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SENATE—Tuesday, May 1, 1973

The Senate met at 12 o’clock noon and
was called to order by Hon. Dick CLARK,
a Senator from the State of Iowa.

PRAYER
The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward L.
R. Elson, D.D. offered the following
prayer:

Almighty Ged, who has made and pre-
served us a nation, we thank Thee for
men of high vision and steadfast fidel-
ity to Thy law who in every age have
lifted high the banner of truth and
righteousness which exalts a nation. We
thank Thee for citizens who love and
serve Thee, who abhor the wrong and
disdain to do evil. We thank Thee too for
every painful period of scrutiny which
leads to cleansing and renewal. Purge
us of all that blemishes, corrupts, or de-
files our common life, and fill us with Thy
grace that we may walk in paths of
righteousness for Thy name’s sake. Keep
us under Thy transcendent rulership,
that in the final judgment it may be said
we have ever been a “nation under God.”

In Thy holy name we pray. Amen.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will please read a communication to the
Senate from the President pro tempore
(Mr. EASTLAND) .

The assistant legislative clerk read the

following letter:
TU.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., May 1, 1973.
To the Senate:

Belng temporarily absent from the Senate
on official duties, I appoint Hon. Dick CLARKE,
a Senator from the State of Iowa, to perform
the duties of the Chair during my absence.

JAMES O. EASTLAND,
Prestdent pro tempore.

Mr. CLARK thereupon took the chair
as Acting President pro tempore.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States, submitting a
nomination, was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Marks, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session, the Acting
President pro tempore (Mr. CLARK) laid
before the Senate a message from the
President of the United States submit-
ting the nomination of Elliot L. Richard-
son, of Massachusetts, to be Attorney
General, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed a bill (H.R. 4682) to
provide for the immediate disposal of
certain abaca and sisal cordage fiber
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now held in the national stockpile, in
which it requested the concurrence of the
Senate.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker has affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (S. 1494) to amend section
236 of the Central Intelligence Agency
Retirement Act of 1964 for certain em-
ployees to limit the number of employees
that may be retired under such azt dur-
ing specificd periods.

The enrolled bill was subsequently
signed by the Acting President pro
tempore (Mr, CLARK),

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (H.R. 4682) to provide for the
immediate disposal of certain abaca and
sisal cordage fiber now held in the na-
tional stockpile, was read twice by its
title and referred to the Committee on
Armed Services.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the Journal of the proceedings of Mon-
day, April 30, 1973, be dispensed with.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING
SENATE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that all committees
may be authorized to meet during the
session of the Senate today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

REDUCTION OF U.S. FORCES
IN EUROPE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
the Christian Science Monitor, under
date of Monday, April 30, 1973, there is
published an article entitled “United
States Wants Help Funding NATO,” with
a subtitle “Pay Fair Share,” Allies Told.”

For the benefit of the Senate, I should
like to read certain excerpts from the
article written by Charlotte Saikowski:

Americans last year devoted about 7.5
percent of their gross national product to
defense. West Germans contributed about 4
percent, Belgians 3.3 percent, Norweglans 3.8

percent, Italians 3.1 percent, and the British
5.8 percent.

Further on, again quoting:

There are two aspects of the problem. One
is that the United States spends a larger
proportion of its annual budget and GNP on
defense than do its Atlantic partners. The
other derives from the fact that the TU.S.
maintains some 300,000 troops in Europe,
which creates a balance-of-payments drain
larger than that of any West European
country,

Last year the total American trade deficit
amounted to $10.5 billion. Of that, $2.1 billion
represented the balance-of-payments cost for
NATO defense in Europe—the stark statistic

that has given rise to congressional pressure
for a withdrawal of American troops.

What troubles administration officials is a
growing disinterest in defense on the part of
some European nations. The Danes, for
instance, have decided to reduce their armed
forces by several thousand men. They also
have a plan for reducing the period of
conscription from 12 to nine months.

The Belgians, to cite another example,
decided to withdraw a number of troops
stationed in West Germany and bring them
back to Belgium.

Further on, again quoting:

West Germany, where the bulk of Amer-
fcan troops are stationed, alone helps share
the U.S. defense cost. Since the 1960's the two
countries have concluded “offset agree-
ments"” to neutralize the adverse impact on
the U.S. balance of payments. Bonn helps
stem the flow of U.S. dollars abroad by
obtaining military equipment in the United
States, renovating facilities used by Amer-
ican troops in Germany, and purchasing U.S.
Government securlties.

Under the current two-year accord, which
expires June 30, the West Germans have
purchased more than $1.2 billlon worth of
airplanes, helicopters, and other sophis-
ticated hardware in the United States. They
also have spent $186 million rehabilitating
run-down borracks for American troops.

Total benefits to Washington come to more
than $2 billlon—about 80 percent of the cost
of stationing the troops there.

The purchase of securities Is only a tem=-
porary advantage, however. In the long run
the loans must be paid back—

With interest, I might add—
so nothing is really gained. For this reason,
say U.S. officials, there is a good chance this
aspect of the offset agreement will not be re=-
newed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the complete article by Miss
Saikowski be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

UnITED STATES WaANTS HELP FuNpING NATO
(By Charlotte Saikowski)

Americans last year devoted about 7.5 per-
cent of their gross national product to de-
fense. West Germans contributed about 4
percent, Belgians 3.3 percent, Norweglans 3.8
percent, Italians 3.1 percent, and the British
5.8 percent.

The average GNP defense outlay for NATO
countries as a whole was 4.2 percent.

It is figures such as these that gave impetus
to Henry A. Kissinger’s blunt warning to West
Europeans this week: The United States will
not pull out its troops from Europe unilater-
ally, but it expects each Atlantic ally to bear
“a falr share” of the defense burden.

While Mr. Kissinger boldly set the stage for
the development of a new compact with Eu-
rope, various departments of government—
State, Treasury, Defense, and others—were in
the throes of working out a new defense bur-
den-sharing plan as one component of that
compact. The search goes on. A highly com-
plex problem that relates also to trade and
monetary questions, it is certain to be ralsed
when President Nixon meets with West Ger-
man Chancellor Willy Brandt next week.

There are two aspects of the problem. One
is that the United States spends a larger pro-
portion of its annual budget and GNP on de-
fense than do its Atlantic partners. The other
derives from the fact that the U.S. maintains
some 300,000 troops in Europe, which creates
a balance-of-payments drain larger than that
of any West European country.
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Last year the total American trade deficit
amounted to $10.5 billion, Of that, $2.1 bil-
lion represented the balance-of-payments
cost for NATO defense in Europe—the stark
statistic that has given rise to congressional
pressure for a withdrawal of American troops.

What troubles administration officials is a
growing disinterest in defense on the part of
some European nations. The Danes, for in-
stance, have decided to reduce their armed
forces by several thousand men. They also
have a plan for reducing the period of con-
scription from 12 to nine months.

The Belgians, to cite another example, de-
cided to withdraw a number of troops sta-
tioned in West Germany and bring them
back to Belgium.

Militarily this is not viewed as significant.
But U.S. officials volce concern that if coun-
tries like Denmark or Belgium take actions
which suggest less determination to main-
tain their defense strength, this could have
a contaglous effect.

West Germany, where the bulk of Ameri-
can troops are stationed, alone helps share
the U.S. defense cost. Since the 1960's the
two countries have concluded “offset agree-
ments” to neutralize the adverse impact on
the U.S. balance of payments. Bonn helps
stem the flow of U.S. dollars abroad by ob-
taining military equipment in the United
Btates, renovating facilities used by Ameri-
can troops in Germany, and purchasing U.S.
Government securities.

Under the current two-year accord, which
expires June 30, the West Germans have
purchased more than $1.2 billlon worth of
airplanes, helicopters, and other sophisti-
cated hardware in the United States. They
also have spent $186 million rehabilitating
run-down barracks for American troops. And,
lastly, they have purchased $612 million
worth of U.8. Treasury securities.

Total benefits to Washington come to more
than 82 billlon—about 80 percent of the cost
of stationing the troops there.

The purchase of securities is only a tem-
porary advantage, however. In the long run
the loans must be paid back, so nothing is
really gained. For this reason, say U.S. of-
ficials, there is a good chance this aspect of
the offset agreement will not be renewed.

What Mr. Kissinger has in mind by a “fair
share” is yet far from clear, for proposals
under discussion in the administration are
only in the formative stage. The goal, say
U.S. officials, is to achieve some arrangement
where the cost of stationing troops in Eu-
rope would be no more than maintaining
them at home. Besldes the agreement with
Germany, there could be similar agreements
with other NATO countries, which provide
no budgetary support to the U.S. at present,
or possibly some form of multilateral burden-
sharing.

In broad terms, too, the administration
seeks greater equity not merely between the
United States and Europe but between the
European nations themselves. And, at a time
when Washington is thinking about decreas-
ing its forces vis-a-vis those of the Soviet
Union, it is expected President Nixon will
ask the Atlantic allles to devote more re-
sources to their own defense.

At this stage the entire complex of defense,
trade, and monetary matters is under re-
view. High administration officlals have
denfed that Mr. Nixon will link trade and
defense—threatening to pull back on the
U.S. military commitment if Europe does not
come up with suitable arrangements in the
GATT (General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade) talks.

A TIME FOR RENEWAL

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the minority leader desire
recognition?
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Mr. SCOTT of Pennsylvania. Yes, Mr.
President.

It is written in the Great Book that
where there is no vision, the people cast
off restraint. We need, from time to time,
to assess where we are, how we are doing,
and where we are going.

The year 1972 was a good year for
peace; 1973 is a year in which we can
build upon the achievements of the pcace
so as to make the enjoyment of peace
more widespread and more secure.

The people of this country, as they
feel the need for a vision of the future,
can look around and see that 25 years
ago we were not speaking to 25 percent
of the people of the world. Today we are.
They can look back to a period of far
less affluence than they enjoy today. They
can look back to a period of class strug-
gle, of class hatred, and of great and
terrible labor conflicts and the oppres-
sion of the workingmen of the country.

They can look forward, it seems to me,
to better relationships with the great
powers of the world—to an emerging
strong Europe, to a Soviet Union with
whom we are in constant discussion and
growing accord, to the People’s Republic
of China, where thoughts that could not
even be thought a few years ago are
turning, hopefully, into realities.

If the people had no vision, they would,
of course, cast off restraint. But their
vision needs to be a whole vision, a vision
of all the Union and of all the elements
on which we base our pride.

The Romans had a custom, every 5
years, of lustration, or cleansing. In our
system of government, we have our lus-
trations every 6 years in this body, and
in the other body every 2 years. But a
time of cleansing comes, and we are go-
ing through one in this fifth year. This
cleansing is salutary. This lustration is
one which can only put behind us mem-
ories of when we have not always been as
perfect in our system of governing our-
selves as we would like. But we can look
ahead of us to the fact that the system
works, the democratic processes work,
the government works, and the people
have seen for themselves that a lustra-
tion has occurred and that it is working,
too

So I plead for a whole vision, a vision
not only of those things which ought
not to have happened but also a vision of
things which have happened—and a
greater vision, still, of all those things
which can happen to this great Nation
as it nears its 200th birthday.

I think we have much to be proud of.
Above everything, we have the right to
be proud of ourselves, that we are accom-
modating to a world in which change
races apace and ahead of our footsteps.

So as I end, I praise the President of
the United States for a quality which I
admire in public men particularly, the
quality of grace which can be defined
as courage under pressure. The President
exhibited that courage last night, and we
have every reason to be proud of him
for it.

Difficult situations require difficult
remedies. I can only hope now that in a
spirit-of mutual tolerance, one to another,
we will go ahead and build the future
the better for the lessons of the past.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized for not
to exceed 15 minutes.

NUCLEAR TESTS IN COLORADO

Mr. HASKELL. Mr. President, I rise
today to alert my colleagues of yet an-
other encroachment on the prerogatives
of this institution. To some, the issue
may seem small, but I believe it is yet
another example of the administration’s
arrogance in dealing with this body.

For some time now the Atomic Energy
Commission and a private organization
called Geonuclear Corp. have been mak-
ing plans to detonate three 30-kiloton
nuclear explosive devices in Colorado.
The attempt will be to stimulate a flow
of natural gas. The experiment, called
project Rio Blanco, is part of the AEC’s
Plowshare program, designed to find
peaceful uses for atomic weapons.

The test was first planned for March.
It was then delayed, for unexplained
reasons, until mid-May. I have been in-
vestigating the project since I was sworn
in as a Member of the Senate. I an-
nounced my opposition to the project in
March and have been continuing further
investigation since that time.

I have written letters to Dr. Dixy Lee
Ray, Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission and to Rogers C. B. Morton,
Secretary of the Department of the In-
terior. My most recent lefter to Secre-
tary Morton was sent on March 29. A
copy of that letter was sent to Chairman
Ray. I have not even had the courtesy of
a reply to the detailed information I set
forth in that letter.

I also wrote to the Department of the
Interior, objecting to a transfer of 360
acres of public land from the Bureau of
Land Management to the AEC. The land
transfer was necessary before the blast
could proceed. I did not receive a reply
to that protest, either. The land transfer
was carried out last Friday. I learned
that from my Denver office, and I finally
received a tardy notification from the
Liaison Office of the Department of the
Interior.

Mr. President, I asked Chairman Ray
for detailed information concerning the
radioactive elements resulting from the
blast. Instead of a complete and straight-
forward answer, I was given a partial
answer and was offered a classified brief-
ing by the Atomic Energy Commission.
This test affects the health and the wel-
fare of the people of Colorado and our
Nation, and the information about this
test and its side effects must be made
available to all of us.

Just a moment ago, at a hearing of
the Interior Committee, I asked Dr. Ray
why this information was not forth-
coming as a public matter. I was told
that, for some reasons not known to the
chairman, it was prohibited by the De-
partment of Defense.

In an attempt to get some answers
to my many questions, a hearing on the
project has been scheduled on May 11
before the Subcommittee on Public Lands
of the Senate Interior Committee. I have
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the honor of chairing tnat subcommit-
tee.

Just yesterday, another affront was
added to the growing list of complaints.
The AEC announced that the blast would
take place on May 17. I was first told of
this by a competent newspaper reporter
from Colorado. The chronology of events,
with the hearing on May 11 and the blast
on May 17, might seem to indicate that
nothing is wrong. But appearances, as
usual, are deceiving. Due to the time it
takes for final preparations, the nuclear
devices will be lowered into the hole on
May 9, 2 days before the hearing. The
hole will be sealed and filled for the
blast; and even if the hearing results,
as I am sure it will, in new evidence com-
ing to light, there will be no way to stop
the device from being buried. Neither the
Atomic Energy Commission nor the com-
pany conducting the test has made any
plans for removing the device from the
ground should there be a reason not to
continue.

In short, we are ignored by an arro-
gant administration and bureaucracy.
The AEC refuses to listen to outside
comments, to answer outside questions,
and the bureaucracy grinds on and on.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that my letters addressed to Secretary
Morton and Chairman Ray, a synopsis
of the project prepared by my office, Dr.
Ray’s answer to my first letter, and the
numerous protests lodged by citizens of
Colorado be printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr., HASKELL. Mr. President, I would
be delighted to insert in the REcorp the
answers to some of my letters directed
to the Department of the Interior, but
unfortunately I do not have any.

This project will not solve our critical
national gas shortage. Literally hun-
dreds of nuclear detonations would be
required to develop the full field. The
specter of hundreds of atomic bombs
being detonated in Colorado is appalling
and is unacceptable to me and to my
fellow citizens in Colorado.

We must work toward developing al-
ternate methods, such as hydrofracting,
for developing this vital natural re-
source. The wellhead price of natural
gas must rise to between 50 and 60 cents
before the nuclear method will be eco-
nomically feasible. Reliable estimates in-
dicate that there would be sufficient in-
ducement at this price level to find al-
ternate measures of extracting this gas.
In fact, expert testimony indicates that
hydrofracting would be economically
feasible at the same price; that is, be-
tween 50 and 60 cents. Such hydrofract-
ing would not have the obvious problems
associated with radioactive blasts, to say
nothing of using radioactive gas in
homes.

At the very least, the many unan-
swered questions can no longer be ig-
nored. I have requested that the test
be delayed until Congress has an oppor-
tunity to investigate the matter.

Mr. President, Project Rio Blanco does
not make sense. The people of Colorado
will not accept full field development us-
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ing nuclear devices. An alternative must
be found and used to make that vast
resource of natural gas available but in
an acceptable manner.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

ExHIBIT 1
SywnoPsis oF PRoJECT R1o BLANCO

Project Rio Blanco is an experiment spon-
sored by the Atomic Energy Commission de-
signed to stimulate production of natural
gas from tight gas reservoirs by detonating
nuclear explosives. Unless the project is
halted or delayed, three 30 kiloton nuclear
explosives will be detonated simultaneously
in a single well bore in Rio Blanco County
in mid-May.

Project Rio Blanco 1s Phase I in a three
part demonstration program designed to
study the feasibllity of producing natural
gas for consumer use from underground re-
servoirs by means of nuclear stimulation.
Phase II contemplates nuclear stimulation of
four to six wells with three to five nuclear
explosives per well for a total of 12 to 30
detonations. Its purpose is to provide the
experlmental, reservoir, and operational data
necessary to justify the large investment re-
quired in Phase III. Phase III would be the
last or pilot plant step in demonstrating that
natural gas can be commercially produced
by nuclear stimulation. Phase III contem-
plates stimulation of 20 to 60 wells and
detonation of probably 60 to 300 nuclear ex-
plosives, the number necessary to justify
construction of a major gas pipeline into
the area. Full fleld development would fol-
low Phase III and would require 140 to 280
wells and detonation of probably 420 to 1400
nuclear explosives. Gas produced by nuclear
stimulation is radioactive and, if used com-
mercially, would be brought into the homes
and factories of persons living in Colorado.

Doctors, sclentists, environmentalists,
legislators, and Interested citizens are con-
cerned about the impact of Project Rio
Blanco. Their concerns focus primarily on
threats to public health and the environ-
ment which the Project poses. Another pri-
mary concern is the waste of money, re-
sources and men which would occur if the
Project were undertaken. Not only is it ex-
tremely unlikely that the federal govern-
ment will permit, much less encourage, det-
onation of about a thousand nuclear devices
to produce but a few percent of projected
national energy needs, but it is extremely
likely that tight gas reservoirs can be
stimulated more economically, and without
the attendant public health and environ-
mental risks, by hydraulic fracturing.
Finally, these people ralse important ques-
tions about the overall concept of recovering
natural gas by nuclear stimulation. A sum-
mary of the major objections and questions
raised by the proposed Rio Blanco project
follows.

Three documents will frequently be cited
in this summary. They are the original En-
vironmental Statement published by the
United States Atomic Energy Commission in
April, 1972, the Addendum to the Environ-
mental Statement published by the AEC
on March 12, 1978, and Project Rlo Blanco,
a fact booklet jointly published on March
1, 1973, by the AEC and CER Geonuclear
Corporation, the Industrial cosponsor of the
project.

CONCERNS RAISED OVER THE INITIAL RIO BLANCO
NUCLEAR GAS STIMULATION EXPERIMENT

1. Property Damage: Non-industrial prop-
erty damage resulting from the ground
movement caused by the detonation is esti-
mated by the AEC to range from 38,000 to
$64,000. Consldering the sparsity of the pop-
ulation in the area, this damage cannot be
considered negligible.

2. Rock Falls and Slides: The Environmen-
tal Statement and the Project Rio Blanco
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fact book both state, “Road and railroad
cuts in the Western Slope region, frequently
bordered by steep and sometimes perpendic-
ular bluffs, are susceptible to rock falls and
slides, especially during the spring thaw
period.” (ES 3-11, PRB 16) The Rlo Blanco
detonation is scheduled for spring.

3. Disposal of Tritiated Water: Rio Blanco
gas must be dried before flaring. The AEC
has proposed four methods of disposing of
the tritiated water accumulated from the
drying process. Injecting the water into the
gas to be flared, evaporation from ponds, or
release to nearby streams all allow the tri-
tlum to enter the biosphere. A highly pref-
erable method of disposal involves Injecting
the tritiated water down the Fawn Creek
Government No. 1 Well into low permeabil-
ity gas sand at the same depth as the Rio
Blanco chimney. According to the AEC, once
the water is pumped into place, it is im-
mobilized and isolated from any aquifier.
While this method indeed sounds prefer-
able to the others suggested, the AEC offers
no guarantee that it will work. The Adden-
dum to the Environmental Statement states
that the feasibility of this approach will be
investigated before the detonation, but,
even now, only a few weeks before the deto-
nation is scheduled, there appear to be no
definite plans as to how or when these tests
will occur. Prudence would suggest that fea-
sibllity experiments be carried out with
tracer amounts of radioactivity in advance of
ERio Blanco rather than using the much more
radioactive tritiated water from the full scale
project. Approval for Rio Blanco should cer-
tainly be delayed until the results of the
preliminary experiments have been evalu-
ated and feasibility determined.

4. Radloactive Materials Released into the
Blosphere by the Flaring: The estimated
radiation dosage from the planned flaring is
small, but, as the AEC’s Environmental
Statement notes, “While the radiation ex-
posure to man from dry deposition is esti-
mated to be a very small fraction («1%)
of the natural annual background, there is
the opinion held by some scientists that any
exposure above annual background (approxi-
mately 140 mrem per year at this location)
should be avolded.” (ES 3-14) While the
calculated radlation exposures which may re-
sult from the Rio Blanco experiment appear
below normal standards, they must be
viewed in the light of the recent report of
the National Academy of Sciences—National
Research Council Advisory Committee on the
Blological Effects of Ionizing Radiation
(BEIR Report). This report was released in
the fall of 1972 after the original Rio Blanco
Environmental Statement, and there is no
evidence it was considered in preparing the
Addendum. This report makes among others
the following recommendation: *“No ex-
posure to lonizing radiation should be per-
mitted without the expectation of a com=-
mensurate benefit.” Thus, the exposures of
the Rio Blanco Project must be evaluated
in light of the direct benefits of the experi-
ment, not of the full-field development. And
the estimated benefits of full-fleld develop=-
ment must be evaluated in light of potential
exposures which result from using gas pro-
duced by the 420 to 1400 nuclear explosives.

5. Release of Carbon 14: The most dan-
gerous of the radioactive isotopes to be re-
leased by flaring is Carbon 14, Because
carbon is a basic building block of life, there
is a tendency for Carbon 14 to become part
of the life chain. The mitigating factors are
(1) a relatively small amount of Carbon 14
will be released, and (2) it will be in the
form of CO, (carbon dioxide) with a high
dilution factor.

6. Alternative Methods to Flaring: The
AEC considered two alternative methods for
disposing of the gas withdrawn during pro-
duction testing: (1) storage of the produced
gas, and (2) controlled combustion of the
gas and storage of the combustion products.
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Either of these procedures would more than
double the cost of the Rio Blanco experi-
ment. The process of flaring is the one point
in the experiment, however, where it is cer-
tain that radioactive materials will be re-
leased into the bilosphere. Since the Rio
Blanco project is an experiment and full-
fleld development may not occur, it seems
reasonable that the extra expense might be
justifiable to limit or prevent radioactive
material from entering the biosphere.

7. Failure to Contain the Explosion: This
is considered highly unlikely, but it 1is
possible.

8. Accidental Venting: Accidental venting
has occurred in more than 20 U.S. nuclear
tests at the Nevada test site including those
in the lower yield ranges. Despite precautions
and a thorough knowledge of the Nevada
test site, radioactive materials have been
released into neighboring communities which
are much more distant than those surround-
ing Rio Blanco. Even though the depth of
the Rio Blanco explosions will be greater
than normaly used in Nevada, the risk that
venting will occur here cannot be disre-
garded, particularly since three simultaneous
explosions in a single shaft have never been
carried out before.

9. Non-detonation: This is very unlikely,
but if it should occur, there is no plan to
remedy the situation. The Environmental
Statement states: “Should a Rio Blanco ex-
plosion fail to detonate upon command, it
will not be in a condition where it can be
inadvertently detonated at a subsequent
time. It is not planned to attempt to retrieve
any such explosive; the're-entry plan will be
altered as necessary to compensate for the
presence of the explosive.” (E-66) This situ-
ation would result in large quantities of
either Uranium 234 or Plutonium being left
in the ground. The Handbook of Chemistry
and Physics describes Uranium as “‘highly
toxie, both from a chemical and radiological

standpoint” and Plutonium as “one of the
most dangerous polsons known.”

10, Escape of Radioactive Debris from
Wellecasings or Chimneys: In addition to the
planned release of radioactivity due to flar-
ing, there will be considerable amounts of
radioactivity remaining in the well bore and
chimney region. The exact isotopic composi-
tion of this radioactivity is not reported in
the Environmental Statement, presumably
because of security reasons, There is the risk
that the radlioactive debris will seep out of
the wall casings of the chimneys created by
the explosion into the water layers and
eventually into some use points, The dangers
of this occurring are hard to evaluate since
the geologic situation in the Nevada desert
is radically different from Colorado; subsur-
face ground water is known to be present,
and the distance the materials must travel
from the explosion site to uncontrolled hu-
man habitation is very much less. Very large
quantities of the most dangerous long life
fislon products Sr 90 and Cs 137 will be left
in chimneys in a form, according to the
Environmental Statement, capable of being
dissolved in any liquid water present. This
hazard is disregarded without detailed anal-
ysis because no mechanism can be hypothe-
sized whereby it can get into ground water.
If Sr 90 accidentally leaches into the water-
table, some mechanism will be hypothesized
after the fact, but then it will be too late to
prevent pollution of Colorado water supplies.
It is worth noting that the Colorado River,
which serves 27 million people, is about 10
miles from the Rio Blanco site.

11. Soclal, Economic and Environmental
Costs: It Is difficult to evaluate the cost-
benefit from Rio Blanco without considering
it a part of future development. Yet, Project
Rio Blanco states that “Neither the AEC or
CER is committed to planning or conducting
any nuclear gas stimulation tests beyond this
scheduled Rio Blanco test.” (PRB 13) The
experiment has definite soclal, economic and
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environmental costs. The principal benefit
of the project against which these costs must
be weighed is the acquisition of technical
information concerning the feaslbility of
stimulating the gas reservolir in question by
nuclear devices. The Environmental State-
ment mistakenly compares to a great extent
the benefits to be gained from full-field de-
velopment with the costs of this experiment
instead of those of full-field development.
In the Plowshare excavation program, pre-
mature experiments were carried out, spread-
ing large amounts of radioactive material
over large areas of the U.S. It was not until
later that careful economic, technical, safety
and public attitude analyses showed that
the use of nuclear explosives to build a sea
level Panama Canal was obviously imprac-
tical. Project Rio Blanco's only value lies in
information it provides about the feasibility
of the subsequent phases which may never
be carried out in view of the large number
of nuclear explosions required. Furthermore,
the funds for the development of sequen-
tially fired nuclear explosives which are con=-
sldered to be superior to the type to be used
in Rio Blanco have been removed from the
AEC program with the indefinite postpone-
ment of Project Wagon Wheel. If the gas
stimulation is important, then this develop-
ment should precede the exposure of Colo-
rado to environmental damage.

12, Dangers of Seismlic Disturbances: The
AEC states that the Rio Blanco test will re-
sult in a serles of innocuous small after-
shocks, none having an equivalent Richter
magnitude greater than 3 (compared with
equivalent Richter magnitude 5!,—body
wave—for the explosion itself). They also
note that “. . . 1t Is not impossible in principle
that some future explosion, if fired in a region
where high natural stress had bullt up, might
trigger an earthquake with greater selsmic
energy and greater hazard potential than the
explosion Itself.” (ES 3-13)

13. The Environmental Statement Ad-
dendum and Public Comment: The AEC
Notice of Avallability, published in the Fed-
eral Register of March 12, 1973, does not in-
vite comments from interested members of
the public on Project Rio Blanco and does
not indicate that any comments which might
be submitted would be considered prior to
a decision to undertake the project. In addi-
tion, the Department of the Interlor, which
must formally transfer the land involved to
the AEC for use during the test, has not
furnished specific information as to the pro-
cedures to be followed If protests to this land
withdrawal are filed. These two examples,
from among many, raise questions as to
whether the public has had adequate time
and opportunity to make Iits views felt on
the Rio Blanco project.

CONCERNS RAISED ABOUT PHASE II, PHASE III,
AND FULL FIELD DEVELOPMENT

1. Lack of an Environmental Statement on
Phase II, Phase III, and Full Field Develop-
ment: The Environmental Statement and
subsequent Addendum pertain almost exclu-
sively to the initial Rio Blanco experiment.
The Environmental Statement, when refer-
ring to the various effects of such testing cn
the environment, notes that more complete
treatments of these guestions would, of ne-
cessity, be contained in subsequent environ-
mental statements. It has been suggested
that fallure to consider the environmental
impact of subsequent testing and develop-
ment violates the National Environmental
Pollecy Act (P.L. 91-190) which requires a
detailed statement by the responsible offi-
cial which should include, among other
things, (1) ‘“the relationship between local
short-term uses of man’s environment and
the maintenance and enhancement of long-
term productivity,” and (2) "any irreversi-
ble and irretrievable commitments of re-
sources which would be involved in the pro-
posed action should it be implemented.” It
should be noted that the three hundred ex-
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plosions required for Phase IT and Phase III
are more than the AEC has conducted in
the entire ten years since the Limited Test
Ban Treaty came into effect in 1963. The
entire program must be examined.

2. Property Damage: In order not to in-
convenlence the local residents, the AEC
suggests that in the future phases, when
more wells and detonations are Iinvolved,
multiple well stimulations will occur within
a single day: “A typical day might involve a
number of well simulations, each consisting
of two or more detonations. Thus, the num-
ber of such disruptive days would be mini-
mized in the development of the entire unit.”
(ES 2-3) If non-industrial proper.y damage
from the single Rio Blanco test may run
as high as $64,000, how much property dam-
age and resulting inconvenience can be ex-
pected from multiple well simulations con-
ducted on one day?

3. Rock Falls and Slides: If rock falls and
slides are expected to result from the single
test, what will be the result of multiple well
stimulation.

4. Seismic Disturbances: Again, the AEC
provides no adequate assessment of the effect
of multiple well stimulations in this area.
According to Thomas Ten Eyck, Colorado’s
Director of Natural Resources, quoted in
Time, April 9, 1973, “I'just don't know what
would happen seismically after you've
wracked the earth 140 times.”

5. Escape of Radlioactive Debris from Well-
casings or Chimneys: According to Time,
April 8, 1873, “Denver Geologist David Evans
believes that the blasts would create sub-
terranean radioactivity that would soconer or
later seep into the Colorado River system—
and contaminate the drinking water of 27
million people in seven states.”" Such a claim
should be thoroughly investigated.

6. Environmental Hazards Resulting from
Carelessness: Dangers to the environment
posed by multiple well stimulations proposed
for Phase II and Phase III will be greater than
the simple multiple of the explosions con-
ducted. Such a large number of explosions
in a short time can never be carried out with
the equivalent care of a single one.

7. Resident Response to Multiple On-Go-
ing Detonations: No research has been done
to determine whether the population of the
Rio Blanco area would be amenable to the
idea of the construction of the rather sub-
stantial number of wells envisioned in the
plans for Phases II and ITI and for full field
development. In addition to resident feeling
about disruption of their dally routines by
continuing detonations and the constant
threat of property damage, their reactions to
having large amounts of radioactive ma-
terials stored in the chimneys of the wells in
the area should be assessed. Although the
population in the area is relatively sparse,
the views of the community on the problems
posed by the project cannot be overlooked.

8. Continuation of Flaring: Although the
AEC expresses the hope that flaring of radio-
active gas into the atmosphere for produc-
tion testing will not normally be anticipated
as time goes on, they admit that some flar-
ing may still be necessary. The problem of
disposing of the tritiated water, discussed
above, reoccurs here as does the possibility
of releasing other radioactive materials into
the environment. Because of the number of
wells involved in the latter phases of the
experlment, the possibility of econtinued
flaring poses increased problems. If the one
flaring anticipated with the original Rio
Blanco experiment adds about 1% to the
yearly radiation background, what would
multiple flaring do to the level of radioac-
tivity in the biosphere?

9. Effect on Oil Shale Recovery: The
natural gas deposit to be recovered In the
Rio Blanco area lie under a vast reserve of
oll shale. Though it is unlikely, there is a
possibility that radioactive materials could
penetrate the layer of oil shale. In addition,
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if the blasts continue, sclentists predict that

immense amounts of radioactive fission

products left in the earth will pose a lingering
danger to workers who may eventually mine
the shale.

10. Possibility of Full Fleld Development:
Many experts have expressed grave doubts
about the likelthood of full field develop-
ment. Colorado’s Governor John Love has in-
dicated that his approval of the initial Rio
Blanco experiment does not in any way imply
that he is in favor of full fleld development.
From that perspective, the risks involved in
the planned initial test are unacceptable, re-
gardless of how minimal they may be as-
sessed to be. Why accept any risk of radio-
active contamination of air or water, or create
a radioactive cavern demanding perpetual
monitoring if the program will produce noth-
ing of value.

11. Consumer Acceptance of Gas Procured
by Nuclear Means: One would expect that
before large amounts of money are spent de-
veloping the technology for retrieving nat-
ural gas by nuclear stimulation, the safety
criteria for selling that gas would at least
have been developed and approved. This has
not been done. In addition, no studies have
been undertaken to, discover whether con-
sumers would be willing to buy gas obtained
in this way for use in their homes. The pos-
sibility exists that consumers would rather
pay more for some other kind of fuel than
risk the dangers, no matter how minimal, of
using radioactive gas.

12. Experlence with Project Rulison: The
AEC contends that Project Rulison was suc-
cessful. According to a recent study funded
by the National Science Foundation, which
examined the experiment from the financial,
social, and environmental angles, the proj-
ect was a failure on all counts. To quote from
Time, April 8, 1973, “The researchers found
that Rulison cost a total of $11 million but
vielded gas that would be worth only 1.5
million—if it were uncontaminated and of
high quality. Unfortunately the gas released
by Rulison is chemically inferior to gas from
conventional wells in the same field and con-
tains excessive amounts of radioactive by-
products like tritium.”

CONCERNS RAISED REGARDING THE VALUE OF THE
CONCEPT OF RECOVERING NATURAL GAS BY
NUCLEAR STIMULATION
1. Inadequate Exploration of Alternative

Methods of Procuring Natural Gas Trapped
in Underground Reservoirs: The Addendum
to the Environmental Statement refers to
the use of hydraulic fracturing as an alterna-
tive to nuclear stimulation, This technique
has shown increasing potential in recent
years and is considered economically com-
petitive with nuclear stimulation. This Ad-
dendum notes, “Preliminary estimates by ex-
perts in both fields indicate that the range
of potential production costs per MSCF of
gas is similar.” (A-ES 6-2) On the other
hand, hydraulic fracturing has none of the
possible hazards involved in carrying out
hundreds of nuclear explosions, The Adden-
dum refers to its potentialities as “presently
achievable but not yet demonstrated” {(A-ES
6-2) which, after all, 1s not less advanced
than nuclear gas stimulation. In fact, the
purpose of the first 20 to 60 Rio Blanco nu-
clear explosions would be to determine
whether economic nuclear gas stimulation
can be achieved in Rio Blanco type reservoirs
and to demonstrate its feasibility. In view
of these simlilarities and the reduced risks
from hydraulic fracturing, this technique
should certainly be investigated thoroughly
before entering a program involving hundreds
of nuclear explosions. In this connection,
the new FPC regulation, which was not con-
sidered in any of the Environmental State-
ments, allows higher prices for natural gas,
and this should have a profound effect on
the economics of conventional gas exploita-
tion and the size of the supply.
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2. The Nature of the Energy Crisis: Con-
siderable questions have been raised as to
how critical the short-term energy crisis
really is. The Environmental Statement as-
serts, A shortage of natural gas exists in
the United States.” (ES 2-1) According to
the Lawrence Livermore Laboratory report,
“An Analysis of Gas Stimulation Using Nu-
clear Explosives"” (p. 15), there were about
13 years supply of proven U.S. natural gas
reserves as of December 31, 1970. The report
estimates that there is a potential supply
for about 49 years at current usage without
using nuclear stimulation. Aecording to the
Colorado Interstate Gas Company, '“There is
a general agreement that the current deficit
in natural gas supply from conventional
sources is the result of regulatory and eco-
nomic conditions and is not due to a short-
age of potential gas reserves. The Potential
Gas Committee reports undiscovered natural
gas reserves in the U.S. as of December 31,
1973, estimated to be 1,178 trillion feet. This
figure compares with 679 trilllon feet discov-
ered to date (1973). These undiscovered po-
tential reserves are defined by the Potential
Gas Committee as ‘“‘reserves that will be
found by test wells which can he expected
to be drilled in the future under assumed
conditions of adequate but reasonable prices
and normal improvements in technology.”
Assuming some of the gas goes undiscovered,
and the rate of usage continues to climb, 25
years supply of natural gas within the
boundaries of the U.S. is a very reasonable,
conservative estimate. The estimates of re-
coverable gas from nuclear stimulation in the
Rio Blanco Field range from 3.4 to 6 trillion
feet or from about two to three months sup-
ply at current usage rates. The total Piceance
Basin might provide an estimated 20 tril-
lion feet and would require more than 600
nuclear events,

3. Inadequate Exploration of Other Energy
Bources: In its Environmental Statement, the
AEC discusses the progress of research being
done on developing numerous other energy
sources and modifying existing sources so as
to make them conform to environmental
standards. Many legislators and scientists
feel strongly that money currently devoted
to projects such as Rio Blanco should be di-
verted to more intensive investigation of
other promising energy sources.

U.8. BENATE,
Washington, D.C., February 14, 1973.
Hon. DIx1e LEE RaYy,
Chairman, U.8, Atomic Energy Commission,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Dr. Ray: I would appreciate it if you
would have a member of your staff let me
know as soon as possible two items concern-
ing the proposed Rio Blanco shot in Colo-
rado—

(1) The quantity of each radioactive ele-
ment resulting from the shot; and

(2) The Commission's recommendations as
to disposal or containment.

I realize the answer to my second question
might take a little time but assume that
the answer to my first question is immedi-
ately avallable and therefore would apprecl-
ate an answer to this as promptly as possible.

Thank you in advance for your courtesy.

Sincerely,
Froyp K. HASKELL,
U.S. Senator.

Artomic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., March 2, 1973.
Hon. Froyp K. HASKELL,
U.S. Senate,

DEAr SENATOR HaskeLL: The following In-
formation is provided in reference to your
letter to Chairman Ray of February 14, 1973.
Enclosure 1 provides a description of what
happens when a nuclear explosive is deto-
nated underground and is included as back-
ground information.

The radioactive material resulting from a
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nuclear explosion is produced by three dif-
ferent processes. There is a certain amount
of unfissioned fissionable material. In the
case of the DIAMOND device which Is
planned to be used on the Rio Blanco project
(three 30-kiloton devices), the amount and
composition of this material is classified to
protect nuclear explosive design information.

The second type of radioactive material is
the fission products which are the new ele-
ments of lower atomic weight produced when
a heavy fisslonable nuclide is split or fis-
sloned. The amounts of these materials per
kiloton of fission yield are constant and the
amounts for Rio Blanco are given in Table I,
Enclosure 2.

The third source of radioactivity is neu-
tron activation. During the fission process,
some neutrons interact with the explosive
parts and with the surrounding rock to pro-
duce radioisotopes. The amounts and types
of neutron activation products will vary de-
pending on the elemental makeup of the rock
at the detonation point. The primary neutron
activation products for Rio Blanco are listed
below:

PRIMARY NEUTRON ACTIVATION
UCTS FOR RIO BLANCO

PROD-

42y
Una
54pn

56 e n
56 &
5lr.

465
45ca
2085 ¢

The amounts are classified, again to pro-
tect nuclear explosive design information.

With the exceptfon of the gaseous radio-
active materials which I will describe in more
detail, it 1s not expected that any of the
radioactivity produced by the Project Rio
Blanco detonations will be transported out-
side of the immediate cavity area, Most of
this remaining radioactivity is nonvolatile
and will be permanently incorporated either
in three zones of resolidified molten rock
(puddle glass) or on rock surfaces in the
chimney region. It is estimated that the total
amount of nonvolatile radioactivity one
hour following the detention is 4 x 10w
curies. One year after the detonation the
total in the immediate chimney region will
be about 10° curies. The amount of radio-
activity continues to decrease with time.

The only radionuclides which reach the
surface are those gaseous products which
are removed from fthe chimney with the
natural gas. The total amounts produced and
the gquantities estimated to be released dur-
ing flaring are given in Table 3-3 of the
Rio Blanco Environmental Statement. The
total amounts produced are given below in
curies and grams. All these numbers except
Er-86 are maximum values since the actual:
values are classified to protect nuclear ex-
plosive design information.

INITIAL RADIOCHEMICAL COMPOSITION OF
RIO BLANCO CHIMNEY GAS

[90 days after detonation]

Total

produe- - produe-

tion tion

Half life ()

Total

Nuclides

Tritinm (H-8)...- 12.3 years_ ...
C-14 - 5,730 years. .
. 35.1 days
270 years
10.76 years

In addition, there may be trace amounts
of Hg-203 (46.6 day half life). The concen-
tration in the gas would be extremely low
(estimated at less than 0.001 pel/ece) and
there would be no health effects from this
source.

With respect to your second question, the
Commission’s position as to disposal and
containment are outlined in Sectlons 3, 4
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and b of the Rio Blanco Environmental State-
ment (copy enclosed).

I hope this information will be of use to
you. I regret that we cannot be more quan-
titative in an wunclasified letter; however,
we would be happy to provide you with a
classified briefing on this subject if you
desire.

Sincerely,
E. H. FLEMING,
(For Gerald W. Johnson, Director, Divi-
sion of Applied Technology).

TABLE L—FISSION PRODUCT ACTIVITY IN
CURIES AT VARIOUS TIMES AFTER DET-
ONATION OF 330 KT NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVES

Activity

1D+180
days

D30
days

D+9%
Nueclide days

2.00100
2,0%10%
LAXI0
14104
3.2X108
4.0X108
T.2X108

2,03X108
B6.8310%
LAX1m
1.4 X104
0,2%10%
L1X10°8
13108

- 2,06 X108

02108
D231
3.4X108

4,310
4.3%10%
40104
403104
6.7 X101

47101
12853 BAXIO
125774 5. 9, 9310
265y .-

12Tmr...-
127r.%- -

6. 83X108

- 0.2%105 2
_ B.6XI04.

S5 47%10 2
Zi8a : X103, 27X108
i 15 N Lo Ty e Il
23X107.__ T.0X10%... 2.9%10°¢

ol =

*Nuclides in transient or secular equilibrium with the
isotope listed immediately above.

TABLE 1.—PRIMARY NEUTRON ACTIVA-
TION PRODUCTS FOR RIO BLANCO

4065
45¢s
2035 ¢

56an
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U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., March 2, 1973.
Re Project Rio Blanco.
Hon. Rocers C. B. MORTON,
Secretary of the Interior, Department of the
Interior, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. MortON: Since writing the at-
tached letter to the Chairman of the Atomic
Energy Commission—to which I have not
received a reply—I have made a further in-
vestigation of the above project.

My conclusion, based upon available data
and conferences with informed individuals,
is that full field development of the project
is out of the question. The number of atomic
blasts involved would result in unacceptahly
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high levels of radioactivity, and, of course,
there are other obvious dangers endemic to
nuclear exploslons. Since full field develop-
ment is out of the question, the above proj-
ect, involving three nuclear blasts In one
hole, seems unjustifiable.

The Atomic Energy Commission itself ad-
mits that very high levels of radioactive
material—particularly remaining in the
hole—will result from the three blasts, Its
opinion, however, is that this radioactive
matter can be safely contalned or disbursed.
Perhaps the Atomic Energy Commission is
correct in this regard, but since full field de-
velopment will not be undertaken, no reason
exists to take the risk involved in creating
this amount of radioactive matter.

Furthermore, Rio Blanco is but a single
part of a program with significant environ-
mental effects, and I am advised that Section
102(2) (c) of the National Environmental
Policy Act requires your department to ex-
amine the project as a whole as one “signifi-
cantly affecting the quality of the human
enyvironment."” Therefore, as an additional
reason, I request that unless and until this
is done you suspend the permit for the three-
blast experiment.

In light of the foregoing, I hope that you
will reconsider your decision in the above
madtter.

Very truly yours,
Froyp K. HASKELL,
U.S. Senator.
MarcH 29, 1973.
Hon. RoGers C. B. MORTON,
Secretary, Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mn. SecreTary: This is in further
reference to my letter of March 2 urging re-
consideration of your decision to proceed
with the Rio Blanco test.

