OEE

our community with a balance among private homes, retail businesses, and
light industry. The community is located in Suffolk County, Loong Island, and
has evolved from suburban to become more urban in character. The transi-
tion was accomplished with acceptance and accommodation of new residents.

Suddenly, after many years of effective growth, we continue to face increas-
ing school enrollments, but we are frustrated by diminished employment
opportunities and a substantial increase in the number of persons requiring
public assistance. One effect of the change has been a lessening ability of
the citizens to maintain their schools at a level which will allow maximum
utilization by young students and adults.

The Patchogue -Medford School District has applied to the Department of
Commerce for $4, 972,000 under the Local Public Works Development and
Investment Program. Application material was completed and submitted
under the prescribed deadline. All technical details were properly fulfilled.

However, we have concerns that the application format does not lend itself
to an accurate portrayal of the nature of our community. We may never be
given full opportunity to adequately describe the critical difference that fed-
eral funding could make to a community at the crossroads of positive prog-
ress or major deterioration.

Please grant us a few minutes of your time in order that we may share with




President Gerald R. Ford
November 5, 1976
Page 2

you the problems we face. A meeting would provide an opportunity for you
to understand that the spirit of this legislation will be well served in the
case of the Patchogue-Medford School District.

We will anticipate hearing from you to establish a convenient time to meet
with you or with one of your respected White House advisors to discuss our
proposal.

Sincer€ly yours

% 4

Henry P/ Read
Superiftendent of Schools

HPR:sn
cc: Board of Education
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-t Losers in the ng Gt

By chhael Manley

J 1,4...

xmcsrou' Jamalca — There is a

* eontinuing and increasingly sighificant

world dialogie aboit the relationship
between the richer and poorer nations,
The search for effective development
strategios; the' desirability of aid pro-
grams; thé problem of the terms of
trade; the role of the Third World in

" international politics—these concerns

occupy more and more attention of the
world's political leaders and analysts
of Human affairs,

We Jamaicans are part of the Third
World, and I am a part of a team try-
ing to struggle with economic reality
in an island that is as full of promise
as it is beset by -difficulties. We are
¢rving to lay the foundations of a

per cent and are currently frying to
wrestle .our inflation rate back down
to 20 per cent a year! :

At the root of this inflation lies a
deeper chronic problem that is disa-
bling for the Third World: the problem
of the terms of trade. This js not a
phrase dealing with some refinement
of economic theory, but rather it de-
scribes the brutal ground rules of a
game in which we ure cast as perma-
‘nent josers.

- Over the years, the prices received
«for
poor countries degend, have tended to
be unstable with little tendency to
rise, while prices of manufactured and
processed goods exported by the met-
ropolitan countries have tended to be
stable with a steady tendency to in-

raw matenials, 8n which

demanding action now. But there can
be no action if‘the world orders its
. Yrading pattetms so as to insure that
' the two billion members of the Third
World are bound to be losers and the
metropolitan world’s one billion mem-
bers permanently occupy the winner’s

eircle. It is against this background of |

futility that systems of inadequste and
unreadistic aid are ‘called increasingly
into question and that the Third World
: i tuming its attention increasingly to
what is now ducnbed as & new woﬂd
ooonoauc order,
‘-

What emerges from all this is thnt
world trade cannot and must not be
left to the mercy of purely ecoriomic
forcés. Those who argue for free trade
both in terms of the right of nations
tb exchange goods without let or hin-
drance and of having prices determined






