provision, which is of interest to doctors,
lawyers, accountants, and other self-
employed people, is still in the bill.

But the bill in its present form should
" at least be much less objectionable than
the bill which Senators opposed when it
was brought to the floor of the Senafte,
because every agreement in conference,
and every action by the conferees, had
the effect of reducing or eliminating the
cost of something which those Senators
who had opposed the bill did not want
to do, anyway. So it would seem to me,
Mr. President, that even Senators who
voted against the bill originally would
be well justified in voting for the confer-
ence report, because even if they did not
like the bill originally, what we present
here from the conference is much bet-
ter, from their point of view, than what
the Senate passed. If they were worried
about the expense, this measure will only
cost 15 percent as much as the bill we
passed. If they are worried about some
provision which might have given the
Treasury a problem, the Treasury now
feels, as a practical matter, that this is
a fine bill, that it will help tremendously
with our balance-of-payments problem,
and it is one of the few things we will
have passed in this Congress that will
help our balance-of-payments problem.
From the point of view of a number of

‘people in the Johnson administration— -

and I say it would be fair to say this is
probably an opinion shared by the Presi-
dent himself—this bill is even more im-
portant to the Nation than the supple-
mental appropriation bill which waits
right behind it, which provides funds for
almost everything. We have enough
money on hand to operate the Govern-
ment for a little while, but we have a
very serious problem with our balance
of payments, and need to do something
immediately to help with that matter.

Most of the amendments retained in
conference were amendments the Treas-
ury was asking for, or did not oppose,
because the Treasury Department felt
that those matters involved fairness and
equity, and followed the principle of
treating all taxpayers alike and impar-
tially. Therefore, Treasury wanted al-
most everything in this bill except for
about five of our amendments; and the
two that cost the greatest amount of
money—that would have cost $385 mil-
lion out of the total $470 million cost to
the Government of this bill—the two
that Treasury was most worried about
because of their cost, we were compelled
to recede on.

So Treasury feels it is a good bill, the
President feels it is a good bill, the House
feels it is a good bill by a 3 to 2 margin,
the Senate voted for it by a vote of 58 to
18, and insofar as someone who does not
like it is concerned, if there is some prin-
ciple or some effect here that offends
him, every compromise we made in con-
ference moved in his direction, to make
the bill at least less objectionable, I

think, and represented what he would
have done himself if he did not like the
bill to begin with.

. Mr. President, I urge that the confer-
ence report be agreed to.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I rise to object to the con-
ference report. As I stated earlier, when
the bill was before the Senate I was
wholeheartedly in support of title I of
the bill, that phase which dealt with the
foreign investors' tax. As the bill was
passed by the House and as title I, which
dealt with that subject, was reported by
the Senate committee, I felt it was a con-
structive proposal. I would have sup-
ported, and will support today, title I as
it is before the Senate. That is. sup-
posedly the matter that is now before the
Senate—the question of the Foreign In-
vestors’ Tax Act. But this bill has gone
far afield. Yesterday it was suggested
to the Treasury Department and to the
leadership that we take title I of the bill
and attach it to another bill which is
presently on the Senate Calendar and
which was reported by the Senate Fi-
nance Committee. This bill was reported
unanimously by the Finance Committee
and had the approval of the Treasury
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Department. It would be a very con-
venient vehicle. We could put title I in
its entirety on that bill and sent it to
the House, carrying these other so-called
grab bag proposals over until next year
for debate.

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield.

Mr. GORE. Does the Senator believe
that the public interest would be ad-
versely affected by postponement of these
nongermane amendments?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I cer-
tainly do not. In fact, I think the public
interest would be better protected if they
were defeated. Certainly title Iis all the
administration was asking for.

As to the major amendments which
are in controversy here, when the Treas-
ury Department witnesses were before
our committee they were unalterably op-
posed to each of those amendments.
They described one of the amendments
as the greatest loophole that had ever
been proposed by the Finance Commit~
tee. That amendment, Mr. President, is
in the bill before us now; and I regret to
say that the Treasury Department has
swallowed it, because they say, “Well, we
will cut off this loophole after July 1,
1967, with the proviso that they must
file their report with the Securities Ex-
change Commission by January 1.” Ido
not question the motives of anyone who
supports these proposals, but I do dis-
agree with their conclusions.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Just a

Mr. Presi-
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