Since my March 2 letter, I have continued
researching the Rio Blanco question. From
that research I wish to comment further and
to ask some addltional questions. My com-
ments and guestions relate to three general
categories: Full fleld development; proce-
dural problems; events since publication of
the AEC impact statement.

1. FULL FIELD DEVELOPMENT

Full field development at Rio Blanco is a
duldous proposition. This view is shared by
virtually every competent scientific, eco-
nomic and governmental authority with
whom I have discussed the proposal. From
that perspective I find the risks involved in
the planned test and unacceptable, regard-
less of how minimal the risks are assessed to
be. Why accept any risk of radioactive con-
tamination of air or water, or create a radio-
active cavern demanding perpetual monitor-
ing, if the program will produce nothing of
value?

It would appear to me only reasonable that
prior to exposing people to such a risk the
government develop more information on
these points:

A. The development of technology on con-
ventional fracturing to achieve similar re-
sults. Most certainly, conventional fractur-
ing should be attempted prior to nuclear
fracturing. The AEC’s March, 1973, addendum
reflects the opinion that not enough infor
matlon exists on conventional fracturing
methods to sufficiently assess costs and capa-
bilities.

B. The economic value of the gas produced.
How does that value compare with alterna-
tive forms of energy? Considering the chang-
ing economic pattern related to energy,
changes that have occurred since Rio Blanco
was first conceived, does the program make
economic sense? Related questions are those
involving agreement between the government
and commercial entrepreneurs. How much
will the government charge for the nuclear
service? How much will the government
charge for perpetual monitoring? How much
would be charged for future tests and fur-
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ther development? These questions have
everything to do with the economis justifi-
cation of the enterprise. Yet, to my knowl-
edge, they remain unanswered. How can
decislons be made among alternative sources
of energy and potential government sub-
sidies for these developments without a clear
definition of costs and proposed cost sharing?
Is it proper for the AEC to determine on its
own initiative the extent of a subsidy for one
form of energy? Should not that decision be
made in concert with national energy con-
sideratlons?

C. Consumer acceptance, If full field de-
velopment were to be successful in techno-
logical terms, what assurance is there of
consumer acceptance? What research or ex-
perience is there leading to a judgment that
consumers would readily purchase natural
gas developed by means of nuclear explosion
and which would contain some measure of
radioactive contamination?

These are some of the questions regarding
full field development that remain after re-
viewing available data. It appears that the
purpose for the first test would be that as a
forerunner of full field development. Consid-
ering the widespread objections to full field
development, it apears to me that the larger
question needs a more complete hearing prior
to the first test explosion.

2. PROCEDURAL PROBLEMS

Mr. Edward Strohbehn’s March 14 letter
to Assistant Secretary Larson raises some
compelling procedural problems to which I
ar}:: certain your department is addressing it-
self,

1 am concerned, further, with the man-
ner in which the department will meet its
obligations to permit public review and
comment on transactions that must be
taken if the project is to proceed, i.e., the
granting of special land use permits, grant-
ing of transmission line rights-of-way, and
amendment of the existing contracts with
the private companies involved.

3. EVENTS SINCE PUBLICATION OF THE AEC'S
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Some events have occurred In recent
months which would appear to me ecritical
to decision-making with respect to Rio
Blanco. Yet, I find no evidence that they
have been considered by your department
or the AEC.

On August 3, 1972, the Federal Power
Commission 1ssued a policy statement re-
garding the future price of natural gas, de-
signed to significantly increase the value of
the product.

This development would seem to be of
direct consequence to the Rio Blanco proj-
ect. It could mean that.conventional frac-
turing methods would produce a supply of
natural gas at a competitive price. As stated
earlier, I belleve that conventional fractur-
ing methods should certainly have priority,
since they carry with them none of the
long-term environmental disadvantages that
would result from a nuclear explosion.

Another major development since publica-
tion of the AEC’s environmental impact
statement was the National Academy of Sci-
ences' publication last November of ‘“The
Effects on Population of Exposure to Low
Levels of Ionized Radiation.,” The report
warns that “No exposure to lonized radia-
tion should be permitted without the ex-
pectation of & commensurate benefit.” It
declares that prior assumptions of a safe
“threshold” level of radiation exposure were
incorrect.

That finding is an important new element
in any calculation as to potential risks from
radioactive seepage or venting from the Rio
Blanco test, and the acceptability of the
product should the field be fully developed.
I cannot find evidence that this new factor
has been considered with respect to Rio
Blanco, nor that public or expert comments
have been solicited.
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I believe that full and careful evaluation
of questions raised regarding the Rlo
Blanco test must lead to the conclusion
that the test should be delayed until more
information is avallable, and until the pub-
lic has sufficient notice and opportunity to
review and comment upon all aspects of the
test and its relationship to public lands and
public policy.

Sincerely,
FrLoyp K. HASKELL,
U.S. Senator,

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
Washington, D.C., April 30, 1973.
Hon. FLoyp K. HASKELL,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR HASKELL: As requested by
Miss Betsy Moler of your staff, we are enclos-
ing copies of 86 protests received with regard
to AEC's Rio Blanco Phase I experiment in
the detonation of nuclear explosives to stim-
ulate natural gas production in Colorado.

Responses to the protests are presently
under consideration, and will be sent to the
protestants when finalized.

Sincerely yours,
Ep HasTEY, Acting Director.
U.S. SENATE,
Washington, D.C., April 9, 1973.
Mr. BurToN W. SILCOCK,
Director, Bureau of Land Management,
U.S. Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

Dear DirecTor Sincock: With regard to
your notice In the Federal Register of
March 12, 1973 announcing the proposed
withdrawal of certain lands currently ad-
ministered by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment. The use of these lands is for a site for
the first phase of the Rio Blanco project. I
urge your deferral of this decision until a
more appropriate time.

You are aware, undoubtedly, of the heated
controversy which surrounds the economic
viability of the nuclear stimulation pro-
gram. Currently, the Federal Power Commis-
sion is in the final stage of preparing a report
which analyzes the comparative benefits of
the nuclear and the conventional gas re-
covery technologies. Furthermore, the Atom-
ic Energy Commission itself is requesting
money for Fiscal Year 1974 to more carefully
study the comparable advantages of these
technologles.

Therefore, in the interest of wise judgment
and the spirit of unbiased inquiry, I urge
your recommendation to the Secretary of the
Interior that these lands not be withdrawn
until such time as the pursuit of this tech-
nology can be recommended with more con-
vincing data.

Sincerely,
GALE MCGEE,
U.S. Senator.

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, D.C., April 9, 1973,
Hon. RoGers C. B. MORTON,
Secretary, Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MRr. SEcRETARY: In response to the
proposed withdrawal of approximately 200
acres of public lands in Rio Blanco County
for the use of the AEC Project Rio Blanco
Phase I experiment, as published in the
March 12 Federal Register, I object strongly.

Project Rio Blanco is the third nuclear
explosive experiment in developing the tech-
nology for recovering natural gas. Its stated
purpose is “to study the economic and
technical feasibility of wusing maultiple
underground nuclear explosions to stimu-
late production of natural gas from deeply
buried low productivity gas-bearing forma-
tions of the Piceance Basin in Northwest-
ern Colorado” (Project Rio Blanco Joint
Office of Information, March 1, 1873). How-
ever, I understand that full fleld develop-
ment is quite improbable because of the
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risks involved in the perhaps thousands of
nuclear events that would be required. Why,
then, should we turn over public land for
this test and run the risk, however small
of contamination?

Even though an environmental impact
statement was made on the Rio Blanco test,
I understand than an environmental im-
pact study has not been made on the entire
project. This, in effect, leaves many impor-
tant questions unanswered. What will be
the consumer reaction to radioactive gas?
What alternative methods are there that
might extract the gas for about the same
cost and not contaminate so much of it?
Why not explore and develop technology for
conventional fracturing?

This test involves public land and pub-
lic policy. I feel deeply that it is essential
that legislative bodles be responsive to the
needs of the people, but there has been
no full and rigorous public review of this
project, The AEC has a bullt in confiiet of
interest, in that it is responsible for both
promoting and regulating atomic energy
projects. Promotion and regulation, how-
ever, are not always compatible functions.

Sincerely,
PATRICIA SCHROEDER,
Congresswoman,

FEDERATION OF AMERICAN SCIENTISTS,
Washington, D.C., April 4, 1973.
Hon. Froyp K. HASKELL,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SenaToR HasxeLL: We understand
that the Rio Blanco Gas Stimulation Project
is presently planned to occur in mid-May
with the simultaneous detonation of three
30 KT nuclear explosives in a single well bore
in western Colorado. According to the En-
vironmental Statement (Wash. 1519) of

April 1972 and its Addendum of March 1973,
this Phase I experiment will, if successful,

be followed by Phase 1I with 4 to 6 well stim-
ulations using 3 to b explosives each, and this
in turn will be followed by 20 to 60 well
stimulations before it can be determined
that this method is commercially feasible and
the construction of a major pipeline justified.
Thus, 300 nuclear explosives with ylelds of
30 KT are proposed to be detonated just to
determine the feasibility of this technique.
Full-fleld development may require firing
about a thousand underground nuclear ex-
plosives.

A nuclear test program of this magnitude
is a cause of great concern and should not
even be started until all its potential rami-
fications have been carefully explored and
balanced against its potential value. Unless
a decision has been made that the benefits of
a full program override its potential draw-
backs and that one is prepared to proceed all
the way, it would be foolhardy to undertake
even the Phase I Rio Blanco test with its
smaller risks. The value of the first experi-
ment is zero If one does not exploit the full
field, Yet, the Environmental Statement mis-
takenly falls to consider the consequences of
the full program while justifying Phase I on
its benefits. We should not repeat the mis-
takes made in the Plowshare excavation pro-
gram in which premature experiments were
carried out, spreading large amounts of
radioactive material over extensive areas of
the U.S. It wasn't until later that careful
economic, technical, safety and public atti-
tude analyses showed that the use of nuclear
explosives to build a sea level Panama Canal
was obviously impractical. Excavation with
nuclear explosives has now been dropped
from the U.S. Plowshare program.

First looking at Project Rio Blanco (Phase
I): its only value lies in information it pro-
vides about the feasibility of the subsequent
phases which may never be cafried out in
view of the large number of nuclear explo-
slons required. Furthermore, the funds for
the development of sequentially fired nuclear
explosives which many consider to be su-
perior to the type to be used in Rio Blanco
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have been removed from the AEC program
with the indefinite postponement of gas
stimulation experiment in Wyoming. The
AEC budget for Plowshare has been cut from
$6.8 to $3.8 milllon in FY 74. If the gas
stimulation is really important, then the
most effectlve methods should be available
and this development should precede the ex-
posure of Colorado to environmental damage.
The proposed approach seems to be one of
first, endanger the environment and, later,
develop the operational techniques.

The risks to the environment are not negli-
gible. The Environmental Statement de-
scribes some of the physical damage that is
expected to occur from the explosions. In ad-
dition to this, there are significant hazards
from the radioactive debris released in the
explosion. These can occur shortly after the
explosion, due to accidental venting, from
the flaring of the gas during production
testing two months later, or by the slower
migration into subsurface water streams.

Accidental venting has occurred in more
than 20 U.S. nuclear tests at the Nevada test
site Including those In the lower yield ranges.
Despite extreme precautions and a thorough
knowledge of that test site, radioactive ma-
terials have been released into neighboring
communities which are much more distant
than those surrounding Rio Blanco. Even
though the depth of the Rio Blanco explo-
slons will be greater than normally used in
Nevada, the risk that venting will oecur here
cannot be disregarded, particularly since
three simultaneous explosions in a single
shaft have never been carried out before.

Flaring of the gas will automatically place
large quantities of radioactive nuclides, par-
ticularly Tritlum Carbon 14, Argon and
Krypton, into the atmosphere. The Tritium
hazard might be reduced by pumping the
tritiated water into a nelghborhood well and
thence into a sand lens several thousand feet
underground. But now, only a few weeks be-
fore the Rio Blanco test (and after the orlg-
inally planned date), the AEC has not even
carried out the tests to determine whether
this is feasible. Safety is again being given
second priority. Prudence would suggest that
feasibility experiments be carried out with
tracer amounts of radioactivity in advance
of Rio Blanco rather than using the more
radloactive water from the full scale project.
Approval for Rio Blanco should certainly be
delayed until the results of the preliminary
experiments have been evaluated and feasi-
bility determined. '

Finally, there is the risk that the radio-
active debris will seep out of the wall casings
or of the chimneys created by the explosion
into the water layers and eventually into
some use points. The dangers of this occur-
ring are hard to evaluate since the geologlc
situation in the Nevada desert is radically
different from Colorado, subsurface ground
water Is known to be present, and the dis-
tance the materials must travel from the ex-
plosion site to uncontrolled human habita-
tion is very much less. Very large quantities
of the most dangerous long life fission prod-
ucts Sr 80 and Cs 137 will be left in chim-
neys in a form, according to the Environ-
mental Statement, capable of being dissolved
in any liquid water present. This hazard is
disregarded without detalled analysis because
the AEC has not been able to hypothesize any
mechanism whereby it can get into ground
water, If in the experiment Sr 80 accidentally
leaches into the watertable, some mecha-
nism will be hypothesized after the fact, but
then it will be too late to prevent pollution
of Colorado water supplies.

While the calculated radiation exposures
which may result from the Rio Blanco ex-
periment appear below normal standards,
they must be viewed in the light of the re-
cent report of the National Academy of Sci-
ences-National Research Council (NAS-NRC)
Advisory Committee on the Biological Effects
of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR Report). This
report was released In November 1972 after
the original Rio Blanco environmental state-
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ment, and there is no evidence it was con-
sidered in preparing the Addendum. This re-
port mekes among others, the following rec-
ommendation: “No exposure to ionizing radi-
ation should be permitted without the ex-
pectation of a commensurate benefit.” Thus,
the exposures resulting from the Rio Blanco
Project must be evaluated in light of the di-
rect bemefits of that experiment, not of the
Tull-field development which in turn should
be evaluated in light of the potential ex-
posures from a thousand explosions. The
exposures to people, when the radioactive gas
is used by the public, should also be recon-
sidered im Hght of the BEIR Report.

The Phase II and Phase III parts of the
Rio Blanco Demonstration program, which
must be carried out before commercial feasi-
bility is determined, must be similarly eval-
uated before action is taken on Phase I. No
Environmental Impact Statement has been
issued, but the dangers will obviously be
much enlarged In scale. The three hundred
explosives proposed to be fired for these
phases is more than the AEC has detonated
for its whole weapons development program
in the entire ten years since the Limited
Test Ban Treaty came into effect in 1963. The
public repercussions to such testing in a
relatively uncontrolled area merely to deter-
mine the feasibility of gas stimulation are
liable to be tremendous. Furthermore, no
evaluation has been made of the amounts
of radioactivity, if any, the public will tol-
erate in the gas in their homes. Rio Blanco
should not be started until some estimate
of these impacts has been made. Further-
more, the environmental hazards will be
greater than the simple multiple of the ex-
plosions conducted. S8uch a large number of
explosions in a short time can never be car-
ried out with the equivalent care of a single
one. The probability of running into some
anomalous geologic or atmospheric situation
will be much higher. Opening up fissures by
one explosion can allow seepage of material
from another into the water. Any single ex-
plosion out of the total can have very serlous
consequences if an accident occurs.

Finally, the risks of the full-field develop-
ment will be even greater and public oppo-
sition to firing a thousand nuclear explosives
in a small section of Colorado even louder.
Yet, until this is done, Rio Blanco provides
no benefits to the public. Even when fully
developed, the Rio Blanco Stimulation will
only produce approximately 15 trillion cubie
feet per year, about 19 of the U.S. estimated
1985 gas requirements, which in turn are
only a small fraction of our overall energy
needs. We can see no evidence that this bene-
fit outweighs the consequences of firing 1000
nuclear explosives in Colorado.

The Addendum to the Environmental
Statement (pp. 6-1 to 6-3) refers to the use
of hydraulic fracturing as an alternative to
nuclear explosion stimulation. This technique
has shown increasing potential in recent
years antl may be tried first in place of the
indefinitely postponed nuclear stimulation
Project Wagon Wheel In Wyoming. It is now
considered economically competitive with
nuclear stimulation and, on the other hand,
has none of the possible hazards involved in
carrying out hundreds or thousands of nu-
clear explosions. The Environmental State-
ment refers to its potentialities as “present-
ing achievable but not yet demonstrated™;
certainly this description does not place hy-
draulic fracturing behind nuclear gas stim-
ulation, In fact, the purpose of the entire
Rio Blanco Project is to determine whether
nuclear gas stimulation can be economically
achieved in Rio Blaneo type reservoirs and
to demonstrate its feasibility. In view of this,
similarities and the negligible hazards from
hydraulic  fracturing, this technique
should certainly be investigated thorough-
ly before entering a program Iinvolv-
ing hundreds of nuclear explosions. The
inadequate consideration of the hydraulic
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fracturing alternative is underscored by the
total fallure of the AEC to consider in its
Environmental Statement the new FPC reg-
ulation of August 3, 1972 which will allow
higher prices for natural gas. The FPC stated
that it seeks to produce incentives to do-
mestic production and accelerated develop-
ment of that portion of potential supply
which is economically recoverable. The new
FPC policy therefore should have a profound
effect on the economics of conventional gas
exploitation and the size of the supply, pos-
slbly making it unnecessary to pursue nu-
clear gas stimulation techniques.

In view of these facts, we support your
efforts to seek cancellation—or at least post-
ponement—of the Rlo Blanco Project. Cer-
tainly it should be delayed until the AEC
and the Department of the Interior have
evaluated the impact of full-field develop-
ment of Rio Blanco and until the publie ac-
ceptance of a nuclear explosion program of
this scale and of the use of radloactive gas
in their homes has been investigated, With-
out full-field development, the Rio Blanco
experiment has no value and even small risks
cannot be justified. Before any decisions are
made, the nuclear stimulation program
should be looked at agaln in light of the
recent NAS-NRC report on radiation hazards
and in light of the potentialities of such al-
ternate new methods of exploiting gas reser-
voirs as hydrofracturing.

Sincerely,
GorpoN J. F. MacDoNALD,

Director, Environmental Studies Pro-
gram, Dartmouth College, and former
Member of President Nizon’'s Council
on Environmental Quality.

HERBERT SCOVILLE, JR.,

Deputy Director for Science and Tech-
nology, Central Intelligence Agency
(CIA) wunder Presidents Eisenhower
and Kennedy; Secretary, Federation of
American Scientists.

Epwarp L, TaTum,

Professor of Biochemistry, The Rockefel-
ler University,; Nobel Prize for Medicine
and Physiology, 1958,

UNIVERSITY OF.CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY,
Berkeley, Calif., April 6, 1973.

Dr. Dix1E LEE RaY,

Chairman, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission,

Washington, D.C.

Hon. C. RocERs MORTON,

Secretary, Department of Interior,

Washington, D.C.

XC To Mr. Joseph Rothstein, Office of Sena-
tor Floyd Haskell, Old Senate Office
Bulilding, Washington, D.C.

In re (a) Department of Interior Regulation
43CFR 4.50.2. (b) In Response to Notice
38 In Federal Register 6697 (1973)—On
the Land Transfer for the Purpose of
Conduct of the Rio Blanco Test.

DEarR Dr. RaY AND MR. MorTON: I should
like to register my strong objection and ur-
gent protest to the action of the Interior De-
partment in transferring to the Atomic En-
ergy Commission land for the purposes of
conducting the Rio Blanco test.

It should be guite obvious, and will cer-
tainly be proven in the courts that such a
transfer is illegal and in obvious violation of
United States Laws as passed by the Congress
of the United States.

Specifically, two laws are being flagrantly
violated by both the transfer of land and
the planning and conduct of this test.

The first law being violated is the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954.

The second law being violated is the Na-
tional Environmental Protection Act.

The violations are obvious to any rational
person making rational considerations.

1. VIOLATION OF THE ATOMIC ENERGY ACT

This ACT requires that the AEC promote
peaceful uses of atomic energy comsistent
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with the health and welfare of the public of
the United States.

The entire Plowshare gas stimulation pro-
gram, and specifically the Rio Blanco test, is
in violation of this Congressional mandate.

There is no way to conduct underground
nuclear explosions without releasing some
radioactivity to the biosphere. Furthermore,
the use of gas stimulated by nuclear explo-
sions inevitably means increasing the radia-
tion dose to the public. It is a travesty upon
rational thinking for anyone to hide behind
the claim that the amount of radiation ex-
posure will be “small”. Particularly fraud-
ulent is the effort to compare such ostensibly
“small” exposures with natural background
radiation. All this is fraudulent because all
responsible authoritative bodies, including
the BEIR Committee of the National Acad-
emy of Sciences are on public record as stat-
ing that there is no evidence for any safe
threshold of ionizing radiation exposure.
Therefore, the so-called “small" radiation ex-
posures from Rio Blanco test and from the
entire Plowshare gas stimulation program
will undoubtedly cause Increased leukemia
and cancer deaths plus serious deaths and
deformities by gene mutation. No authority
will contest this statement.

I know of no Congressional authorization
to either the Interior Department or the
AEC to wilfully take action to cause the mur-
der of any citizens of the United States or to
any descendants of present citizens of the
United States. Over and above the violation
of the “consistent with public health and
safety"” features of the Atomic Energy Act,
there 1s the very serious question concerning
criminal charges that should be appropri-
ately placed against any officials of the AEC
and the Interior Department for wilfully
participating in an act of human murder.
Whether such charges should be filed in U.S.
Courts or in International Courts can be de-
cided later, but certainly criminal charges
for aiding and abetting human murder are
clearly in order.

2. VIOLATION OF NEFA

It is obvlous nonsense for AEC, or any
other agency, to claim that a meaningful
compliance with NEPA has been made with
respect to the Rio Blanco test or the entire
gas stimulation program. No meaningful
benefit-risk evaluation has been made, and
only arrogance can suggest that sufficient in--
formation exists at this time to make one.

Any claim that gas and oil requirements,
or an energy crisis, dictate the need for gas
stimulation represent manifest nonsense—in-
defensible on any grounds whatever,

There exists a perfectly rational, guaran-
teed-to-work, method of making all the oil
and gas needed for the U.S. future reguire-
ments by solar energy conversion to plants
and then conversion to gas or ofl. This is.
well-documented, and will not carry the
certainty of murder that inheres in the Rio-
Blanco test and the program it supports.

The entire history of the Atomic Energy
Commission on public record, proves beyond'
any doubt that its assurances on radiological
danger have invariably been wrong. The ex-
perience with radiolodine in Utah, the entire
strontium-90 flasco, and the Marshall Islands
are cases fn point.

Moreover, numerous officials of the AEC
are on public record in support of the ex.
istence of a fraudulent “safe threshold” oi
radiation exposure.

There has rarely been a case of more
overtly lllegal action than the transfer of
land, planning, and conduct of the Rio
Blanco test.

I urge that any idea of transferring land
for this purpose be reconsidered, that the
action be stopped or reversed because of its
illegal violation of at least two laws of the
United States.

Sincerely yours,
JouN W. GorMaN, M.D., Ph.D.,
Professor, Medical Physics.
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COMMITTEE FOR ENVIRONMENTAL
INFORMATION,
St. Louis, Mo., April 9, 1973,
Subject: Project Rlo Blanco.
Hon. Rocers C. B. MORTON,
Secretary of the Interior,
Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SECRETARY MorToN: This letter is in
response to the notice in the Federal Reg-
ister, calling for comments to be submitted
by 11 April 1973, in connection with Proj-
ect Rio Blanco. As I understand it, the deci-
slons that remain to be made are:

(1) by the Department of the Interior,
in regard to the application lry the Atomic
Energy Commission for withdrawal of public
lands for this project;

(i1) by the Department of the Interlor,
in regard to applications for special land
use permits, a right of way for transmis-
sion, and a modification of the original lease
of CER Geonuclear, and

(iii) by the Atomic Energy Commission,
in regard to the final declsion as to whether
to proceed with this test explosion.

The burden of my letter to you is to re-
quest that, via the Department of the Inte-
rior and in regard to points (i) and (i1)
above, no decision be made at this time,
in order to permit further discussion of
major points that have been avolded or
inadequately discussed in the varlous State-
ments, Hearings, Comments and responses
to date. I shall document some of this in
this letter. It is my contention that Project
Rio Blanco should not be continued, pend-

_ing these discussions.

At the same time, a copy of this memo-
randum is being submitted to Chalrwoman
Ray at the Atomic Energy Commission, with
the request that the AEC's declsion (under
(1i1) above) be similarly delayed.

In subsequent paragraphs, I shall argue
that the Environmental Statement (WASH-

1519) for Rio Blanco is seriously deficlent in
that it does not contain adequate treatment
of the anticipated consequences of full-field
stimulation of the gas fleld in the adjacent

states of Colorado, Utah, Wyoming, New
Mexico and Arizona. In the Statement, it has
been argued that no decision has yet been
made for proceeding with any program be-
yond Rlo Blanco and possibly Wagon Wheel;
that these are exploratory shots and need to
be evaluated on their own prospective merits
and hazards; and that data from these tests
are a necessary prerequisite for any full-fleld
program. Consequently, it appears to have
been decided that the environmental effects
for only these two tests need to be consid-
ered.

In opposition to this position, I shall argue
that enough is already known, both from
earlier tests as well as from the general
aspects of Plowshare Program tests and the
general technology of the nature of under-
ground nuclear explosions, so that certain
major conszquences of a full-field program
can now be quite accurately predicted, and
that these alone very strongly suggest that
it will, in fact, be impossible to proceed with
a full-field program, no matter what the re-
sults of Rio Blanco and Wagon Wheel turn
out to be.

The basis of this argument will now be
set out:

1. MAGNITUDE OF FULL-FIELD STIMULATION
PROGRAM

Differing figures have heen given for the
total number of nuclear explosions that will
be needed for full-field stimulation. The
estimate of the Lawrence Livermore Labora-
tory 1s 5665 for the total number of wells,
with the average number of shots per well
being about 3, for an equivalent total of
around 90 KT per well. (Rio Blanco Environ-
mental Statement, WASH-1519, Addendum,
March 1973, p. E-72). Independently, Dr,
David M. Evans, of the Potential Gas Agency
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of the Colorado School of Mines has given a
figure of about 13,000 shots. (See attached
copy of a statement by Evans.)

For the present argument, I shall use a
figure of 10,000 shots for a total of 10000x
30 Kt=38x10° KT, although it would seem
that this figure might be raised by perhaps
5077,

This number of shots is the projected total
through the year 2016 AD. The average num-
ber of shots to be fired then turns out to be
one to two, every day for about 30 years. The
requirements in skilled manpower would
seem to be exorbitant and almost certainly
impossible to meet. For the earlier test, Gas-
buggy, re-entry drilling proceeded at about
300 ft/day. At this speed, it would seem to
require about 115-2 months to drill each well
that will be needed (if they are as deep as
Rio Blanco), and further time is needed for
the emplacement of each nuclear device. At
the very least, it should be shown that the
manpower needs for the drilling and the
highly specialized skill of nuclear device em-
placement, could be met for a full-field pro-
gram,

2. SEISMIC EFFECTS OF FULL-FIELD
STIMULATION PROGRAM

The Environmental Statement WASH-1519
(p. 9-3) records some awareness of the prob-
lem:

“It would be annoying to the local residents
to have their activities disrupted every few
days because of detonations, so particular
care would bhe taken with the scheduling.
From this consideration has come a field de-
velopment based on multiple well stimula-
tions in a single day. The detonations could
be fired a few minutes or more apart, and
continue until all explosions ars completed.
A typleal day might involve a number of well
stimulations each consisting of two or more
detonations. Thus, the number of such dis-
ruptive days would be minimized in the
development of the entire unit.”

I would submit that this is a major un-
derstatement of the probable annoyance of
a full-field program. Quite apart from the
total damage costs, the full-fleld program
would impose on this area, for a continuous
period of about 30 years, a buirden that would
“be annoying to the local resldents.” To be
asked to put up with some inconvenience
and to be compensated for damage due to a
single test is one thing; to make an area
possibly uninhabitable, is another.

3. RESIDUAL RADIOACTIVITY FROM FULL-FIELD

PROGRAM

Full-fleld stimulation will require at least
10" shots, totalling around 3 x 10° kilotons.
Each shot would produce radioactive debris
underground, to a total of 10 Curies per shot
one year later. (The radioactivity is, of course,
much more intense at times sooner after the
shot.) (See WASH-1519, April 1972, p. 3-23.)

The total quantity of radioactivity (meas-
ured as of 1 year after each shot) is thus 10w
Curiea,

For comparison, we can examine figures
produced by the AE.C. and the Oak Ridge
National Laboratory for the radioactive
wastes anticipated to be produced by a na-
tional program of electric power generation
with a growing proportion of nuclear power
stations. (I.A.E.A. Conference: Peaceful Uses
of Atomic Energy; 1971 Conference: Vol. 11,
p. 427.)

The total of 10" C1. anticipated from full-
fleld stimulation can now be compared with
2 x 10" Cl high-level wastes accumulated to
1970; with projected accumulations to 1980
of 2 X 10" Ci; to 1990 of 1.1 X 10" Ci; and to
2000 of 2.7 X 10" Ci.

In other words, full-field stimulation
would produce half as much radioative
wastes as that of the projected total na-
tional atomic power program through 1980,
and still amount to around 5-10¢;, of the ac-
cumulated totals of 1980-2000. This is an
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enormous guantity, and it must be pointed
out that, as of this date, the A.E.C. does not
yet have a final accepted program for the
long-term storage of the anticipated wastes
from & power program.

This immediately raises the question of
the long-term containment of the radio-
activity from a full-fleld program. WASH-
1519 and its addendum do not adequately
meet the objections that have been ralsed
by Dr. Evans and by the Colorado Commit-
tee for Environmental Information. (See at-
tached statement by Evans, and WASH-1519
Addendum p. E. 101-1056.) The responses are
simply inadequate.

In WASH-1519, p. 3-12 it is stated that:

“Underground nuclear explosions some-
times generate small aftershocks in the im-
mediate vicinity. The specific mechanism
for the generation of these small earth-
quakes is not known, but they are clearly
related to residual stress changes produced
by the explosion, and it has been proposed
that disturbance of the local groundwater
regime may also play a role.” (Italic added.)

In the light of this comment, I do not see
how there can be any concrete reassurance
that groundwaters will not directly, later,
penetrate to the shot cavity. Once there, the
solubility of the radioactive wastes (dis-
cussed by Dr. Martell of the C.C.EL) becomes
a major concern, and the figures for rate of
gas seepage to aquifers then become moot.
Aftershocks have been observed in many
tests in the N.T.S. and in general these are
at similar depths to the shot. If (according
to the extract quoted above) local ground-
waters may be disturbed, this must imply
the presence of groundwaters at shot depth,
ie. at far greater depths than so far con-
sidered. (e.gy. WASH-1519 p. 5-6.)

To sum up: the total radioactivity left be-
hind after the shots, together with the ques-
tion of access of water to the shot cavities,
poses serious questions that have not been
sufficlently addressed, if at all.

4. ALTERNATIVE TO NUCLEAR STIMULATION

At numerous places in the statements, ete.,
there has been a rapid traversal of this ques-
tion: whether hydraulic or chemical explo-
sive methods of stimulation could be con-
sidered competitive with the nuclear method.
Here agaln, the responses are inadequate and
evade the real question which is: if even a
fraction of the investment in Plowshare proj-
ects were to be invested in these other tech-
nologies, would they become commercially
viable? Neither of these has the long-term
and adverse possibilities of nuclear methods,
and Evans (attached statement) has com-
ments that require a detalled reply.

5. ECONOMIC ASPECTS

It is by no means clear that these gas
stimulation tests or a later full-field pro-
gram are economically viable, nor that all
of the real costs have been included in the
estimates on which the anticipated gas prices
have been based.

Mason Willrich (“Global Politics of Nu-
clear Energy”, Praeger 1971; p. 145) states:

“The cost of developing such an advanced
explosives technology is not economically
justifiable on the bhasls of the conceivable
benefits from Plowshare applications alone.
A Plowshare program is possible, therefore,
only as “spin-off”’ from a pre-existing, so-
phisticated weapons program.”

It must therefore be asked just how the
well-head price of 30-60¢c/MCF has been ar-
rived at, and which developmental costs have
been absorbed by the A.E.C. Further, is a
continued weapons program for the next 30
years needed, in order to subsidize a Plow-
share program for full-fleld development?

Brooks and Krutilla (“Peaceful Uses of
Nuclear Explosives”, Resources for the Fu-
ture, 1960) have extensive discussion of the
economic aspects, and point to the need for
much more detalled analyses. Stern and Ver-
dieck ("Natural Gas Production by Nuclear
Stimulation"; paper presented at the Energy
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Conference at M.I.T. February 1873), point
out that conventional drilling is economically
competitive with ‘the anticipated nuclear-
method costs. Evans, too (attached state-
ment) makes a similar point,

Overall, then, it would seem that the eco-
nomic attractiveness of full-field nuclear
stimulation needs to be much more care-
fully re-examined.

6. ACCEPTABLE LEVELS OF RADIOACTIVITY IN
CONSUMER GAS

It is guite unacceptable (WASH-1519 p.
E. 69) to “reserve for a later Environmental
Statement which specifically deals with the
potential impact of the use of nuclear stim-
ulated gas" the discussion of possible ex-
posure levels, and to thus “delete from the
final Statement” this important topic.

Dr. Martell, for C.C.EI. (WASH-15156 Ad-
dendum p. E. 101-105) has raised serious
gquestions that require a better-documented
answer than the brevity of the A.E.C.'s reply
(WASH-1519 Addendum, p. E-106) which
merely asserts that “we belleve the ques-
tions raised by Dr. Martell are treated in the
Statement”. In fact, their treatment iz in-
adequate.

To sum up, therefore: substantial argu-
ments have been produced to show that a
full-field program poses sufficlent problems
that it may well be impossible. Until these
questions are answered, the viability of a
full-field program is open to serious doubt.
If these objections are sustained, then there
is no reason to proceed with Project Rio
Blanco, nor any other similar tests. None of
the questions and objections set out above
relies for its answer on results anticipated
from Rio Blanco.

Accordingly, I request that the applica-
tions now pending before your Department
be denied, to permit a more extended dis-
cussion of the problems that have been
raised.

Yours sincerely,
MicHAEL W. FRIEDLANDER,
Co-Chairman, Scientific Division, Com-
mittee for Environmental Informa-
tion.
Davio M. Evans,
Evergreen, Colo., April 9, 1973.
Notice of Withdrawal: 38 Fed. Reg. 6697
(1973) Dept. Reg. 42 CFR 4.450.2,
Dr. BurToN W. SILCOCK,
Director, Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Dr. Sincock: This letter constitutes
my formal protest to the proposed actions
granting withdrawal of lands pursuant to
Department of the Interior regulations from
the Bureau of Land Management to the
Atomic Energy Commission for the firing of
a nuclear blast in Rio Blanco County, Colo-
rado, and known as PROJECT RIO BLANCO.

A detailed statement of my objections to
Rio Blanco is enclosed. However, briefly, I
have concluded that:

1, Seismic damage resulting from nuclear
blasts would be unacceptable.

2. There is a very dangerous probability
that radionuclides will migrate from nuclear
blast cavities and into underground potable
waters and the Colorado River.

3. Nuclear completion methids would be
wasteful of the nation’s energy resources.

4. Nuclear completion methods would be
noncommercial at anything less than from
three to six times the present wellhead price
of natural gas,

5. Nuclear completion methods would be
hazardous to the development of oil shale and
future exploration for oil and gas in the
areas subjected to bomb blasts.

Very truly yours,
Davino M. EVANS.
LIST OF ADDRESSES

Coples to:

Dr. Rogers C. B. Morton, Secretary, U.S.
Department of the Interlior, Washington,
D.C. 20240.
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Dr. Dixie Lee Ray, Chairman, Atomic
Energy Commission, Washington, D.C. 205645.

The Honorable Floyd K. Haskell, U.S. SBen-
ate, 204 Old Senate Office Bullding, Washing-
ton, D.C. 20510.

The Honorable Peter H. Dominick, U.S.
Senate, 24 Old Senate Building, Washington,
D.C. 20510.

The Honorable Donald G. Brotzman, Con-
gress of the United States, House of Repre-
sentatives, 403 Cannon House, Washington,
D.C. 20510.

The Honorable James P. Johnson, Congress
of the United States, House of Representa-
tives, 614 Cannon House, Washington, D.C.
20515.

The Honorable Teno Roncallo, Congress of
the United States, House of Representatives,
1314 Longworth Bullding, Washington, D.C.
20515.

Mrs. V. Crane Wright, President, Colorado
Open Space Council, Inc., 1742 FPearl Street,
Denver, Colorado 80203.

Miss Kay Collins, President, Denver Audu-
bon Society, 1742 Pearl Street, Denver, Colo-
rado 80203.

[Cause No. 264—Application by CER Geo-
nuclear Corp., Rio Blanco Unit Area, Rio
Blanco County, Colorado.]

STATEMENT OF OPPOSITION
(By David M. Evans®*)

CER Geonuclear Corporation has filed with
the Oll and Gas Conservation Commission of
the State of Colorado an application for an
order approving a Unit Agreement and Unit
Operating Agreement for the development
and operation of the Rio Blancho Unit Area
and requesting approval of the use of nuclear
completion methods in the Rio Blanco Unit
Well No. RB-E-01, located in the NWl§ of
Section 14, Township 3 South, Range 98 West,
6th P.M., by the use of three (3) nuclear ex-
plosives of thirty (30) kilotons each.

I respectfully request that the Commission
deny the applicant’s request for the use of
nuclear completion methods for the Rio
Blanco Unit Well No. RB-E-01 and for the
development of the Rio Blanco Unit Area. My
reasons for requesting that CER Geonuclear's
application be denied are:

1. Nuclear completion methods would be
hazardous to the exploration for oil and gas
in horizons below the formations being
stimulated.

2. Nuclear completion methods would be
wasteful of natural gas, and would involve
a wasteful use of energy.

3. Nuclear completion methods would be
noncommercial at anything less than three
(3) times the present Interstate price of nat-
ural gas, whereas other completion methods
would be commercial at or very

- L] - - *

NUCLEAR COMPLETION METHODS WOULD BE

HAZARDOUS

Enormous seismic damage would result from
nuclear full-field development

In the Environmental Statement, Rio
Blanco Gas Stimulation Project, Rio Blanco
County, Colorado, which I will refer to as
the Environmental Statement or Statement,
the Atomic Energy Commission says (p. 1-2)

*I am director of the potential Gas Agency
of the Colorado School of Mines. I am a grad-
uate geological engineer (Colorado School of
Mines, 1936), and a Certified Professional
Geologist. I am a member of the American
Association of Petroleum Geologists, the
American Institute of Professional Geologists,
and a past president of the Rocky Mountain
Association of Geologists. I am a member
of the Audubon Society, and a director of the
Denver Audubon Soclety. I am an assoclate
member of the Colorado Open Space Council
(COSC). (See attachment for COSC orga-
nizational memberships.)

Footnotes at end of article.
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that Project Rio Blanco is the third experi-

ment to develop nuclear gas stimulation

technology and that the ultimate aim of this
technology is the recovery of an estimated

300 trillion cubic feet (tef) of natural gas.

I have studied the report * which is the basis

of this estimate and, using the figures cited

as the basis for the 300 tcf estimate, I have
determined that about 13,000 wells would
have to be stimulated with from one to
five nuclear bombs each in order to liberate

the gas. The bombs would be from 30 to 100

kt in size.

Enclosed is a figure from the above report
showing the area from which this gas would
be recovered (Fig. 1).* This area is also known
as the Upper Colorado River Basin (Fig. 2).

While the Director of the Commission has
given me to understand that the Commission
is not concerned with the problem of seismic
damage resulting from nuclear completion
methods, I would like to point out that Proj-
ect Rulison, the second nuclear gas stimula-
tion experiment, involved the use of one 40-
kiloton nuclear bomb and seismic damage
claims pald thus far have amounted to more
than $135,000.

The AEC estimates that the seismic-dam-
age resulting from each nuclear completion
on the Rio Blanco Unit will amount to about
$30,000. On page 1-2 of the Environmental
Statement, the AEC says *. . . damage to
some bulldings within a radius of 36 miles
may occur, with such damage estimated at
approximately $50,000." And on page 1-5
of the Environmental Statement, the AEC
says “The underground explosion effects for
each detonation will be similar to that from
Rio Blanco.”

However, the reason for the AEC’'s esti-
mating less damage from the Rio Blanco
blasts is that fewer people live within the
zone of expected seismic damage because
the Rio Blanco blasts are expected to be
equal to a seismic source more than three
times the size of the single 40-kt bomb used
at Rulison. The AEC says, on page 3-3, of the
Environmental Statement, “The proposed
Rio Blanco experiment involves the simul-
taneous detonation of three 30 kt. nuclear ex-
plosives in a single wellbore . . . The equiva-
lent seismic source, as proposed by the En-
vironmental Research Corporation, an AEC
contractor, for Rio Blanco is postulated to be
a single detonation with a yleld of 123 kt.”

The object of the Rio Blanco experiment
is to develop a technology that will lead to
full-field development. On page 2-13 of the
Statement, the AEC says "Current specula-
tion is that the total fleld may be developed
with about 140-280 wells.”

Using the AEC's estimates, it can be seen
that if 280 wells are completed using nuclear
bombs, the expected damge would be $14
million (280 > $50,000).

Since the seismic effects of three 30-kilo-
ton bombs are much greater than a single
40-kilotoin bomb, it can be seen that when
nuclear development of the 300 tcf of gas in
the Upper Colorado River Basin takes place
that very extensive selsmic damage will occur.

In addition to the seismic effects described
above, the planned underground effects of
the proposed nuclear blasts would be the cre-
ation of large underground chimneys par-
tially filled with rubble. Many fractures
would lead away from these chimneys. It is
planned that natural gas will enter the
chimney along these fractures. If mobile
waters are present, they, too, will be free to
migrate into and out of the blast chimneys
along these fractures.

Water soluble Strontium-90 and Cesium-137
will not be trapped in the puddle glass
In its Draft Environmental Statement, the

AEC went to great lengths to create the im-

pression that “most of the radioactivity is

nonvolatile and will be permanently incor-
porated in three zones of resolidified molten
rock (puddle glass) and the chimney region
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(p. 35)."¢ After the falsity of these state-
ments was pointed out at the 27 March 1972
Denver hearings, the AEC revised (without
explanation) the Environmental Statement
to properly read “Included in the fission prod-
ucts remaining one year and more after the
detonation are the nuclides 90s. (Strontium-
90) and 137cs (Cesium-137). A significant
fraction of these lsotopes are deposited on
rock surfaces in the chimney region, and
would be capable of being dissolved should
these be exposed to any liquid water.”

Specifically, the predicted fission activity,
180 days after detonation, is 13,600 curies
of strontium-90 and 16,500 curies of cesium-
1875 With half-lives of 28 years, these radio-
nuclides are dangerous for hundreds of years.
Considered two of the most blologically dan-
gerous radionuclides, deadly doses are meas-
ured in millionths of a curie.

The proposed 300 tef nuclear stimulation
program involving 13,000 wells would result
in hundreds-of-millions of curles of long-
lived radloactivity deposited on rock sur-
faces in the blast chimneys. This 90s- and
187c¢s would be in water soluble form under-
ground in the Upper Colorado River Basin.

Strontium-90 and Ceslum-137 Will Move
in Underground Water. It is clear from the
Environmental Statement that water will
be produced with the natural gas from all
nuclear chimneys.

The AEC says (p. 3-15):

“, .. The chimney gas will be partially
dried and the resulting water collected. . . .”
However, the AEC says (p. 3-23) that:

“It should be emphasized that no lquid
water is expected to either enter or leave
the chimney region: while some water is

present in the pores of the tight formatlon
within which the chimney will be created,
this water is not mobile and will not migrate
through the chimney as liquid. Thus, no
mechanism can be hypothesized whereby
the surface-deposited radioactivity can be

incorporated into mobile groundwaters.”

A translation of the above AEC statement
is that after the nuclear blasts, the tem-
perature in the cavities will be so hot that
all water will be in the form of steam which
will not dissolve the radionuclides. The
water in the chimney is “pore-space water”
and is not moving.

However, there is evidence that moving, or
mobile, water has entered both of the first
two nuclear gas stimulation cavities.

Water is entering the Gasbuggy chimney.
It is my understanding from the technical
staff of El Paso Natural Gas Company that
it is believed this water Is entering the chim-
ney through a defective cement job which
has not succeeded in obtaining a water-
tight bond between the casing and the
formation. The mobile water is belleved
to be entering the blast cavity from a water-
bearing formation above the cavity and
migrating down the hole behind the casing.

Mohile water appears to be entering the
Rulison blast cavity from the gas-bearing
formation. Originally, it was calculated that
the non-mobile “pore-water” in the Rulison
blast cavity would total about 35,000 barrels
(1.5 million gallons). When the well was
shut in after the third, and last, test, it was
estimated that 25,000 barrels of water had
been produced. However, instead of taper-
ing off, which would be expected as the
pore-water exhausted, the water production
was increasing.®

During the first test of the Rullson well (26
October-3 November 1970), flow rate was
11.3 to 12 million cubic feet per day. Of this,
water production (steam) amounted to 200
to 225 barrels per day. This amounted to 19
barrels of water per million cubic feet of
gas.

During the second test (1 December-20 De-
cember 1970), the Rulison well flowed 5.3

Footnotes at end of article.
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million cubic feet of gas per day and water
production was estimated at 300 to 360 bar-
rels per day. This amounted to 34 barrels of
water per million cubic feet of gas.

During the third, and last test of the Ruli-
son well, final gas production amounted to
slightly less than one million cubic feet per
day. Water production was 233 barrels per
day, or 250 barrels of water per million cubic
feet of gas.

Water production was increasing at the end
of the test

All of the water produced from the Rulison
cavity thus far has been Iin the form of
steam. What will be done with this  water
when the blast cavity cools and liquid water
dissolves the strontium-90 and cesium-137?

Contrary to what we are told by the AEC,
there is evidence that water will enter nu-
clear blast cavities. And when these cavities
cool, this water will dissolve the extremely
dangerous radionuclides, 90sr and 137es.

Contaminated water will leave the blast
cavity

Once contaminated water is in the blast
cavities of nuclear stimulated wells, there are
several ways it can leave—and find its way
into man’s biological environment:

1. As we have seen, the water can leave the
blast cavities with the produced gas. After
the cavities cool sufficiently, contaminated
liquid water will leave the cavities with the
produced gas.

2. The water will leave blast cavities via
channels through corroded casing.

The National Academy of Sciences—Na-
tional Research Council has recommended ¥
that “wastes containing the long-lived iso-~
topes strontium-90 and cesium-137, which
have half lives of 28 and 30 years, be isolated
at least 600, and possibly as long as 1,000
years, to render them blologically harmless.”

After the natural gas has been produced
from the tens-of-thousands of nuclear-
stimulated wells and the wells have been
abandoned sometime during the next 50
years, the radionuclides in the blast cavities
will still have a dangerous life of from 5560
to 950 years. The life of steel casing is esti-
mated at about 25 years maximum, After the
steel casing has corroded, these wells will
be poor insurance for keeping hundreds-of-
millions of curies of dangerous radioactivity
trapped for another 876 years.

3. The contaminated water will leave the
blast cavities through natural and induced
fractures. As we have already seen, the pur-
pose of nuclear stimulation is to produce
underground cavities and fracture systems.
In addition to showing extensive faulting
and fracturing in the Rio Blanco Unilt Area,
the Environmental Statement of the AEC
says (p. D-3)

“Interpretation of subsurface faulting in
the basin is based heavily on geophysical
studies. The relatively wide well spacing, the
small fault displacement, the local varia-
tions in stratigraphic thickness, and the
lenticular and discontinuous nature of the
sandstone elements make it difficult to pick
fault cuts from the well logs.”

Notice that the location of faulting in the
natural gas zones is based upon “interpreta-
tion” and geophyshical studies. And notice,
too, that the AEC says it is difficult to pick
“fault cuts” from well logs. I agree. The ef-
fect of hundreds of blasts in the Rio Blanco
Unit area and tens-of-thousands of blasts in
the Upper Colorado River Basin would be to
activate and extend known and unknown
natural faults and fractures. These, in turn,
would be connected with blast fractures ex-
tending from nuclear cavities. Along these
known and unknown fracture systems, con-
taminated waters will be free to move be-
tween blast cavities and surface waters—and,
ultimately, sometime in the next 600 to 1,000
years, the Colorado River.
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Ezploration and development of deep hori-
zons below nuclear stimulated zones would
be hazardous

Oil and gas, valued at hundreds of mll-
lions of dollars, have been produced from
geologle formations underlying the Mesa-
verde formation in the Upper Colorado River
Basin. Geologists agree that as much or more
remains to be found.

The proposed nuclear stimulation program
would hinder future exploration and de-
velopment of these deep formations. Every
hole drilled through the Mesaverde forma-
tion, in—or near—a nuclear stimulated area,
will run the risk of lost circulation in nuclear
fracture zones, And they will run the risk of
poisonous blowouts.

Every well drilled through the Mesaverde
formation near a nuclear stimulation area
will increase the risk of releasing radio-
nuclides from the fractured zones into sur-
face waters.

Future ofl and gas injection projects
in nuclear stimulation areas will run the
risk of breaking into nuclear zones and forec-
ing contaminated water into surface water
zones and the Colorado River.

NUCLEAR COMPLETION METHODS WOULD BE
WASTEFUL OF THE NATION’S ENERGY

On March 27, 1872, Dr. E. A. Martell, Presi-
dent of the Colorado Committee for Environ-
mental Information, presented testimony at
the AEC's hearing on the Rio Blanco Draft
Environmental Statement. Concerning
Energy Waste, Dr. Martell said:

“A comprehensive evaluation of alterna-
tive methods of gas stimulation and the
benefits and costs involved should include
evaluation of the energy consumed in the
process for each method. The AEC state-
ment omits discussion of (1) the electrical
energy consumed in the manufacture of
the nuclear explosive devices to be used in
nuclear gas stimulation applications, (2) the
energy represented by the fissionable ma-
terial of these devices, were it to be used in
fission reactor for electric power production,
(3) the natural gas consumed and wasted
as the result of its disassociation and oxida-
tion in the cavity under the influence of the
intense heat and radiation from the
explosion,

“The presence of a large excess of carbon
dioxide, carbon monoxide and molecular
hydrogen in nuclear explosion stimulated gas
may be explained in large part by disassocla-
tion of methane (natural gas) by lonizing
radiation and chemical reactions of the dis-
association products.

“If nuclear gas stimulation consumes sig-
nificant amounts of our dwindling energy
and fuel resources this fact should weigh
heavily in the cost assessment of alternative
methods of gas stimulation, A quantitative
estimate of such energy consumption and fuel
waste s essential to the proper evaluation of
nuclear gas stimulation versus alternatives.

“To have omitted these vital estimates in
the discussion of costs and alternatives re-
duces this aspect of the AEC environmental
statement to mere promotional literature.”
(Italic is mine.)

NUCLEAR COMPLETION METHODS WOULD BE NON=
COMMERCIAL

A study of the Rulison nuclear stimulation
experiment reveals that in order for this nat-
ural gas to be commercial it must sell for
about $1.00 per thousand cubic feet. Esti-
mates of the necessary price for gas from the
proposed Rio Blanco Unit and the proposed
Wagon Wheel gas stimulation project vary
from 60¢ per thousand cubic feet to $1.20.
The present interstate price for natural gas
in the Upper Colorado River Basin ranges
from less than 20¢ per mecf to slightly over
20¢. In other words, this gas will not be com~
mercial until the price is three times the
present price.
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In the meantime, contrary to the claim of
the AEC that ‘“there is no known economic
alternative to nuclear gas stimulation for
recovering the 300 trilllon standard cubic
feet of gas from tight formations” (Environ-
mental Statement p. 1-4), it is a fact that
the job is being done by hydraulic fractur-
ing and at today’s prices. Here are some ex-
amples:

In a paper entitled “Successful Stimula-
tion of a Thick, Low Pressure, Water-Sensi-
tive Gas Reservoir by Pseudolimited Entry,”
author J, Paul Mathias, Continental Oil Com-
pany,® descrlbes the successful hydraulic
fracturing of tight gas-bearing formations
in an area originally proposed for nuclear
stimulation—the Dragon Trail Unit, Rio
Blanco County, northwestern Colorado.

On page 187, the author says “The aver-
age gas flow rate of these wells has been
increased from 422 Mcf/D to 3.970 Mecf/D.”

In a paper entitled “Successful Deep Well
Stimulation Utilizing High Proppant Con-
centration,” authors 8. A. Holditch, Shell Oil
Company, and John Ely, Halllburton Serv-
ices state that *“The second type of stimula-
tion, which undergoing limited study today,
is the use of both conventional and nuclear
explosives. At this time, two nuclear explosive
projects have been conducted. These tests
were apparently successful in safely setting
off & nuclear device and achieving some
stimulation. However, the economic feasi-
bility of nuclear stimulation is still ques-
tioned by a large segment of the industiry.”
(Italic mine.)

Let me cite two more technical papers: "A
Staged Fracturing Treatment For Multi-
Sand Intervals,” by B. B, Williams, Esso Pro-
duction Research Company; G. Nieto, Creole
Petroleum Corporation; H. L. Graham, Exxon
Company; and R. E. Leibach, General Con-
sulting, SR.L.; 1 and "“Use of Liquified Gases
as Fracture Fluids for Dry Gas Reservoirs,”
by R. E. Hurst, Dowell Division of the Dow
Chemical Company.

These papers are of interest because they
show that tight, thick sandstone formations
containing natural gas are successfully being
stimulated by present hydraulic fracturing
techniques at today's prices.

CONCLUSION

I would like to conclude this statement by
paraphrasing my conclusion at the 27 March
1972 Rio Blanco hearing:

Tens-of-thousands of nuclear bombs would
release hundreds-of-millilons of curies of
radioactivity in the underground circulating
waters of the Upper Colorado River Basin.
Who will inspect the tens-of-thousands of
nuclear gas wells twenty * * *?

When corroded casings begin to leak radio-
active water, and poisonous springs erupt
some time during the next 1,000 years, who
will clean up the mess? The answer is no
one. Nothing man can do will keep the radio-
activity out of the Colorado River. The dam-
age will have been done, and it will be too
late to do anything about it.

(Note—Figures 1 and 2 are not shown
here.)
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COSC—CoLorano OPEN Space CouwciL, INC.
ORGANIZATIONAL MEMBERSHIPS
Board of Directors

Aiken Audubon Soclety.

American Society of Landscape Architects,
Colo. section.

Arapahoe Medical Society.

Association for Beautiful Colorado Roads.

Bicycles Now!

Circle I, First Plymouth Congregational
Church.

Citizens Concerned About Radiation Pol-
lution.

Clear Creek Valley Medical Soclety.

Colorado Citizens for Clean Afr.

Colorado Guides and Outfitters.

Colorado Environmental Health Associa-
tion.

Colorado Federation of Women's Clubs.

Colorado Institute on Population Problems.

Colorado Mineral Soclety.

Colorado Medical Soclety.

Colorado Mountain Club.

Colorado State League of Women Voters.

Colorado White Water Association.

Denver Audubon Society.

Denver Fleld Ornithologists.

Environmental Corps—CSU.

Interprofessional Committee on Environ-
mental Design.

Mountain Area Planning Council.

National Speleological Soclety,
Grotto.

Plan-Aurora.

Plan-Boulder.

Protect Our Mountain Environment.

Regional Parks Association.

Rocky Mountain Chapter, Sierra Club.

Springs Area Beautiful Association.

Trout Unlimited, Colo, Chapter.

Wildlife 2000.

Women'’s Environmental Coalition.

Zero Population Growth.

Cooperators

American Camping Assoclation, Rocky
Mountain Section.

Around the SBeasons Club.

Center for Research and Education.

Colorado
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Colorado Division—UNA-USA-UNESCO.

Colorado Wildlife Federation.

Denver Botany Club.

Izaak Walton League of America, Colorado
Division.

Nature Conservancy Plan—8t. Vrain.

Planned Parenthood.

Thorne Ecologlical Institute.

Ex Officio (representatives from) :

Bureau of Land Management.

Bureau of Outdoor Recreation.

Colorado Game, Fish and Parks.

Colorado Geological Survey.

Colorado State Forest Service.

National Park Service.

U.8. Forest Service.

Environmental Protection Agency.

AsPEN ScHooL DistrIicT No. 1,
Aspen, Colo., April 14, 1973.
Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.
Attn: Dr. Burton W. Silsock.

DEear Dr. S1Lsock : This is a letter of formal
protest for the transfer or land withdrawal
requests No. 17528 to the Atomic Energy
Commission for the Rio Blanco project.

More and more facts and sclentific data
have been compiled by knowledgeable sci-
entists exposing the risks and probable water
contamination and increased amounts of ra-
dioactivity in the atmosphere which will
result from this blast.

There have been no public hearings on the
safety and security from lethal radiation or
seismic damage the Rio Blanco Blast could
cause; nor, has the Atomic Energy Commis-
slon taken any emergency measures in the
event of a possible failure with this blast.

Failures have already been evidenced In
the Rullson and Gasbuggy projects—failures
to the degree of being questionable whether
the cost and risk were worth the effort. It is
apparent that far more economical and safer
methods can be employed to tap the natural
gas (such as the use of hydraulic pressure);
yet, the Atomic Energy Commission deafly
responds to these methods or alternatives.

When the risks mount up and the environ-
ment and lives by the thousands are endan-
gered, it is time for the Bureau of Land
Management to halt these hazardous tests
by refusing sale of this land for the Rio
Blanco project; to stop the sale before it is
too late to prevent continued experiments
and blasts augmenting eventual disasters; to
stop the sale so that other alternatives may
be considered, eliminating the threat to
environment and security to life we are en-
titled to.

I am only one of hundreds who share in
this protest.

Sincerely,
JUSTINE RODRIQUEZ,
Aspen Middleschool teacher.

CITIZENS FOR COLORADO’'S FUTURE,
April 10, 1973.
Mr. GeorGeE L. TURCOTT,
Acting Director, Bureau of Land Manage-
ment, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg, TurcorT: Citizens for Colorado’s
Future is the group which spearheaded the
successful opposition to the Winter Olympics
in Colorado. Although we have avoided taking
stands on any issue since then, we feel that
Rio Blanco is a serious enough extension of
an inappropriate technology so as to require
comment.

Specifically and initially we ask that this
letter be considered a formal objection to the
Notice of Proposed Withdrawal, 38 Federal
Register 6697 (1973).

Citizens for Colorado’s Future opposes the
withdrawal primarily because no hearings
have been held. The project is obviously con-
troversial, and thus public hearings are ap-
propriate.

We also feel that the land, given for ar in-
definite period for essentially private use
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without charge, is a subsidy of significant size
to warrant public discussion.
Sincerely,
DwicHT FILLEY,
Coordinator.
BouLper, CoLo.,
April 7, 1973.
Mr. BurToN W, SILCOCK,
Director of the Bureau of Land Management,
Department of Interior, Washington, D.C.

DEear Smr: I would like to state a formal
protest, under Department Regulations Title
43, Code of Federal Regulations paragraph
44502, to the proposed withdrawal of lands
from the Bureau of Land Management to
speclal use status by the Atomic Energy
Commission and CER Geonuclear Corpora-
tion at the Rio Blanco test site near Meeker,
Colorado as cited in Notice of Proposed
Withdrawal, Vol. 38 Federal Register 6697
(1973).

Over the past 20 years evidence that irra-
diation, viruses and chemical mutagens
cause cancer has accumulated. Because of the
statistical link between increase in radioac-
tive isotopes in the environment following
atmospheric atomic bomb tests and the in-
crease in leukemia in children (as one of
several effects), biologists in the past have
attacked atmospheric atomic bomb testing
and have added to the world pressures that
eventually forced cessation of above ground
atomic bomb explosions,

Although the Rio Blanco project is to oc-
cur 6,000 feet underground, the three atomic
bomb explosions ‘of 30 kiloton capacity
planned in the experiment will eventually
release tritium into the environment. Trit-
ium, a radioactive isotope of hydrogen, will
be flared off the wellhead. There is also a
possibility that underground waters may be-
come contaminated. Since the half life of
tritium is 12.26 years (in 12.26 years one half
of the radioactivity will have disintegrated),
this release represents a long term contami-
nation of the Piceance Creek Basin. 20 to 60
times the original level of radicactivity will
occur when the full Basin pilot program 1is
complete and 300 times the original level of
radioactivity will occur if the Rio Blanco gas
field is developed for commercial purposes.

In view of the contamination of the Rio
Blanco area as well as the environment into
which radioactive isotopes may drift, of the
probable infeasibility of using tritiated gas
in homes and schools and of the difficulty
of extracting oll from overlying shales if the
region is completely developed by satomic
blasting for gas, I would suggest that this
project is both detrimental and inefficient.

I am enclosing an article from the British
Journal Nature on the Colorado Rio Blanco
project which, with some impartiality, dis-
cusses our problem from an outsider’s point
of view.

Very truly yours,
ELIZABETH CAPLAN,

ENERGY CONSULTANT TO RALPH NADER,
Washington, D.C., April 11, 1973,

DIRECTOR,

Bureau of Land Management,

Department of the Interior,

Washington, D.C.

Dear Sik: This is in comment on the
“Notice of Proposed Withdrawal and Res-
ervation of Lands", published in the Federal
Register, Monday, March 12, 1973. We
strongly object to the proposed transfer
being actualized at this time. We find that
there are many pressing problems which the
BLM should investigate before cooperating
in the execution of the proposed Rio Blanco
Phase I gas stimulation project.

The problems which must at first be
answered include:

1. Alternatives for storage of the tritiated
water produced by the explosion. The large
quantities of Tritulum, Carbon 14, Argon

MA. (Biology).
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and Krypton that are planned to be released
into the atmosphere through flaring of the
radioactive gas represent an inacceptably
large environmental and public health risk.

2. With the striking trend towards in-
creasing of natural gas prices, it appears that
conventional stimulation methods would be
economically competitive, and given the
lesser risks involved in the latter approach,
this would be vastly preferable. Further BLM
analysis on this point would seem warranted.

3. The National Academy of Sclence Na-
tional Research Council Advisory Committee
on the Biologlical Effects of Ionizing Radia-
tion concluded in their report released
November, 1972 (subsequent to the AEC
NEPA statement), that "(n)o exposure to
fonizing radiation should be permitted with-
out the expectation of a commensurate bene-
fit"”. The natural gas industry maintains that
the present supply shortages are derived
from problems related to the regulation of
the price structure, and not with the scarcity
of gas supplies. We therefore have extra time
to consider alternatives to a large scale
nuclear gas stimulation project.

At the very minimum, the BLM should
delay transfer of the land until a full public
review is held on a number of transactions
which will occur with the Rio Blanco test,
these include: granting of special land use
permits; granting of transmission line
rights-of-way; and amendment of the
existing contracts with the private com-
panies involved.

We believe that the test presents an un-
acceptably large risk to the environment,
and to the health and safety of the publie.
Therefore, we urge the BLM not to accept
the application of the U.S.A.E.C., Serial No.
Colorado 17528.

Sincerely,
RICHARD H. SANDLER,
Sam Love,
Environmental Action.
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE
CounciL, INC.,
Washington, D.C., April 10, 1973.
Hon. Rocers C. B. MORTON,
Secretary, Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SECRETARY MorTON: The Natural Re-
sources Defense Council (NRDC), National
Wildlife Federation, Friends of the Earth,
Sierra Club, and Environmental Policy Cen-
ter protest! the Department's proposed ac-
tions to grant a land withdrawal application
filed by the Atomic Energy Commission * and
special land use permit and transmission
line right-of-way applications filed by CER
Geonuclear Corp.? in order to allow a pro-
posed nuclear gas stimulation project—Proj-
ect Rio Blanco—to be conducted on public
lands.

These environmental organizations believe
that the Department should deny the pend-
ing applications because granting them
would not be in the public interest. Specifi-
cally, the Secretary is required by law “to
find” prior to granting a right-of-way ap-
plication that the grant “is not Incompati-
ble with the public interest.” 43 U.S.C. 969,
961. See also 16 U.S.C. §§ 4, 5, 420, 623; 43
CF.R. §2920.3(b). First, on the basis of
available information it appears that stimu-
lation of the natural gas in question could
be accomplished either by hydraulic or by
nuclear fracturing. Nuclear fracturing, how-
ever, poses substantial threats of harm to
the environment and to public health and
welfare which hydraulic fracturing does not.
(These facts are discussed in the comments
attached to this letter as well as in the AEC's
Environmental Statement on Project Rio
Blanco (WASH-1519)). Therefore, since a
reasonable alternative to nuclear stimula-
tion 1is avallable which poses less severe

Footnotes at end of article.
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threats to the environment and to publie
health and welfare, it would be “incompati-
ble with the public interest” to permit use
of the public lands for the Rio Blanco nu-
clear stimulation project.

Second, as discussed in greater detail be-
low and in the attached comments, the De-
partment has not complied with the require-
ments of the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 et seq. This
Act declares that environmental protection
is in the public interest and that every fed-
eral agency is obligated to protect the envi-
ronment “to the fullest extent possible," 42
U.8.C. § 4332. See also 42 U.B.C. §§ 4321, 4331.
Therefore, it would be “incompatible with
the public interest” to permit use of the pub-
lic lands for Project Rio Blanco until the De-
partment has complied with NEPA.

The Secretary must also find that deto-
nating the Project Rio Blanco nuclear de-
vices in mid-May, 1973, with flaring to follow
in approximately three months, as is now
planned, is “not incompatible with the pub-
lic interest.” This is not the case. First, as
documented in the AEC Environmental
Statement, this is a time, as compared with
other times of the year, at which the risk of
concentrating radioactive contamination
from radioactive emissions such as venting
or flaring is inecreased, particularly by “loop-
ing,” an event which is most likely to occur
during warm, sunny days which predominate
during summer months. (Environmental
Statement 3-20). Therefore, the Department
should deny the pending land withdrawal
and land use applications related to Project
Rio Blanco at least until a safer time of year
is proposed.

Second, no careful and current analysis
has been made of the costs and benefits of
hydraulic fracturing as compared with nu-
clear fracturing. The Addendum to the En-
vironmental Statement reports that "“[p|re-
liminary estimates by experts in both fields
indicate that the range of potential produc-
tion costs per MSCF of gas is similar” for
the two stimulation techniques. (Addendum
6-2)., And the Department itself recently
stated: “Presumably recovery would be lower
than after nuclear stimulation, but hydraulic
fracturing might offer environmental and
economic advantages.” (Final Environmental
Statement on OCS Lease Sale Offshore Louil-
slana, dtd. Oct, 13, 1972, at 406n.1) . Therefore,
the Department should deny the pending
land withdrawal and land use applications
related to Project Rio Blanco at least until
a careful study and assessment of the total
costs and benefits of these two stimulation
technigues is completed.

Regarding the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), supra, the Department is
required to comply with the requirements of
the Act and implementing regulations such
as CEQ Guidelines, 36 Fed. Reg, 7724 (1971),
and Department of the Interlor Manual,
§ 516.2, prior to acting on the pending ap-
plications for a land withdrawal, a transmis-
sion line right-of-way, and special land use
permits related to Project Rio Blanco, As
detailed in the attached comments, the AEC's
Project Rio Blanco Environmental Statement,
which the Department considers as meeting
its NEPA obligations with respect to these
proposed actions, is seriously deficient in sev-
eral respects and inadequate under NEPA.
The major deficiencies discussed in the com-
ments are: (1) inadequate discussion of rea-
sonable alternatives, and their environmental
impacts, to the proposed actions; (2) omis-
slon of material information; and (3) non-
compliance with NEPA procedures.

Attached, In addition, are the April 14,
1972, comments of NRDC on the AEC's April
1972 Project Rio Blanco Environmental State-
ment. Since many of the deficiencies iden-
tified in those comments were not remedied
by the Addendum, these deficiencies are per-
tinent to the Environmental Statement
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which the Department now considers as be-
ing in fulfillment of its NEPA obligations. The
Department should not act to permit Project
Rio Blanco to proceed at least until it has
complied with its NEPA obligations by pre-
paring and circulating for comment an ade-
quate environmental statement.
Sincerely yours,
Epwarp L. STROHBEHN, Jr.
FOOTNOTES

1See 43 CF.R. §§ 450.2, 2351.4(a); 38 Fed.
Reg. 6607 (Mar. 12, 1973); ltr. fr. J. W. Larson,
Asst. Scty. of Interlor, to E. L. Strohbehn, dtd.
Mar, 2, 1973.

The attached comments on the Project Rio
Blancho Environmental Statement are sub-
mitted as part of this protest.

2 “Notice of Proposed Land Withdrawal and
Reservation of Lands,” 38 Fed. Reg. 6607
(Mar, 12, 1973); C-17528, AEC Land With-
drawal Application, filed Jan. 10, 1873.

8 0-12677, Weather & Microwave Station,
filed Mar, 31, 1971; C-14154, Office Complex &
Microwave Control Station, filed Sept. 23,
1971; C-14638, Radio & Telephone Control
Station, filed Deec, 15, 1971; C-15095, Trailers,
Offices, & Laboratory, flled Jan. 4, 1972;
C-15116, Transmission Line Rights-of-Way,
filed Jan, 12, 1972; C-15515, Installation of
Radio Equipment on Existing Tower, filed
Feb. 2, 1972.

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE
CouNCcIL, INC,,
Washington, D.C., April 11, 1973.
Hon, Rogers C. B. MORTON,
Secretary, Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SECRETARY MorToN: I respectfully re-
quest that the time for submission of com-
ments on the Department’s proposal to grant
an Atomic Energy Commission land with-
drawal application (C-17528, filed Janu-
ary 10, 1973; published in the Federal Register
on March 12, 1973, 38 Fed. Reg. 6697) be
extended ten days from April 11, 1973 to
April 21, 1973. The land withdrawal is re-
quested by the AEC in order to allow a nu-
clear gas stimulation project—Project Rio
Blanco—to proceed on public lands.

On March 14, 1973, four weeks ago, I wrote
Mr. John Larson, Assistant Secretary of the
Interior, to request ‘information about De-
partment actlons relating to, among other
things, the proposed land withdrawal appli-
cation. Despite repeated requests during the
last four weeks for a reply, I received an
answer only last night about 5 p.m. (April 10,
1973). I noted in the comments which were
prepared prior to receipt of this answer and
which were submitted as part of the protest
which I filed this morning on behalf of five
environmental organizatlons against, inter
alia, the proposed land withdrawal applica-
tion that “Upon receipt of a reply to NRDC’s
March 14th letter to the Secretary of the
Interior regarding, inter alia, compliance with
NEPA procedures, NRDC will have further
comments.” (at p. 21)

The comments will be relevant to the pro-
posed Department decision to grant the AEC
land withdrawal request. In order to prepare
these comments, I request that the time for
submission of comments on the proposed
land withdrawal be extended ten days.

In addition, with respect to the protest
against the proposed land withdrawal appli-
cation which I have filed on behalf of Nat-
ural Resources Defense Council, National
Wildlife Federation, Friends of the Earth,
Sterra Club, and Environmental Policy
Center, pursuant to 43 CF.R. § 2351.4(a)—(b)
and the Federal Register notice, 38 Fed. Reg.
6607 (March 12, 1973). I request that public
hearings be held on the proposed land with-
drawal. I also request a conference with the
Secretary prior to his deciding whether to
grant the proposed Department land with-
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drawal and land use applications related to
Project Rio Blanco.
I would appreciate hearing from you as
soon as possible concerning these requests.
Sincerely yours,
EpwaRD L. STROHBEHN, Jr.
CoLORADO COMMITTEE FOR
ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION,
Denver, Colo., April 10, 1973.
Rocers C. B. MORTON,
Secretary of the Interior, Department of the
Interior, Washington, D.C.

Regarding: Notice of Proposed Withdrawal
38 Federal Register 6697 (1973). Special
Land Use Permit Application CER Geo-
nuclear Lease Modification Application.

We respectfully request that this letter be
considered a formal protest to these actions
(reference Department of the Interlor Regu-
lation 43 C.F.R. Paragraph 4.450.2.) and that
the proposed withdrawal and special land
use permit be denied.

This request is based upon the faet that in
our judgment the AEC Environmental Im-
pact Statement for the Rio Blanco Gas Stim-
ulation Project (Wash-1519) and its Adden-
dum, both of which will be referred to herein
as reference 1, are seriously deficient in the
following areas:

1) Consideration of the environmental
hazards involved in the full field develop-
ment of the Upper Colorado River Basin,

2) Consideration of the radiation expo-
sure hazards involved in the public distribu-
tion of gas resulting from this full field de-
velopment and of the appropriate radiation
exposure guidelines upon which such dis-
tribution must rest.

3) Technologieal and economic definition
of what constitutes success of the Rio Blanco
experiment.

Two previous underground nuclear gas
stimulation experiments, Gasbuggy and Ru-
lison, have demonstrated the technical feasi-
bility of releasing natural gas from tight
underground formations by means of nu-
clear explosions. The third of this series, Rio
Blanco, can only be viewed as an experi-
ment to demonstrate the economic feasibil-
ity of commercial gas production from verti-
cally distributed lenticular gas bearing sands
in the Upper Colorado River Basin. Indeed
on page 1-1 of reference 1 the AEC indicates
that the ultimate aim of the Rio Blanco se-
ries is the economic recovery of an estimated
300 trillion cubic feet of natural gas. With
this aim in mind, it becomes absolutely im-
perative that project Rio Blanco be viewed
in the light of the anticipated full field de-
velopment. It must survive on its merit in
this context or not at all.

To discuss project Rio Blanco in the small-
er context of only the ecological, social,
and radiation hazards involved with the ex-
perimental 90 kiloton, three bomb explosion
is at best, self deception and at worst, inten-
tional deception of the public at large.
Viewed in the larger context of full field
development, reference 1 falls serlously short
in the three areas mentioned above which
will be dealt with separately.

1. Environmental Hazards of Full Field
Development.

The initial step of project Rio Blanco is
to be the detonation of three 30 kiloton nu-
clear devices in a single emplacement well
in Rio Blanco County Colorado. On page 2-13
of reference 1 the AEC says of the Piceance
Basin development *‘current speculation is
that the total fleld may be developed with
about 140-280 wells”. David Evans of the
Colorado School of Mines, in his statement
before the public hearing on Project Rio
Blanco held in Denver March 9, 1972 esti-
mated that about 13,000 wells would have to
be stimulated to recover the estimated 300
trillion cubic feet of gas from the entire
western basin four corners area. This breaks
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down to considerably more than the upper
AEC limit of 280 well stimulations for the
Rio Blanco Piceance Basin area. It seems
apparent that a serlous discussion of Project
Rio Blanco must consider the effects, both
desirable and undesirable, of the detonation
of at least 1000 30-kiloton aevices.

1A. Strontlum 90 and Cesium 137

In its Draft Environmental Statement, the
AEC maintained that most of the radioaec-
tivity created by the blast would be nonvola-
tile and would be trapped in resolidified
molten rock in the bottom the blast cavity.
The incorrectness of this assumption was
pointed out at the March 27, 1972 Denver
hearings and the final Environmental State-
ment was revised to read “Included in the
fission products remaining one year or more
after the detonation are the nuclides 90sr
(Strontium —90) and 137cs (Cesium —137).
A significant fraction of these lsotopes are
deposited on rock surfaces in the chimney
region, and would be capable of being dis-
solved should these be exposed to any liquid
water”. These are two of the most biologi-
cally dangerous radio nuclides known for
which deadly doses are measured in mil-
lionths of a curie. At the anticipated produc-
tion rate of some 10 to 20 thousand curies
of both 90sr and 137c¢s per well stimulation,
full field development would deposit liter-
ally millions of curies of these two radio iso-
topes In water soluble from in the Piceance
Basin,

The AEC goes to great lengths to show that
these water soluble radio isotopes present
no hazard with regard to the first Rio Blanco
shot. Page 3-23 states that “It should be
emphasized that no liguid water is expected
to either enter or leave the chimney re-
glon. . . Thus no mechanism can be hy-
pothesized whereby the surface-deposited
radioactivity can be incorporated into mobile
ground waters."” Water is currently entering
the Gasbuggy chimney presumably from a
failure of the water tight bond between the
installed casing and the penetrated rock
formation. Based on the increasing percent-
age of water in the gas coming from the Ruli-
son well, water appears to be entering the
Rulison blast eavity, also. When this cavity
cools and entering water will be in the form
of liquid rather than steam and will thus be
able to carry away soluble radio nuclides
present. Once dissolved such radio nuclides
will possibly find their way out of the blast
cavity into underground waters, and thus
into man’s environment, by the cracks and
fissures intentionally created by the initial
blast to stimulate gas flow. How much more
likely are unanticipated casing failures and
deep inter-connecting fractures under the
repeated selsmic disturbance of many suc-
cessive nuclear blasts? This question is en-
tirely unaddresed.

+ 1B. Economic Damage

In the process of full field development, a
significant portion of the state of Colorado
will be subject to recurring selsmic shock.
No consideration in the Environmental Im-
pact Statement is given to the possible eco-
nomic depression which is likely to result.

2. Radiation Hazards from Radloactive
Natural Gas.

Since the ultimate aim of Project Rio
Blanco is the economic recovery of natural
gas for distribution for public consumption,
it is appropriate that consideration be given
to the current state of knowledge of the level
of radioactivity to be anticipated from nu-
clear stimulation and to an assessment of
the public hazard involved in its distribution
and use. Both of these topics are notably
absent from the Environmental Impact
Statement.

Projects Gasbuggy and Rulison have both
undoubtedly resulted in the amassing of
considerable data concerning the level of
radioactivity as a function of time after
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detonation to be expected of gas produced
by nuclear stimulation. A critical discussion
of these radioactivity levels and their rela-
tionship to accepted criteria for public ex-
posure must be presented In a satisfactory
evaluation of Project Rio Blanco.

The question of what constitutes an ac-
ceptable level of exposure to the public in the
distribution of radioactive gas to consumers
has not been adequately resolved and is
hardly a matter to be left to the discretion
of the agency which is promoting the tech-
nology in question. It appears that such
questions should be addressed by the Na-
tional Council on Radiation Protection, the
Department of Health, Education and Wel-
fare and by the Environmental Protection
Agency and resolved prior to the initiation
of a production feasibility experiment. Cer-
tainly decisions regarding the public use of
radioactive gas will significantly effect deci-
sions related to Project Rio Blanco and must
be included in a discussion of the environ-
mental impact of this project. Such deci-
sions must be based upon accurate and worst
possible case assessments of the exposure
risks involved and in doing so the question
of exposures to citizens who are not benefi-
ciarles or consumers should be separated
from those who are.

3. Definition of Experiment Success.

Since Project Rio Blanco is essentially an
economic feasibility study, it becomes ger-
mane to include, in its discussion, the criteria
by which success or failure of the experiment
is to be judged, and on what basis the further
development of the gas fleld is to proceed.
Minimum acceptable flow rates after detona-
tion and maximum acceptable radiation
levels as related to public exposure (dis-
cussed in 2 above) should be stated so that
publie judgments may be made as to whether
continued development should proceed.

Summary and Conclusion.

In the welter of technical data which has
been presented in the Environmental Impact
Statement and its Addendum, the basic fact
that Project Rio Blanco is an economic f~asi-
bility study for the commercial production
of natural gas is often lost. When viewed in
this light, it becomes immediately obvious
that, not only must the hazards and environ-
mental impact of the first 90 kiloton detona-
tion be considered, but that a rational
evaluation of Project Rlo Blanco as a viable
experiment requires the consideration of the
full field development as well. The Environ-
mental Impact Statement for Project Rio
Blanco is almost entirely devoid of assess-
ments of the ultimate effects of full field
development and is therefore seriously in-
adequate.

We therefore feel that in the best interest
of the public at large and the population of
Colorado in particular, who must bear the
brunt of the anticipated development, the
special land use permit and land withdrawal
request be denied; at least until such time
as these serlous questions have been satis-
factorily resolved.

PavL D. GoLpaN, Ph, D,,
(For the Colorado Committee for En-
vironmental Information.)

UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO,
Boulder, Colo.,, March 22, 1973,
The DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: I object to BLM's withdrawal of
land for the Rio Blanco shot of the AEC, on
the grounds that environmental effects have
not been sufficiently studied. Evidence which
is currently available on water pollution ef-
fects, both salinity and radioactivity, has
been ignored.

I think it would be highly irresponsible for
any Federal Agency to set aside public lands
for the use of another Agency when it is
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widely acknowledged that environmental
problems have not been adequately addressed.
SBincerely,
CHARLES W. HOWE,
Chairman and Professor of Economics.
DENVER AUDUBON SOCIETY,
Denver, Colo.
Hon. Rocers C. B. MORTON,
Secretary of the interior,
Interior Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mer. MorTON: We were dismayed to
learn of the proposed land withdrawal of 360
acres on the Rio Blanco proposed site for
management by the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion. This withdrawal is important to the
citizens of Colorado and not to be done with-
out consultation with them. As you know,
Project Rio Blanco is very controversial and
any procedure connected with it should allow
for citizen in-put. Project Rio Blanco is for
private purposes, not public ones and no com-
pensation has been provided for. Other fed-
eral and state agencles should be involved
and it is my understanding that this with-
drawal would in many ways exclude them
from this project. This pertains to the Bureau
of Land Management in particular. Do you
wish to give up any of your controls over this
project?

It i1s with these points in mind that we are
asking that public hearings on this with-
drawal be held, not only in the Rlo Blanco
area but within other sections of the state
as well. Denver should be one of these alter-
native sites.

We will e awalting your action on this
matter.

Sincerely,
Ms. Koy COLLINS,
Chairman, Conservation Committee.

Boarp oF COMMISSIONERS,
CounNTY OF PITKIN,
Aspen, Colo., April 11, 1973.
Secretary Rocers C. B. MORTON,
Department of the Intericr,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sime: This letter is formal protest
under Department of the Interior Regula-
tion 43CFR No. 4.450.2 to the Notice of Pro-
posed Withdrawal 38-FR 6697 (4973). We
understand that by the terms of this With-
drawal certain Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) lands will be transferred to the
Atomic Energy Commission (A.E.C.) to assist
in implementing the purposes of the nuclear
blast experiment in Rio Blanco, Colorado.
We officlally oppose such a transfer because
no attempt has been made to satisfy us as
local officials upon the following concerns:

1. Pitkin County is located approximatly
50 miles downwind of the sites proposed for
extensive nuclear blasting. Virtually no ef-
fort has been made by the A.E.C. to assure
our residents that their County is protected
from all possibility of radiation contami-
nation. Information is not available to the
effect that anyone has confident knowledge
about safe levels of radlatlon exposure es-
pecially the long term effects thereof. We do
not know why it is assumed that natural
gas sold commercially as a result of this
project will not be harmful

2. The City of Aspen, in Pitkin County,
Colorado is underlain with elaborate mine
tunneling constructed approximately 100
years ago. Geological faulting is extreme on
the Aspen, Shadow and Smuggler Moun-
tains surrounding the town of Aspen. The
Reudi Dam on the Frying Pan River is built
on a serious geological fault and land be-
hind the dam is unstable. Further danger
exists to our residents from snowslides or
avalanche which could be triggered by physi-
cal disturbances to our area. Again, no ex-
amination of these possibilities has been dis-
closed to our local residents or to their
elected officials.
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3. We are concerned about possible radio-
logical contamination of the underground
water systems engendered by hundreds of
nuclear underground explosions. Where does
this underground water flow? Will wells be
contaminated: We have hot springs in our
County which comes from deep in the earth
much below the level of the nuclear test-
ing.

4. Substantial investments have been made
in our area to attract and maintain a tour-
ist economy. In addition a high percentage of
our government operating revenues are de-
rived from a tourist based sales tax. We
wish to be assured that these considerations
have been evaluated and are not jeopardized
by the A.E.C. project.

We strongly protest the transfer of B.L.M.
land at thls time and will continue to do so
until our citizens and their elected officials
have received adequate information con-
cerning the risks and benefits, and have
had an opportunity to make valld judgments
thereon.

Sincerely,
DWIGHT SHELLMAN,
Chairman, Pitkin County Commissioners.

AspeN, Coro.
DALE ANDRUS,
Director, Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Awprus: In response to your
request for public comment on the proposed
release of 360 acres of your land to the AEC
for Project Rio Blanco, I am sending you the
enclosed petitions.

The slgnatures total 333 and request that
Governor Love use his veto power to stop
the atomic explosion for the reasons listed.
I think that this also indlcates that a large
number of people in Western Colorado (we
petitioned for two days in the Aspen area)
would hope that you do not release the
proposed tract to the A.E.C,

Thank you for your attention to our con-
cern.

Sincerely,
JoanN Nice,

CrrizeNs CONCERNED ABOUT
RADIATION POLLUTION,
Denver, Colo., April 7, 1973.
Rocenrs C. B, MorTON,
Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR MR. MorTON: Under the terms of 38
Federal Regulation 6697-1973, I am filling an
official protest of the proposed nuclear
detonation known as Project Rio Blanco.
Despite the major radiation hazard repre-
sented by this operation the Atomic Energy
Commission and its sub-contractor have
begun their operations in the target area
before giving the required “formal notice of
proposed withdrawal” to the residents.

It is hoped that your office will intervene
at this time to protect the public interest
and see that the law is upheld. Perhaps the
“shot might be permanently cancelled in
light of the growing evidence that it is both
dangerous and a technical fiasco.

A prompt consideration and reply to this
request would be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely,
Rev. WILLIAM SULZMAN.

MarcH 23, 1973.
DEaR S1r: The allowal of atomie blasting in
the earth ecosphere is something that must
be stopped. It Is madness to revert to such
means to perpetuate the energy needs of this
country. You people ought to be pushing for
funds for clean energy research and develop-
ment. Please consider our ecosphere. It is
the only one we have, and it re-cycles w/air
currents every one hundred any thirty eight

days, and that is for everyone.
Sincerely,
WiILLIaM W. SPAIN.
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BovULDER, CoLo., April 10, 1973.
BurTOoN W. SILCOCK,
Director of the Bureau of Land Management,
Department of the Interior, Washington,

DeArR MR, Sincock: I would like to make a
formal protest in accordance with Depart-
ment regulations 43 C.F.R. Paragraph 4.450.2
to the AEC's land withdrawal application, 38
Federal Regulation 6697 (1973).

I strongly oppose project Rio Blanco and
the other proposed underground nuclear tests
in Colorado. I also object to any act of Con-
gress enabling the marketing of radioactive
gases produced by nuclear stimulation.

Please consider the following points:

I. As a citizen I believe that I should be
consulted and agree before radloactive gases
are to be flared into my environment.

II. The argument that ‘safe’ levels of radla-
tion only will be released is not valid.

A, There is no such amount of radiation
which can be considered safe. There is only a
benefit versus risk evaluation.

B. The point is often made that we don't
know precisely what the biological results are
of long term ‘low level' radiation. I don’t
think that flaring radioactive gases on Colo-
radans is a suitable method for finding out.

C. We are getting so-called ‘safe doses’' of
radiation from many other sources; medical
X-rays, nuclear reactor pollution, fallout,
Rulison flaring etc. These doses add up to
quite a bit of cumulative exposure.

III. The AEC stands to lose a great deal if
‘peaceful uses’ for atomic energy are cur-
talled. It therefore would be difficult to ex-
pect an unbiased opinion about safety to the
public when these projects are acted upon.

Thank you very much for registering my
protest.

Sincerely,
BARBARA KEENNEDY.

AspEN, CoLo,
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
Department of Interior,
Washington, D.C.

“GENTLEMEN: I urge you not to acceed to
the demand of the A.E.C.—(whose forecasts
of damage of many sorts have been since the
beginning of that body's existence—been
over optimistic and not rellable—to make
the necessary land adjustment, for the ex-
plosion “Rio Blanco”—this Is a national—
not merely & Colorado problem.

Yours truly,
ELIZABETH ICKES.

H. L. Ickes did not sell helium.to Germany!

APRIL 8, 1973.

Marcr 18, 1973.
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
Washington, D.C.

GENTLEMEN: Please do not allow the AEC
to withdraw the 360 acres of land surround-
ing Project Rio Blanco in Colorado.

Due to the threat of underground pollu-
tion plus air pollution plus who knows what
and the plans of so many more underground
shots, the AEC should not be allowed to
proceed with any part of Rio Blanco.

Thank you.

Yours very truly,
Mrs. R. E. BLAINE,

MarcH 22, 1973.
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
Washington, D.C.

GeNTLEMEN: I am writing to object to
BLM's withdrawal of 360 acres of land from
public use for the A.E.C. to blast in its Rio
Blanco nuclear oil shale search.

I urge a public hearing on the entire mat-
ter. I would like to hear testimony from
public health experts on the radiation dan-
ger from Rio Blanco and the many subse-
quent nuclear blasts in our State which will
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be required to make the project economi-
cally feasible. I'd like also to hear from
geologists and seismologists about earth-
guake reactions.

My husband and our two sons and I are
permanent, taxpaying residents of Colorado.
What good will the oll do us if our State
(and our lives) are destroyed in the process
of reclaiming it?

Sincerely,
ELLEN H. VANNESS.

BouLper, CoLo.,
March 16, 1973.

DEAR Sir: I have just read in the news-
paper that the AEC is asking withdrawal
from the public domain of 380 acres of land
surrounding the Project Rio Blanco site
near Meeker.

I feel this 1s typlcal of the AEC's total lack
of responsibility. They are saying, “If you
don’t want us to radioactively contaminate
public land, turn the land over to us, and
then the land we contaminate will not be
public land”. A frightful suggestion.

Please use all your influence to prevent
radioactive contamination rather than to
call it by another name. I ask you to pro-
hibit the whole Rio Blanco project, and spe-
cifically at this time to prevent AEC man-
agement of land properly in your care.

Sincerely,
EpITH DE CHADENEDES.

To the DIRECTOR,
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
Washington, D.C.

The local TV newscaster reported last night
that the BLM had formally requested the
removal of 360 square miles from the Public
Domain In the Pieceance Basin of western
Colorado to support and provide a site for
the oil shale “development” known as Proj-
ect Rio Blanco. He further indicated that
the public had until 11 April to write to the
Director, BLM Wash. D.C. to comment on
this action.

My purpose in writing you is to protest in
the strongest terms this high handed action
on your part. How dare you to arbitrarily
withdraw the public's land from the public
domain to further your own, other govern-
mental agencies and oll company interests
at the expense of public interests and do it
at public expense through expenditure of
tax monies? Your proposal is an affront to
your supposed mission to administer the pub-
lic lands in the public interest.

This action and the whole Rio Blanco Proj-
ect does not appear to be in the public in-
terest, but rather seems to be anocther “make
work” project to maintain and expand your
operations at public expense regardless of
benefit to the public. The only people who
seem to be in favor of Rio Blanco are cer-
tain oll interests, your agency and the Atomic
Energy Agency plus a few others all of whom
stand to benefit from expanded operations
and public financed oil explorations.

Project Rulison was a similar boondoggle
that cost the public millions of dollars in
agonizingly long planning, minimal execu-
tion operations and continuing evaluation
costs, and hasn't benefitted the public in
any fashion as yet.

As a matter of fact, project Rulison is a
pretty typical example of your operations in
recent years, little or no public benefits from
extremely costly, frequently ill conceived and
in some cases actually harmful projects that
are carrled out solely to “make work"” for
your agency at taxpayers expense and thereby
get a bigger part of the public funds each
year.

I sincerely believe the foregoing and re-
iterate that I am opposed to pouring more
public monies into project Rlo Blanco and
specifically opposed to withdrawing 360
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squars miles, or any other amount of land
from the Public Domain to provide a site for
project Rio Blanco.

I doubt that this letter will be permitted
by the maze of the bureaucracy to reach
anyone in a position of authority, much less
the director, or that it would get much, if
any, consideration if it did get to the direc-
tor, however I believe that I have performed
my ecivic duty in writing my comments on
this matter.

Sincerely,
CAMERON
DENVER, CoLo.
March 21, 1973.
DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Bm: If some property owners in
Rifle, Colorado (approximately 17 miles from
the Rullson blast site) reported damage
from one (1) 46-kiloton bomb, how can the
Atomic Energy Commission feel that Rio
Blanco is completely safe being only 20 miles
away from a blast site which will blow up
three (3) 30-kiloton bombs?

I am not well informed on Atomic blast-
ing, however, I am sure that the atmosphere
of the earth could do very well without
the blast, What was gained by the blast
at Rulison? What was gained by the blast
up in Alaska about a year ago (besides a
lot of dead wildlife along the coast)?

I am aware that the purpose of the blast
Is to make useable natural gases below the
earth’s surface. Why dcesn't the Atomlc
Energy Commission work on ways to con-
serve the energy which is available today?
Instead, they keep on looking for new sources
of energy which will be depleted in the same
thoughtless way as before.

You might not be aware of how Denver
so outrageously used its energy during the
winter energy crisis. The newspapers were
telling the Denver people to turn off lights
when not in use and to try to cut down the
use of electricity, etc. At the same time
these statements were being issued, the
Denver Clvic Center was blazing away with
millions and millions of Christmas lights.
These lights burned every night until mid-
night—until the Stock Show (the Stock
Show 18 for the cowboys who come to Den-
ver for the Rodeo—with bundles of money
in their hands) left town sometime around
February 1, 1973.

Why must public lands be used for this
test anyway? I'm sure it isn’t the public
that wants the blasting. Put the test on
some government land. Let the government
installations pay for cracked foundations
and damages as a result of the blast. Let the
government people slowly mutate from the
effects of the radiation. They want the blast,
let them have it!

D. PATERSON.

NANCcY HARRISON,
1448 Humboldt Street.
March 21, 1973.
DIRECTOR, BUREAU oF LAND MANAGEMENT,
Subject: Rlo Blanco 320 acre withdrawal
protest.

This test might fracture the oil shale
layers hence prevent all presently developed
plans for mining the shale. The project
Rullson test must be evaluated for this
fracture effect by an independent geologist.

F. N. Bosco.
Laxewoob, Coro., March 17, 1973.
Re: Oil Shale tests and Piceance Basin AEQ
bomb Tests, delay for study.
Hon. PLoyp HAskELL,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeaAr Sm: You are truly on the right track,
in criticizing the AEC tests in the Shale area,
until the effect of the last test has been
evaluated.
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I personally knew the bomb was going to
to be put off under Piceance Basin, and was
watching, and have a picture, taken from 70
miles East, near Vail, Colorado, showing the
arc of rising dust which came up, highest
over the bomb, into the sky. This was a re-
sult of the shaking of the ground in a large
diameter, probably 40 miles, around the ex-
plosion. This rose to the freezing level, then
leveled off, and made a cloud, and then a
rain storm, that evening.

The main point is, this might have frac-
tured the oil shale layers, like a fracture
of glass plate, so that planned mining
methods with wide roof space betweeen pil-
lars, may not be possible! This must be
checked before another test is fired! A valid
criticism. A reason for delay.

Cordially, yours for a better America!
FrANK Bosco,
Professional Engineer, Geologist.
LagEwooOD, CoLo., March 22, 1973.
DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: Please register my objection to
the transfer of land to the Atomic Energy
Commission for detonation tests on the Rio
Blanco Project.

Sincerely,
JuDITH A. KEAUFFMAN.

BoULDER, Coro., March 24, 1973.
DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

Sm: I feel that your recent decision grant-
ing the Atomic Energy Commission use of
land for the Rio Blanco project is a mistake
and an incredible disservice to the public,
Surely we can find a better use for this land
than to make it into a radioactive rubbish
heap.

Sincerely yours,
EEVIN PHILLIPS.

DENVER, CoLo., March 25, 1973.
DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

Sin: News has come to me that the Bureau
of Land Management has recently approved
the request of the Atomic Energy Commission
for the use of land in Colorado for the pur-
pose of conducting the Rio Blanco test, em-
ploying a nuclear device.

I implore you to reverse this regrettable de-
cision. I am not expert concerning the use of
nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes, but I
do firmly belleve that it is always a form of
recklessness to employ a nuclear device for
any purpose, regardless how “peaceful,” and
regardless of how harmless it seems. The
sad fact Is, radiation is radiation no matter
in what sector or at what level it is released
on this increasingly poisoned planet.

My argument, rather, concerns the atti-
tude common to the majority of the pro-
ducers and consumers of fuel and resultant
power in our culture. It should be quite
obvious to anyone who has really thought
about it that, at some point in a country's
history of natural resource exploitation, the
idea of progress becomes meaningless. Our so
called “progress” from this point on can only
destroy. We must stop blindly consuming
those things we can never replace. The out-
look for the future is not as rosy and favor-
able as when this country had more than it
needed, and we cannot put off our fuel crisis
much longer.

Therefore, I ask you to reconsider. Wouldn't
the funds needed for Rio Blanco be better
spent in finding alternatives that will have
to be found sooner or later?

Thank you.

Sincerely,
THEODORE W. MCCRARY.
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
Denver, Colo., March 29, 1973.
To: Director (322),
From: State Director, Colorado,
Subject: C-17528, Withdrawal, Atomic
Energy Commission—FProject Rio Blanco.

Attached please find a postcard from
Josephine 8. Mann to our Glenwood Springs
District Office commenting adversely on Proj-
ect Rio Blanco. Also attached are a brief reply
from our Glenwood Springs office and an
acknowledgment of the receipt of the protest
which we sent to Mrs, Mann. As discussed
between Robert Officer of your staff and Rod
Roberts of this office on March 27, 1973, we
have considered the postcard as an adverse
comment on the withdrawal rather than as
a protest to the issuance of special land use
permits.

J. ErrLiorT HaLL,
Acting.
March 22, 1973,
JosEPHINE S. Mann,
Aspen, Colo.

DeEar Ms, Mann: This will acknowledge
receipt of your card on which you state your
opposition to the Rio Blanco Project.

Since the public lands involved in this
project are not under the jurisdiction of this
office, I am forwarding your card to our State
Office in Denver, Colorado for consideration.

Sincerely yours,
STEWART A. WHEELER,
Area Manager.

BouLber, Coro., March 31, 1973.
DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: We would like to state our op-
position to the AEC's detonation of nuclear
devices in the Rio Blanco area at this time.
We feel that the undoubted costs in terms
of human health have not been adequately
weighed, and that the unproven benefits to
be accrued do not justify such a cost.

It is unclear to us whether your refusal to
transfer the land you hold to the AEC would
halt the project or not. Naturally, if your
withholding the land meant that the AEC
would go ahead with its plans while residents
were still in the area, we are not asking you
not to transfer the land. However, if you
could halt the project by retaining the land,
we would like to lend our voices to the re-
quest to do so. We realize the extreme seri-
ousness of the energy shortages facing our
country, and we realize that all means of
deriving new sources of energy carry some
dangers with them. But we feel convinced
that no method is so potentlally hazardous
as one connected with radioactivity, and
that any and every alternative should be
sought until the public can be assured that
such alternatives are less feasible, and that
those In charge have enough knowledge to
responsibly monitor such effects as radioac-
tivity must have.

Thank you very much for your attention
to this letter. We beg that you, and every-
one with any power over our environment
and the future health of our species, act
responsibly in this matter.

Sincerely,
JEFFREY AND JEAN ROBINSON.

THoRNTON, CoOLO.

Dear Sir: We ohject very strongly to your
plans to give 360 acres to be used for Project
Rio Blanco. We object to using nuclear ex-
plosions to free natural gas because we feel
these blasts release unnecessary radiation
into the atmosphere and we feel that we,
the public, should not be exposed to radio-
active gas used for cooking and heating.

May 1, 1973

Please reconsider Project Rio Blanco and
all other projects like it.
Sincerely,
MICHAEL AND MoLLy KAYE.
DENVER, CoLO,

DeAr Smm: I am a taxpayer in the State of
Colorado and am writing in regards to the
matter of the proposed underground nuclear
test known as the Rio Blanco Project.

From the information I've gathered read-
ing the newspapers in Denver it seems the
test is really not necessary. Not only not nec-
essary, but carries with it a chance, however
slight, of damage to the natural resources
and environment (not to mention human
life) of the areas surrounding the test.

The issue is one to which I wish my pro-
found vote of dissent may be recorded at
your office,

Yours truly,
Davip HALL,

DENVER, CoLoO.
DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: I read in the paper this morn-
ing you plan to close 360 Acres for use in the
RIO BLANCO nuclear oll shale test area. I
have also read your proposed rules for off
the road vehicles on BLM land and it appears
the standard government and big business
verses the common man applies in these
cases.

Why in the rules, do you state that you
cannot use off the road vehicles unless you
are in pursuit of mineral and or oil. This to
me means if I am EXXON oil company, I can
tear up the land with graders, bulldozers, etc.
but if I am John Jones I can't take my four
wheel drive thru the same land.

If I am an oil company, I can close large
tracts of public land for oil shale explora-
tion and if I am John Jones I cannot hunt
in what at present is the largest deer herd
in the nation.

Enclosed please find a copy of the official
publication from the Colorado Division and
Wildlife stating the lack of consideration
glven to the wildlife of the proposed area.

I think I understand the problem of the
diminishing oil supply in this country but
again I hear CBS news state that it is an
artificial crisis, and I see pictures of natural
gas escaping into the sea around the off shore
rigs. The oll companies at one time complain
they don't have the resources but on the
other hand they allow them to escape.

I am opposed to the Rlo Blanco project.

Thank you.
DALE D. MoSER.

Rock Srprings, Wyo.
DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

No BLM lands should be transferred to the
AEC for underground nuclear testing. The
AEC wants 360 acres for project Rio Blanco
only to short-cut adverse public reaction to
this and future tests.

Sincerely,
LARRY EDWARDS.
DenvER, CoLo.

DeEar Sm: I am writing in opposition to
Project Rio Blanco as & whole and specifi-
cally to their request of 360 acres of land
surrounding the project. As a Colorado citi-
zen who has experienced earthquakes caused
by pumping radiocactive contaminated water
underground, I can only plead that we stop
this entire project before we've created even
worse disaster. I can see no sense in even the
initial test when we know the entire series
in the magnitude proposed by the AEC would
never be acceptable. Please, let's quite ruining
our environment. The mere fact they are
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requesting this acreage because of unavoid-
able underground contamination should
move us to act against the project. Let's
learn from our past mistakes.
Sincerely,
Mr. and Mrs. JAMES CULHANE,

BouLper, CoLo.,
March 25, 1973.
DIRecTOR OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Bik: I am wrlting to you both as a
concerned United States citlzen and as a
long time resident of Colorado concerning
the upcoming, proposed atomic-type test at
the Rio Blanco site in my state. The very
conception of using such atomic devices, even
though wused underground, is certainly
against the best interests of all living things
in the test area, the State of Colorado, the
United States of America, and the World.
Please understand that I am not a member
of any specific group of individuals inter-
ested in any particular local issue. What is
most critical to both my wife and I is the
total lack of concern of government, state,
and local peoples in proceeding with such
unnecessary testing—no matter what the
specific goals are designated!

Therefore, we would llke to make ourselves
perfectly clear that this Rio Blanco Test Is
not only a massive waste of money for the
taxpayer, but also a total scourge of the
entire natural surroundings. We will attempt
to do whatever is within our power to stop
any such test or other such type tests in the
future. Further tests of this nature are not
needed to try to gauge any levels of radiation
in the environment around us! We can al-
ready see quite well that numerous types of
pollutants are constantly threatening our
future existence and this proposed test is
just another source of contaminating the
land, air, and water around us. No matter
what kind of logic you may employ can
change the fact any type of device used will
in some way distribute waste materials of
various sorts everywhere! Finally, I strongly
feel that all types of explosive tests, atomic
or other, should not be continued until the
people of this nation have an opportunity
to vote on such measures.

Sincerely yours,
Mr. and Mrs. JoHN A. DEGUTIS.
DenveR, CoLo.
DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

DeaR Sm: I'm sure its too late for my
meager opinion to halt the transfer of the
360 acres of land from B.L.M. to the A.E.C.
However I'm going to write this protest any-
way.

If my only concern were the 360 acres
I'd forget it. What really concerns me is
how many square miles (not acres) of this
country will suffer. Anyone familiar with this
Mesa mountain type country knows how
bad it erodes naturally. I can imagine what it
will do with help. If the Rulison project
shook Rifle, I wonder how Meeker, Rio Blanco
and Rangely will suffer from twice the blast
source of Rulison.

I'm also wondering how many square miles
will erode indefinitely. Also what about ecol-
ogy today or radiation tomorrow, then what
about wildlife that depend on the under-
ground water that feed the springs of the
area (which become more scarce each year)
which surely will be affected. Or worse I'm
told by some of our Wildlife Officials they
could become contaminated by ofl or radia-
tion., I'm sure our days of fillilng our can-
teens in the springs of Roan Creek are over.

Again I'll say the 860 acres are of little con-
cern but if the A.E.C. can acquire this land,
I'm sure there are many other agencies and
private interests that would gobble up much
more of Our land.
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Lets think of Mother Earth for a change.
It's the only one we'll ever have.
Bir I don't think we need the Rio Blanco
nuclear blast.
Very truly,

BERT STAHL.

APRIL 6, 1963.
DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

DEar S1R: I, a concerned citizen of western
Colorado am writing you to show my op-
position to the Rio Blanco Project. I oppose
this project on grounds both moral and
scientific. There hasn't been enough sci-
entific research on this project specifically or
on use of Atomic Energy (in general). The
AEC and Government thinks it can experi-
ment on western Colorado to provide more
ridiculous energy that will last only a short
time. Why don't they concentrate on some-
thing lasting that won't completely disrupt
the countryside and the, inside, of the earth
(solar energy). More research on the effects
of radiation should be done not just going
ahead with experiment projects in populated
farm country. The AEC must involve the
people in their decisions, not just big busi-
ness. We are concerned for the country and
future generations. We realize the need for
more and better energy but the Rio Blanco
project is not the answer.

MICHAEL JAMES KELLY.
DENVER, CoLo.

Dear Sm: I am writing in protest to project
Rio Blanco, underground nuclear blast. I feel
there is great danger to underground water
supplies, and the gas pockets that these proj-
ects create will be contaminated. There will
be no way to undo the damage that will be
caused by these blasts.

There are myriad reasons probably well
known to you why this project is unwise. I
hope you will listen to the voice of the peo-
ple and refuse to allow these blasts to take
place.

Sincerely yours,
MICHAEL STAHL.
APRIL T, 1973.
DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sms: I would like to voice my opposi-
tion to the Rio Blanco project which is tak-
ing place in my area.

The lack of indepth research on the effects
of the radiation on our future generations
worries me and my family.

It seems to me that this project is not the
answer to our energy problems. More of our
money could be turned toward research in the
solar energy field.

I feel that the people in my area must be
heard on this issue and that a public hearing
is most necessary.

I can see no economic benefit to this area
by going through with this project. Please
hear the people.

LeoNARD G. HOLES.

DEAR SIR: As a resident of Colorado, I must
volce my disapproval at the withdrawal of
the 860 acres from the Natural Resource
Lands in Rio Blanco County for the AEC's
Project Rio Blanco.

I request that you do all in your power not
to let this happen.

MEeLINDO 5. NoTON.

LaxEwoop, CoLo.,
April 7, 1973,
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
Washington, D.C.
Dear Sms: I feel strongly about not going
on with the Rio Blanco project for several
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reasons; some reasoning, some feeling. As has
been pointed out by our Senator Haskell, if
there Is no intention of continued massive
detonating of the whole fleld, why start.

The evidence seems Incomplete as to safe
levels of tritium exposure. I'm not satisfled
that tritlum may not concentrate in an or-
ganism, Since this is not the only poison
bombarding us in our food, air, and water, it
needs every consideration possible. Too often,
in the hurry for financial gain, side effects
are left to discover by chance in the future.

If natural gas is a lost commodity at the
site of oil “mining”, why not collect it then?
Why must we all take the chances in nuclear
stimulation of gas bearing fields, such as
possible run-off of radioactive poisons seep-
ing into the Colorado River, possible destruc-
tion of oll deposits, and other possibly un-
thought of destruction of our thin-skinned
earth.

There are Alternatives, Expenses in the
form of destruction may override the ex-
penses of using a less dramatic, less efficient,
less potentially dangerous and accident-
prone medium for loosing our needed gas.

Sincerely,
Kara Lanag.
DEeNVER, CoLo.

DEAR SirR: We don't need anymore atomie
blasts in Colorado especlally in the heart of
the best and last good deer and rabbit area
we have left. It will ruin the land and the
underground water supply. Maybe I am only
14 years old but I'm not stupid enough to let
people ruin our land without complaining
about it.

MARK STAHL.
BouLper, CoLo.,
April 7, 1973.
DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management, U.S, Depari-
ment of Interior, Washington, D.C.
“Dear Sir: I hereby file my formal objec-
tion to the proposed withdrawal of Federal
land in Rio Blanco County, Colorado from
BLM management and transfer to Atomic
Energy Commission management. Notice of
the proposed transfer was given in 38 Fed-
eral Register 6697 (1973).

My objection to the proposed transfer is
based upon my opposition to the AEC’s in-
tended use of the land, l.e. Project Rio
Blanco, My reasons for opposing Project Rio
Blanco are described briefly in the enclosed
statement,

Sincerely yours,
RowarLp E. WesT, PE,

STATEMENT OF REASONS FOR OPPOSING
ProJecT Rio Brawco
(By Ronald E. West, PE)

It is my personal conviction that, because
of the Inherent hazards associated with
their high explosive power and with their
radioactive by-products, nuclear explosives
should be considered for use for peaceful
purposes only when certaln conditions are
met. These conditions are: (1) the par-
ticular application 1s generally agreed to as
highly desirable, (2) there is either no other
alternative technique or the nuclear explo-
sive technique demonstrates clear, distinect
advantages over any other, and (3) there is
a public consensus on the use of nuclear ex-
plosives for the particular application. Giv-
en these conditions, nuclear explosives still
should be used only with the utmost cau-
tion.

The proposed Project Rio Blanco Is the
third experiment in nueclear stimulation of
natural gas, Based upon the results of the
two previous experiments, Projects Gas-
buggy and Rulison and on projections for the
results of Rio Blanco and Project Wagon
Wheel (a proposed fourth experiment), I
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conclude that, at best, nuclear stimulation
is of marginal economic utility?

Statement for Project Wagon Wheel
(WASH-1524, April, 1972) predicts that the
gas could probably be recovered economi-
cally at a well-head price in the range of
30 to 60¢ MSCF. This price should be com-
pared with the prevailing well-head price
of 20 to 25¢/MSCF.

Further, there is a stimulation technique
alternative to the use of nuclear explosives.?®
Finally, there is substantial public opposition
to the Rio Blanco and Wagon Wheel experi-
ments as well as strong opposition to any use
of this technique beyond a few experiments.?

I believe that Project Rio Blanco is unnec-
essary, because the potential of nuclear stim-
ulation can be judged from the earlier ex-
periments. Also, I believe that Project Rio
Blanco is undesirable, because the side ef-
fects of seismic shock and the formation of
radioactive materials will occur, even though
it is virtually inconceivable that this tech-
nology will ever be used.

AsPEN, CoLO.,
April 3, 1973.
DALE R. ANDRUS,
Director, Bureau of Land Management, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Anprus: I would like to express
my opposition to your proposed releasing of
360 acres of National Resource Land for use
by the AEC in Project Rio Blanco (withdrawal
#17528).

The AEC has not proven that a single blast,
much less full field development of the area,
would not harm the health and property of
citizens of the Western Slope of Colorado.
Until they can prove that the operation is
safe, I do not feel that Natlonal Resource
lands should be allocated for this purpose.

I hope that you will consider this when
making your declsion about the proposed
withdrawal. Thank you very much.

Sincerely,
Joaw NIcE.
DENVER, CoLO.

DEeAR Sie: Concerning the proposal to with-
draw 300 acres of land from public use so that
the AEC can make their oil shale blast. We
don’t want the AEC interrupting and destroy-
ing the ecology and the delicate cycle of life
which sets north-western Colorado as some
of the prettiest country in Colorado. As a
concerned citizen I feel that the whole matter
should be brought to public opinion and put
on the ballot for the good of Colorado and
the Nation.

Bincerely yours,
MALCOLM STAHL.

1The Environmental Statement for Proj-
ect Rio Blanco (WASH-1519, April, 1972)
states that neither Gasbuggy nor Rulison
were sufficient to *. . . determine the eco-
nomlc potential of this technology.” I inter-
pret that statement, along with the non-
development of the Gasbuggy and Rulison
flelds, to mean that the results proved that
nuclear stimulation was not economically
feasible.

*In the March, 1973 Addendum to the Rio
Blanco Environmental Statement, it is con-
ceded that hydraulic fracturing stimulation,
while not proven under all fleld conditions, is
competitive with nuclear stimulation.

 Numerous examples of citizen opposition
to Project Rio Blanco have been reported (cf.,
Denver Post, Feb, 15, 22, 25, March 2, 4, 18,
1973). PFurther, Gov. John Love and Sen.
Floyd Haskell of Colorado have been reported
as agreeing that full field development by
nuclear stimulation is, “. . . out of the ques-
tion"”, in Colorado (Denver Post, March 4,
1973)
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AsPEN, CoLO.,
April 3,1973.
DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr Sm: I am writing to express my be-
lief that withdrawal request #17528 (the
Atomic Energy Commission's proposed Proj-
ect Rlo Blanco) constitutes an improper use
of public lands.

The dangers of this project are manifold.
Contamination of the ground water which
feeds into the Colorado River, which in turn
is used for irrigation in five states, is one
of many possibilities. Invasion of property
rights of adjacent private landowners is an
important legal objection.

Feeling against this project locally is
strong. There will no doubt be court suits,
injunctions, and possibly a public referen-
dum. But all of this should be unnecessary if
the BLM exercises proper jurisdiction over its
lands. I hope you will see that withdrawal re-
quest #175628 is denied.

Sincerely,
BRrRUCE N. BERGER.

NorRTHGLEN, CoLo.,
April 5, 1973.

Mr. DirEcTOR: I am writing this letter to
protest the withdrawal of 360 acres of pub-
lic land so the Atomic Energy Commission
can destroy it. Isn’t that what it amounts to,
total destruction by the A.E.C.

How can you allow this land, our land, to
be used in a test that will contaminate, de-
stroy, kill and ruin the wildlife, the under-
ground water and the plantlife of the area?

According to the recent study by the Na-
tional Science Foundation, the Project Ruli-
son was examined from every angle—finan-
cial, social, environmental—their findings:
the blast was & total failure.

The newspaper article, of which I have
enclosed a copy, states that the B.L.M. may
call a public hearing if circumstances war-
rant, but no such hearing has been sched-
uled. Why???

I certainly feel that the controversy gen-
erated over the project is warrant enough to
hold a public hearing over the withdrawal of
our land, We want our hearing!

I cannot understand how a man with
your entrusted position can willingly agree
to such fruitless waste of public lands. Re-
consider and give us our hearing.

I am also enclosing a magazine article that
has named the AE.C. project as dubious. If
you will read the article you will find that
there are many concerned citizens who will
fight these Atomic Blasts, We may lose the
battle of Rio Blanco, but we will win the War
of the Wagon Wheels Blast.

In closing I ask that you use the power
and restraint of your office to help stop the
AE.C.s growing plunder and pillage of our
public lands.

A Concerned Citizen,
M. L. BOWMAN,

CEDAREDGE, COLO.,
April 6, 1973.
DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR SmRs: I'm writing you in regards to
the Rio Blanco Project scheduled this spring
in Western Colo. Being a resident near the
proposed blast, I'm deeply concerned.

I don’t feel there has been enough research
done on the effects of radiation to the en-
vironment and people.

I don't believe nuclear explosions within
the earth’s crust is the answer to the energy
crisis, Maybe more research on solar energy
ls needed.

I believe a public hearing is most necessary
before we turn over the land to the A.E.C,
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Please help the people of Western Colo. and
the whole U.S, put the money to better use,
Sincerely,
STEPHEN W. LEWIS.
AspeN, CoLoO.,
April 3, 1973.
Dear 8ir: The Aspen ETF kindly requests
your consideration of the dangers of the
Rio Blanco nuclear program to the ecology
of the Piceance Basin and to the people of
the surrounding area, and urges you to
refuse to grant withdrawal request #17528
of 360 acres of National Resource Lands for
the AEC’s project Rio Blanco.
Sincerely,
RICHARD BCALES,
Chairman, ETF.

Following public meeting, of Cosco-CER-
AEC last night, we reaffirm objection to Rio
Blanco withdrawal. Imperative BLM Act on
hearings, plan.

COLORADO OPEN SPACES COUNCIL.
DwicHT FILLEY, COLO,,
April 8, 1973.
BurToN W, SILCOCK,
Director of the Bureau of Land Management,
Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR, Siicock: I am strongly opposed
to project Rio-Blanco. It seems to me wrong
to accept the possible risks of nuclear stimu=-
lation when conventional fracturing is prob-
ably more economic. It seems strange that
this blast is scheduled before the full data
from Rulison is avallable.

So, I'm opposed to your granting the AEC
land withdrawal application. Please consider
the notice of proposed withdrawal, 38 Fed.
Reg. 6697 (1873). Further, consider this let-
ter a formal protest to these proposed actions
pursuant to Dept. regulations 42 C.F.R, para-
graph 4.450.2.

Thank you for your expected and urgently
needed help.

Sincerely,
DwicHT FILLEY.
DenvER, CoLo,,
April 10, 1973.

BurroN W. Smcock: I wish to register a
formal protest against Project Rio Blanco
and all nuclear gas stimulation blasts. It
comes to my attention that there are many
more desirable alternatives that have not
yet been fully explored or flnanced in our
search for energy. The risk of radio activity
from all such testing could affect the entire
population now and for future generations.

Specifically, now, I am objecting to the No-
tice of Proposed Withdrawal, 38 Federal Reg~
ulation 6697 (1973). I request this letter
to be considered a formal protest to proposed
actions pursuant to Department regulations
42 C.F.R. Paragraph 4.450.2,

DOROTHY FIEDELMAN.
ArrrL 9, 1873.

DeAR Sir: I am a concerned citizen writing
to ask the Bureau of Land management
please not to transfer Federal lands to the
AEC. Projects Rio Blanco, Rulison, and the
200 proposed underground blasts in our fair
state demonstrate the AEC's continuing fail-
ure to put the lives and safety of our unborn
generations ahead of their own selfish inter-
ests. Transferring BLM lands to the AEC
would be insanity. Please don’t let it happen.

Sincerely yours,
DEBORAH S. STUCKLEN.

CEDAREDGE, CoOLO.,
April 9, 1973.
BurroN W. BiLcock,
Bureau of Land Management,
Washingion, D.C.
Re Notice of proposed withdrawal 38, Federal
Regulation 6697.
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Dear Simk: In behalf of the Delta County
Citizens Concerned about Pollution I would
like to enter herewith a formal objection
to the transfer of this land to the Atomie
Energy Commission for the purpose of con-
ducting an atomic experiment known as the
Rio Blanco Project.

Yours truly,
CHarLES WORLEY,
Chairman, Delta County Citizens Con-
cerned About Pollution.

Youne DEmocrAaTIC CLUB OF DENVER,
Denver, Colo.

BurTon W. SILCOCK,

Director, Bureau of Land Management, De-
partment of the Interior, Washington,
D.C.

Dear Mr. Sincock: As citizens of Colorado,
the members of the Denver Young Demo-
crats wish to lodge a formal protest (pur-
suant to Department Regulation 42 CFR.,
paragraph 4.450.2) against the transfer of
360 acres of Colorado land from the jurisdie-
tion of the Bureau of Land Management
to the Atomic Energy Commission. Your
policy of allowing public comment on the
transfer is commendable; we hope you will
seriously consider such comment.

We are opposed to this transfer, Notice of
Proposed Withdrawal, 38 Federal Regulation
6697 (1973), because we are opposed to Proj-
ect Rio Blanco. According to CER Geonuclear
and the Atomic Energy Commission, the Rio
Blanco blast is only one of a series of blasts
to be used to release natural gas trapped
underground. Using their estimates, full-field
development would require as many as 15,000
blasts, a number which is unacceptable to
Colorado citizens and to Colorado leaders.
Even our Governor, who was persuaded to
allow Rio Blanco, has said that full-field de-
velopment is untenable.

Then why, we ask, should even one blast
be allowed? Any nuclear explosion, no matter
what its purpose, produces radioactivity, and
all radloactivity 15 cumulative, The results of
Project Gasbuggy in New Mexico and Project
Rulison in Colorado are quite disturbing.
Flaring was used to dispose of radioactive
gas from these blasts, thereby releasing
radloactivity into the environment. After
flaring at Gasbuggy, the Public Health Serv-
ice found that radioactivity In vegetation
downwind from the project was increased
tenfold. Background radiation in Colorado
is already much higher than the national
average, thanks to activities of the AEC, and
we do not wish to increase our statistical lead.

A study done at the University of Colorado
and funded by the National Science Founda-
tion was strongly critical of Project Rullson.
The amount of gas stimulated was less than
predicted; the amount paid for compensa-
tion for damages was greater than expected,
Even so, there are unhappy people living near
Rulison who were not compensated because
their claims did not have documentary proof.

We ask you most urgently not to transfer
the land to the AEC. The Bureau of Land
Management has itself been critical of CER
Geonuclear’s handling of Project Rio Blanco.
There are too many doubts and dangers in
this project.

We believe it is time for the AEC to quit
taking unknown risks with the health of the
people of Colorado. No one is quite sure how
much radiation the human body can tolerate
with constant exposure over long periods of
time. We do not intend to be the ones to
find out.

The possible benefits that could be derived
from Rio Blanco are dwarfed by the possible
dangers. We, as citizens of Colorado, ask you
to act in the best interests of all the people
of this state.

Sincerely,
PATTI WELLS,

Ezecutive Committee Member, Young
Democratic Club of Denver.
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MoxnTROSE, CoOLO,,
April 8, 1973.
Department of Interior,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: I am a mother, taxpayer and citi-
zen and am opposed to any BLM land to be
transferred to the AEC.

I am one of many in Montrose County,
Colorado who feel very strongly on this sub-
ject. Please note my protest.

Thank you,
DOROTHY SAWVEL.

Me. Sircock: I am writing this note to urge
you to refuse to transfer 360 acres of public
land in western Colorado to the AEC for
project Rio Blanco. I do not belleve that
enough research has been done in areas such
as possible effects on ground water and the
water table, effects on geologic structures in
the vicinity, the possibility of fissures open+
ing up and releasing radioactive gas to the
atmosphere, and the largely unanswered
question of the overall radioactive effect of
the blast. Colorado already has the highest
background radiation of any State in the
Union, and the AEC has done little to assure
us that dangerous amounts of radioactive iso-
topes, all with long half-lives, will not be
released by this blast. What is to be done
with the first year's gas after stimulation has
occurred; gas that is too radioactive to use
and totals one-fifth of the total gas available
from the project? The AEC has five “pos-
sible” solutions to this problem and anytime
that a situation llke that occurs, it means
that the planning procedure has been very
haphazard and slipshod indeed. Five *'pos-
sible” solutions means no solution at all.

Until this and other problems are solved,
the AEC should not be allowed to proceed.
And they cannot proceed without the 360
acres of BLM land being transferred to them.
And that is your decision, Mr. Silcock. And

I sincerely hope that you realize that there
are thousands who feel as I do in the State
S1 Colorado, and that you will listen to us
and not transfer that 360 acres of our land
to the AEC to be used as a stepping stone
to full field development in western Colorado
and a total ruination of the environment as
well as the health of that State. I realize we
are in an energy crisis, but nuclear stimula-
tion has too many unknown as well as
known problems and weaknesses to be a vi-
able solution. Why is so little work being
done on solar energy use, a clean, safe and
abundant energy * * * not make. I realize this
is not your concern directly. But by refusing
to transfer these 360 acres to the AEC, you
can prevent the AEC from gaining a foothold
in Colorado from which full-field develop-
ment is but a small step. And, in doing so,
you could help save the Colorado environ-
ment from another onslaught of abuse, and
likewise save her people from health hazards
and help make Colorado a continued fit place
in which to live. There are many people who
feel as I do; don't ignore us.
Thank you for your time,
LANNY CONRAD.

DenvEr, CoLo,,
April 11, 1972,
Dear Sm: I am definitely protesting, that
land of our Colorado Rocky Mountains be
released to the Atomic Energy Commission
for experimentation and further testing to
release natural gas.
Sincerely,
DeENATE YANKE.

Swvowwmass, Coro,,
April 9, 1973.
DiIrECTOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
Washington, D.C.
Dear Smm: I am writing to you with deep
concern regarding the proposed Rio Blanco
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nuclear test detonation. I am sure that you
are aware of the very grave dangers in-
volved—namely, radioactive pollution of our
air and water due to leakage and venting,
seismic damage, and production of radiated
natural gas exposing the consumer to con-
stant low-level radiation.

I urge that you do not release to the
Atomic Energy Commission the 360 acres of
national resource lands to use for the Rio
Blanco blast.

Sincerely,
F. KAYE BURE.

CSU ENVIRONMENTAL CORPS,
Fort Collins, Colo., April 10, 1973.
DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr Sir: This letter is a request to urge
your department to postpone the transfer
of 360 acres of land on Fawn Creek in the
Piceance Basin of Colorado to the AEC for
use in their Project Rio Blanco. Because of
the controversial nature of this project, its
potential impact on adjacent BLM lands, and
the growing opposition to Rio Blanco among
Colorado’s citizens, we feel it would be only
fitting to postpone the land transfer until
after formal hearings are held on the conse-
quences of the transfer. Many questions re-
main unanswered concerning the environ-
mental impact of Rio Blanco and, until they
are adequately answered, we feel it would be
irresponsible to BLM to give AEC the go-
mhead by granting them the right to use the
Fawn Creek tract. Thank you for your
thoughtful consideration.

Sincerely,
BRUCE HAMILTON.

DenvER, CoLo., April 10, 1973.
Burton W. SILCOCEK,
Director of Bureau of Land Management, De-
partment of Interior, Washington, D.C.

Mgr. BurTron W. Smcock: In accordance
to Department regulations 42 CFR Paragraph
4.450.2, I protest the withdrawal of land for
the Rio Blanco Project (Notice of proposed
withdrawal, 38 Federal Regulation 6697
(1973) ).

The AEC is misleading us by not dealing
with radiation from decaying tritium as par-
ticles within body tissues (incorporated from
water vapor produced by combustion of tri-
tiated cooking gas) in 1ts estimates of radia-
tion exposure.

Thank you,
JOHN CLAYDON.

DENVER, Covro., April 10, 1973.
DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: My wife and I are environmen«
talists, and we have read of the underground
nuclear explosions of the Rio Blanco Project
near Meeker, Colorado.

As it is now, we have a limited amount of
natural beauty left. With the growing pop-
ulation, and the expanding cities and indus-
tries in Colorado, we are very jealous of our
Colorade mountains and their beauty.
Therefore, we write this letter as a request
for your aid in stopping and controlling this
and future nuclear underground explosions
not only in our state, but in other states
as well,

I do not have to explain how beautiful
Colorado 15 and how proud we and other
residents are of our state. We are deeply
hurt by the expanding population and the
pollution that it is causing. We are in hopes
that a solution will be found to this prob-
lem. At this point, all we can do s stop
further pollution as will be caused by the
Rio Blanco Project. I'm sure that if the gen-
eral public in Colorado, Utah, and other
neighboring states were more aware of this
threat to our environment and our health,
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you would receive many more letters similar
to this one, as well as an objecting petition.
Again we beg you to aid us in our endeavor
to keep Colorado beautiful.

We enjoy the resources that are developed
from our land. However, given a choice, my
wife and I, not mentioning many other peo-
ple, would rather face the possibility of 1im~
ited use of our automobile and heating fuels
caused by underproduction of petroleum
products than the disastrous results of an
explosion of this kind. Perhaps the money
saved can be directed toward other and safer
means of claiming our underground re-
sources.

We request a personal reply as to what
you, the public, and we as individuals can
do to avert this tragedy.

Sincerely,
FRANCIS SCHREFFLER,
AsPEN, Coro., April 10, 1973.
Dr. BurtroNn W. SILCOCKE,
Director, Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR DR. SILCOCK :
Notice of Withdrawal
38 Fed. Reg. 6697 (1073)
Dept. Reg. 42 CFR 4.450.2

This letter constitutes my formal protest
to the proposed actions granting with-
drawal of lands pursuant to the Department
of the Interior regulations from the Bureau
of Land Management to the Atomic Energy
Commission for the firlng of a nuclear blast
in Rio Blanco County, Colorado, known as
Project Rio Blanco.

I base my objection, in brief, on the fol-
lowing:

1. The dangerous possibility that Stron-
tium-80 and Cesium-137 created Iin the
blast cavity can migrate Into underground,
potable waters and into the Colorado River
eventually.

2, Seismic damage is impossible to pre-
dict. Our Reudi Dam is bullt on the Bigelow
thrust fault with another fault underlying
the intake towers. The formations behind
the dam are such that earthquake tremors
could cause their slippage into the dam wa-
ters thus causing a disaster simllar to the
dam disaster in Italy. This site for the dam
was heatedly fought on these grounds. There
is also an earthquake zone of weakness
from Glenwood towards the direction of the
dam. An old water diversion tunnel up
behind the dam collapsed after Rulison but
was outside the specified hundred mile ra-
dius of accepted selsmic damage from the
Rulison shot. There is a town below the
dam, about 11 miles at the mouth of the
Narrow canyon.

3. The produced gas would cost three
times what we are now paying and would
be radioactive, granted that it would be
an “acceptable” low level.

4. As Dr. Theodore Puck, Head of the
Eleanor Cancer Research Center in Den-
ver, testified at the Rulison trial, that if
one adds up the natural radiation back-
ground count, plus our medical x-rays, that
we are already getting more than the so-
called “safe” annual allowable radiation
dosage. It was also put on the record at
the trial that England takes into consider-
ation the background radiation count when
setting up standards of allowable radiations
dosages. Why?

5. The estimated 300 trillion cubic feet of
gas which is projected as obtainable would
take, if they planned to get this in the ten
to twelve year perlod that they sometimes
state to placate the oil shale developers, five
bombs every workday for twelve and a half
years.

What do they plan to do with the first years
gas production from each of the 1,300 to 2,400
wells (we get new figures every week out
here) ? The gas for the first year is too low
in BTU’s to be economically marketable and
too highly radioactive and they wouldn't
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have enough high energy gas which is clean
to mix it with even if the locals would ac-
cept the constant exposure its use would
mean to extra low level radiation. Our City
Council has already passed a resolution
against sale of radiated gas in Pitkin County.

6. A major tunnel on the main East-West
Highway into Denver collapsed about six
months after Rullson. At the time of the
detonation major tremors were recorded in
the Denver area on the University's Richter
Scale. Did these tremors loosen up the rock
over the tunnel? This was the first time one
of these tunnels had ever collapsed. No one
can answer this,

Aspen was 58 miles down wind, the first
town in the quadrant for the fall-out and
any venting of Rulison. This time we won't
be directly down wind but we are about 70
miles away. Would you want your family to
be subjected to this potential low level radi-
ation if they flare these thousands of pro-
Jected future detonations? Would you want
your home located in Basalt, the town down
the canyon from Reudi Dam? Would you
want to heat your home (and we heat prac-
tically year around here) and cook with radi-
ated gas, however low level? Would you want
the ground water in your backyard contam-
inated, even though it might not affect your
generation?

Will the tremors from these shots cause
avalanches on our ski slopes? Will our storms
pick up the radiation from the first flaring
and deposit it in a fluke storm in our valley
or on some rancher? Will these bombs en-
danger our coal miners by canning up new
and old faults?

Are you willing to enslave your grand-
children and theirs to the impossible job of
containing all this proposed radioactive gar-
bage of which Rio Blanco, admittedly, is
only a small part?

We have been told that the possible bene-
fit to the nation justifies the possible risk to
us few (Rulison trial) . We were also told that
the burden of proof that the forthcoming
radiation might be harmful lay on the
shoulders of the people that it was not the
responsibility of the Government, to prove
beyond doubt, that more radiation was harm-
less. This is because no one can prove this
since there is no proven threshold of safe
doses of radiation. In other words we can be
experimented upon for the good of the
fatherland, Does this remind you of another
government's philosophy?

We are the nation's guinea pigs in an in-
sane experiment for a few dollars for a few
corporate enterprises which includes the
AEC.

Colorado Guinea Pig,
LeEE DoDGE,
Ms Lee Dodge (mother, wife,
fed-up voter and tazpayer).

Forr CoLrIns, CoLo.
April 11, 1973.

Secretary ROGERs MORTON,
Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. SECRETARY, I am enclosing a copy
of a letter I have sent to the Bureau of Land
Management. The letter deals with my ob-
Jjection to Project Rio Blanco in northwest-
ern Colorado.

Thank you.

Sincerely yours,
CYNTHA A. WARD.

Fort CoLLins, CoLo.,
April 16, 1973.
Mr, SiLcock,
Bureau of Land Management, Department of
Interior, Washington, D.C.

DeAr MR, Smcock: I am writing in regards
to the proposed Rio Blanco natural gas stim-
ulation project. In my opinion this project
should be cancelled, or, at the very least,
postponed indefinitely. I have tried to edu-
cate myself in the area of the energy crisis
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and in my own mind, and in the minds of
many sclentists and citizens, the safeness of
the Rio Blanco project is not established to
a satisfactory degree. There are secondary
effects and possibilities not even explored by
the Atomic Energy Commission (AEC). Fur-
thermore, there are statements made by the
AEC which are contradicted by scientists and
other statements which have no factual
basis. The result of my findings is that my
opinion of the AEC’s credibility has been
lessened.

Because the statements by AEC are not
totally accurate and because there is still a
great controversy over the issue of nuclear
tests, radiation and their effects, my position
is that there should be a postponement of
this project and future projects for an in-
definite length of time.

However, it is my contention that the Rio
Blanco project should be cancelled for fur-
ther reaching reasons than the immedlate
danger. I feel that the answer to the energy
crisis is not nuclear energy but alternate en-
ergies such as solar energy or energy derived
from the moon's gravity. These types of en-
ergies have the advantages of being safe and
nearly pollutant free, while these advantages
are the two Inherent problems of nuclear
power. Therefore, I would like to see a
greater emphasis laid upon clean, inex-
haustible sources of energy such as solar
energy rather than hazardous nuclear
energy.

Although some may say that the ideas I
have expressed are radical or impossible,
there are even more who would agree that
nuclear energy research is an undue risk to
humanity. This risk weighs heavily when de-
ciding from which source the energy of to-
morrow should emanate.

I do not consider my opinions as radical,
Just as I do not consider myself as a radical.
I have been a resident of Colorado for five
years, am established in my community and
in my chosen profession of accounting, and
am a taxpayer and voter.

Please glve consideration to these ideas.
Thank you.

Sincerely,
Davip BRERETON.
COLORADO STUDENT LOBBY,
Fort Collins, Colo.,
April 10, 1873.
DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management, Department of
the Interior, Washington, D.C.

DEeAr Sir: In light of the incomplete knowl-
edge of the full ramifications of the proposed
project Rio Blanco, I strongly urge you to
postpone transfer of the 360 acres of land in
Fawn Creek In the Piceance Creek Basin to
the Atomic Energy Commission. Postpone-
ment would allow time for formal hearings
to be held so that the citizens of Colorado
who would be directly or indirectly affected
by the blast could voice their opinions.

Sincerely,
8. A. Bonb.
Forr CoLLins, COLO.,
April 10, 1973.
U.S. BUREATU OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
Washingten, D.C.

Dear Sm: I want to protest the explosion
of the nuclear device in the Rio Blanco
project in Colorado. The effect on human
health of the radio-active residues in the
gas produced has not been adeguately stud-
led. Of course optimistic statements are
made by the Industry involved gn health
effects because they are only concerned with
the profitability and growth of their business
and they want to allay our fears so we will
not resist.

The chance of radio-activity escaping into
the ground water and contaminating house-
hold and irrigation water is unknown.

I do not believe expansion, growth, and
profitability of industries should be allowed




May 1, 1973

to jeopardize our health and safety, and that
of future generations. Too often we are
rushed into technological innovations to
serve an economic system that does not have
the well-being of humanity as a basic in-
terest., We do not need to be stampeded into
new technology for the extraction of energy
sources whose side-effects are unknown by
and alleged “energy crisis” that may be spu-
rious. We can buy time by cutting down on
the prodigious wastefulness of our style of
living. It is insane and immoral that we, 6%
of the world’s population, are using 459 of
a year's consumption of resources. I person-
ally am willing to pay more for conservative
use and forego comforts and conveniences
that I don't need anyhow.
Sincerely yours,
Pairie 8. MILLER.
APRrIL 10, 1973.

Mr. SILCOCK,

Bureau of Land Management, Department of

the Interior, Washington, D.C.

Sm: We are writing this letter to ask you
to withhold the 360 acres of land desired by
the Atomic Energy Commission and the fossil
fuel industry for the Rio Blanco project in
Colorado. After looking into the situation, it
is quite evident that not enough is known
about the consequences to the environment
of such atomic blasts to safely go ahead with
them. As happened with the Rulison blast,
private homes and holdings will be damaged,
but more important, are the severe dangers
of radioactive contamination of air and
water, and thus food. As serious students, we
have observed that the research carried out
in these areas has been minimal and in many
cases fraudulent.

At the same time, very little research has
gone into alternative techniques resulting
in the same ends without the radioactive and
selsmic dangers of subterranean nuclear
detonations. At this time only 4 million dol-
lars have been put into the research of solar
energy possibilities as compared to the 6 mil-
lion already spent on Rio Blanco.

Finally, the industry involved has both
stated recently and demonstrated to us after
the Rulison blast, that it is unwilling to bear
the risks involved.

We are confident that after locking into
this, you will see that the transfer of this
land to the Rio Blanco project could only be
irresponsible.

Sincerely,
R. MicHAEL FIELD,
Arvapa, CoLo.,
April 10, 1973.
BurroN W. SmLcock,
Department of the Interior,
Washington, D.C.

Sir: I oppose the Rio Blanco Blast. The
negative aspects for full field development is
much too distressing. The economic viability
of the gas and the consumer acceptance of
irradiated gas is very questionable.

In objecting to the proposed granting by
the Interior Department of the pending
AE.C. land withdrawal application, refer to
notice of proposed withdrawal 38 Federal
Regulation 66897 (1973). I request that this
letter be considered a formal protest to
these proposed actions pursuant to Depart-
ment regulations 42 CFR Paragraph 4.450.2.

Sincerely,
MAaARJORIE KEIM,
BouLpeEr CoLo.,
April 10, 1973.
Re Notice of proposed withdrawal of land in
western Colorado, 35 Fed. Reg. 6697
(1971).
BurToN W. SILCOCK,
Director of Land Management, Department
of Interior, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mgr. Smncock: As an attorney for .the
American Civil Liberties Union which rep-
resented the Plaintiffs in the lawsult against
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the nuclear blast known as "Project Rulison",
and as attorney for the Colorado Defense
Council, Inc., I wish to protest the proposed
withdrawal of land from the Bureau of Land
Management to the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion for purposes of the detonation of an
underground nuclear device.

Pursuant to 43 C.F.R. 4.450.2, by this letter
I wish to formally protest the withdrawal of
sald land.

Very truly yours,
ROBERT BRUCE MILLER.

HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
THE STATE OF COLORADO,
Denver, April 2, 1973.
Re Rio Blanco.
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sms: It is our understanding that
B.L.M. is being asked to lease 360 acres of
B.L.M. land for the purposes of a nuclear
denotiation (Rio Blanco) without a public
hearing.

We, undersigned Colorado Legislators, urge
a public hearing be held on this important
and controversial matter.

Yours truly,
THOMAS L. FARLEY,
(And 9 others) .
Lagewoon, CoLo.,
April 19,1973,
DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: This month In Time Magazine
I read of the Rio Blanco Project near Meeker,
Colorado. I am writing in objection to the
nuclear underground explosions,

Every person that is privileged to live In
Colorado will be affected. Our environment
is now so polluted from the by-products of
our heavy population growth that it is en-
dangering our existence. We now enjoy the
natural beauty of Colorado and wish for it
to remain that way.

I realize that in order to provide for our
heating and transportation demand that
there are certain compromises that must be
made. However, must we sacrifice our lives?

I know that you may not have the answers
but I do look to you and other representa-
tives of our government to help stop blasting
in our state and if possible in the entire
United States. Help us keep our state beau-
tiful.

Sincerely,
MARJORIE WIGGINS,

Arvapa, CoLo.,
March 24, 1973.
DIRECTOR,
Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: We, the members of Patrol 15 of
the Mile Hi Jeep Club of Colorado, formally
protest the withdrawal of 360 acres of land
near Meeker, Colorado from public use for
the Atomic Energy Commission to use in its
Rio Blanco nuclear oll shale blast.

Colorado’s population is growing at such
a tremendous rate that public land which
can be used for outdoor recreation (such as:
jeeping, hunting, camping, and fishing)
must be considered to be at a premium.
There will be several four-wheel drive roads
put out of commission for this project. Every
time we turn around, there is some type of
legislation taking away land from the public
that was once used for recreational pur-
poses,

We recognize the need for tapping our nat-
ural gas resources. We feel, however, that pri-
vate land or other properties not at present
open for public enjoyment could be pur-
chased and used for this purpose without
being serlously detrimental to outdoor ac-
tivities.

Colorado has one of the largest deer herds
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in the natlon near Meeker, the site of this
proposed test. The development of this land
will have a significant effect on the growth
and development of big game in that area.
We are willing to work with you in find-
ing a site which will serve your needs and
protect our valued public lands as well.
Sincerely,
RusseELL W. TRICKER,
Chairman.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order the Sen-
ator from Nebraska is recognized for not
to exceed 15 minutes.

WATERGATE

Mr. CURTIS, Mr. President, the Wa-
tergate affair has troubled all of us who
believe in limited constitutional govern-
ment and who have faith in the integrity
of the U.S. Government, -

The resignations of some top White
House and administration officials ap-
pear to be the beginning of some con-
structive action to clear the air on this
unprecedented scandal. In my opinion,
the President made a fine statement last
night. I am convinced that he intends to
have this matter investigated thoroughly.

Unfortunately, the image of our Gov-
ernment has already been damaged in
the eyes of the world. I just returned
from a trip for the Department of Agri-
culture to Australia and New Zealand
and I am sorry to report that I was able
to keep up in Watergate matters just as
if I had been here in Washington read-
ing a local paper. This affair has dam-
aged the credibility of the United States
worldwide. What is more, the fact that
White House aides were apparently in-
volved in either the Watergate affair it-
self, or an attempted coverup of it later,
has caused problems with the faith the
American people have in their leader-
ship. Even the most ardent Republican
or administration supporter has come to
the point where he is extremely uncom-
fortable, to say the least, with the way
things have gone.

The time has come, in order to re-
store the integrity of our Government
around the globe and to restore faith
of the people in our leaders in the United
States, to have an independent investiga-
tion of the Watergate mess.

The person who conducts the investi-
gation should not come from the present
ranks of government. The man’s integ-
rity should be above reproach. The man
should have a proven record of courage.
He should be able to withstand the in-
evitable scrutiny such an appointment
would produce from the media. He should
be willing to protect the innocent as well
as expose the guilty.

Accordingly, I believe, and I have so
informed the President by letter, that
Mr, Nixon should consider the appoint-
ment of our former colleague Senator
John Williams of Delaware as a special
investigator for the purpose of once and
for all getting to the bottom of Water-
gate.

With all due respect to my colleagues
and their commendable efforts on the
special Watergate Committee in the Sen-
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ate, I think the very nature of the com-
mittee will prevent its disclosures from
satisfying the American people that the
truth has been achieved. The Senate’s
report could be interpreted by some as
having partial political motivations. The
Senate’s report may produce some kind
of minority views and that would again
create confusion.

I further do not think that anyone
from the Justice Department, even if he
is completely honest and has not been
in any way involved in the case, could
adequately convince the world that some
facts were not hidden from view.

Senator Williams, on the other hand,
would never turn such a probe into a
grandstand play for his own political ad-
vantage. He would protect the innocent
as well as expose any wrongdoing. He
would conduct an investigation solely
in the interest of good government, and
not for any partisan political gain.

The record of John Williams is unpar-
alleled. He had the courage to stand up
and be counted in the Sherman Adams
affair when his own Republican admin-
istration was in office and he was fair
to all concerned when he was investigat-
ing corruption in Democrat administra-
tions.

He has received praise from news-
papers like the Washington Post, the
Naw York Times and the Milwaukee
journal which, considering their early
concern over the Watergate issue, will
be very hard to convince. I believe Sen-
ator Williams could stand the test of the
probing media and would have the cour-
age to state the facts regardless of who
is involved.

As Senators well know, John Williams
conducted his own affairs while he was
in the Senate in such a way that no pos-
sible questions could be raised about any
“conflicts of interest.”

The White House itself could be confi-
dent that Senator Williams would launch
any investigation honestly, fairly and
without any sort of vindictiveness.

I hope the President will consider this
suggestion carefully. I welcome the sup-
port and endorsement of this idea of any
of my colleagues.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order the Sena-
tor from Illinois is recognized for not
to exceed 15 minutes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
how much time remains which has not
been used by the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska under his order?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Eight minutes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Would the
Senator allow me to reserve that time
to myself for the purpose of quorum
calls, and so forth?

Mr. CURTIS. Yes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent to that effect.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I believe the distinguished Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. DoMmeNIcI) has an or-
der to be recognized. Would the Senator
like to proceed until such time as the
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Senator from Illinois reaches the Cham-
ber?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I re-
quest that before our time began we
await the arrival of the Senator from
Illinois, so that he may proceed first and
I may proceed thereafter.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum, with-
out prejudice to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Illinois; and I ask unanimous
consent that the time be charged against
the time allotted to me under my order.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded and that I
may yield to the distinguished majority
leader on the basis that what he says
will appear at the end of my remarks in
reference to former Senator John Wil-
liams.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I am
speaking on the Senator’s time; is that
correct?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Yes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may
I say that I had an idea of what the dis-
tinguished Senator was going to say,
but, unfortunately, I was not in the
Chamber because I was meeting in the
reception room with some very good
friends from Missoula, Mont.; but it is
my understanding that the distinguished
Senator has indicated that, if there is to
be an investigator of the Watergate af-
fair, he recommended the name of our
former colleague, John J. Williams of
Delaware.

May I say that if there is to be an in-
dependent investigation. I can think of
no one of greater integrity, greater stand-
ing, greater capability than former Sen-
ator Williams, who made such an out-
standing record as a Member of 'this body
and who left us, incidentally, voluntarily,
because he believed that there should be
an age limit of 65 for Senators, and, as
always, what John Williams said, he
meant, and therefore he is to be com-
mended.

However, as far as I am concerned per-
sonally, it does not make any difference
whether or not there is to be a special
investigator. The Senate will recall that
the President last night stated, without
qualification, that he had given author-
ity to the Attorney General-designate,
Mr. Elliot Richardson, to name such a
special investigator if he saw fit, and if
he sees fit I can think of no better person
than former Senator John J. Williams of
Delaware.

May I say also, speaking of special
investigators, that there has been a good
deal of talk in the press and discussion
on TV and radio to the effect that it was
special investigators, men like Owen
Roberts, a Philadelphia lawyer, later a
Supreme Court justice, and Atlee
Pomerene, a former Senator from the
State of Ohio, who were responsible for
uncovering the Teapot Dome scandal.

As a matter of fact, the Teapot Dome
scandal facts were uncovered and the
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evidence was laid bare for all to see by a
Senate committee, a committee on the
order of the Ervin committee, and that
committee was headed by one of the
greatest Senators this Republic has ever
produced, Thomas J. Walsh of Montana.
It was on the basis of the job he did
then, and not on the basis of special
investigators—although I am sure they
made a great contribution, but it was on
the basis of a special Senate committee
headed by the late Senator Thomas J.
Walsh—that the facts were uncovered
and the evidence laid bare, the guilty
punished and sent to prison; and on that
basis, that particular issue was resolved
and that was the result of that particular
case.

May I add that, in my opirion, while
the Republic was in danger of crumbling
until recently, now I think, as a result
of what the President said, what the
President has done, and what the courts,
the grand jury, and the Ervin commit-
tee will do, that the rock on which this
fragile democracy rests will be stronger.

Again I want to commend the distin-
guished Senator and to express to him,
as I have so many times in public and
in private, my extremely high regard for
former Senator John Williams. If there
is to be a special investigator, I can think
of no better person to be it.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? If the Senator has com-
pleted his remarks, I can speak on time
under my own order.

Mr. CURTIS. If I have time, I am
happy to yield.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Nebraska has 30
seconds.

Mr. CURTIS. I yield those 30 seconds
to the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. Just to comment on his
remarks, because I am grateful that he
has made them. I l:ave publicly stated
that if John Williams were appointed
special investigator, I would hope the
name would be sent to the Senate, so we
could all join in what I hope would be
overwhelming, if not unanimous, ap-
proval. We could then move forward
with an investigation, and the legisla-
tive and executive branches of the Gov-
ernment would be joined together in this
investigation. I will speak in greater de-
tail on this matter. I think we indeed
have a precedent for the Senate and the
House acting in this matter in the Tea-
pot Dome scandal.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has
expired.

Mr. PERCY. The majority leader was
absolutely correct when he said Teapot
Dome was uncovered by a Senate com-
mittee, but it was the President of the
United States, responding to a resolution
which passed the Senate and a resolution
which passed the House that resulted in
the appointment of a special prosecutor
in that particular case, giving the special
prosecutor all the powers necessary to
bring all these matters out into the open
and prosecute that particular case.

Mr. PERCY. I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp two bril-
liant editorials from the Christian
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Science Monitor entitled “The Constitu-
tional Crisis” and “Watergate: Clean-
Up Precedent.”

There being no objection, the editorials
were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

WATERGATE: CLEAN-UP PRECEDENT

On this page earlier this week we said that
the housecleaning at the White House should
be “put in the hands of someone free of all
personal connections with the White House,
with the defendants in the case and even
with the high command of the Republican
Party.”

History points the way to a formula which
worked once before under similar circum-
stances. Soon after Calvin Coolidge succeeded
to the presidency in August of 1923 he dis-
covered that he had Inherited a houseclean-
ing job. A Senate investigation uncovered the
fact that Albert B. Fall, when Secretary of
the Interior under Warren Harding, had re-
ceived $100,000 in cash in a “satchel” from
ollman Edward L. Doheny. That was the be-
ginning (Jan. 24, 1624) of the uncovering of
the scandals of the Harding administration.

On Feb. 1 and 2 Senate and House passed
a joint resolution calling on the President to
appoint a special counsel independent of the
Department of Justice. President Coolidge
solved the selection problem by naming two
men. One was a young Republican lawyer
from Philadelphia, Owen J. Roberts, who
later was elevated to the Supreme Court.
The other was a retired former Democratic
senator from Ohlo, Atlee W. Pomerene.

The President gave the two men full au-
thority and his support. They worked well
together. Suits were immediately instituted
to annul the Teapot Dome and Elk Hills oil
leases which Fall had improperly granted to
his benefactors. By June all concerned in the
oil leases were under indictment and the
leases had been voided.

The above does not necessarily mean that
there should be a special two-man prosecu-
tor. But it points the way we think might
well be followed in the Watergate affair. As
in the Teapot Dome case the prosecution
should be taken out of the Department of
Justice and put in hands which are either
bipartisan or palpably nonpartisan. Above
all, the prosecution must be divorced from
the White House.

One of the worst things about the Water-
gate matter so far has been manipulation
of the FBI by the White House in the effort
to cover up what had happened. The main
reason L. Patrick Gray III had to withdraw
his candidacy for the directorship was be-
cause he had handed over all his material to
‘White House counsel John Welsey Dean who
is himself deeply involved in the affair. Now
Gray is reported to have destroyed White
House files of Watergate defendant E. How-
ard Hunt Jr.

The process of setting up a convincing
and satisfying housecleaning might well
start, as in the Teapot Dome case, with a
joint resolution by the Congress.

THE CONSTITUTIONAL CRISIS

‘Watergate has long since become a political
disaster for Richard Nixon and the Repub-
lican Party. It is now a constitutional crisis
calling for drastic remedial measures. The
issue is the capacity of the incumbent Presi-
dent to govern effectively during the remain-
der of his term of office. That capacity must
be restored. There is no other practical way
out of the ecrisis. The question is whether
Mr. Nixon himself is yet ready to take the
steps which he must take to restore the in-
stitution of the presidency to effectiveness.

To rescue the institution itself justice must
be done, and seen to be done. This is a case
where the housecleaning must be thorough,
quick, and- evident to all skeptics. Leaving
the management of the housecleaning in the
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hands of anyone connected with the White
House itself will not be good enough. There
is & cloud of suspicion over everyone in the
administration who has anything to do with
domestic politics. That cloud can be lifted
only if the housecleaning is put in the hands
of someone free of all personal connections
with the White House, with the defendants
in the case and even with the high command
of the Republican Party.

As we are writing the prosecution is under
Henry F. Petersen, Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral in charge of the Criminal Division of the
Department of Justice. The burden fell on
him when Attorney General Richard Klein-
dienst disqualified himself on grounds of
“personal and professional relationships"
with persons involved in the case,

We have not the slightest reason to doubt
Mr. Petersen's probity. But he has served
under Mr. Kleindienst and he is a long time
personal friend of the lawyer now acting on
behalf of John Mitchell, That is too close a
relationship to a main character in the case.
Mr, Mitchell was Mr. Nixon’s Attorney Gen-
eral during most of the first term. He resigned
to run the re-election campalign. He repeated-
ly asserted that he had never heard of the
Watergate business until the arrests at the
Democratic National Committee Headquar-
ters, Yet, before a grand jury he has now con-
fessed that the break-in and bugging opera-
tion were discussed in his presence at least
three times prior to the burglary. He stands
guilty on his own testimony of concealing
the truth and thus of helping to try to con-
ceal information about a criminal act.

Many eminent lawyers are doubtful as to
whether Mr. Nixon has yet sufficiently di-
vested himself of control over the investiga-
tion to allow it to rise above suspicion. When
he changed course and announced “major
new developments" in the case he also ex-
pressed “my view that no individual holding,
in the past or at present, a position of major
importance in the administration should be
given immunity from prosecution.” Accord-
ing to some lawyers this has the legal effect
of discouraging defendants from talking.

Sooner or later the whole truth in this
most unseemly and sordid affair is coming
out. The question now is whether 1t will be
dragged out by bits and pieces through the
Senate committee hearing proceeds and In
various lawsuits, with the administration
holding back at every turn and doing its best
to limit the disclosures. If it comes that way
it will continue to do harm to Mr. Nixon's
capacity to serve out his term effectively. The
other way is for him to do what must be
done to raise the official government prosecu-
tion above suspicion.

The reason to put it above suspiclon is, in
our opinion, of first importance. As many
have already polnted out, the criminal ac-
tions and, even more seriously, the long de-
vious effort to conceal them, would, in a
parliamentary democracy have already forced
the resignation of the Prime Minister and
Cabinet. In the United States the presidency
is for a four-year term. Mr. Nixon has just
been reelected by an enormous majority, the
second largest in the history of the country.
There is no evidence that even an important
minority want anything other than a chance
to regain confidence in the man they elected
less than six months ago. No reasonable
figure s calling for his resignation. All are
calling for a quick, thorough, and credible
housecleaning. Hence we urge Mr. Nixon to
put the prosecution of the case in the hands
of a person who is so free of White Housu
connections that the results will be believ-
able.

But one more thing is needed to restore the
prestige and authority of the man elected last
November to the presidency. There has been
a tone about the White House which was
detectable during the first term, but has
become strident since election day. It Is a
tone of self-righteousness bordering often
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on arrogance. It has raised a formidable bar-
rier between the White House and the Con-
gress.

It has come out over foreign policy—the
assertion of presidential power to bomb at
will regardless of how contrary the sentiment
might be in the Congress. It has come out in
assertion of executive privilege—the alleged
(now abandoned) claim of the White House
to have the power to blanket the entire fed-
eral establishment under executive privilege.
It has come out a thousand times in the cold
contempt of the White House staff men to-
ward those who disagree, including even high
Republicans from Capitol Hill. It has come
out above all, in the attitude toward Water-
gate—a bland assumption that whatever
they do is right and moral and permissible.

Watergate will be purged and Mr. Nixon
will be restored to the confidence of the
country if and when the purging has been
thorough, quick, and above susplcion and
also when the White House itself acts with
humility. Mr. Nixon must in the future be
seen to consult the leaders of the Congress
with respect, not give them orders in a
manner too reminiscent of some imperial
court,

The American people want, and need, &
restoration to them of the ability to believe
in the integrity and decency of the man they
have chosen to be their President. But they
also want a president, not a king-emperor.

Mr, Nixon can give them what they want
and need. We urge him to do it—just as fast
as possible.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

Under the previous order, the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. PErcy) is recognized
for not to exceed 15 minutes.

SPECIAL PROSECUTOR FOR WATER-
GATE INVESTIGATION—SENATE
RESOLUTION 105

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, yesterday
was a day we shall not soon forget. In the
words of the banner headlines in many
of the newspapers around the country,
“The President cleaned house.” The
Watergate scandal has rocked the ad-
ministration and last night the Presi-
dent did what he had to: He accepted
full responsibility for the actions which
were taken by members of his adminis-
tration and by members of his reelection
committee., The reason he acted is
clear—public faith in the Government
had been badly eroded and the ability of
the administration to govern was in
jeopardy.

I had intended yesterday to submit a
Senate resolution calling upon the Presi-
dent to appoint a special prosecutor in
the Watergate matter. However, when I
learned of the dramatic events of yester-
day morning, and the announcement
that the President would address the Na-
tion last night, I decided to defer sub-
mission of the resolution until after the
President’s speech.

Now that the President has spoken, I
remain convineed that the submission of
this resolution is appropriate. A simple
and very basic question is at issue; Should
the executive branch investigate itself? I
do not think so, and neither, I am con-
vinced, do a majority of my colleagues.

In submitting this resolution, I am
not attempting in any way to question
the integrity or ability of Attorney Gen-
eral-designate Elliot Richardson, a dis-
tinguished public servant for whom I
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have the highest regard. But Mr. Rich-
ardson cannot be regarded as inde-
pendent of the executive branch of the
Government.

Mr. President, I am pleased to an-
nounce to the Senate that Congressman
Joun Anperson of Illinois, is submitting
this same resolution today in the House.
The preliminary indications of support
by the Members orf the House have been
very encouraging, with 23 cosponsors.

In the resolution, the President is
called upon to appoint immediately a spe-
cial prosecutor, grant him all the au-
thority necessary to effectively perform
his duties, and submit the name of such
designee to the Senaté for approval. If
the President were to appoint the type of
person this resolution envisions—a per-
son of high character and unimpeach-
able integrity, without association with
the executive branch of Government—
and I can think of no name that would
be better suited for this than that of
Senator John Williams—then I do not
think that there would be any delay on
the part of the Senate in going on record
in support of the President’s choice.

I am very pleased indeed to be joined in
this resolution by so many of my distin-
guished colleaguss who have taken such
a forthright position, regardless of party
affiliation, in this matter. Democrats and
Republicans have disregarded party lines,
insisting that this is a national problem
involving our Government. I am pleased
to have as cosponsors of the resolution
Senators DoLE, GOLDWATER, MATHIAS,
JAVITS, CASE, SCHWEIKER, DOMENICI,

BUCKLEY, CRANSTON, CLARK, SPARKMAN,

Youne, RoTH, GRAVEL, PACKWOOD, RAN-
DOLPH, ABOUREZK, and HUGHES.

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

Mr. PERCY. At this time I am happy
to yield to my distinguished colleague
from Arizona, who has played such an
important role in this matter.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
am very happy to support my colleague,
Senator Percy of Illinois. I have a very
deep concern and interest in this matter.
I think it goes far past what might be
suffered by the Republican Party or by a
man named Nixon. I think what we are
talking about now—and it has been bi-
partisan, and I thank God for that—is to
protect the Office of the Presidency, this
is what we are concerned with—the most
important office in the world, the one
that has to be held in the highest respect
if it is to be of any value to the world.

In supporting the Senator’s resolution,
I do not in any way disregard any of my
high regard for the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. ErviN). I cannot name a
man in this world for whom I have
greater respect. I know that the results
of his investigation will be thorough.
Likewise, I think it is natural that the
President look to his Attorney General,
because the Attorney General is the legal
officer of the President.

I think that Mr. Richardson as Attor-
ney General, a man for whom I have
the highest regard, will find himself in
the same position that former Attor-
ney General Kleindienst found himself
where, by virtue of the fact that he had
clients so to speak in the executive
branch, he found it impossible to act.
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I think this Attorney General will want
to conduct a complete investigation.
However, I agree that it should not be
done by the executive branch. As far as
suggesting a name is concerned, I have
no name to suggest, I think that former
Senator Williams of Delaware, would be
an excellent man. I am most happy that
the Senator from Illinois has made this
proposal.

I might say in conclusion that the
President’s speech last night confirmed
exactly what I had felt all along. A num-
ber of years ago I sought this same office.
During the course of my campaign, a
security office was formed on my behalf.
This new office of security started to do
some things that I knew nothing about.
Fortunately I found out about them the
first weekend they were starting. So, I
was able to stop them. o’

I believe implicitly that the President
knew nothing at all about any matter
in relation to the so-called Watergate
affair. I believe that he is completely
honest. He clearly stated that he was
taking the blame. Anyone who has ever
been in the corporate structure of this
country or in the military knows that
someone has to have the buck go no fur-
ther. As Harry Truman said, “The buck
stops here.” And the buck stopped at the
desk of the President last night, where
the American people would like to see it
stop, so that they can feel confident that
within a relatively short period of time
we can know the whole truth about this
insane, stupid affair.

For the life of me, I cannot understand
any person with an ounce of brains in his
head ever doing anything like this. If
we Republicans do not know what the
Democrats are doing, or if the Demoerats
do not know what the Republicans are
doing, we are wasting a hell of a lot of
time.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may
I say that we are wasting a lot of money,
too.

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I would
say that the distinguished Senator from
Arizona speaks with a great deal of
strong feeling and intimate knowledge.
I think that his counsel and advice to the
President have been truly invaluable in
this case.

I would hope that the appropriate
Executive orders would be issued and
signed by the President, as only he can
do, so that full authority would be pro-
vided for the special prosecutor not only
to issue subpenas but also to have access
to the internal revenue material that
would provide an insight, now that the
tax returns have been filed by corpora-
tions and individuals for 1972, into where
these contributions came from. But we
ought to go back and, if the law does
not provide for such reporting, we ought
to see that it be done in the future so
that we might trace every single contri-
bution to determine from the individual
if it came from his personal resources,
or, if he is a member of a corporation
or labor union, we ought to be able to
find whether it somehow was tucked
away in some place in that tax return.

Let us put an end to this sordid prac-
tice that has somehow grown up over

May 1, 1973

the years of financing political contri-
butions under the table instead of over
the table and getting a quid pro quo or,
as some term it, an investment that is
made in a particular campaign or can-
didate.

The payoff comes out of the hide of
the people. The people have a right to
know what transpired in this particular
case. We have a right to find out who
was guilty and let the chips fall where
they may. We can then cleanse this stain
on this country.

Mr. President, in a moment I will be
glad to yield to the Senator from New
Mexico. However, before doing so I ask
unanimous consent that material from
the 68th Congress, 1st session, beginning
with Senate Joint Resolution 54, fo-
gether with other material dealing with
the nomination of Atlee Pomerene and
Owen J. Roberts as special counsel be
printed in the REcorp at an appropriate
point so that our colleagues in the Sen-
ate and House can have access to the
precedent for the action we will be
taking, I hope, today in this matter.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[8.J. Res. 54 (86th Congress, 1st session) with
amendments; reference to congressional
request for the President to employ special
counsel to investigate the Teapot Dome
case]

8. J. Res. 54

Proposed by Mr. Walsh of Montana to the
joint resolution (S.J. Res. 54) to procure
the annulment of the lease to the Mam-
moth Oil Company
Whereas it appears from evidence taken by

the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys
of the United States Senate that certain lease
of naval reserve numbered 3, in the State of
Wyoming, bearing date April 7, 1922, made
in form by the Government of the United
States, through Albert B. Fall, Secretary of
the Interlor, and Edwin Denby, SBecretary of
the Navy, as lessor, to the Mammoth Oil
Company, as lessee, and that contract be-
tween the Government of the United States
and the Pan American Petroleum and Trans-
port Company, dated April 25, 1922, signed
by Edward C. Finney, Acting Secretary of
the Interior, and Edwin Denby, Secretary of
the Navy, concerning oil in naval petroleum
reserve numbered 1, State of California, and
that lease and contract between the Govern-
ment of the United States and the Pan Amer-
fcan Petroleum Company, dated December
11, 1922, signed by Albert B. Fall, Becretary
of the Interior, and Edwin Denby, Secretary
of the Navy, concerning oil in naval petro-
leum reserve numbered 1, State of California,
were executed under circumstances indicat-
ing fraud and corruption; and

Whereas the sald leases and contract were
entered into without authority on the part
of the officers purporting to act in the execu-
tion of the same for the United States and
in violation of the laws of Congress; and

Whereas such leases and contract were
made in defiance of the settled policy of the
Government adhered to through three suc-
cessive administrations, to maintain in the
ground a great reserve supply of oil adequate
to the needs of the Navy in any emergency
threatening the national security:

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

‘resentatives of the United States of America

in Congress assembled, That the sald leasea
and contract are against the public interest
and that the lands embraced therein should
be recovered and held for the purpose to
which they were dedicated; and

Resolved further, That the President of
the United States be, and he hereby is, au-
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thorized and directed immediately to cause
suit to be instituted and prosecuted for the
annulment and cancellation of the said
leases and contract, to enjoin the further
extraction of oil from the said reserves under
said leases or from the territory covered by
the same, to secure any further appropriate
incidental relief, and to prosecute such
other actlons or proceedings, civil and crimi-
nal, as may be warranted by the facts in
relation to the making of the said leases and
contract.

And the President is further authorized
and directed to appoint, by and with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate, shecial
counsel who shall have charge and control
of the prosecution of such litigation, any-
_ thing in the statutes touching the powers

of the Attorney General of the Department
of Justice to the contrary notwithstanding.

[SBenate approval of Senate Joint Resolution
54 (68th Congress, 1st session) as amended]

The PRESIENT pro tempore. The Chair
suggests to the Senator from Nebraska that
Senate Joint Resolution No. 54 is now before
the Benate, and under the agreement just
entered into no further amendment can be
offered to it.

Mr, AsHURST. Mr, President, I think the
Senator from Arkansas acted well and wise-
ly; but I believe in fair play. I think the
Chair was under a misapprehension. I have
no interest in the amendment which the
Senator from Nebraska has attempted to
propose, but it was obvious to all fair and
discerning men that he intended and at-
tempted to offer an amendment before the
unanimous-consent agreement was agreed
to. Therefore this body ought to reconsider
its action long enough to permit him to offer
that amendment if he desires to do so, be-
cause he was on the floor, and held the floor,
and claimed recognition, and undoubtedly
had that intention. As one who believes in
falr play, although I earnestly hope the pro-
posed agreement will be entered into, I ask
that we let him offer his amendment.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chalir
asked the Senator from Nebraska whether he
desired to object to the unanimous-consent
agreement——

Mr. AsuaursT, I have sald what I wished to
say, The Senator from Nebraska is able to
take care of himself,

The PrRESIDENT pro tempore. And the Sen-
ator from Nebraska answered that he did
not desire to object,

Mr. HoweLL. Mr. President, I misunder-
stood the Chair's question and its applica-
tion. I had offered my amendment before
the Chair asked that gquestion; and, as I
understood it, the question was whether I
objected if this agreement went into effect
following the offering of my amendment and
its discussion.

Mr. FLeTcHER. May I suggest to the Senate
what would probably be a way out of the
difficulty? When one of the amendments al-
ready pending is offered the Senator could
move to amend the amendment in the way
he desires.

Mr. HowEeLL. I shall not be able to pursue
that course in view of the character of this
amendment. I ask unanimous consent for
the consideration of the amendment.

Mr. RoeBinNsoN. Let the amendment be
read, and let us see what it is.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore, The Secretary
will read the proposed amendment.

The ReEapiNG CLERK. In the substitute for
Senate Joint Resolution 54, to strike out
lines 1 to 10, inclusive, on page 2, and lines
1 to 7, inclusive, on page 3, and insert in lieu
thereof the following:

“Resolved, etec., That the said leases and
contract are against the publie interest, and
the same were and are hereby declared null
and void from the beginning.

“Resolved further, That the President of
the United States be, and he hereby is, au-
thorized and directed immediately to seize
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and take possession of the lands included in
said leases and to cause suit or sults to be
instituted and prosecuted for the annul-
ment and cancellation of sald contract, and
all contracts incidental or supplemental
thereto, and to recover the value of the oil
thus far extracted under the provisions of
said leases, and to prosecute such other ac-
tions or proceedings, civil or criminal, as may
be warranted by the facts in relation to the
making of the sald leases and contract.”

Mr. HoweLL. Mr, President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair can
only reiterate his former statement.

Mr. RoBinsoN, Mr., President, if I may be
indulged for just a moment, the amendment
now presented, as I understand it, is substan-
tially identical with the original joint resclu-
tion presented by my colleague, the junior
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Caraway]. We
have been prosecuting upon consideration of
the substitute resolution proposed by the
Senator from Montana, and I had not antici-
pated that at this juncture of the debate this
question would be again raised.

On this side of the Chamber we had agreed
to accept the Walsh substitute for the Cara-
way resolution. There were a number of Sen-
ators on this side who expressed the feeling
that the original resolution was a proper ex-
pression upon the part of the Senate, but
upon informal consideration of the matter an
understanding was reached, as set forth by
statements made in the Senate by a number
of Senators on this side, including the author
of the original resclution, that the Walsh
substitute was acceptable.

I do not want to preclude the Senate from
an expression upon this amendment if it de-
sires to give such expression. The object of
the unanimous-consent request was to ter-
minate debate and get a vote and to make
certain that the Senate should proceed
promptly to the consideration of a related
resolution, which I will call the Denby reso-
lution.

If there is no objection, I shall ask unani-
mous consent that the amendment offered
by the Senator from Nebraska be considered
as in order, and that a vote be taken on that
amendment without any debate.

Mr. LenrooTr. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. RoeinsoN. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. LenrooT. I am very sure the Senator
from Nebraska misunderstood the sltuation.

Mr. RosinsonN. I am sure he did.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator from
Arkansas? The Chair hears none, and the
amendment to the amendment will be voted
upon. The question now is upon the amend-
ment to the amendment.

Mr. HoweLL. Mr. President——

Mr, La ForrETTE. May I ask the Senator
from Arkansas to so modify his request as to
permit the Senator from Nebraska to offer
some observations regarding that amend-
ment?

Mr. RopiNsonN. My only reason for not doing
that is that other Senators might feel con-
strained to state their views upon the sub-
ject and reopen the entire debate.

Mr. La ForrerTE. I feel very certain that
the proposition has been so debated that it
will not prolong debate. The Senator from
Nebraska has had no opportunity, or at
least——

Mr. RosinsoN. He has had opportunity.

Mr. La FoLrLerTE. He has not taken the
opportunity to speak upon that gquestion,
and I think it would be a fair thing to permit
him to do so.

Mr. RopiNson. Then I ask that the Senator
from Nebraska be allowed five minutes and
the Senator from Montana five minutes, If
they desire to use that time, and that the
amendment to the amendment be considered
as pending.

The PresIDENT pro tempore. The SBenator
modifies his request for unanimous consent
80 that the Senator from Nebraska shall be
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permitted five minutes for discussion and
the Senator from Montana five minutes for
discussion upon the amendment offered by
the Benator from Nebraska to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Montana.
Is there objection?

Mr, HoweLL., Mr. President——

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Senator
from Nebraska.

Mr. HoweLL. I am perfectly willing that my
time should be limited, but I would not like
to have it limited to five minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Objection is
made.

Mr. HoweLL. This is an amendment of im-
portance, and I think it 158 worthy of some
consideration, and I would like to make a
statement as to the reasons why I have of-
fered it.

Mr. RopinsonN, Mr. President, my only ob-
ject In suggesting the limitation was to carry
the purpose of the unanimous-consent agree-
ment which is already In force. So far as I am
concerned, I have no objection to reopening
the debate, if the Senate wants to do it. I
thought the Benate had reached the time
when it was ready to vote. I thought the
consensus of the Senate was that a vote
should be taken upon this resolution. The
request was stated clearly and agreed to;
but if the Senator wants additional time, I
shall make no objection upon my part.

Mr. HoweLL. I suggest to the Senator that
10 minutes be allowed.

Mr. RoeinsoN. Then I ask that the Sen-
ator from Nebraska and the Senator from
Montana each be allowed 10 minutes.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is there ob-
Jection to the agreement as now proposed
that 10 minutes shall be given?

Mr. FERNALD. Mr. President, let us have
order during that 20 minutes so that we
may hear.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The Chair re-
peats, is there objection to the 10 minutes
limitation? The Chair hears none and rec-
ognizes the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. HoweLL. Mr. President, I am in favor
of the purpose of this joint resolution, but
I do not think it goes far enough to protect
the interests of the United States Govern-
ment.

The Senate has seen fit to approve the fol-
lowing preamble of this resolution:

“Whereas the sald leases and contracts
were entered into without authority on the
part of the officers purporting to act in the
execution of the same for the United States
and in violation of the laws of Congress.”

I was impressed with the arguments made
here that such was the fact, and the Senate
declded that such was the fact. Therefore,
having so decided, the logical course to pur-
sue is to assume that the leases were void
from the beginning and there never was a
lease. If void from the beginning, those who
are upon the lands at the present time are
merely trespassers. Such being the case, and
as it is not usual for the United States Gov-
ernment to go to the courts to get a “sooner”
off the public land, why should we do so
in this case? If we go into court, we will be
in the courts for years.

True, it will be insisted that one of the
purposes is to bring an injunction proceed-
ing to prevent further depletion of the land,
but we have been told that in the midst of
the No. 1 oil reserve section 36 is being
pumped by the Standard Oil Co. at the pres-
ent time. The longer the lease litigation can
be maintained in the courts the longer will
those who are adjacent to these properties
have the opportunity of draining the oil
that belongs to the United States Govern-
ment. Therefore if we want to do something
that will be effective and immediately effec-
tive, if we want to put teeth into this meas-
ure, we should provide that the President
shall proceed just as the United States Gov-
ernment would proceed in connection with
“sooners” upon public lands.
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Having declared these leases null and void,
which the Senate has done by its action, the
next thing to do is to seize the property im-
mediately, stop further depletion of the
properties by those who are now claiming
under the leases, and, furthermore, take
steps to go on with the pumping of the oil
lands in order to prevent those adjacent
thereto from securing the oil.

In a single instance, connected with public
affairs, I have been in the courts for nine
years and I know what it means, Here is an
opportunity to do something that will be
effective. What the people of the country
want is not refined equity in this matter.
They want raw equity, and I urge that we
take the necessary steps at this time, irre-
spective of constitutional refinements and
objections. Let us do in this case, with oil
lands involved worth hundreds of millions of
dollars, as the Government has done time
and time again in connection with “sooners”
who have gone upon the public lands and as-
sumed to reside there.

I urge the adoption of this amendment,
and I hope that it will not be defeated, be-
cause I know it would put teeth in the meas-
ure which is now before the Senate.

Mr. WarLsg of Montana. Mr. President,
the proposed substitute presents again a
question which was considered at some
length at an early stage in the debate, name-
1y, as to whether the Congress of the United
States could declare these leases to be void
and canceled or whether they should ask the
court to make a decree to that effect.

The amendment offered by the Senator
from Nebraska goes further than that. It
directs that possession of the property be
taken and that those In possession be dis-
possessed of them. Touching the first part
of the resolution, I desire to say that the
procedure suggested 1s indeed pursued in
some countries, notably some of the repub-
lics of America outside of the United States.
A concession or grant is made by a govern-
ment, either by the officers authorized by
statute or the direct act or the legislature
of the country. Some one comes along and
gets a concession from the legislature. Then
the legislature that comes into power the
next time, or the ‘executive, or whoever ex-
ercises the authority, cancels those conces-
sions and gives them to some one else.

Now, the wise founders of our Government
considered that that was contrary to the es-
sentials of liberty, and away back in Magna
Carta the principle was laid down that
every man was entitled to a day In court to
determine whether or not he has a right or
he has not a right. We are satisfied that these
leases were executed without authority and
that they were executed corruptly. But to-
morrow we may be confronted with a grant,
the want of authority to execute which is
not so plain, the evidence of corruption in
connection with which is not so plain, and
we will then be called upon to vacate that
grant, and so on down through all the pos-
sible gradations. Now, it is a matter of
doubt as to whether we have any right in
the premises or not. Those are questions for
the court to determine. We may urge the
court to do it. We may declare our convic-
tions that they were executed without au-
thority, but that is as far as we can go under
the American system of justice and liberty.

The principle is expressed in our Constitu-
tion in an amendment that no person shall
be deprived of any property without due
process of law. Now, he claims to own this
property and we can not dispossess him of
that property; we can not lawfully do it
without the due process of law. The case of
the “sooner” and the case of the janitor
coming and taking .possession of this body
is a different thing, Some idiot or some child
may take your horse away from you. You go
and use the necessary force in that case to
get back your horse. But if some one claim-
ing he bought that horse from an agent of
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yours who was authorized to sell it has
possession of the horse the best thing for you
to do is to go into court to determine the
question of the validity of the grant that he
claims,

The resolution then directs that possession
be taken of this property. Possession how?
Who shall take possession? Who shall act
for the United States in taking possession?
The United States marshal? The United
States marshal is powerless. He is a trespasser
in taking possession unless he is armed with a
writ from some court. Will you use the Army
and Navy of the United States to take posses~
sion of this property? Why, Mr. President,
that is one of the things that we complain
of in these proceedings against the late Sec-
retary Fall. As we were told yesterday by the
Senator from New York [Mr. CoPELAND] he
sent from the city of Washington out to the
State of Wyoming a squad of marines—and
that is also one of the sins of the Becretary
of the Navy—to put a company off of naval
reserve No. 3 that was actually engaged there
in drilling a well under a claim of right. All
he had to do was to go into the United States
District Court for the State of Wyoming and
secure promptly and without hesitation at
all an injunction restralning those people
from conducting any further operations until
the court should have determined the matter.

The Senator from Nebraska, whom I am
advised is not a lawyer and familiar with
these matters, is quite too apprehensive
about delay in the matter. The very first step
in the proceedings which are authorized by
the resolution would be to file a bill of com-
plaint and thereupon to go to the judge and
ask an injunction restraining the extrac-
tion of any oil from any of the lands until
the question was determined. The proce-
dure is thoroughly well known to those of us
who are familiar with mining litigation in
the West. A man is In possession of mining
property. He is taking out the ore or other
mineral,

I file a complaint against him, and I go into
court and ask that he be enjoined from ex-
tracting the ore or extracting the oil pending
the proceedings and until the court shall
determine whether or not he is entitled to
the property or I. That is done at the outset,
and it goes almost as a matter of course in a
private case that the complainant must give
2 bond to protect the defendant against any
loss or damage he may suffer. But in the
case of the United States they do not even
have to give a bond. None is required what-
ever. So the very first step would be to shut
the wells or put in control a receiver who
shall hold the proceeds of them until the
matter is determined.

So I say the Senator from Nebraska is un-
duly apprehensive about the matter and I
am certain that the amendment ought not
to be adopted. The Senate of the United
States ought not to go upon record as estab-
lishing even a precedent for the cancellation
of a grant purporting to have besn executed
by an officer of the United States under a
pretended right or under color of authority.
That would stigmatize the Government of
this country in a way, so far as title to prop-
erty is concerned, more threatening in its
character than any of us can conceive. It
would upset the stability of titles to prop-
erty in the country if the Congress of the
United States should undertake to do any-
thing of the kind. I trust the amendment
will not be agreed to.

Mr. Diar. Mr. President——

The PreEsIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moses in the
chair). Does the Senator from Montana yield
to the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. WaLsH of Montana. I yleld.

Mr. DiaL. I call the attention of the Sena-
tor to the fact that only last week the Sen
ate passed a bill to compensate the owner of
land who had been dispossessed by the Army.
The Army wanted to use the land for camp
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purposes, and the Senate passed a bill com-
pensating the owner of that property.

Mr. WarLsH of Montana. That is true.

Mr. HowEeLL, Mr. President, it will be read-
{ly understood, if one will consider that the
proceeding to enjoin could be brought
promptly and steps taken as suggested, but
the proceedings to determine the validity of
the leases may take years. They will begin in
the district court and go to the court of ap-
peals and then go to the United States Su-
preme Court, and then may go back again
to the district court. In this case suppose the
wells were shut down; then during all that
period of time there would be an opportu-
nity to drain the oil from those properties.
We are assured, and it has been stated in
connection with the Teapot Dome, that
drainage is taking place.

Mr. WarLsH of Montana. No; the Senator 1s
in error there. If such a situation as that
exists and It is necessary to continue opera-
tion of wells to prevent drainage, a receiver
would be appointed to take the proceeds on
both sides and await the determination of
the matter by the court.

Mr. HowerL. I have no purpose of depriv-
ing anyone of the right to go into court. My
idea was simply to let them be the plaintiff
and the United States be the deféndant. Un-
der the plan proposed by the Senator from
Montana the United States would be the
complainant.

Mr. WarLsa of Montana. Will the Senator
pardon a further interruption?

Mr. HowEeLL. Certainly.

Mr. WaLsaH of Montana. That statement
was made the other day, but it does not
change the order at all. Suppose we pass the
joint resolution with the Senator's amend-
ment just as he wants it. Those people are
in possession of the land. We would have to
go into court to stop them from drilling in
order to get them off the premises. It would
not change the order a bit.

The PresIING OFFICER. The Senator from
Nebraska has one minute more remaining.

Mr. Howern. But what this amendment
will really do will be to put teeth in this
measure. I have the greatest confidence in
the efforts which the Senator from Montana
(Mr. WaLsH) is making to secure restitution
for the people of this country, and I am very
sorry to be in opposition to him in connec-
tion with this matter. I merely want to go a
little further than the pending joint resolu-
tion goes, and I think, as I previously stated,
what we need in a situation of this kind is a
little raw equity.

The PrEsmiNe OrFFicer. The time of the
Senator from Nebraska has expired.

Mr. CARAWAY. Mr. President, I was not pres-
ent when the unanimous-consent agreement
was entered into and——

The PrEsipiNG OFFICER. The Chair can not
now recognize the Senator from Arkansas,
under the unanimous-consent agreement,
unless further unanimous consent is grant-
ed.

Mr. Caraway. I am merely Intending to
make a parliamentary inquiry. I repeat I
was not present when the unanimous con-
sent was granted, and I desire to ask if all
the time allotted has been consumed?

The PresmiNG OFFIcER. The Sentaor from
Montana (Mr. WarsH) has three minutes
more, if he wishes to claim the floor.

Mr. WarsH of Montana., Mr. President,
I have nothing further to submit.

The PrEsmING OFFICER. Under the sup-
plementary unanimous-consent agreement
just entered into, the guestion is upon agree-
ing to the amendment offered by the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. HoweLL] to the amend-
ment proposed as a substitute for the joint
resolution.

The amendment to the amendment was
rejected.

The Presmine OrrFicer. Under the original
unanimous-consent agreement, the question
now is upon agreeing to the amendment
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offered by the Senator from Montana [Mr.
WarsH| in the nature of a substitute for
the joint resolution introduced by the Sena-
tor from Arkansas [Mr. CARAWAY |.

Mr. Harmrison and Mr. LopceE demanded
the yeas and nays, and they were ordered.

The reading clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

The result was announced—yeas 90, nays
0, as follows:

YEAS—80

Adams, Ashurst, Ball, Bayard, Borah,
Brandegee, Brookhart, Broussard, Bruce,
Bursum, Cameron, Capper, Caraway, Cope-
land, Couzens, Cummins, Curtis, Dale, Dial,
Dill, Edge, Edwards, Elkins.

Ernst, FPernald, Ferris, Fess, Fletcher, Fra-
zier, George, Gerry, Glass, Goodling, Greene,
Hale, Harreld, Harris, Harrison, Heflin, Howell,
Johnson, Calif., Johnson, Minn., Jones, N.
Mex., Jones, Wash., Eendrick, Keyes.

King, Ladd, La Follette, Lenroot, Lodge,
McEKellar, McKinley, McLean, McNary, May-
field, Moses, Neely, Norbeck, Norris, Oddie,
Overman, Owen, Pepper, Phipps, Pittman,
Ralston, Ransdell, Reed, Mo.

Robinson, Sheppard, Shields, Shipstead,
Shortridge, Simmons, Smith, Smoot, Spencer,
Stanfield, Stanley, Sterling, Swanson, Tram-
mell, Underwood, Wadsworth, Walsh, Mass.,
Walsh, Mont., Warren, Watson, Wheeler.

NOT VOTING—6

Colt.

McCormick.

Reed, Pa.

Stephens.

‘Weller.

Willis.

So the amendment of Mr, WaALsH of Mon-
tana in the nature of a substitute was agreed
to.
The PrEsmING OFFICER. Under the unani-
mous-consent agreement, no further amend-
ments being in order, the joint resolution
will be reported to the Senate.

The joint resolution was reported to the
Senate as amended, and the amendment was
concurred in.

The result was announced—yeas B9, nays
0, as follows:

YEAS—89,

Adams, Ashhurst, Ball, Bayard, Borah,
Brandegee, Brookhart, Broussard, Bruce, Bur-
sum, Cameron, Capper, Caraway, Copeland,
Couzens, Cummins, Curtis, Dale, Dial, Dill,
Edge, Edwards, Elkins.

Ernst, Fernald, Ferris, Fess, Fletcher, Fra-
zier, George, Gerry, Glass, Gooding, Greene,
Hale, Harreld, Harris, Harrison, Hedin, Howell,
Johnson, Calif., Johnson, Minn,, Jones, N.
Mex., Jones, Wash., Kendrick, Keyes.

King, Ladd, La Follette, Lenroot Lodge, Mc-
Kellar, McKinley, McLean, McNary, Mayfield,
Moses, Neely, Norbeck, Norris, Oddie, Over-
man, Owen, Pepper, Phipps, Pittman, Ralston,
Ransdell, Reed, Mo.

Robinson, Sheppard, Shields, Shipstead,
Shortridge, Simmons, Smith, Smoot, Spencer,
Stanfleld, Stanley, Sterling, Swanson, Tram-
mell, Underwood Wadsworth, Walsh, Mass,,
Walsh, Mont., Watson, Wheeler,

NOT VOTING—T.

Colt, McCormick, Reed, Pa., Stephens, War-
ren, Weller, Willis.

So the joint resolution was passed.

The PresminG OFFICER. The question now
recurs upon agreeing to the amended pre-
amble proposed by the Senator from Mon-
tana.

The preamble as amended was agreed to.
HOUSE APPROVAL OF SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION
54 (68rH CoNG., 1sT SESS.) AS AMENDED
LEASES OF NAVAL OIL LANDS

Mr. LoNGWORTH. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker's
table Senate Joint Resolution 54 and con-
sider the same, and in that connection I ask
unanimous consent that debate be limited to
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30 minutes, one-half to be controlled by the
[Mr. GARRETT]

gentleman from Tennessee
and one-half by myself.

The SpEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio
asks unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table Senate Joint Resolution 54,
of which the Clerk will report the title.

The Clerk read the title, as follows:

“Joint resolution directing the President
to institute and prosecute suits to cancel
certain leases of oil lands and incidental
contracts, and for other purposes.”

The Speaxer. The gentleman from Ohlo
asks unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the resolution, and that debate
be limited to 30 minutes, one-half to be con-
trolled by himself and one-half by the gen-
tleman from Tennessee [Mr, GarreTT]. Is
there objection?

Mr. Howarp of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, I
want to object to the limit of debate only.

Mr, GARRETT of Tennessee. How much time
does the gentleman from Nebraska desire
on the matter?

Mr. Howarp of Nebraska. I may not desire
any time, but there are many here who may.

Mr. LoNGwoRTH. Mr. Speaker, it seems to
me that under the circumstances there is no
necessity for prolonged debate on this ques-
tion. The resolution was passed unanimously
by the Senate and I have no guestion in the
world but that it will pass unanimously
here. What I would like to avoid would be
protracted debate, and particularly I would
like to avoid today any question of parti-
sanship coming into the consideration of this
resolution. Most disquieting rumors have
reached us of the grave condition of an ex-
President of the United States. I think un-
der the circumstances it would be, to say
the least, extremely bad taste that any parti-
san question should be brought into the de-
bate. It is a simple resolution, we are all
for it, and let us get this thing behind us.

Mr. GarreTT of Tennessee. Will the gentle-
man yleld?

Mr. LongwoRTH. Certainly.

Mr. GarreTT of Tennessee. Were there any
amendments put on the original resolu-
tion?

Mr. LonewoRTH. None except a technical
amendment.

Mr. GarrerT of Tennessee. I would like to
get some printed copies for Members. I have
a Benate copy myself,

Mr. LongworTH. I will call the gentleman’s
attention to the fact that in the first line,
after the word “institute,” the words “and
prosecute” have been inserted.

Mr. Raxer. Let me call the gentleman's
attention to the fact that on page 17566
of the Record the resolution is printed as
amended and passed,

Mr. GarreTT of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, so
far as I am personally concerned I have no
objection to limiting the time as suggested
by the gentleman from Ohio. I have conferred
with some of the members of the Public
Lands Committee who would have jurisdic-
tion, and I suggest if it would be agreeable
to the gentleman from Nebraska that we have
20 minutes on a side.

Mr. Howarp of Nebraska. Mr. Speaker, in
view of the great shadow that may fall upon
this House within a few hours, as stated by
the gentleman from Ohio, I am quite willing
that there should be no debate at all, and I
withdraw my objection.

Mr. LonewoRrTH. I am perfectly willing that
there should be no debate. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table Senate Joint Resolution 654
and consider the same, and I ask unanimous
consent that the previous question be con-
sidered as ordered on the resolution.

The SpEaxer. The gentleman from Ohio
asks unanimous consent that Senate Joint
Resolution No. 54 be consldered without de-
bate and that the previous question be con-
sidered as ordered. Is there objection?
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Mr. JounsoN of Washington. Reserving the
right to object, I observe that this resolution
contains a number of whereases, What chance
is there going toc be for Members of the House
to have the information that—'"said leases
and contracts were entered into without au-
thority on the part of the officers purporting
to act in the execution of the same for the
United States and in vioclation of the laws
of Congress."

Mr. LoNnewoRTH. I will say to the gentle-
man that if I was considering the question
ab initio I would not be quite satisfled with
one or two of the whereases; but they have
nothing to do with the resolution proper.

Mr. JornsoN of Washington. I agree that
if we undertake to debate this question we
might be here for some time; but I beg to
submit that the several “whereas” clauses
are of the snap-judgment order.

Mr. LoNewoRTH. Let me say that a num-
ber of amendments were introduced in an-
other body and they all failed.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ohio?

Mr. LINEBERGER. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, there are several categorical statements
of fact contained in the resolution the rea-
sons for which many of us would like to
have explained in order to vote intelligently.
I realize that the nominal majority in the
other body is in the minority the same as the
nominal majority here is in the minority, but
I do not think an important resolution like
the one before us and upon which we are
asked to vote should be put without some
serious consideration. We certainly do not
wish to commit ourselves to the wvarious
“whereas” statements in the resolution un-
less we believe them to be founded in fact.
The mob psycheclogy and partisan prejudice
which seeks to condemn and punish without
a failr hearing and trial is all too prevalent
at this moment. I shall vote for the resolu-
tion, but in so doing I do not commit myself
to any future action except as based on the
facts and my conscientious convictions,

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, if there is go-
ing to be any debate on it——

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ohlo?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the resolution, as follows:

“Joint resolution (8. J. Res. 54) directing
the President to institute and prosecute suits
to cancel certain leases of oll lands and in-
cidental contracts, and for other purposes.

“Whereas it appears from evidence taken
by the Committee on Public Lands and Sur-
veys of the United States Senate that certain
lease of naval reserve No. 3, in the State of
Wyoming, bearing date April 7, 1922, made
in form by the Government of the United
States through Albert B. Fall, Secretary of
the Interior, and Edwin Denby. Secretary of
the Navy, as lessor, to the Mammoth Oll Co.,
as lessee, and that certain contract between
the Government of the United States and
the Pan American Petroleum & Transport
Co., dated April 25, 1922, signed by Edward
C. Finney, Acting Secretary of the Interior,
and Edwin Denby, Secretary of the Navy, re-
lating, among other things, to the construc-
tion of oil tanks at Pearl Harbor, Territory
of Hawali, and that certain lease of naval
reserve No. 1, in the State of California,
bearing date December 11, 1922, made in form
by the Government of the United States
through Albert B. Fall, Secretary of the In-
terior, and Edwin Denby, Secretary of the
Navy, as lessor, to the Pan American Petro-
leum Co., as lessee, were executed under cir-
cumstances Indicating fraud and corruption;
and

“Whereas the said leases and contract were
entered into without authority on the part
of the officers purporting to act in the exe-
cution of the same for the United States and
in violation of the laws of Congress; and

“Whereas such leases and contract were
made in defiance of the settled policy of the
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Government, adhered to through three suc-
cessive administrations, to maintain in the
ground a great reserve supply of oil adequate
to the needs of the Navy in any emergency
threatening the national security: Therefore
be it

“Resolved, etc., That the said leases and
contract are against the public interest and
that the lands embraced therein should be
recovered and held for the purpose to which
they were dedicated; and

“Resolved further, That the President of
the United States be, and he hereby is, au-
thorized and directed immediately to cause
suit to be instituted and prosecuted for the
annulment and cancellation of the said leases
and contract and all contracts incidental or
supplemental thereto, to enjoin the further
extraction of oil from the sald reserves un-
der said leases or from the territory covered
by the same, to secure any further appro-
priate incidental relief, and to prosecute such
other actions or proceedings, civil and crimi-
nal, as may be warranted by the facts in re-
lation to the making of the said leases and
contract.

“And the President is further authorized
and directed to appoint, by and with the ad-
vice and consent of the Senate, special coun-
sel, who shall have charge and control of
the prosecution of such litigation, anything
in the statutes touching the powers of the
Attorney General of the Department of Jus-
tice to the contrary notwithstanding.”

The SpeaxEer. The question is on the en-
grossment and third reading of the joint
resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to be en-
grossed and read a third time, and was read
the third time.

The Speaxer. The question is on the pas-
sage of the resolution.

The question was taken; and on a division
(demanded by Mr. Garrerr of Tennessee)
there were 120 ayes and 4 noes,

B0 the joint resolution was passed.

On motion of Mr. LONGWORTH, a motion to
reconsider the vote by which the joint reso-
lution was passed was laid on the table.

Signing of Senate Joint Resolution 54 68th
Congress, first session, as amended

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

The Committee on Enrolled Bills reported
that they had examined and found truly en-
rolled joint resoltuion of the following title
when the Speaker signed the same:

8.J. Res, 54, Joint resolution directing the
President to institute and prosecute suits to
cancel certain leases of oil lands and inci-
aental contracts, and for other purposes.
ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker of the House had signed the follow-
ing enrolled bill and joint resolution, and
they were subsequently signed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore:

8. 794. An act to equip the United States
penitentiary, Leavenworth, EKans., for the
manufacture of supplies for the use of the
Government, for the compensation of pris-
oners for their labor, and for other purposes;
and

8.J. Res. 54. Joint resolution directing the
Presldent to institute and prosecute suits to
cancel certain leases of oil lands and inci-
dental contracts, and for other purposes.

PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES oF THE 68TH CON-
GRESS, 15T SESSION, SENATE FRIDAY, FEBRU-
ARY 8, 1924

(Legislative day of Thursday,
February 7, 1924)
MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
BILL SIGNED
A message from the House of Representa-
tives by Mr. Chaffee, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker of the House had
signed the enrolled bill (H.R. 657) granting
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the consent of Congress to the boards of
supervisors of Rankin and Madison Counties,
Miss., to construct a bridge across the Pearl
River in the State of Mississippl, and it was
subsequently signed by the President pro
tempore.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. CurTis. Mr, President, I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

The PrESIDENT pro tempore. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The prinecipal legislative clerk called the
roll, and the following Senators answered to
their names.

Ashurst, Ball, Bayard, Borah, Brandegee,
Brookhart, Broussard, Bruce, Bursum, Cam-
eron, Capper, Caraway, Copeland, Couzens,
Cummins, Curtis, Dale, Dial, Dill, Edge, Ernst.

Ferris, Fletcher, Frazier, George, Gerry,
Glass, Gooding, Greene, Hale, Harreld, Harris,
Harrison, Heflin, Howell, Johnson, Calif,,
Johnson, Minn. Jones, Wash., EKendrick,
Keyes, King, Ladd.

La Follette, Lenroot, McCormick, McKellar,
McKinley, McLean, McNary, Mayfleld, Moses,
Neely, Norbeck, Norris, Oddie, Overman, Pep-
per, Phipps, Ralston, Ransdell, Reed, Mo.,
Reed, Pa., Robinson.

Sheppard, Shields, Shipstead, Shortridge,
Simmons, Smoot, Spencer, Stephens, Ster-
ling, Swanson, Trammell, Underwood, Wads-
worth, Walsh, Mass., Walsh, Mont., Warren,
Wheeler, Willis.

Mr. DiaL. I desire to announce that my
colleague, the senior Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. S8mrTH], is detained from the
Senate to-day on official business. He 1is
paired. I ask that this notice may continue
throughout the day.

The PrESIDENT pro tempore. Eighty-one
Senators have answered to their names.
There is a quorum present. The unfinished
business, Senate Resolution No. 134, is before
the Senate, and the Senator from Montana
[Mr. WaLsH] is entitled to the floor.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Mr. CurTis presented a memorial of sun-
dry employees of the Atchison, Topeka &
Sante Fe Rallway System, of Wichita, Kans.,
demonstrating against any substantial
change in the transportation act of 1920,
which was referred to the Committee on In-
terstate Commerce.

Mr. JoneEs of Washington presented a pe-
tition, numerously signed of sundry citizens
of Tacoma, Wash., praying for the passage of
legislation to reclassify and readjust com-
pensation of employees in the Postal Service,
which was referred to the Committee on Post
Offices and Post Roads.

Mr. JornsoN of Minnesota presented the
memorial of Carl M. Hansen and 105 other
citizens of St. Louis County, Minn., demon-
strating against the passage of legislation
extending the Superlor National Forest, and
stating that the territory in question is
better suited to agriculture than for forestry
purposes, which was referred to the Commit-
tee on Public Lands and Surveys.

He also presented a petition of sundry
citizens of St. Paul, Minn., praying for the
passage of the so-called game refuge, public
shooting grounds bill, which was referred to
the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys.

He also presented a memorial of sundry
citizens of Winthrop, Minn., remonstrating
against the passage of legislation creating a
department of education, which was referred
to the Committee on Education and Labor.

He also presented a resolution of the Civic
and Commerce Association, of Bemidji,
Minn,, favoring the passage of Senate bill
1597, creating a revolving loan of 50,000,000
for the benefit of the livestock industry,
which was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

He also presented a resolution of the Busi-
ness and Professional Men's Association, of
Minneapolis, Minn., favoring the making of
an appropriation of 256,000,000 for the pur-
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chase of food and other relief for the suffer-
ing people of Germany, which was referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented resolutions adopted by
Italo-Americans at Buhl, Minn, and the
Camillo Cavour Lodge, No. 1185, Order of the
Sons of Italy, at Syracuse, N.Y., protesting
agalnst the passage of House bill 101, to limit
the Immigration of aliens into the United
States, which were referred to the Committee
on Immigration,

SAN CARLOS IRRIGATION PROJECT, ARIZONA

Mr. CamerOoN, from the Committee on In-
dian Affairs, to which was referred the bill
(S. 968) for the continuance of construction
work on the San Carlos Federal irrigation
project in Arizona, and for other purposes,
reported it with an amendment and sub=-
mitted a report (No.129) thereon.

COMMISSION OF GOLD AND SILVER INQUIRY

PROGRESS REPORT

Mr. Oppre. Mr. President, pursuant to the
provisions of Senate Resolution 469, Sixty-
seventh Congress, fourth session, I herewith
submit a progress report of the Commission
of Gold and Silver Inquiry, which I ask may
be printed.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The report will
be printed.

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first time,
and, by unanimous consent, the second time,
and referred as follows:

By Mr. Jones of Washington:

A bill (8. 2426) to amend section 202 of
the Federal farm loan act, as amended; to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. D1aL:

A bill (S. 2427) to authorize the use of cer-
tain Federal prisoners on road construction
and other public works; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. McNARY:

A bill (S. 2428) for the relief of M. Seller
& Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BALL:

A Dbill (S. 2429) to amend an act of Con-
gress approved March 1, 1920, entitled “An
act to regulate the height, area, and use of
buildings in the District of Columbia, and
creating a zoning commission, and for other
purposes’; and

PRESIDENTIAL APPROVAL

A message from the President of the United
States, by Mr. Latta, one of hils secretaries,
announced that on February 8, 1924, the
President had approved and signed the joint
resolution (S.J. Res. 54) directing the Presi-
dent to Institute and prosecute suits to
cancel certain leases of oll lands and inci-
dental contracts, and for other purposes.

NOMINATIONS OF ATLEE POMERENE AND
OWEN J. ROBERTS

Pursuant to the unanimous-consent agree-
ment, the vote by which it was decided that
the SBenate would consider in open executive
session the nominations of Atlee Pomerene,
of Ohio, and Owen J. Roberts, of Pennsyl-
vania, to be special counsel to have charge
and control of the prosecution of litigation
in connection with certain leases of oil lands
and incidental contracts, as provided in Sen-
ate Joint Resolution 54, approved February 8,
1924, was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD.

The vote resulted—yeas 69, nays 2, not
voting 25, as follows:

YEAS—868

Adams, Ashurst, Bayard, Borah, Brandegee,
Brookhart, Broussard, Bruce, Bursum,
Cameron, Capper, Caraway, Couzens, Cum-
mins, Curtis, Dale, Dill, Edge.

Ferris, Fletcher, Frazier, George, Glass,
Gooding, Hale, Harreld, Harris, Harrison,
Heflin, Howell, Johnson, Minn. Jones, N.
Mex., Jones, Wash., Kendrick, EKeyes, Ladd.

Lenroot, Lodge, McKEellar, McKinley, Mc-
Nary, Mayfield, Moses, Norris, Oddie, Over-




May 1, 1973

man, Pepper, Phipps, Pittman, Ransdell,
Reed, Mo., Reed, Pa., Robinson, Sheppard.

Shields, Shipstead, Smith, Spencer, Stan-
ley, Stephens, Swanson, Trammell, Wads-
worth, Walsh, Mass.,, Walsh, Mont., Warren,
Weller, Wheeler, Willis.

NAYS—2

Fess, Norbeck.

NOT VOTING—25

Ball, Colt, Copeland, Dial, Edwards, Elkins,
Ernst.

Fernald, Gerry, Greene, Johnson, Calif,,
King, La Follette, McCormick.

McLean, Neely, Owen, Ralston, Shortridge,
Simmons, Smoot.

Stanfield, Sterling, Underwood, Watson.

So the Senate decided to consider the
nominations In open executive session.

The reading clerk called the roll, and the
following Senators answered to their names:

Adams, Ashurst, Bayard, Borah, Brande-
gee, Brookhart, Broussard, Bruce, Bursum,
Cameron, Caraway, Couzenus, Cummins, Cur-
tis, Dale, Dial, Dill, Edge, Ernst.

Ferris, Fess, Fletcher, George, Glass, Good-
ing, Hale, Harreld, Harris, Harrlson, Heilin,
Howell, Johnson, Minn., Jones, N. Mex., Jones,
Wash., Kendrick, Eeyes, King, Laud.

Le. Follette, Lenroot, Lodge, McKellar, Mc-
Kinley, MecNary, Moses, Norbeck, Norris,
Oddie, Overman, Pepper, Phipps, Pittman,
Ransdell, Reed, Mo., Reed, Pa., Robinson,
Mayfield.

Sheppard, Shields, Shipstead, Shortridge,
Smith, Smoot, Spencer, Stanley, Stephens,
Swanson, Trammell, Wadsworth, Walsh,
Mass., Walsh, Mont., Warren, Weller, Wheel-
er, Willis.

Mr. CurTtis, I was requested to announce
that the Senator from Delaware [Mr. BALL]
is absent because of a death in his family.

The PrESIDENT pro tempore. Seventy-five
Senators have answered to their names.
There is a quorum present. The guestion is,
Will the Senate advise and consent to the
appointment of Atlee Pomerene?

The roll call resulted—yeas 59, nays 13, as
follows:

YEAS—59

Bayard, Borah, Brandegee, Broussard,
Bruce, Bursum, Cameron, Capper, Caraway,
Couzens, Cummins, Curtis, Dale, Dial, Edge.
Ernst, Fess, Fletcher, George, Glass, Good-
ing, Hale, Harreld, Harrison, Heflin, Howell,
Jones, N. Mex., Jones, Wash., KXendrick,
Keyes.

King, Lenroot, Lodge, McKellar, McKinley,
McNary, Mayfield, Moses, Norbeck, Overman,
Pepper, Phipps, Pittman, Ransdell, Reed, Mo.

Reed, Pa., Robinson, Shields, Smoot, Spen-
cer, Stephens, Swanson, Trammell, Wads-
worth, Walsh, Mass., Warren, Watson, Weller,
Willis,

NAYS—13

Adams, Ashurst, Brookhart, Dill, Frazier,
Johnson, Minn., La Follette, Norris, Shep-
pard, Shipstead, Stanley, Walsh, Mont.,
Wheeler.

NOT VOTING—24

Ball, Copeland, Edwards,
Fernald.

Ferris, Gerry, Greene,
Calif., Ladd.

McCormick, McLean, Neely, Oddie, Owen,
Ralston.

Shortridge, Simmons,
Sterling, Underwood.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The yeas are
59, the nays 13. So the Senate advises and
consents to the nomination of Atlee Pom-
erene as special counsel. The President will
be notified of Mr. Pomerene’s confirmation.
NOMINATION OF OWEN J. ROBERTS AS SPECIAL

COUNSEL

The SBenate in open executlive session, pur-
suant to its order, proceeded to consider the
nomination of Owen J. Roberts, of Pennsyl-
vania, to be special counsel in the prosecu-
tion of litigation in connection with certain

Colt, Elkins,

Harris, Johnson,

Smith, Stanfield,
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leases of oll lands and incidental contracts,
as provided in Senate Joint Resolution 54,
approved February 8, 1924,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The ques-
tion is, Will the Senate advise and consent
to the appointment of Owen J. Roberts of
Pennsylvania, as special counsel?

The rollcall resulted—yeas 68, nays 8, as
follows:

YEAS—GB

Adams, Bayard, Borah Brandegee, Brous-
sard, Bruce, Bursum, Cameron, Capper, Cara-
way, Couzens, Cummins, Curtis, Dale, Dial,
Dill, Edge.

Edwards, Ernst, Ferris, Fletcher, George,
Gerry, Glass, Gooding, Harreld, Harris, Har-
rison, Heflin, Howell, Jones, N. Mex., Jones,
Wash., Kendrick, Keyes.

KEing, Ladd, Lenroot, Lodge, McKellar, Mc-
Kinley, McNary, Mayfield, Moses, Neely, Nor-
beck, Norris, Oddie, Overman, Owen, Pepper,
Phipps.

Pittman, Ransdell, Reed, Mo., Reed, Pa.,
Robinson, BShields, Shortridge, Simmons,
Smith, Smoot, Stephens, Swanson, Trammell,
Wadsworth, Watson, Weller, Willis.

NAYS—8

Ashurst, Brookhart, Frazier, Johnson,
Minn., La Follette, Sheppard, Shipstead,
Wheeler.

NOT VOTING—20

Ball, Colt, Copeland, Elkins, Fernald.

Fess, Greene, Hale, Johnson, Calif., Mc-
Cormick.

McLean, Ralston, Spencer, Stanfield, Stan-
ley.
Sterling, Underwood, Walsh, Mass., Walsh,
Mont., Warren.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. On this ques-
tion the yeas are 68, the nays are 8. So the
Senate advises and consents to the appoint-
ment of Mr. Roberts as special counsel. The
President will be notified of Mr. Robert's
confirmation.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, at this
time I yield to the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico (Mr. DomeNICI}), who
has provided leadership and guidance in
this very important matter, for which I
am deeply grateful.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Illinois very much.

First, may I say that I associate my-
self with the remarks of the distinguished
Senator from Arizona.

I might also say that I do not support
this proposal merely because I want to
add to the burdens of the President. Nor
do I support it because I question in any
way the honesty, integrity, or ability of
Mr. Elliot Richardson. Nor, do I question
the trial experience of Mr. Peterson.

Quite to the contrary, it seems to me
that Richardson has a very difficult and
onerous job and that our Assistant U.S.
Attorney General Peterson is a distin-
guished trial attorney, and because that
is so and because they know about the
eriminal process in America, the so-called
judieial process, I urge that we favorably
act on this proposal of the Senator from
Illinois which would recognize that we
want them to get the best job done for
the United States of America.

Our President said last night that it
was his desire that the judicial process
take over and that the guilty be punished
and that the innocent be cleared. Let me
say that if that is the goal, then we must
proceed quickly to remove this case from
therauspices of the Attorney General of
the United States.

The process in America whereby the
Attorney General is appointed by the

13727

President and is thus a part of the
Cabinet, works well most of the time.
However, every now and then a situation
arises in America in which it will not
work. And this is one of those situations.

It is obvious to me that, as an attorney
who had been at the other end-of the
table, defending people, the Federal at-
torneys have a very great deal to do with
the details of a trial. They have a great
deal to do with how investigations are
conducted. And most certainly they have
a great deal to do with whether someone
is found guilty or not, because the process
is one of adversary advocates, one of
the United States of America represented
by an attorney against a defendant rep-
resented by an attorney.

Certainly, if one had been engaged in
that process, he would understand it. Yet
the results are understood by everyone.
I think we all know that today there is
great confusion about the facts. Obvi-
ously in a few years some people will be
tried and some people will plead guilty.
And I am sure that Americans will pass
judgment on whether they are all tried
and on whether all the facts were pre-
sented and whether the United States
and its interests were adequately repre-
sented. They will also decide that there
was not one touch of partisanship and
not one touch of consideration in the
case because of the intimate knowledge
or friendship of the attorneys involved.

It is because of these varying results
and because I want to support the Pres-
ident and see that justice prevails that
I seriously question whether this can be
done with Elliot Richardson at the helm
despite the great confidence I have in
him.

People all over our country are con-
cerned, and I might tell the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois that in
New Mexico, this past Saturday, I talked
with many of them, and them I dis-
cussed the matter with the press of New
Mexico, and I concluded that the one
thing we must do is get the investigating
process out of partisanship, that we must
get the Attorney General out of the case.
I was delighted, upon my return, to find
that the Senator from Illinois, too, was
insisting that we should join together,
not as Republicans but as Americans,
to get this process off on the right foot,
so that there will not be speculation but
confidence, so that when it is finished
there will not be a lack of credibility, but
our people will be confident that justice,
even under difficult circumstances, was
served.

I also suggest there is a necessary mat-
ter of finality. The matter must end when
the trials and appeals are completed;
and unless this process is free from any
taint of partisanship, it will never end;
there will be no finality, but rather sug-
gestions that had someone else done the
job, there would have been a different
set of facts developed, that had some
other committee or someone other than
an appointee of the President headed
up the prosecution, the result would have
been otherwise.

I would like to see the matter finalized,
and this is one way.

One other matter that comes to mind,
which I think is extremely important, is
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that whoever undertakes this responsi-
bility, it will be a fulltime job, and it will
be a fulltime job for a substantial period
of time, not for a week or a month. If I
know Elliot Richardson, it would be a
fulltime job for him; and that is not fair,
because the Attorney General of the
United States, in these critical times, has
many jobs. When you add them together,
they are supposed to amount to the full-
time job of representing the United
States of America in the courts, and then
being a member of the Cabinet of the
President of the United States.

I do not think there is anyone in this
country who can stand the test of that
many hats, that many fulltime occupa-
tions, and do it properly, particularly
with the added responsibility of handling
the very difficult job of investigating and
prosecuting this case. We have many
crises before us, including the erisis of un-
employment, the crisis of war, and the
crisis of inflation, and we are entitled to
have the Attorney General as counsel,
sitting around the Cabinet table with all
the others, discussing those problems;
and we should not have them worried
about, “What are people thinking about
the Attorney General prosecuting our
own friends, sitting as counsel with us
and with the President?”

We should not have even that taint:
and I do not think Elliot Richardson
would like to be involved in that very
difficult role, when America has many
crises besides the crisis of Watergate.

All these things add up to but one con-
clusion, and that is that the Senate
should be joined quickly by the House
of Representatives, so that there will be
no excuse that it is too late and the in-
vestigations are too far down the line.
We should do this immediately, with the
problems that surround the country. We
ought to know in a day or two what will
be done.~I suggest to the Senator from
Illinois that we ought to get together
with the Executive on the problems of
inflation, agriculture, war, and all our
other problems, and know that someone
outside the partisan family of the Presi-
dent is representing all America and
representing us on these issues. Only if
that happens does it seem to me that we
will rid ourselves of this burden.

Pity, mercy, and forgiveness are all
great virtues that should be practiced by
all men in all countries, but in our coun-
try it is absolutely necessary that the
quality of justice, which is fragile and
delicate, and will always be, be meted
out absolutely fairly; and justice, the
cornerstone of democracy, and honesty
in protecting our citizens’ rights in this
case are in serious jeopardy. I am
pleased to join with the Senator from
Illinois in this effort, and hope that our
colleagues will consider it of sufficient
i;nportance to be expeditious in handling

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yeld?

Mr, DOMENICI. I am happy to yield
to my distinguished colleague from
Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. I am deeply appreciative
of the thoughtful analysis just presented
to the Senate, and I think we can be very
proud indeed of our freshman colleague
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from New Mexico, who has proved him-
self a seasoned legislator in so many
ways, and has proved his ability to get
right to the heart of the matter.

Mr. President, as the distinguished
Senator from New Mexico has said, let
us get on with this, and get the job done
immediately. Let us get on with the im-
portant task of governing, but let us
remember that we cannot govern unless
we have the support of the people. The
best way of insuring the faith and the
trust of the people is to appoint a special
prosecutor whose motives, actions, and
conclusions cannot possibly be ques-
tioned.

The designee for the position of At-
torney General has a vast department to
oversee and tremendous responsibilities
in connection with that department, in-
cluding the drug abuse program and the
problem of organized crime. If he is
charged with the responsibility of in-
vestigating this matter, he will not be
getting anything done on his other re-
sponsibilities for months to come. So I,
too, feel that a special prosecutor is ab-
solutely essential. T have advised the
leadership on both sides of the aisle and
other interested colleagues of my inten-
tion to ask immediate consideration of
this resolution. I have also sent to every
Member of the Senate a copy of the reso-
lution and a note that it would be intro-
duced and discussed at this particular
time in our proceedings.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, I am
privileged to join the distinguished
Senator from Illinois (Mr. PERCY) in co-
sponsoring this important “sense of the
Senate” resolution urging the President
to appoint a special prosecutor from out-
side the executive branch to conduct all
criminal investigations and actions re-
lating to the Watergate incident and
other acts of political espionage during
the 1972 Presidential campaign.

From the time this incident was first
reported by the media last June, I have
expressed distress than any illegal and
improper activities of surveillance would
take place in our political process. I
called at the time for full revelation of
all the facts and for full prosecution of
all wrong-doing. Subsequently I have
been deeply alarmed by reports of “cover-
ups” of the facts by members of the
White House staff and the Committee to
Re-elect the President.

The President has taken an important
first step in getting to the bottom of the
entire Watergate incident by accepting
personal responsibility for the conduct of
members of his staff, and by pledging his
full cooperation to reveal all facts and to
hold accountable all persons responsible.

However, a serious crisis of confidence
in the integrity of the executive branch,
and in our democratic process itself, ex-
ists because of the Watergate. To restore
faith in our Government by the people,
we must take all possible steps.

The criminal investigation must be
conducted by someone of the highest in-
tegrity who has no connection whatso-
ever with this administration or with
any of the parties who would be involyed
in the investigation. The public must
have complete confidence in the thor-
oughness and completeness of the Water-
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gate investigation. Only a special prose-
cutor, who is beyond reproach and who
can immediately command the respect of
the American public, can provide us with
those assurances.

The resolution provides that the spe-
cial political espionage prosecutor should
be confirmed by the Senate. It is impor-
tant, because of the seriousness of the
crisis of confidence in our Government
today, that the Senate, through the “ad-
vice and consent” powers created by the
Constitution, have a voice to guarantee
the selection of the highest caliber man
or woman for the special prosecutor job.

In addition to the criminal prosecu-
tions, I also fully support an active in-
vestigation into the 1972 political cam-
paign by the Senate Select Committee
To Investigate 1972 Presidential Cam-
paign Activities. In February of this
year, I voted in favor of setting up this
committee, and voted against an amend-
ment which would have broadened the
committee’s scope to include the 1964
and 1968 elections. I felt strongly that
the seriousness of the allegations against
the Committee To Re-Elect the Presiiant
warranted an investigation focused ex-
clusively on the 1972 campaign. I am
confident that the distinguished mem-
bers of the Senate committee will pro-
tect the legal and constitutional rights
of all persons who may be subject to
criminal indictments, while at the same
time proceeding with a thorough in-
vestigation of all aspects of campaign
activities. This is essential, because there
have been reports of espionage activi-
ties which are not necessarily actual vio-
lations of law but which nevertheless are
totally unacceptable in a free, demo-
cratic society. The public must have full
knowledge of all espionage activities,
whether they are criminally indictable
or not. The Senate committee can pro-
vide an important role in this area.

Before the President addressed the
Nation last night, I had publicly called
upon him to dismiss White House staff
members involved in the Watergate in-
cident. I am pleased that the President
has begun this process. I had also called
for the President to appoint an outside
person, beyond reproach, to help him
structure a new White House staff with
men of experience and integrity, and I
am hopeful that this constructive step
can be quickly taken.

In addition, I earlier called for the
immediate termination of all activities
of the Committee for the Re-Election of
the President. Six months after the elec-
tion, this committee, which is apparently
responsible for many of the sordid ac-
tivities surrounding the Watergate inci-
dent, is still in existence. The National
Committee for the Re-Election of the
President has been a blot on the name
of the Republican Party, and should be
immediately disbanded.

The Watergate incident also should
spur our steps to create an independent
Federal Bureau of Investigation. The
serious lapses of independent integrity
leading to the resignation of Acting FBI
Director L. Patrick Gray point to the
necessity of removing the FBI from any
possibility of political influence. My own
bill on this subject, by setting up a single
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10-year term for the FBI Director,
would guarantee that no President could
ever appoint more than one FBI Direc-
tor, and that no FBI Director would be
subject to reappointment pressures that
could undermine the authority of an in-
dependent F.B.I1.

Considerable credit and praise must go
to our Nation’s media for the important
role they played in bringing out the facts
of the Watergate. The events of the last
few weeks are a tribute to the vitality of
the media in our country. The entire
Watergate incident is also an example
of how a free, vigorous, and independent
press is a vital foundation of our demo-
cratic process. By subjecting all decisions
and acts by public officials to the possible
serutiny of the press, and therefore the
public, a free press provides an impor-
tant “check and balance” to our Govern-
ment.

Mr. President, the Watergate crisis
will be with us for many months. The
task of providing the complete story to
the American public is just beginning.
The facts surrounding how misguided
members of the Committee To Re-Elect
the President and the White House staff
subverted our political process will con-
tinue to shock all of us who believe in
integrity and good government.

However, with an independent prose-
cutor and with a full Senate investiga-
tion, I am hopeful we can quickly com-
plete the task of providing all facts sur-
rounding the Watergate espionage, so
that we can move to the difficult task of
restoring the faith of the American peo-
ple in the integrity of Government. I am
dedicated to this task, and will continue
to do whatever possible in the U.S. Sen-
ate to achieve this goal.

BENATOR RANDOLPH ADVOCATES INDEPENDENT
INVESTIGATION OF WATERGATE AFFAIR

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, with
millions of other Americans, I listened
intently, last night, as the President of
the United States reported to the Nation
and the world on actions which he has
taken following the sordid and unhappy
events which have come to be known as
the “Watergate Affair.”

I commend the President for acknowl-
edging the gravity of the situation by in-
stituting action to reestablish integrity
in the executive branch, even though be-
latedly. In several speeches, last October
and since, I declared publicly that the
President should speak out and take
affirmative action. Clearly, there are per-
sonal tragedies. The real tragedy, how-
ever, is the damage to the credibility and
functioning of our Government at the
very top.

The Watergate affair and its after-
math have shaken the foundation of our
Federal system. These reprehensible acts
have called into question the believ-
ability of government at all levels. They
were carried out by individuals associated
with an administration which proclaimed
its goal to be to restore confidence in
government. The repercussions of this
tragic period will be with us for many
years. The arrogance which led to the
perpetration of these acts and their
coverup have had their manifestations in
the relations between the administration
and the Congress. It has prevented us
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from properly joining in efforts to create
the better America to which this Presi-
dent and all of his predecessors have
dedicated their lives.

It is my sincere hope that the changes
taking place in the executive branch will
bring about a new spirit of cooperation
between the administration and the Con-
gress which will enable us to adopt forth-
right and effective solutions to the very
difficult problems the country faces at
home and abroad.

I urge the Acting Attorney General, Mr.
Richardson, to exercise the authority
given to him by the President to appoint
a Special Prosecutor. The President him-
self should have taken this action, but,
under any circumstances, it is essential.
It is requisite to the restoration of the
faith of the people of the United States
in the honesty and integrity of this Gov-
ernment. A Special Prosecutor, operating
independently, would be able to fairly
and vigorously pursue the case against
those who have done wrong and to clear
the names of those who have been un-
justly implicated. For these reasons I
have joined as a cosponsor of the pend-
ing resolution introduced by the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. PErcy). It is difficult
to conceive of how someone who is a
part of an ongoing administration can
do the job without always being sub-
ject to question as to independence and
freedom. This administration seems to
have failed with its in-house efforts to
ascertain the extent of the case and to
fully identify all of the perpetrators.

Let those who have done wrong be
subject to the application of the law.
And let the rest of us go on with the
important business of this Nation in a
time of economic and social unrest.

There is no partisan benefit which
should be sought from the Watergate
affair. The benefit to accrue, if the case
is properly handled, will be to the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I submit
the resolution and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The resolution will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

S. Res. 105
Resolution requesting the President of the

United States to appoint a special prosecu-

tor in connection with the Presidential

election of 1972

Resolved, that it 1s the sense of the Sen-
ate that:

1. the President immediately designate an
individual of the highest character and in-
tegrity from outside the Executive Branch to
serve as speclal prosecutor for the govern-
ment of the United States in any and all
criminal investigations, indictments, and
actions arising from any illegal activity by
any persons, acting individually or in com-
bination with others, in the Presidential
election of 1972, or any campalgn, canvass,
or other activity related to it;

2. the President should grant such spe-
cial prosecutor all authority necessary and
proper to the effective performance of his
duties; and

3. the President should submit the name
of such designee to the Senate, requesting a
resolution of approval thereof.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Is there objection to the immediate
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consideration of the resolution? The
Chair hears none and it is so ordered.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I move the
adoption of the resolution.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is on agreeing to the
resolution [putting the questionl].

The resolution (S. Res. 105)
agreed to.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the resolu-
tion was agreed to.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

was

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the Sena-
tor from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) is rec-
ognized for not to exceed 15 minutes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that there be
a quorum call, and the time be charged
against the time under the order allotted
to Mr. Griffin, and if that is not sufficient,
against the time allotted to me.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I yield back the remainder of my time,
and I ask unanimous consent that all
remaining time that may not have been
used under the various orders be vacated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be a period
for the transaction of routine morning
business, for not to exceed 30 minutes,
with statements therein limited to 3
minutes each.

Is there further morning business?

SPECIAL PROSECUTOR NEEDED

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
following President Nixon's televised ad-
dress to the people last night, I said I
was pleased that he had given Mr. Elliot
Richardson permission to appoint a spe-
cial outside prosecutor for the Water-
gate investigation. However, I expressed
disappointment that the President did
not make such an appointment impera-
tive.

I do not believe the administration can
investigate itself and still hope to re-
store the faith of the people in the Gov-
ernment.

Therefore, immediately following the
President’s remarks, I sent Mr. Rich-
ardson a telegram, urging him to act
quickly to appoint a special outside au-
thority to investigate and prosecute the
Watergate case.
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I previously had urged the President to
name & special prosecutor to handle the
case. In that letter of April 26, I said
the prosecutor should be secured from
outside the Justice Department.

I ask unanimous consent that my
April 26 letter to the President, and my
April 30 telegram to Mr. Richardson be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the RECORrD
as follows:

Arr1L 26, 1973.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg, PresmeNT: I respectfully urge
that a special prosecutor, secured outside the
Justice Department, be assigned the Water-
gate case. I do not personally know Assist-
ant Attorney General Henry Petersen, but I
call your attention to his statement on Sep-
tember 16, 1972, with respect to the Water-
gate investigation in which he stated, in
part, as follows:

“This investigation has been conducted
under my supervision. In no instances has
there been any limitation of any kind by
anyone on its conduct.

“Indeed, the investigations by both the
FBI and the Grand Jury have been among
the most exhaustive and far-reaching that I
have seen in my 25 years in the Department.

“All aspects of the break-in and bugging
were studied in detall including questions
about the source and distribution of any
funds relating to the incident. * * *

“Ag the trial goes forward, the thorough-
ness of the Grand Jury investigation will be-
come apparent.”

Mr. President, it is clear that the investi-
gation preceding the Watergate trial was not
exhaustive, and it is also clear that the "thor-
oughness” of the investigation, rather than
becoming “apparent,” has been universally
criticized as being less than thorough, less
than exhaustive, and a source of disappoint-
ment to the trial judge.

I again urge that a special prosecutor be
assigned this case, and I urge this because I
think it is imperative that the people's con-
fidence, in the Administration's determina-
tion to develop the absolute truth and the
full truth, be sustained. Moreover, in view of
the tangled history of this affair, I feel that
the Justice Department should welcome the
appointment of a special prosecutor.

I have consistently stated that I do not
want to believe and that I do not belleve that
you were aware of what was going on in the
Watergate matter or that you had any prior
information regarding it or that it In any
way met with your approval. I still believe
this and have so stated within recent days. I
do view with great concern, however, the
damage that may result to you, to the office
of the presidency, and to our political sys-
tem if the current investigation is less than
thorough or far-reaching. The people's con-
fidence can only be restored If the investi-
gation is pursued with the utmost vigor and
forcefulness.

With highest personal esteem.

Respectfully yours,
RoBERT C. BYRD,
U.S. Senator.
ApRIL 30, 1973.
Hon. ELL1oT L. RICHARDSON,
Secretary, Department of Defense,
Washington, D.C.
Hon. ErLror L, RICHARDSON,
Attorney General-Designate,
Department of Justice,
Washington, D.C.:

To avold any suspicion of whitewash, it
is imperative that special outside authority
be appointed to supervise investigation and
prosecution in Watergate case. The people
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must be convinced that the investigation is
exhaustive and conducted with absolute im-
partiality and without fear or favor. The
Administration must not investigate itself.
RoBERT C. BYRD,
U.S. Senator.

THE PRESIDENT SPEAKS

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, for the past
several weeks, and increasingly over the
last few days, the Watergate case has
been the almost sole preoccupation of this
city and perhaps to a lesser degree it has
been on the minds of citizens all over this
country.

In part, this was due to the very nature
of the case. In part, too, it was due to the
fact that the President had not spoken
out definitively on the matter and it was
felt, understandably, that until he did,
the constant speculation and certainly
the public preoccupation with the case
could not be expected to diminish.

BACK TO BUSINESS OF GOVERNMENT

I rise now to express the fervent hope
that after the events of yesterday which
culminated in the President’s address of
last night, we can get back to the business
of Government. I am hopeful that now we
can get away from the temptations to as-
sign blame and for each to throw his
bricks at those who have been involved
or implicated, temptations to which many
on both sides have yielded.

Mr. President, President Nixon quite
properly accepted the responsibility for
the overzealous actions of those under
him. His was an act of high principle and
courage, in my view. He has acknowl-

edged that the actions of certain of his
own White House aides and some of those
at the Committee to Re-elect the Presi-
dent reflected poor judgment, whatever
the motivation.

GOP ABSOLVED

I feel constrained to point out that
while the illegal activities that occurred
during the 1972 campaign may have
been—in some degree—the responsibility
of a certain few administration aides and
CRP staff, no one has implicated the Re-
publican Party as such, or the Republican
National Committee in any wrongdoing.
And I believe the President supported
that distinction last night.

I say this for no other reason but that I
feel it is important that this distinetion
be made. The Republican Party has been
unfairly associated with the events of
Watergate and with the illegal activities
of a few who worked outside of the
party’s structure and who often ignored
its counsel and eschewed its professional
support.

The Republican Party’s record in this
entire matter is clear and unsullied. It
cannot fairly be associated with any of
the misdeeds represented by Watergate.
The President himself has clearly laid the
blame elsewhere.

MUST TRUST IN SYSTEM OF JUSTICE

Mr. President, the announcements of
yvesterday that key Presidential aides
were resigning was, in my view, quite a
necessary action, and I would be less than
totally candid if I did not add that I wel-
comed the announcement. I had in fact,
publicly stated my views in favor of such
action earlier. But, as President Nixon
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said last night—and as I have been say-
ing for months—it is crucially important
that we now entrust the judicial system
with our faith that the facts of the case—
and an accurate assignment of guilt and
innocence—can and will be determined
through the workings of the governmen-
tal process.

“There will be no whitewash at the
White House.” With that assurance from
the President, personally and forcefully
and somewhat painfully asserted, there
is little cause for any concern on the part
of my colleagues that time and the proc-
esses of our system will not uncover the
full story.

AVOID EXCESS

“It is indeed essential,” as the Presi-
dent himself said, “that in reacting to the
excesses of others, we not fall into ex-
cesses ourselves.” When all is said and
done, when the illegality of the Water-
gate affair has been fully explored and
when guilt and innocence have been de-
termined and justice has been done, no
matter who is found responsible we must
remember that there has been great per-
sonal tragedy involved.

HASTY DECISION AVOIDED

One other thing must be said in ref-
erence to the widespread expressions of
dismay from many that the President did
not speak out sooner on the Watergate
case and that he did not take the actions
much earlier than yesterday.

I cannot fault him for this. To have
demanded the resignation of top White
House aides, last summer, or last fall, or
earlier this year before there was suf-
ficient evidence would have been to risk
a disservice to men whose counsel he
valued. He has not prejudged their guilt
or innocence. He has acted only in the
interest of maintaining White House
integrity. He quite properly waited until
he could be sure of the facts before
acting,

It is characteristic of this man to avoid
hasty decisions. He was not panicked
through the long and difficult course of
his efforts to end our involvement in
Vietnam. He was not panicked by the dif-
ficulties he faced in advance of the sum-
mit meetings of last year. And he was
not forced—even by the most tragic and
personally disturbing circumstances of
Watergate—into precipitate action.

He waited for the facts to emerge—and
only when the whole picture, insofar as
it is now clear did emerge—did he take
action.

Mr. President, it is always easy to
condemn and to second guess from the
perspective of hindsight. I would urge
that such temptation be avoided.

President Nixon has spoken now. Much
of the air has been cleared and what re-
mains to be learned and decided about
the whole affair can be done through the
workings of the judiecial system in con-
cert with the full cooperation of the
executive branch and the activities of
the Senate Select Committee.

ONLY INTEREST NOW IS JUSTICE

Our interest now as lawmakers and as
people committed to our political system
is, and ought to be, justice—no more, no
less. I have complete faith that justice—
full and fair and undiluted—will be done
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in this matter. That is my sole demand
and my confident expectation.

I do not say—nor do I mean to imply
by any of this—that now that the Presi-
ent has spoken the matter ought to be
considered closed and that all discus-
sion of it should cease. But I do perceive
that the President’s announcement has
changed the context of the situation.

He has spoken on the subject.

He has taken steps to remove from the
White House those whose continued
presence there would—fairly or not—
have threatened the integrity and the
credibility of the administration.

He has properly accepted the respon-
ztsli;;:ility for .the actions of those under

m.

No one who is not himself uncon-
trollably overzealous could ask for any
more—save that full justice be done—
and only time is needed for that, I am
sure.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of April 30, 1973, the Acting
President pro tempore (Mr. I TETCALF),
on April 30, 1973, signed the enrolled bill
(S. 398) to extend and amend the Eco-
nomic Stabilization Act of 1970, which
had previously been signed by the
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that, on April 30, 1973, he presented to
the President of the United States the
enrolled bill (S. 398) to extend and
amend the Economic Stabilization Act of
1970.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee
on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs,
without amendment:

H.R. 3841. An act to provide for the strik-
ing of medals in commemoration of Roberto
Walker Clemente (Rept. No. 93-133).

By Mr. TOWER, from the Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs, with-
out amendment:

8. 1264. A bill to authorize and direct the
Secretary of the Treasury to make grants to
Eisenhower College, In Seneca Falls, N.Y.,
out of proceeds from the sale of silver dollar
coins bearing the likeness of the late Presi-
dent of the United States, Dwight David
Eisenhower (Rept.No.93-134).

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU-
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. CLarg) laid before the Senate
the following letters, which were referred
as indicated:

AprpPrOVAL oF LoaN To CoLORADO-UTE ELECTRIC
AssociatioN, Inc., MoNTROSE, CoLo.

A letter from the Administrator, Rural
Electrification Administration, Department
of Agriculture, reporting, pursuant to law, on
the approval of a loan to Colorado-Ute Elec~
tric Assoclation, Inc., of Montrose, Colo.

{with an accompanying paper). Referred to
the Committee on Appropriations.
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PROPOSED LEGISLATION FRrOM DEPARTMENT OF
AGRICULTURE

A letter from the Under SBecretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend section 507 of the Hous-
ing Act of 1949 to make the veterans’ pref-
erence applicable to veterans of the post-
Korean era, and for other purposes (with an
accompanying paper). Referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing and Urban Af-
falrs.

REPORT OF AMERICAN HISTORICAL ASSOCIATION

A letter from the Acting Executive Secre-
tary, the Amerlcan Historical Association,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of
that association, for the year 1971 (with an
accompanying report). Referred to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia,.

LisT oF REPORTS OF THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING
OFFICE

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a list of reports of the General Account-
ing Office, for the month of March 1973 (with
an accompanying paper). Referred to the
Committee on Government Operations.

REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Environmental Pro-
tection Agency, Efforts To Remove Hazardous
Pesticides From the Channels of Trade,”
dated April 26, 1973 (with an accompanying
report). Referred to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report entitled “Audit of the Export-
Import Bank of the U.S. Fiscal Year 1972,
dated April 30, 1873 (with an accompanying
report). Referred to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

REPORT OF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE U.S.

COURTS

A letter from the Director, Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, his report, for the calendar year
1972 (with an accompanying report). Re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judiciary.
PROPOSED LEGISLATION FROM ADMINISTRATIVE

OFFicE oF THE U.S. CourTs

A letter from the Director, Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to provide for a
within-grade salary increase plan for secre-
tarles to circuit and district judges of the
courts of the United States, and for other
purposes (with an accompanying paper).
Referred to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

REPORT ON PROGRESS IN THE IMPLEMENTATION
oF Moror VEHICLE EMISSION STANDARDS
A letter from the Administrator, U.S. En-

vironmental Protection Agency, transmitting,
pursuant to law, a report on progress in the
implementation of motor wvehicle emission
standards, through June 1972 (with an ac-
companying report). Referred to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

PrOPOSED LEGISLATION FrROM ENVIRONMENTAL

PROTECTION AGENCY

A letter from the Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act to pro-
vide for the control of sediment from con-
struction activities (with an accompanying
paper). Referred to the Committee on Public
Works.

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS
The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first time
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and, by unanimous consent, the second
time, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. FONG:

S. 1674. A bill for the relief of Nina Raass;

8. 18756. A bill for the relief of Vilaketi
Bloomfield;

8. 1876. A bill for the relief of Zosima T.
Van Zanten; and

5. 1677. A bill for the relief of Talo Hua-
hulu. Referred to the Committee on the
Judielary.

By Mr. HRUSEKA (for himself and
Mr. BURDICK) :

S. 16878. A bill to amend Section 4082(c)
of title 18, United States Code, to extend the
limits of confinement of Federal prisoners.
Referred to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. BELLMON (for himself and
Mr. BARTLETT) :

5. 1679. A bill to establish the Chickasaw
National Recreation Area in the State of
Oklahoma, and for other purposes. Referred
to the Committee on Interfor and Insular
Affalirs,

By Mr. LONG (for himself and Mr.
JOHNSTON) :

8.1680. A bill to modify the project for
flood control on the Mississippl River and
tributaries with respect to the Atchafalaya
River Basin in Louisiana, Referred to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HATFIELD:

5.1681. A bill to permit American citizens
to hold gold, Referred to the Committee on
Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs,

By Mr. HARTKE (for himself, Mr.
CransTON, Mr. BisLE, and Mr. Mc-
INTYRE) :

5.1682. A bill to amend the Foreign As-
slstance Act of 1961 to prohibit foreign as-
sistance to those countries listed, not taking
adequate measures to end illicit opium pro-
duction, and for other purposes. Referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

By Mr. BAYH:

5.1683. A bill relating to payment for
swine destroyed to prevent the spread of
hog cholera and related swine diseases. Re-
ferred to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

By Mr, ROTH (for himself and Mr.
HATHAWAY) :

8.J. Res. 100. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States to establish maximum age limits for
certain officers of the Government. Referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. HRUSKA (for himself and
Mr. BURDICK) :

5. 1678. A bill to amend section 4082(c)
of title 18, United States Code, to extend
the limits of confinement of Federal
prisoners. Referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Mr,. HRUSEKA. Mr. President, I intro-
duce on behalf of myself and the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Penitentia-
ries Subcomittee, Mr. Burpick, a bill
designed to give Federal prison officials
greater latitude in temporarily releasing
inmates from confinement in order that
the inmates may better pave the way for
their return to the community.

The bill would amend subsection (¢)
of the Prisoner Rehabilitation Act of
1965 (18 U.S.C. 4082) which now pro-
vides for temporary release of up to 30
days for certain limited purposes, such
as family or medical emergencies, con-
tacting prospective employers, or for any
other “compelling reasons consistent
with the public interest.”
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The Department of Justice believes
that even this limited authority has been
very useful in assisting prisoners in mak-
ing the awkward transition from the in-
stitution to the community. The bill I
am introducing would have the effect of
making the transition less difficult in
certain carefully chosen cases.

The proposal would expand the pro-
visions of subsection (¢) by permitting
prison officials to release inmates tem-
porarily for the additional purpose of
reestablishing family and community
ties. Furthermore, inmates could be re-
leased for any other significant correc-
tional reason consistent with the publie
interest, rather than only for com-
pelling reasons as in the present statute.
It should be understood, of course, that
release would be permitted only in select-
ed cases where inmates have demon-
strated their trustworthiness.

I think my colleagues will agree that
it is very important in the rehabilitation
process for the offender to be prepared to
resume a meaningful life within his com-
munity after he has served his sentence.
It is also important that members of the
community be prepared for his return.

Since present authority does not per-
mit temporary release to rebuild these
ties, there is an obvious need for this
legislation. I urge my colleagues to give
the bill their full support.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the bill and the Attorney General's
letter of referral be printed in full at
this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill and
letter were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

S. 1678

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Unilted States of
America in Congress assembled, That para-
graph (1) of section 4082(c), Title 18, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“(1) visit a specifically designated place or
places for a period not to exceed thirty days
and return to the same or another institu-
tion or facility. An extension of limits may
be granted to permit a visit to a dying rela-
tive, attendance at the funeral of a relative,
the obtaining of medical services not other-
wise avallable, the contacting of prospective
employers, the reestablishment of family and
community ties or for any other signiﬁcant
correctional reason consistent with the pub-
lic interest; or".

OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL,
Washington, D.C.
The VicE PRESIDENT,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Vice PresmeNT: Enclosed for
your consideration and appropriate refer-
ence is a legislative proposal to extend the
limits of confinement of prisoners committed
to the custody of the Attorney General.

The Prisoner Rehabilitation Act of 1965,
as amended, 18 U.S.C. 4082, provides for the
release of Federal prison inmates for not
more than thirty days for limited purposes.
Generally, only emergency situations, work
or training qualify a prisoner for release
under this Act. Even so, we believe that this
has been one of the best means of assisting
a person in the adjustment from the institu-
tion to the community, 2

This proposal would expand the provisions
of section 4082 by permitting release for the
re-establishment of family and community
ties or for any other significant correctional
reason. As in the present law, release would
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be allowed only in carefully selected cases
and for individuals who may be trusted. We
assure you that release pursuant to this
amendment will be utilized only for non-
dangerous inmates,

From a correctional standpoint, emer-
gencies are not the only times when a home
visit can be justified. A broader-based fur-
lough program would be extremely meaning-
ful to some offenders and we strongly urge
the early consideration and enactment of this

proposal.

The Office of Management and Budget has
advised that there is no objection to the
submission of this proposal and that its en-
actment would be in accord with the Pro-
gram of the President.

By Mr. BAYH:

S. 1683. A bill relating to payment for
swine destroyed to prevent the spread
of hog cholera and related swine dis-
eases. Referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, in 1972 there
was a rather severe outbreak of hog
cholera in Indiana. As of December 6,
19,567 hogs had been killed to prevent
the spread of the disease. The Federal
Government paid a total of $631,192 in
indemnities to affected Indiana hog pro-
ducers, and a national emergency was
declared for the area.

As a result of the epidemic and the
personal difficulties of these farmers, I
became very involved in the details of
the cholera outbreak, meeting with
farmers to discuss improved techniques
of monitoring the interstate shipment of
possible diseased animals, and corre-
sponding with the Department of Agri-
culture to secure adequate financial as-
sistance for those farmers whose herds
had been wiped out due to an outbreak
in the area.

As you may know, in 1969, the use of
vaccinations for hog cholera was ceased
because, according to the Department of
Agriculture’s studies, it was not possible
to eradicate the disease while vaccines
were being used, and because the vac-
cine was, in itself, a frequent cause of the
disease. Therefore, swine producers rely
entirely on the effectiveness of the regu-
lation of interstate shipment, and upon
Federal and State assistance in order to
get back on their feet after eradication
of their herds. The situation of these
farmers is very insecure since they can
take no precautions themselves to pre-
vent catastrophes.

During the emergency last year, I was
consistently impressed by the coopera-
tive attitude of Indiana swine producers.
These farmers, who rely completely on
the actions of Federal and State govern-
ments have not made many requests or
demands during a year of personal and
professional trauma. However, some of
the farmers did bring to my attention
reports that poultry farmers in Califor-
nia whose flocks had been infected with
exotic Newcastle disease had been paid
indemnities which were much higher
than those paid to hog producers. Inves-
tigation proved the reports to be true,
despite official denials from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

Basically, at the time of depopulation,
poultry farmers are reimbursed for the
replacement value of the depopulated
flocks. Since the new flocks are raised to
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near maturity off the farm, this figure is
close to the value of a mature laying hen.
Then, when the farmer is ready to start
with a new flock of mature hens, he is
reimbursed again for the profit lost dur-
ing the intervening 26 weeks as a result
of the depopulation of his egg-producing
machines. Hog farmers are only reim-
bursed for the replacement value of their
depopulated hogs; in the interest of
equity they, like poultry farmers, should
be compensated for lost profits which
result from depopulation of their meat
producing machines.

Since the Department of Agriculture
has argued that the situations between
swine producers and egg producers is not
parallel, an analysis of the'indemnifica-
tion system used in the case of Newcastle
disease and a comparison between pro-
duction methods for swine producers and
egg producers is in order.

In the words of the Department of
Agriculture:

On October 5, 1972, Secretary Butz an-
nounced a change in the Indemnity schedule
for exotic Newcastle disease for egg-laying
flocks to properly reflect the actual value of
those flocks. The schedule 1s in two phases.
The first is to appraise the birds prior to
depopulation, based on their market value
at the time. The second phase involves a re-
evaluation of the value of the birds as egg-
laying machines, based on the 26 weeks fol-
lowing depopulation,

Flock owners must be paid for the replace~
ment value of their birds immediately fol-
lowing depopulation in order that they will
have the financial resources to negotiate for
replacements. When the flock is declared in-
fected, it will be appraised at its actual re-
placement value. When the owner orders
replacements from the hatchery, it usually
takes about a week to complete the contract
for the production of birds, 3 weeks to hatch
the eggs, and 26 weeks to raise the birds to
full production age. The supplemental in-
demnity computations are based on a 26
week period following the date of appralsal
by deducting the average cost of production
from the actual average weekly price of the
type of eggs which would have been produced
by the birds had they lived. The variation in
the cost of feed above or below the basic $80
per ton is built into the compensation for-
mula. Variations in feed prices of $5 per ton
will change the cost or production of eggs by
one cent per dozen.

The formula evaluates the potential pro-
duction of the flock, the price that the owner
would have received had the birds remained
alive, adjusted by the variation in feed prices,
deducting the fixed production costs. Any in-
creased value above production costs will be
reevaluated and paid to the owner at the end
of the 268-week period following depopulation.

Thus, during the quarantine and the
period of inactivity of the poultry farm
when the farmer has to continue paying
overhead costs such as taxes on, and
maintenance of, his buildings, and wages
for the employees whose assistance he
will need once the farm is again in full
production, the poultry farmer can count
on Federal financial assistance to replace
the profits which he would have made if
his farm were fully operating. At present
a hog producer, who may have to operate
a partially operating farm for even longer
than the poultry producer, receives no
financial assistance while getting back
on his feet.

The Department explains the discrep-
ancy between the two programs by
arguing that there are no established
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markets or replacement values for laying
hens, while both markets and values
exist for hogs of all weights. Actually,
there are market values for laying hens;
the problem is that there are not suffi-
cient market supplies to allow pouliry
farmers to immediately restock their
farms, Compensation has been provided
in recognition of the restocking delay. In
my view, the swine producers face the
exact same problem in that most of them
are not able to immediately restock their
farms without committing economic
suicide.

The Department apparently believes
most swine producers can restock their
farms immediately since they have writ-
ten me the following statement:

The existence of markets for swine of
virtually any age not only assists the ap-
praisers and the owners in arriving at fair
market values, but also provides a source of
swine for restocking premises following
cleaning and disinfection. Assuming hog
cholera outbreaks are confined to a compara-
tively small number of herds, it is possible,
under existing Federal regulations, for the
producer to repopulate the premises with
swine of approximately the same weight
class as those that were destroyed immedi-
ately after having completed the required
supervised cleaning and disinfection of the
infected or exposed premises.

In fact, the producer cannot “repopu-
late the premises with swine of approxi-
mately the same weight class as those
that were destroyed, immediately after
having completed the required super-
vised cleaning and disinfection.” The
Carroll County Pork Producers Board in
Indiana recently met and sent me a
number of advisory comments and rec-
ommendations. Among them was the
statement that a person who has bred
gilts or bred sows for sale will not sell
their best ones to potential buyers. It
is very unusual to buy good proven sows.
General agreement was reached that
those who had to buy replacement fe-
male animals did so by buying 6-month-
old gilts from general fattening pens at
the market price plus $10. Since it is
recommended that a gilt not be bred un-
til she is 9-months-old, she usually must
be cared for and fed for 90 days before
she is of breeding size, and for another
114 days before she had pigs. Thus, there
is a delay of at least 6 months after the
quarantine has been lifted before a far-
row-to-finish farmer—one who raises
baby gilts to mature sows, then breeds
the sows and raises those baby feeders to
maturity for slaughter—or a feeder pro-
ducer farmer can even think about rais-
ing feeder pigs for market.

An apparently obvious solution to this
6-month delay is for the producer to buy
feeder pigs on the market as well as sows
to replace those which have been de-
populated. The pork producers pointed
out that such a purchase would be pos-
sible only if the producer can buy both
the gilt and the feeder pigs from the
same farm; it is very unwise to mix
breeds of stock from different farms, be-
cause each group may be carrying dis-
eases to which the other has not huilt
up an immunity. In Indiana following
the recent cholera outbreak, the earliest
that any farrow-to-finish operator will
have market animals for sale is 1 year
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from the date that the quarantine was
lifted; despite farmers’ obvious self-in-
terest in getting back in business as
quickly as possible, some producers face
a delay of as much as 18 months.

For those farmers producing feeder
pigs for sale, the delay would be similar
to that for farrow-to-finish operators
since sows would first have to be raised
and bred. However, for farmers raising
feeder pigs to a marketable age, the de-
lay would consist only of the length of
the quarantine, which in Indiana last
year was as long as 3 months for some
farms, plus the time needed to buy re-
placement pigs.

Under the proposed bill, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture would draw up pay-
ment schedules based on the various re-
gquirements of the three types of swine
operations. Following the formula used
in the Newcastle indemnification pro-
gram, the average cost of production
would be deducted from the average
price of the hogs or meat which would
have been produced if depopulation had
not occurred.

The following -tentative table has
been drawn up by my staff in co-
operation with extension economists at
Purdue University for computing of the
probable profits and costs which would
have occurred during the interim period
while the farmer is restocking his farm.
I want to emphasize that this is a tenta-
tive table; its purpose is to demonstrate
that a reasonable formula can be estab-
lished to compensate hog producers for
their lost profits. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the table be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

ProPOSED PROFIT-COST FORMULAS
I. PRODUCER OF PURCHASED PIGS

Period for second payment might be the
time interval from depopulation to the end
of the embargo plus 30 days as a period to
locate replacement pigs. Volume could be
established on the basis of the number of
pigs on hand at the time of depopulation. If
we deflne a unit of production as a pig, a
normal production rate is 1.76 pounds of
product (starting with a 40# plg) per unit
per day.

The approximate requirements to produce
a 220# market hog (currently worth $79.24
at Indianapolis) are:

. 100# Supplement !
. Other variable costs.

II. PRODUCER OF FEEDER FPIGS

Period for second payment might be the
time interval from depopulation to end of
embargo plus seven months. (Seven months
made up of one month to locate breeding
stock, two months to get new breeding stock
to reproduction age plus four months gesta-
tion.) Volume might be established on the
basis of the number of mature females on
hand at the time of depopulation. If we de-
fine a unit of production as a mature female,
a normal production rate is 115 pigs (40#
each) per unit per month.

Footnote on following page
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The approximate requirements to produce
8 40# plg (currently worth $32 at St
Joseph) Missourl, are:

1. 60# Supplement?
2. 3 bu. corn?

III. FARROW TO FINISH

Period for second payment might be the
time interval from depopulation to end of
embargo plus nine months. (Nine months
made up of one month to locate breeding
stock, two months to get new breeding stock
to reproductive age plus four months gesta-
tion, plus two months to produce feeder
pigs). Volume might be established on the
basis of the number of mature females on
hand at the time of depopulation. If we de-
fine a unit of production as a mature female,
a normal production rate is 300# of slaught-
er animals per unit per month.

The approximate requirements to produce
100# of slaughter animal (currently worth
$32.02 at Indianapolis) are:

. T6# Supplement !

Mr. BAYH. To take the example of the
producer of feeder pigs in more detail,
let us assume that the producer owned
20 sows which were all depopulated and
that the second evaluation was made
eight months after the depopulation—1
month of quarantine, 1 month to locate
breeding stock, 2 months—plus—to raise
the stocks to reproduction age, and 4
months for gestation. If we assume that a
mature sow will usually produce 1%
pigs—at 40 pounds each—per month, the
potential production from 20 sows over
the 8-months period would have been
213 pigs—40 pounds each.

The market price of a 40-pound pig is
now $32 at St. Joseph, Mo., so that the
gross potential profit would have been
$6,816. Approximate costs of producing
one 40-pound pig have been estimated
in the printed table as $23.26. The costs
for producing 213 40-pound pigs would
therefore have been $4,954, and the dif-
ference between the gross profit and cost,
or the net potential profits over the 8-
month period would have been about
$1,863.

Of course, in a more normal year when
hog prices are much lower, the profits
would be lower; in 1971 the net return
to management in a feeder pig produc-
tion unit was $1 to $1.25 per feeder pig
produced. Thus, in normal market years,
the cost to the Government of this legis-
lation would not be excessive—in the case
examined, it would be about $213 to $263
rather than the current $1,863—but it
would help farmers who had been count-
ing on some profits with which to pay
their bills.

I am planning to send my estimates
to various extension stations in the hog
belt to solicit local reactions to the fixed
figures used in these computations, and

1 Values vary (along with slaughter hog and
feeder pig price) depending upon time and
geographic location.
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I would welcome the comments of my
colleagues.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of the bill be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the Recorb, as
follows:

8. 1683

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
11 of the Act of May 29, 1884 (58 Stat. 734;
21 U.8.C. 114a) is amended by inserting “(a)"
immediately after “Sec. 11."” and by adding
at the end of such section a new subsection
as follows:

“(b) (1) Whenever swine are destroyed
under authority of this Act, the amount of
compensation to be pald to the owner of
such swine shall be determined in two stages
as follows:

“(A) The swine shall be appraised, at the
time of their destruction, on the basis of
their falr market value for meat, feeding,
or breeding purposes, as appropriate.

“(B) At the end of an appropriate period
following the date on which the swine were
destroyed, a determination shall be made of
the potential value of the swine as meat pro-
ducers had such swine not been destroyed.
In determining the potential value of any
swine under this clause, the value shall be
reduced by the amount that would have been
expended for feed (adjusted for variation in
price) and other production costs. The period
between the destruction of swine and the
appraisal of the potential value of the swine
shall be determined on the basis of the
average time required by (1) farrow to finish
operators, (i1) feeder pig producers, and (iii)
finishers of purchased pigs to raise new herds
to full production capacity.

“(2) The owner of swine destroyed under
authority of this Act shall be paid the
amount determined under clause (A) of
paragraph (1) as soon as practicable after
the destruction of his swine. The owner of
such swine shall be pald the amount of any
increase in value determined under clause
(B) of paragraph (1) as soon as practicable
after the amount has been computed.”

By Mr. ROTH (for himself and
Mr. HATHAWAY) :

Senate Joint Resolution 100. Joint res-
olution proposing an amendment to the
Constitution of the United States to es-
tablish maximum age limits for certain
officers of the Government. Referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I am again
introducing for the Senate’s considera-
tion a joint resolution proposing an
amendment to our Constitution for the
purpose of establishing a mandatory re-
tirement age for Federal judges and
Members of Congress. I am grateful that
the distinguished Senator from Maine
(Mr, HatrawAY) has joined me in spon-
soring this proposal.

This proposal is similar in intent to a
measure I first offered during the closing
hours of the 91st Congress when I served
as a Member of the House of Representa-
tives. I reintroduced this measure last
session and, with certain modifications,
I am again asking the Senate to give con-
sideration to legislation which, I believe,
should contribute to making our system
of government more responsive to the
public’s needs.

If adopted, this constitutional amend-
ment would do the following: First, it will
not allow the appointment to the Federal
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bench of anyone 70 years of age, and will
require those already on fthe Federal
bench to retire 30 days after reaching
such age; second, it will not allow any-
one 70 years of age to run for either the
Senate or the House of Representatives.

I wish to emphasize, however, that this
legislation grants immunity from its im-
pact to certain persons already serving
in the Federal judiciary and to those
Members of Congress who are 60 years
of age or older when this legislation is
submitted to the States for ratification.

It is my belief that we must make spe-
cial consideration for both of these
groups in view of the past sacrifices they
have made to enter public life, and with-
out benefit of the knowledge that this be
adopted. Accordingly, Federal judges
who have not served the minimum num-
ber of years required by law to become
eligible for their pension benefits, which
is their salary for life, will be allowed to
remain on the bench until that minimum
time has been served.

Members of Congress, as well, have
sacrificed much to enter public life. I
believe that it would be unfair to require
those now close to the ages at which re-
tirement from the Congress would be re-
quired to be bound by its provisions.
Thus, I have included in the language of
this amendment a provision that will al-
low those 60 years of age when this legis-
lation is submitted to the States for rati-
fication to be exempt from the impact of
this amendment. These individuals will
be allowed to continue to hold office and
to seek reelection to that office with no
restrictions as to age. Of course, those
Members so affected would remain free
tf choose not to utilize this special provi-
sion.

Mr. President, a mandatory retirement
age is not unknown in America. In 1966,
the Congress determined that eivil serv-
ice employees must retire at age 70.
American business has long considered 65
as an appropriate age for the retirement
of its executive employees. There is a
trend today foward even a younger re-
tirement age.

In the past, several Members of Con-
gress have determined for themselves the
age at which they deemed retirement ap-
propriate. One gentleman who made this
decision was my predecessor, the former
Senator from Delaware, John Williams.
It was, in fact, Senator Williams who
first introduced legislation to set a man-
datory retirement age for Members of
Congress and I am proud to follow his
lead by offering this proposal today.

My colleague, (Mr. HATHAWAY) joins
me in the hope that this Congress will
actively consider the enactment of this
legislation. I believe, that the idea merits
the thoughtful attention of all citizens
who are interested in improving our Fed-
eral system of government.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the proposed con-
stitutional amendment be printed in the
REecorb at this point.

There being no objection, the joint
resolution was ordered to be printed in
the Recorbp, as follows:

S. J. Res. 100

Resolved by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of
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America in Congress assembled (two-thirds
of edch House concurring therein), That the
following article is proposed as an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States, which shall be valid to all intents
and purposes as part of the Constitution if
ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths
of the several States within seven years
after its submission to ‘the States for
ratification:
“ARTICLE ~—

“Secrion 1. No person who has attained
the age of seventy years shall be appointed
to be a judge of the United States. Within
thirty days after attaining seventy years of
age, any judge of the United States shall
retire from regular active service. Any such
Judge who holds a judgeship on the date
this article s ratified may continue in regu-
lar active service after attalning seventy
years of age for as long as may be necessary
for him to qualify to receive the salary of
his office upon resignation or retirement
from regular active service.

“Sec. 2. No person who has attained the
age of seventy years shall be a Senator, ex-
cept that any Senator who attains such age
while in such office may serve for the re-
mainder of the term for which he was elected
or appointed. This section shall not. apply
to any person who is a Senator on the date
that this article is submitted to the States
for ratification and who is sixty years of age
or older as of such date.

“SEc. 3. No person who has attained the
age of seventy years shall be a Representa-
tive, except that any Representative who
attains such age while in such office may
serve for the remainder of the term for
which he was elected. This section shall not
apply to any person who is a Representative
on the date that this article Is submitted to
the States for ratification and who is sixty
years of age or older as of such date.”

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. President, I
am honored to join the distinguished
Senator from Delaware in the introduc-
tion of this resolution limiting the
tenure in office of Representatives, Sen-
ators, and Federal judges. This is a
matter with which I have been concerned
since my entrance into the Congress
more than 8 years ago. It is a matter of
concern to the people of our Nation as
I have learned, not only from my travels
in Maine, but also from calls and letters
my office has received on the subject
from all sections of the country.

In introducing this legislation, I should
make it clear that no disrespect is in-
tended toward the contributions and
abilities of our senior citizens. No one is
more aware of the talents that this group
offers our society than myself. I have
consistently supported legislation aimed
at helping our senior ecitizens to realize
their maximum potential contribution to
our national life. And yet, I feel strongly
that a mandatory retirement age for
these high Federal officials is very much
in the National interest.

First, I should point out that this bill
is not a radical step. The limitation it
creates is that no Senator or Repre-
sentative can run for reelection beyond
the age of 70. A Federal judge could not
serve beyond that same age. This action
would not affect a large number of indi-
viduals—indeed, by its terms it would
not apply to anyone now in the Congress
who is over 60—but would provide an in-
dication of congressional awareness of
the scope of this problem.

Most would agree that Government, or
any other institution, benefits from a
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continuing cycle of change in leadership
and control. This fact was recognized
long ago in private industry and, in fact,
was recognized by Congress itself in the
mandatory retirement ages which have
been applied to the Federal Civil Service
and the military. There is a natural tend-
ency toward stagnation in any institu-
tion when the same people stay on for
an indefinite period. The performance
of these individuals may not be affected
by the ravages of age so much as simply
being in the same job too long. All of us,
Senators, Representatives, and judges
included, inevitably develop over the
yvears a kind of vested interest in our
own ideas and ways of doing things. To
allow this tendency to come to full fiower,
especially in a body where power is di-
rectly related to years in office, is an in-
vitation to institutional lethargy. All of
us know this from our own commonsense
and personal experience; congressional
acknowledgement of this fact would go
a long way toward vestoring some of the
confidence the public has lost in us over
the years.

Second, the nature of these offices re-
quires a high degree of physical, emo-
tional, and mental stamina. The range
and depth of the concerns now before
the Congress is truly staggering. Added
to this are the demands placed upon a
Member by an expanding and increas-
ingly articulate constituency. The inevit-
able slowing down which accompanies
age must take its toll either in dimin-
ished performance or increased reliance
on staff. When these events occur, the
public is not receiving the level of service
to which it is entitled.

I feel further, that an age limitation
on public service is at least suggested in
the constitutional provision which de=
fines a minimum age for Senators and
Representatives. A public recognition
that advanced age, in most cases, limits
the capacity of an individual is basically
very similar to a recognition of the
limitations of youth. Just as there are
some below 30 who undoubtedly have
the maturity and judgment to serve ef-
fectively in the Senate, there are those
over 70 with the required celerity and
stamina. But, I think the public is justi-
fied in making the overall judgment that
in most cases it would be hetter served
by a realistic limitation placed upon
both ends of the age spectrum.

Some will argue that this proposal
limits the right of the people of a State
or congressional distriet to elect who-
ever they want as their Representative.
There is no question that this is, in fact,
the case, But we have long since recog-
nized that some limitations of this na-
ture are in the public interest. The
minimum age requirement in the Con-
stitution is one example. The two-term
limitation on the Presidency is another,
which is very similar, in prineiple, to the
proposal we are submitting today.

Finally, it should be noted that the
offices with which this proposal is con-
cerned are national offices, and the
holders of these offices have a profound
effect beyond a single State or region.
When viewed in this light, some limita-
tion on behalf of the public as a whole
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on the rights of the residents of a single
State or distriet, is justifiable.

I hope that the Senate will give serious
consideration to this bill; the issues it
raises are important and the public con-
cerns it addresses are real. It is one op-
portunity for us fo begin the task of
creating a more vital and responsive
governmental system.

By Mr. HATFIELD:

S. 1681. A bill to permit American citi-
zens to hold gold. Referred to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing and Urban
Affairs.

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, today I
have the unusual opportunity of both in-
troducing legislation and testifying on it
before the committee of jurisdiction. The
Subcommittee on Productior and Stabili-
zation of the Senate Banking Committee
is holding hearings on the several bills
that have been introduced to allow Amer-
icans to buy, sell, and hold gold in any
form. Among these bills is one (S. 413)
which I introduced 2 years ago, and
which I reintroduced at the beginning of
this Congress. However, I believe that re-
cent events in the monetary world dic-
tate today a slightly different approach
from that of S. 413; and for this reason
I am introducing a new bill that will
legalize gold buying, selling, and holding
by U.S. citizens, order the Treasury to
auction at least 10 million ounces of gold
per year from the existing gold stockpile,
and become effective as soon as the Pres-
ident orders—but not later than Jan-
uary 1, 1975. At this point in the Recorp
I would ask unanimous consent that my
prepared testimony for today’s hearing of
the Banking Subcommittee be printed,
together with the text of the bill.

There being no objection, the testi-
mony and bill were ordered to be printed
in the REecorb, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MaArRK O. HATFIELD
SUMMARY ¥

Explanation and advocacy of the Hatfield
legislation, which would:

1. Legalize gold buying, selling, holding by
Americans.

2. Order the Treasury to auction at least
10 million ounces of gold per year from
existing gold stockpile.

3. Become effective January 1, 1975 (or any
prior date on the option of the President).

Mr. Chairman, today I am introducing a
bill that would give American citizens the
right, enjoyed by citizens of more than sev-
enty other countries, to buy, sell, and hold
gold. This bill also orders the Treasury to
begin an orderly disposal of its gold stock=-
pile by auction sales. These provisions are
to be effective as soon as the President
orders, but no later than January 1, 1975,

Today I appear before you to ask your sup-
port for this bill.

Action is now both needed and timely.
I was delighted by the recent overwhelming
sentiment expressed by the Senate favoring
legalization of gold holding by Americans,
a8 move I had proposed in the previous Con-
gress, However, with this overwhelming sup-
port of the Senate, it Is the prerogative of
this committee to bring forth a more care-
fully elaborated bill that considers both the
demand and supply side of the gold market
and which gives the President greater flexi-
bility as to the timing of its implementation.

OBJECTIVES OF THE BILL

Let me first state the primary objectives of

this bill.
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First of all, it is the function of govern-
ment to protect the liberty of the cltizens
from whom it derived its just power to
govern. Its function is not to take away in-
dividual liberty except for over-riding social
needs. Formerly, when gold was used as
money, or as backing for money, or used by
the government for international payments,
one might argue for a social need to limit
the lberty of the people. However, these
arguments have been erased by the move-
ment of recent events. Gold is no longer used
in the U.S. as money, nor as backing for other
money, nor, as of August 15, 1971, as in-
ternational money by the U.S. The legal re-
striction against holding gold has now be-
come & vestigial remain of a bygone era—
a “blue law" that limits liberty without any
social justification. The dollar is no longer
on the gold standard and gold is no longer
tied to a doller standard. It is high time for
the Senate to take the leadership In sign-
ing the final divorce decree between gold
and the dollar. It is also high time for the
“land of the free" to catch up with the
more than seventy countries that allow its
citizens to hold gold.

Second, it 1s necessary to evaluate the eco-
nomlic benefits and costs of legalizing gold.
To only legalize gold—to increase its de-
mand without at the same time increasing
the supply of gold—would result in need-
less costs to the consumer in higher prices, to
the manufacturer and retatler in less yolume
and lower employment, and to the govern-
ment in a billion dollars in balance-of-pay-
ments losses. It would result in an unwit-
ting “foreign aid" program for the Soviet
Unlon, South Africa, and international gold
speculators. The Russians would end up
giving us fewer ounces of gold for more tons
of wheat. It has been estimated that the
price of gold might soar to between $100 and
$150 per ounce. This would threaten the
“official price” of gold of $42.22 causing un-
settling speculation as to the value of paper
currencies and the current international
monetary arrangements. Even gold producers-
would be threatened, in that long-term pro-
duction plans would be subjected to the
danger that the world’s central bankers—
who hold fifty times the annual production
of gold—might suddenly begin to unload
thelr monetary gold stocks and bust the
market.

Thus, to provide an orderly market and
eliminate speculative ex t 1s 1 -
sary to increase the supply as well as the de-
mand for gold. At the “official price” of gold,
the U.S gold stock is about $12 billion; at
current market prices (890 per ounce), it is
worth more than $25 billlon. As I stated in
my speeches in the Senate (January 16 and
March 28, 1973), I am proposing that the
Treasury begin an orderly disposal of this
surplus gold by a free market auction of no
less than 10 milllon ounces per year. This
is only about 8 per cent of the existing stock
and will leave the Treasury enough gold for
“emergencies” past the year 2000. This move
on the supply side will keep a more stable
price of gold at between 850 and $100 per
ounce for the next decade—and insure both
a healthy incentive for gold producers in
the U.S. as well as a more stable price for
gold users.

As I pointed out in my March 28th speech:

(1) This legislation will fight inflation for
gold users and their customers, affecting
such things as wedding bands and class
rings, other jewelry uses, dental and elec-
tronic needs. The high school and college
graduate will not have to pay nearly double
the price for his class ring.

(2) It will provide jobs to the gold in-
dustry whose 1700 firms and 65,000 em-
ployees are affected by inflated gold values
and the restricted volume of production.

(3) It will improve the U.S. balance of
payments by anywhere from $500 million to
one billion dollars. U.S. industry now im-
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ports about 6 to 8 million ounces of gold an-
nually at a cost to the balance of payments
of more than $500 million.

(4) It will increase government revenues
and reduce the need for a taX increase. The
government has already begun disposing
of its stockpile of more than $10 billion in
other “surplus commodities”. But the biggest
“stockplle” of them all—the 25 billlon in
gold—represents a lot of “tax savings" that
should not be forgotten. I am sure the
American citizen would rather use his money
for gold instead of taxes., (I might add
reference here to my blll for the issuance of
a gold “American Revolution Commemora-
tive Coln” that would honor the revolution,
soak up inflationary purchasing power, and
certainly be more popular than a tax in-
crease.)

ANSWERING ANY OBJECTIONS TO THIS BILL

The arguments for this legislation appear
to be so obvious and over-powering that one
has to look hard to find any objections to
it—the arguments for the bill embrace na-
tional goals ranging from freedom and em-
ployment to fighting inflation, improving
the balance of payments and Iincreasing
Treasury revenues to head off tax increases.

One objection by the Treasury has been
that an “understanding” with certain Eu-
ropean governments prevents the Treasury
from selling gold outslde the “official tier”
of the “two-tler” system set up in 1968. The
basis of this understanding is a simple "“com-
munique of finance ministers"” five years ago.
This understanding has no legal status in
international law: (1) As virtually every
other paragraph In this communique has
been altered by the signatories, the para-
graph. limiting gold sales may also be

changed, having depended on the continu-
ance of the other paragraphs; (2) under the
doctrine of clausula rebus sic stantibus, the
understanding is dead in international law—

that is, the events of August 1071 and early
1973 have so changed the world of inter-
national finance, especially in the inconvert-
ibility of the dollar, that any earller agree-
ment based on a different world of facts is
no longer binding.

In a choice between risking the personal
feelings of one or more Eurcpean finance
ministers and in reducing the freedom and
finances of the American public, the choice
should be perfectly clear.

The other objection, that of timing of the
legislation, I think is answered by the Im-
plementation date being set at January 1,
1975-—or earlier upon the option of the Presi-
dent. Instead of being a hindrance to the
government in its negotiations this summer
leading up to the September meetings of the
World Bank and International Monetary
Fund in Nairobi, this legislation should give
the President the tool that he needs. In this
way it 1= analogous to the Administration’s
trade legislation, in that it enhances the Ad-
ministration’s bargaining power, Thus the
Administration can assert the Congress has
given it only to December 31, 1874—the end
of the 83d Congress—to resolve the inter-
national monetary issues. Thus, this gener-
ous date should help, not hinder, the bargain-
ing process. Above all, it gives the Admin-
istration and world the clear “sense of the
Senate’ as to its wishes.

ALTERNATIVE PROPOSALS BEFORE THE COMMITTEE

Other proposals before this Committee are
not necessarily Inconsistent with the pur-
poses of my bill but are from a different per-
spective and fall within a different time
frame. The distingulshed Senator from Rhode
Island has advocated the viewpolnt that the
Treasury should immediately begin to sell 8
million ounces of gold annually to the in-
dustrial users of gold by the auction method
that prevailed before March 1968. I have no
objection to this as a first step within the
context of the passage of my bill to insure
the right of all Americans to hold gold and to
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participate in Treasury auctions of gold. As
the distinguished Senator from Rhode Island
has already cast his vote for eventual legal-
ization of gold holding by Americans, I be-
lieve he would join in this view.

There need be no dispute between the gold
producers, the gold users, or for that matter,
the Treasury and the American public. We
all believe that gold is too beautiful to be
left in the ground or in vaults where it no
longer functions as money. Squirrels may
prefer to dig up nuggets in one place and
bury them in other places; but people should
be smarter than squirrels. Now 1t is our tlme
to prove it.

8. 1681
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

Bectlon 1. (a) Bections 3 and 4 of the Gold
Reserve Act of 1934 (31 U.S.C. 442 and 443)
are repealed.

(b) No provision of any law in effect on the
date of enactment of this Act, and no rule,
regulation, or order under authority of any
such law, may be construed to prohibit any
person from purchasing, holding, selling, or
otherwise dealing with gold.

(e) The Secretary of the Treasury is au-
thorized and directed to sell each year, from
reserves held by the United States, not less
than ten million ounces of gold by auction
to bidders who are citizens of the United
States.,

Sec. 2. This Act shall become effective on
January 1, 1975, or on the effective date prior
to January 1, 1976, established therefore by
the President and published in the FEDERAL
REGISTER.

By Mr. HARTEKE (for himself, Mr.
CRANSTON, Mr. Bierg, and Mr.
MCINTYRE) :

S. 1682. A bill to amend the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 to prohibit foreign
assistance to those countries listed, not
taking adequate measures to end illicit
opium production, and for other pur-
poses. Referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, I am to-
day introducing legislation to prohibit
foreign assistance to those countries
which refuse to take adequate measures
to end illicit opium production.

Mr. President, section 481 of the For-
eign Assistance Act authorizes the Pres-
ident to suspend military and economic
assistance to those nations which he de-
termines have not taken adequate steps
to suppress dangerous drugs, The Presi-
dent fully embraced this responsibility
on September 18, 1972, when he pro-
claimed, “Any government whose lead-
ers participate in or protect the activities
of those who contribute to our drug prob-
lem should know that the President of
the United States is required by statute
to suspend all American economic and
military assistance to such a regime. I
shall not hesitate to comply fully and
promptly with that statute.”

Apparently the President feels that
there are no nations which continue to
be lax in their control of heroin and
other related hard drugs. And he most
certainly must not suspect that some
governments are completely ignoring
drug fraffic. The Congress, however,
knows better. The existing situation de-
mands application of those sanctions
outlined in the Foreign Assistance Act
if we are to be conscientious in our effort
to end the drug problem in America.

May 1, 1978

Congressional study and journalistic
research have brought forth incontra-
vertible evidence that a number of gov-
ermmments are simply not complying with
the requests of the U.S. government
to vigorously suppress drug traffic. Yet
no action has been taken by the Presi-
dent. In fact, the White House denies
that their program of piecemeal efforts
is insufficient, claiming that there have
been “important breakthroughs—and
huge seizures.” These huge seizures
amount to confiscating 29 tons of opium
in Laos, South Vietnam, and Thailand.
In the face of the total production of
illicit opium in this area, the seizures
amount to only 3 or 4 percent.

Congress gave the power to terminate
economic and military assistance to the
President only because we know that
Customs agents and border patrols can-
not single-handedly reduce smuggling of
heroin. A General Accounting Office re-
port stated, in reference to Customs op-
erations, that—

Although these efforts may deter amateurs
and small-scale smugglers, they have not had
and probably cannot have any real impact
on the organized groups engaged in large-
scale heroin smuggling.

Customs does act as a strong deterrent,
but it simply cannot stop the main bulk
of heroin reaching the streets of Amer-
ica, addicting our citizens, filling the
coffers of organized crime, and account-
ing for nearly half of the crimes com-
mitted in our cities. Profits in the drug
trade are enormous. A $100,000 invest-
ment by stateside financiers can yield $2
million within 6 months, Ten or 15 tons
of heroin, originally costing $5 million
will make a turnover for American deal-
ers of $9.8 billion. With profits as high
as this, as long as there is a source and
a reasonably safe route of transit, there
will most assuredly be successful smug-
gling of heroin into the United States to
feed the veins of American addicts.

The logic behind section 481 of the
Foreign Assistance Act was to stop heroin
at its source. Perhaps the flaw in our
legislation has been that the President
alone is left to decide whether or not a
government’s cooperation has been ade-
quate. As we know many of the countries
in violation, this amendment lists them
as offenders and automatically removes
American economic and military assist-
ance from them. It leaves the President
to bear the burden of proof—proof that
these countries are not in violation of
our foreign assistance guidelines before
he can resume assistance to them.

Gen. Lewis W. Walt, USMC (re-
tired), as head of Special Task Force on
the World Drug Situation, stated that
Southeast Asia is providing 10 or 15 per-
cent of the total drug traffic coming into
this country. Because of its tremendous
potential, however, Southeast Asia could
eventually replace Turkey as the largest
producer of opium in Asia with approxi-
mately 400 tons. Laos, however, ac-
counted for nearly 100 tons, and Thai-
land for almost 200 tons annually. Ac-
cording to the State Department, heroin
imports from Southeast Asia’s ‘“‘golden
triangle” to the United States doubled
from 1969 to 1971. These countries not
only produce opium, but are the homes
for many of the laboratories which con-
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vert opium into that more valuable and
much deadlier commodity—heroin.
General Walt went on to say that—
We know as a certainty that a lot of
opium entering the illicit market is grown
ir the ‘golden triangle,’ or in Turkey, Iran,
Afghanistan, Pakistan, and Mexico.

Iran stopped opium production in 1955,
but resumed in 1969. Iran has a large
addict population and this action was
taken to stop traffic from Afghanistan
and Pakistan as well as other economic
reasons. The Iranian representative to
the United Nations Narcotics Commis-
sion said, “Our economic situation has
been so alarming we have been forced to
take a unilateral decision” to resume
production. The Shah has stated that
Iran will end production when its neigh-
bors do.

Afghanistan, however, continues to
supply Iran with large amounts of smug-
gled opium. Pakistan, too, is a major
smuggler of illicit opium, feeding markets
in India, and Iran. While these countries
are involved in localized traffic, rather
than international traffic to the United
States; the Cabinet Committee on Inter-
national Narcotics Control of July, 1972,
voiced a warning that the trade is well
organized, and—

If illicit supplies of opium from other
sources in the world are cut back, these
channels have the potential for moving
South Asian opium into the international
market.

The Turkish Government has taken
decisive action in banning all opium pro-
duction after 1972. This should effectively
dry up Turkish sources. Mexico is the
source of approximately 10 percent of
the heroin smuggled into the United
States and is the route of transit for 15
percent. The Mexican Government has
established penalties under the Agrarian
Reform Law for those who plant or per-
mit the planting of opium. Penalties in-
clude confiscation of land and livestock.
In addition, they have mobilized 10,000
troops for anti-drug operations, destroy-
ing more than 2,500 hectares of poppy
fields.

Michel Lamberti, coauthor of “Les
Grandes Manoeuves de 1'Opium,” affer 2
years of studying all opium producing
countries has said:

Any underdeveloped country with a large
unemployed labor force may start produc-
tion. This could be the case, say, for various
South American countries.

If we are to deter these underdevel-
oped countries from realizing their po-
tential as opium producers and distribu-
tors, we must act boldly and decisively.
Some have suggested paying subsidies to
those foreign farmers who agree not to
grow opium as we have done in Turkey.
But from the Washington Post of Febru-
ary 18, 1973:

American financial contributions to Turkey
as part of the considerable political pressure
to stop the cultivation of the opium poppy
after 1972, offers no encouragement to other
oplum producing countries. Turkish au-
thorities had estimated that stopping opium
production would cost the country $432 mil-

Hon; U.S. contributions have amounted to*

$35 million.

Obviously, the cost of such subsidies to
fully pay for opium produced in all coun-
tries would become extreme. Threats to
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begin production by those eountries not
now engaged might also become common-
place. We would be paying a tribute to
tyranny—the tyranny of drug traffickers.
The only praciical and honorable deter-
rent to illicit opium production and sales
is the imposition of penalties on those
nations which refuse to cooperate. And
the only penalty we can impose on a sov-
ereign nation is the removal of American
assistance. This line of reasoning was ac-
cepted by Congress when it gave the
power of suspending foreign aid to coun-
tries not taking adequate steps to end
illicit drug traffic to the President last
year. By enacting this amendment to the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, we will be
vastly improving the procedural processes
of the act, and serving notice t. orga-
nized crime and governments which have
not taken vigorous action against drug
traffic that we will no longer tolerate the
financial, human, or social costs that il-
licit drugs have brought to our people.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
in the Recorp following my remarks.

There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as
follows:

S. 1682

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Chap-
ter 8 of Part I of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1061 is amended at the end thereof by
adding the following section:

“Sec. 482, RESTRICTIONS ON ILLICIT OPIUM
PronUCERS.—No foreign assistance shall be
furnished (other than chapter 8 of part I,
relating to international narcotics control),
to Iran, Afghanistan, Pakistan, Burma, Thai-
land, and Laos.

If the President finds that any of the for-
eign countries referred to above has taken
adequate steps to prevent the production and
sale of lllicit opium, he may ask Congress to
waive the forelgn assistance restrictions, and
if Congress concurs, the restrictions shall not
apply to that country.

“Foreign assistance” means any tangible
or intangible item provided by the United
States Government (by means of gift, loan,
credit sale, guaranty, or any other means) to
a forelgn country.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

8. 31

At the request of Mr. Horrings, the
Senator from Maryland (Mr., MATHIAS)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 31, au-
thorizing the Secretary of Defense to
utilize Department of Defense resources
for the purpose of providing mediecal
emergency transportation services to
civilians.

5. 136

At the request of Mr. SCHWEIKER, the
Senator from Maine (Mr. HATHAWAY)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 138, to
authorize financial assistance for oppor-
tunities industrialization centers.

5. 400

At the request of Mr. Hansen, the
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. BAKER)
was added as a cosponsor of S. 400, to
amend the Federal Property and Admin-
istrative Services Act of 1949 so as to
permit donations of surplus property to
public museums.
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5. 440
At the reguest of Mr. Javits, the Sen-
ator from Louisiana (Mr. JOENSTON) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 440, the War
Powers Act.
B. T95
At the request of Mr. PeELL, the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) was
added as a cosponsor of S, 795, to amend
the National Foundation on the Arts and
the Humanities Act of 1965, and for
other purposes.
8. 909
At the request of Mr. HoLLiNngs, the
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER),
the Senator from Minnesota (Mr. HomM-
PHREY), and the Senator from Tennes-
see (Mr, Brock) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 909, amending the Federal
Property and Administrative Services
Act of 1949 to permit donations of sur-
plus Federal property to State and local
public recreation agencies.
8. 1076
At the request of Mr. HARTKE, the Sen-
ator from South Dakota (Mr. McGov-
ERN), was added as a cosponsor of 8. 1076,
a bill relating to the authortity of the
Adminjstrator of Veterans' Affairs to re-
adjust the schedule of rating for the dis-
abilities of veterans; to the construction,
alteration, and acquisition of hospitals
and domiciliary facilities; to the closing
of hospitals and domiciliary facilities and
regional offices; and to the transfer of
real property under the jurisdiction or
confrol of the Administration of Veter-
ans’ Affairs.
8. 1105

At the request of Mr. DoLE, the Sena-
tor from Nevada (Mr. BisLE), was added
as a cosponsor of S. 1105, to provide in-
come tax incentives for the modification
of certain buildings so as to remove archi-
tectural and transportational barriers to
the handicapped and elderly.

8. 1271

At the request of Mr. HuMPHREY, the
Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON)
was added as a cosponsor of 8. 1271, to
amend the Higher Education Act of 1965
to establish a student internship program
to offer students praectical political in-
volvement with elected officials on the
local and State levels of government.

8. 1408

At the request of Mr. HARTKE the Sen-
ator from Michigan (Mr. HarT) wWas
added as a cosponsor of S. 1408, a bill to
provide social security coverage for Fed-
eral employees.

8. 1424

At the request of Mr. SCHWEIKER, the
Senator from Colorado (Mr. DoMINICK),
and the Senator from Illinois (Mr.
PercY) were added as cosponsors of S.
1424, to provide certain benefits for mem-
bers of the Armed Forces and civilian em-
ployees of the United States who were
in a missing status for any period of
time during the Vietnam conflict.

5. 1455

At the request of Mr. PasToRrE, the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island (Mr. PELL) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 1455, to in-
crease the duty on rubber filament.
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5. 1517
At the request of Mr. RanpoLrH, the
Senator from Texas (Mr. TOWER) was
added as.a cosponsor of 8. 1517, to estab-
lish a national adoption information ex-
change system.
8. 1535
At the request’ of Mr. Berimon, the
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr, BARTLETT)
was added as a cosponsor of 8. 1535, to
amend the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 to provide for the recovery of rea-
sonable attorneys fees as a part of court
costs in civil cases involving the Inter-
nal Revenue laws,
8. 1548
At the request of the Senator from
Rhode Island (Mr. Pervr), the Senator
from New York (Mr. Javits) was added
as a cosponsor of S. 1548, to establish
a Commission to review the proposed
closing of any military installation.
8. 1579

At the request of Mr. DoLg, the Sena-
tor from South Dakota (Mr. McGov-
ERN), and the Senator from Minnesota
(Mr. HumpHREY) were added as cospon-
sors of S. 1579, to provide for the
demonstration of models of living ar-
rangements for severely handicapped
adults as alternatives to institutionali-
zation and to coordinate existing sup-
portive services necessitated by such ar-
rangements, to improve the coordina-
tion of housing programs with respect
to handicapped persons.

B. 1655

At the request of Mr. Javits, the Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. BUCKLEY) was
added as a cosponsor of S. 1655, to pro-
vide an additional judgeship for the
western district of New York.

SENATE RESOLUTION 1056—SUBMIS-
SION OF A RESOLUTION RELAT-
ING TO APPOINTMENT OF A
SPECIAL PROSECUTOR IN CON-
NECTION WITH THE PRESIDEN-
TIAL ELECTION OF 1972

Mr. PERCY (for himself, Mr. DoLE,
Mr. GoLDWATER, Mr. MATHIAS, Mr, JAVITS,
Mr. Casg, Mr. SCHWEIKER, Mr. DOMENICI,
Mr. BuckLEY, Mr, CRANSTON, Mr. YoUNg,
Mr. RoTH, Mr. GRAVEL, Mr. SPARKMAN,
Mr. CrArg, Mr. RanporPH, and Mr.
Packwoon) submitted a resolution (S.
Res. 105) requesting the President of the
United States to appoint a special pros-
ecutor in connection with the Presiden-
tial election of 1972, which by unanimous
consent was considered and agreed to.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF A
RESOLUTION
SENATE RESOLUTION 99

At the request of Mr. HARTKE, the Sen-
ator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL) was
added as a cosponsor of Senate Resolu-
tion 99, pertaining to Senate confirma-
tion of public ministers.
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EXTENSION OF AUTHORIZATIONS
OF THE PUBLIC WORKS AND ECO-
NOMIC DEVELOPMENT ACT OF
1965—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO, 84

(Ordered to be printed and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. DOMENICI submitted an amend-
ment, intended to be proposed by him, to
the bill (H.R. 2246) to amend the Public
Works and Economic Development Act
of 1965 fo extend the authorizations for a
1-year period.

ENERGY POLICY ACT OF 1973—
AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 85

(Ordered to be printed, and to lie on
the table.)

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, on
Tuesday, March 27, the Commerce Com-
mittee reported S. 70, a bill to promote
commerce and establish a Council on
Energy Policy and for other purposes
(Report No. 93-114) . The function of the
Council is to improve capabilities for
the collection and analysis of energy in-
formation, to coordinate the energy
activities of the Federal Government and
to prepare a long-range, comprehensive
plan for energy production, utilization
and conservation. This proposal would
provide a single place for Congress and
the President to seek energy information
and policy recommendations. It assures
that a single body has responsibility for
examining the overall energy picture.
The proposed Council would be account-
able to Congress and independent of
operating agencies.

Pursuant to an earlier agreement
among the chairmen of the committees
which have jurisdiction in the energy
policy area, the measure was held on the
calendar for 30 days to provide an oppor-
tunity for review and comment by the
other concerned committees. I am
pleased to report that the members of the
National Fuels and Energy Policy Study
established by Senate Resolution 45
(92d Congress) have examined S. 70 as
reported and they have recommended a
minimum of changes. The intent of the
proposed language changes is:

First. To clarify the intention of the
bill that the Council on Energy Policy
would be a policy advisory group to the
President, using his authority to coordi-
nate Federal agency functions.

Second. To clarify the intent of the
bill that the Council would promulgate
guidelines for the collection of energy
information and would be a focal point
for policy analysis of energy data, and

Third. To amend the intent of the bill
to reinforce the advisory relationship be-
tween the Council and the President.

To avoid confusion during floor con-
sideration of this measure, I am today
submitting an amendment to S. 70 which
incorporates these language changes. I
request that this amendment be printed
and ordered to lie on the table.

It is also my understanding that the
distinguished Senator from Montana
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(Mr. Mercavr) intends to propose later
an amendment that increases the Gen-
eral Accounting Office’s responsibilities
for the collection and analysis of energy
data.

AMENDMENT OF NATIONAL FOUN-
DATION ON THE ARTS AND THE
HUMANITIES ACT OF 1965—
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 86

(Ordered to be printed.)

Mr. PROXMIRE proposed amend-
ments to the bill (S. 795) to amend the
National Foundation on the Arts and the
Humanities Act of 1965, and for other
purposes.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS BY
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRIVATE
PENSION PLANS

Mr., NELSON. Mr. President, as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Private
Pension Plans of the Senate Finance
Committee, I announce the plans of the
subcommittee to hold public hearings and
panel discussions on the subject of taxa-
tion of qualified pension and profit shar-
ing plans and other deferred compensa-
tion beginning at 1 o'clock, Monday
afternoon, May 21, 1973. The hearings
will continue at 10 o’clock Tuesday and
Wednesday mornings, May 22 and 23.

These hearings will consider, but will
not be limited to, the issues of vesting,
eligibility requirements—age and serv-
ices—and portability, funding and ter-
mination insurance, fiduciary responsi-
bilities of plan administrators and trus-
tees, deductions in the case of self-em-
ployed, closely held corporations, sub-
chapter S corporations, and professional
corporations, tax treatment of lump sum
pension and profit sharing payments and
deferred compensation plans of exempt
organizations. Comments also may be di-
rected to specific proposals included in
Senator Curris’ bill (8. 1631), Senator
BenTseEN's bill (S. 1179), and also on the
principles and policies embodied in 8. 4
which has been reported to the Senate
by the Senate Labor and Public Welfare
Committee. Comments will be received on
the subject of which agency or agencies
of the Government are best suited to ad-
minister the various provisions regulating
private pension plans.

The schedule of witnesses will be set
forth in a subsequent announcement.

Requests to Testify. —Witnesses desir-
ing to testify during this hearing must
make their request to testify to Tom
Vail, Chief Counsel, committee on Fi-
nance, 2227 New Senate Office Building,
‘Washington, D.C., not later than Thurs-
day, May 10, 1973. If for some reason the
witness is unable to appear on the date
scheduled, he may file a written state-
ment for the record of the hearing in
lieu of a personal appearance,

Consolidated Testimony.—I urge all
witnesses who have a common position
or with the same general interest to con-

. solidate their testimony and designate a

single spokesman to present their com-
mon viewpoint orally to the subcommit-
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tee. This procedure will enable the sub-
committee to receive a wider expression
of views on the subject of this hearing
than it might otherwise obtain. I strong-
1y urge that all witnesses exert a maxi-
mum effort, taking into account the lim-
ited advance notice, to consolidate and
coordinate their statements.

In light of the Legislative Reorganiza-

tion Act and in view of the large number
of witnesses who desire to appear before
the subcommittee in the limited time
available for the hearing, all witnesses
who are scheduled to testify must comply
with the following rules:
. First. All statements must be filed
with the subcommittee at least 1 day in
advance of the day on which the witness
is to appear. If a witness is scheduled to
testify on a Monday or Tuesday, he must
file his written statement with the sub-
committee by the Friday preceding his
appearance. 3

Second. All witnesses must include
with their written statement a summary
of the principal points included in the
statement.

Third. The written statements must
be typed on letter-size paper—not legal
size—and at least 50 copies must be sub-
mitted to the subcommittee.

Fourth. Witnesses are not to.read their
written statements to the subcommittee,
but are to confine their 10-minute oral
presentations to a summary of the points
included in the statement.

Fifth. Not more than 10 minutes will
be allowed for the oral summary.

Written statements.—Witnesses who
are not scheduled for oral presentation,
and others who desire to present a state-
ment to the subcommittee, are urged to
prepare a written position of their views
for submission and inclusion in the
printed record of the hearings. These
written statements should be submitted
to Tom Vail, chief counsel, Committee
on Finance, room 2227, New Senate Of-
fice Building, not later than Friday, June
22, 1973.

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

THE BOMBING IN CAMEBODIA

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, in
recent days I have received a number of
letters from airmen stationed in Thai-
land or on Guam protesting the Presi-
dent’s current policy on bombing Cam-
bodia. These letters constitute an elo-
quent indictment of U.S. military activ-
ities in Indochina, and I ask unanimous
consent that they be printed in the
Recorn. I have, of course, deleted the
names and unit identification in order
to protect the writers from retaliation
from the Air Force.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

ArPrIL 17, 1973.
Senator J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR Sir: I am a B-52 gunner on temporary
duty with my crew at Anderson AFB, Guam.
After listening to all of the reports of the
war being over and the troops coming home,
I. a8 a resident of Arkansas, decided to write
this letter to you, because for the aircrews
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and the support troops of the B-52 force it is
not over and we are not coming home!

In April of 1972, my unit, consisting of
two B-52G bomb squadrons, was deploved
to Guam. And we have been here continu-
ously since then.

Our announced mission when we come
over was to stop the invasion. As you know,
this was accomplished. Then we were told
we would not be going home until there was
a cease-fire' In Vietnam. After the raids of
18 to 29 December, the cease-fire was signed
and our troops and P.O.W.'s started return-
ing home. We were told it would be at least
ninety days after the effective date before we
could leave.

We bombed right up to the effective date
and then shifted to bombing Laos without a
pause. We were then informed we would not
be leaving until there was a cease-fire In
Laos. After the cease-fire in Laos, there was
a short pause and then we started bombing
Cambodia! Now, as of yesterday, we have
started bombing Laos again!

It is hard to impart to you sir, the frustra-
tration of being on continuous temporary
duty with no end in sight. We come to Guam
for 147 to 179 days. Then we are home for
28 days and back for another 147 to 179 days
on Guam. This totally distupts any semblance
of family life. Most crews from my unit, in-
cluding my own, are on their third straight
trip. And as things are now, we have nothing
to look forward to but returning to Guam
again and again for extended tours of tem-
porary duty.

I am concerned about our increasing in-
volvement in Cambodia and Laos. I fear that
we will get into another situation like the
one that lead to the ten years of Vietnam. I
am also concerned for myself and my fellow
crewmembers should we fall into enemy
hands. There is no doubt in our minds what
would happen to us. I for one, sir, do not
wish to die as a mercenary for a foreign
dictator!

Another point is the enormous expense of
flying out of Guam. This money could do a
lot more good if applied to some of our prob-
lems at home.

I wish to commend you, sir, for your cur-
rent efforts to have a legal end to this war
declared. My fellow crewmembers and I stand
behind you 100%. I urge you to investigate
this situation further; to introduce and press
for legislation that will 1imit the President's
power to commit American forces without
just cause. In order to prevent us from be-
coming involved in another Vietnam, such
action is necessary.

In closing, I feel that after the massive
ralds to stop the invasion, the bombing of
North Vietnam during 18 to 20 December,
and the return of our P.O.W.'s that we have
done our duty, and should be allowed to re-
turn to our homes and families. Why should
we, our wives and loved ones be forced to un-
dergo further needless separation, financial
hardships, and mental anguish? Simply to
prop up the regimes in Cambodia and Laos?
There is no justification for us to continue
bombing there. Why are we prolonging our
involvement now that we have a chance
after ten years to finally get out?

Please hold my name in confldence, as
there may be retaliation from those in charge
here, if they discover I have written you this
letter. Thank you for your valuable time and
consideration.

Respectfully Yours,

SSgt., USAF.

AprIn 18, 1973.
SeENATOR FULBRIGHT: I am a B-52 navigator
currently on temporary duty at Anderson
AFB, Guam. I am writting to you to urge you
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to do your utmost to end our involvement in
the continuing war in Southeast Asia.

I am on my 4th tour of duty here now and
have over 400 days fighting this war. I have
over 120 combat missions, an air medal with
5 oak leaf clusters, and have been recom-
mended for a Distinguished Flying Cross for
heroism for action over North Vietnam. I am
not unlike most of our servicemen still serv-
ing in Southeast Asia.

My question is when has a man done all
that anyone has a right to expect from him.
I have put my life on the line numerous
times over the past two years. The constant
straln on my wife of both constant danger to
me and our prolonged separations have her
close to a nervous breakdown. Yet, although
the Strategic Alr Command’'s own doctors
acknowledge the risk to my wife of yet an-
other prolonged separation, I was recently
forced to return again to Southeast Asla, and
now face the prospect of possible serious
mental problems for my wife. My situation is
similar to that of many other personnel who
are serving tour after tour after tour here.
Many wives have already divorced their hus-
bands, unable to take pressure. And the sit-
uations at home worsen daily.

Is this the thanks we get from our country
and Mr. Nixon for serving our country so
unselfishly for so long. I myself have over
6 years on active duty. We are no more now
than a mercenary army fighting on the whims
and discretion of only one man. The people
are heing denied their voice thru Congress
as provided for in our constitution. Under
what justification do we bomb a population
merely upon the request of another govern-
ment. We have no money at home for needed
soclal programs, but we spend millions daily
to bomb thousands of innocent civilians who
have never done anything to us. Many, if not
most, of the B-52 crew members are tired of
killing for no reason, but they do not have
the means to make their volces heard. We
think we deserve the chance to patch up the
many personal problems we all have that
were created by these many years of war.
If Mr. Nixon will not stop this insanity, then
the Congress and the people must. How
many bodies must there be, ours and theirs,
before we get out!

You have my permission to use all or any
part of this letter as you see fit. Please, how-
ever, withhold my name to protect me from
possible repercussions from the Air Force.
Thank Youl

Bincerely,

Capt., USAF.
Marce 30, 1973.

Dear SENATOR FULBRIGHT: Until I heard
your justified criticlsm of the Administra-
tion's viewpoint on the bombing in South-
east Asia, namely Cambodia, my decision as
to whether or not I would write was merely
a confused debate. However now that I know
wliere you stand I've decided to pour it all
out.

Senator Fulbright, we are wrong for the
continued slaughter but are afrald to admit
it. Because of the amount of people who
have their hands in the “profit pot” we
have found ourselves unable to get out of
our web,

The main concern for my writing is for
the men who still remain on Guam fiying
and bombing dally as if the war were still
in full swing, With the ldea that we came
here to help free our POWs we feel even
more misused and abused now that they are
home and we're still here. What purpose are
we serving? Most of the men including my-
self have been here for ten months or more,
away from our families for six months, home
for thirty days and back again, only to see
our efforts go wasted.
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What now? Ground crews no longer care
whether or not their planes are safe and
operational. Flights of crews do not wish to
fly wasted missions and consequently abort
when given the opportunity. If this opera-
tion is allowed to continue someone is go-
ing to lose his life needlessly.

To give you an idea of how ineffective our
bombing is let me tell you about & mission
I was on last week. I hope you will retain
this in strict confidence. . . . This, Senator
Fulbright, is the kind of job we are doing
over here.

I hope and pray you can do something to
help relieve our situation.

Thank you for your time.
8gt, — ——.

Note.—POGs never have a nice day, Pris-
oners of Guam . .. Don't let them be forgot-
ten!

DeEar SENaTor FuLBRIGHT: I am writing
to you because you seem to be one of the
few men who realize that the Indochina
war continues. I am not from Arkansas,
but I feel you can best serve my interests
as well as the Interests of thousands still
actively involved in this supposedly termi-
nated confiict.

I am a B-52 crew member and have been
overseas since Feb, '72. I have and will con-
tinue to fight when there is a purpose, but
the current bombing of Cambodia is un-
warranted and assinine., I have several
specific complaints that I hope you will be
sensitive to:

(1) We, here at Andersen AFB, were
filying bombing missions to Cambodia when
the entire job could easily have been done
from Utapao, Thalland. The Utapao bombers
were fiylng with partial loads of bombs when
they have the capability to hit all assigned
targets by flying less than our normal num-
ber of sorties. It is nearly 8 times as ex-
pensive to fly out of here. I didn't realize
government funds were so expendable.

(2) What is the justification for bombing
in Cambodia? Is there a written agreement
to your knowledge? This could go on indefi-
nitely!

(3) Why are there still 2004 bombers over-
seas now when this number was ample for
Laos, Vietnam, and Cambodia at the height
of the war? The expense of temporary duty
on this large a scale must be phenomenal.
Money spent through necessity is justified,
but this approaches ridiculous,

(4) SAC has many crew members who
have been home for the past 6-12 months
for the purpose of upgrading to the next
higher crew position. The fallacy with this
is that there was and still isn't openings in
school for many of these people. Those of
us who have been gone (temporarily) for
over a year have done the entire job while
those at home have received little or no
training to date. This group s a useless re-
source, This seems like a poor way to manage
a team of professionals. This is not an as-
sumption I know several examples per-
sonally.

The Air Force is losing a great many good
people because of these and other injustices
and inequities. Increased pay does not com-~
pensate for this type of treatment. This does
not seem at all in line with the all volunteer
force concept. I, like so many of my con=-
temporaries have abandoned any thought to
a service career as we had hoped for.

I found it very difficult to remove anger
and contempt from this letter, so I didn’t.
I know you don't have solutions to all the
problems mentioned, but I hope you have a
picture of the present situation from a serv-
iceman’s point of view. I know you are a
busy man, but I would truly appreciate a
reply if time permits. I admire and respect
your stand on events and situations that
should be questioned. This is one of the
reasons the United States is a world leader
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and why I'm so proud to be an American. I
know total justice is not obtainable, but
some things in this war must be justified.
Thank you.

Sincerely,

Capt., UISAF.

AFRIL, 1973.

Sme: This is the first time that I have felt
it necessary to write a congressman, but I am
soliciting your support to get we B-52 crew
members back home.

I am a crew member who has been on
temporary duty (TDY) on Guam for over
& year now. During that time, I have seen my
family for 57 days (30 days In July 72 and
27 days in Jan./Feb, 73), and there are many
people who have been here longer than me.
What s most discouraging is that we thought
we were going home when the peace agree-
ment was signed. If not, then surely when
all the POW's were freed. Instead, we are
bombing in Cambodia, just as we did in
Viet Nam.

I would think that we learned our lesson
for getting involved in Viet Nam. But here
we go agaln In Cambodia, and I hear on
the news that President Nixon is considering
going back Into Viet Nam, and maybe even
North Viet Nam. Bombing Hanol in December
was one thing, but going back there, after
our POW’s have heen freed, is something
else,

I feel that we B-52 crew members have
done the job this past year that we came
to do and deserve to return home. A few
months ago we began calling ourselves the
P.O.G.’s (prisoners of Guam). It started
as a joke, but with each passing day, it takes
on more meaning.

Your help in getting the B-52's and crew
back home and out of this useless involve-
ment in Indochina would be greatly
appreciated by me, my wife and girls, and
my fellow “prisoners of Guam."”

Sincerely,
Major, USAF.
Aprm 10, 1973.
Hon. J. W. FULBRIGHT,
Chairman, Foreign Relations Commitiee,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: My name {8 —— and T am
a co-pilot presently fiying combat missions
against Cambodia in the B-52D aircraft out
of U-Tapao, Thailand. Dally, we are dropping
between 42,000 and 55,000 pounds of bombs
per bomber on something all over Cambodia;
we are programmed against twenty targets a
day, each target belng hit by three B-52s.
All of this heavy bombing (you will note that
the above facts pertain to B-52s only—TAC
air strikes are numbering 1504 a day) is
going on at the specific request of the Lon
Nol government of Cambodia.

I was very interested in reading in The
Btars and Stripes where you were heading an
investigation as to the legality of our bomb-
ing operations in Cambodia. For the past
few days, however, I have been able to find
nothing to report on your progress or your
success. Sir, if there is one point that must
be emphasized in this letter, it is expediency
in curtailing this bombing blitz of Cambo-
dians for Cambodians. For every day that
your investigation does not push forward at
the maximum rate, people are being killed
and the possibility of new POWSs is enhanced.

Saturday marks a bad day for all of us
(7 April). The first U.8. Air Force pilot was
killed in Cambodia; two ICCS helicopters
lost over South Vietnam with 16 men miss-
ing or dead. If you can, sir, write to us who
are still over here, wearing this senseless war
around our necks dally, and provide us with
the rationalization to continue to perform
these circus acts on the whims of Wash-
ington.
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One of the happiest and most meaningful
days of my life was when the first load of
POWSs returned from Hanol; the gladness re-
turned every day another group stepped on
to American soll. The morale of everyone was
peaked during those days because with the
return of the POWs and the removal of all
U.S. forces from Vietnam, the war was OVER.
What else was there to remain over here and
fight for? The peace accords were signed,
sealed and delivered. But here we are, still
bombing, still carrying on these ridiculous
TDY tours of five months on Guam or at
U-Tapao, one at home in the states, and
back again. Some crewmembers are on their
FOURTH rotation! Why??

Belleve it or not, sir, most crewmembers
and supporting personnel have families, Fam-
ilies need fathers and husbands. Do you have
any idea what this kind of separation is doing
to those of us who do have wives, and chil-
dren? An average of two months a year with
your loved ones seems a little too much to
ask, extra pay or no extra pay. Most com-
mands operating over here have a limit to
their SEA tour length—most have a dura-
tion of one year. When they are finlshed with
their tour, they go home and stay home.
BAC, of course, has their own way and sets
up Indefinite TDY, interprets the regulations
to fit their needs, and then wonders why the
morale is not high, S8AC is forcing many to
bring thelir families over; I had to take out a
$2000 loan to finance my (family) to come
over, and now it looks like they will have to
go home early or else we go to the poorhouse.
This kind of predicament embitters deeply
those subjected to it, and I'm afraid the
exodus of talented AIR FORCE officers and
young enlisted people out of the service
might prove crippling. If not, and if this is
some macabre ploy to drive officers from the
service, I guarantee its success; the backlash
will be evident, though, when many of the
young officers the Alr Force has counted on
keeping quit also.

The avenues of escape from this travesty
are extremely limited for us. The only sure
way 1s to make final a date of separation, and
then have been in the service long enough to
leave within the coming weeks. To quit
would mean suffering intolerable conse-
quences. The opportunity of staying home
while others come in your stay s still falling
short of what is desperately needed: the com-
plete withdrawal of all forces from Indo-
china and the abandonment of our present
policles of *“Dial-A-B-52-Strike-Whenever-
And-Wherever-You~-Want."” You must know
that this plea is not a one man show. The
majority of the crew force presently engaged
in these operations are tired and fed up with
the entire affair; perhaps It Is a numbness or
maybe despair which keeps the situation
less volatile. More likely it 1s the hopelessness
of fighting city hall. We extend to you, &
servant of the people, a petition of hope that
you will work hard within your power to
enlighten both the people of America and
the leaders who represent them that further
activity in Indochina is foolhardy and sulci-
dal, and a damn waste of human life and
dignity.

Sir, I leave you with the knowledge that
you may call upon me and most of my fellow
crewmembers to help you in any way to stop
this bombing. It has come to the point where
our consciences are weighing heavy. I await
word that you at least received this letter.
Thank you for your time,

Sincerely,

Lt. USAF.

THE PRESIDENT’'S MESSAGE

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I
am sure the Members of this body are
fully aware of my belief that much of the
trouble we are having today with high
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prices and inflation stems from actions
taken by the Senate and the House while
under the control of Democrat liberals
who gave us 40 years of extravagance and
higher taxes. This matter was touched
on some weeks ago by President Nixon
when he told the American people they
would have to decide whether they
wanted more Federal services with more
taxes or more inflation.

One of the most cogent editorials I
have yet seen on this subject was pub-
lished March 30, 1973, in the Seymour,
Ind., Daily Tribune. I ask unanimous

consent that this editorial entitled “The.

President’s Message'’ be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the edi-
torial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE

Thursday night the President of the United
States delivered a most unique message to
the people. It dealt with the Vietnam sltua-
tion, food prices and the importance of the
United States in the world today. Following
the talk the TV people were interested in only
the Vietnam position and how this message
would affect the U.S. in the world today.

In our opinion the TV critics missed the
most Important political first in our na-
tion's history. Mr. Nixon's reference to in-
creased prices directly placed the responsi-
bility upon the federal government. He stated
that the United States citizens had to make
a decision of whether they wanted more serv-
ices with more taxes or more inflation.

The President made it clear there was no
choiee. In our memory this has been the first
time any political leader has stated this.
Normally peclitical figures find other scape-
goats upon which to lay the blame—either
business or labor—depending upon their po-
litical dependency.

Mr. Nixon, for the first time of any major
political office holder, lald it on the line.
What does the public want—increased taxes
or increased inflation. He offered the cor-
rect alternative—sensible government spend-
ing. He has advocated this and incurred the
ire of the Congress by vetoing major spend-
ing bills which will add to inflation. He has
challenged Congress on this point and made
it perfectly clear that the irresponsible
spending of the Congress will not be toler-
ated.

Congress, mostly, has not seemed to have
received the message. They still seem to think
that we can spend, spend, spend, infiate, in-
flate, inflate ourselves out of any problem.
They seem to refuse to accept Pres, Nizon's
idea that programs which have at least 75
cents out of every tax dollar going to ad-
ministrative costs and salaries, should be
eliminated.

We are proud that the United States has
achieved peace with honor and did not aban-
don our POW’s and the free people of South
Vietnam as the liberal doves of Congress
urged. But we are more proud that Pres.
Nixon has called a spade a spade and has
sald that inflation is permanently caused by
the government spending more than the gov-
ernment takes in. In our recollection this is
the first time a Presildent of the United
States has ever correctly blamed the federal
government for inflation,

With a stable dollar, high prices by manu-
facturers and high rates by labor will soon
be eliminated by competition. We urge you
to write your Congressman and Senators very
demanding letters asking that a sensible fed-
eral spending program be adopted—a pro-
gram which will not add to taxes or infla-
tion. There is no other solution.

It is your cholce—you, the voters of the
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United States. Don’t scream about the price
of meat, the price of homes, the price of
cars to each other—scream to the men who
cause it. And the men who cause and can
control it are those men you elect to the
House and Senate of the United States, They
are the ones who overspend and are the real
villains of inflation—not the carpenter, not
the auto worker, not the steelworker, not the
farmer, not the manufacturer, but those in
Washington who still think they can buy
votes for re-election by spending more than
they earn, Can you do 1t? Ask the collection
bureaus,

THE 58TH RECIPIENT OF THE
SPINGARN MEDAL

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, as
Senator from California I am deeply
pleased to note that our State Superin-
tendent of Public Instruction, the Hon-
orable Wilson Riles, has been selected as
the 58th recipient of the Spingarn Medal,
awarded annually by the National Asso-
ciation for the Advancement of Colored
People:

He will receive the medal at the asso-
ciation’s Indianapolis convention July 3.

I believe the NAACP, through this im-
portant award, has recognized a distin-
guished public servant with an outstand-
ing record of service. He began his pub-
lic career as a teacher. By 1970, he had
become California’s education  chief,
moving ahead rapidly to meet the prob-
lems facing education in our State and
working hard for better education for
all our young people.

His accomplishments are many. He has
been successful in passing a sweeping
new school finance law. He has spear-
headed an early childhood education pro-
gram, now law, which will revolutionize
elementary education in the State. He
has reordered the priorities of our State
education department and has restored
the nonpartisan atmosphere of the de-
partment.

The Senate will soon have before it the
nomination of Dr. Riles to serve as a
member of the National Council on Edu-
cational Research, the advisory body to
the new National Institute of Education.
In that connection, and for the general
information of Senators, I ask unanimous
consent that there be printed, at the
conclusion of my remarks, the announce-
ment from the National Association for
the Advancement of Colored People con-
cerning the award to Dr. Riles.

There being no objection, the an-
nouncement was ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:
RmLes, CALIFORNIA EDUCATOR,

SPINGARN MEDAL

New YorE.—Wilson C. Riles, state superin-
tendent of public instruction in California,
has been selected as the 68th recipient of the
Spingarn Medal by the Natlonal Assoclation
for the Advancement of Colored People, Dr.
Riles will be presented the medal on the sec-
ond night of the NAACP annual convention
in Indianapolis on July 3.

The announcement of Dr. Riles' selectlon
was made by Bishop Stephan G. Spottswood,
chairman of the NAACP Board of Directors.
The medal was started in 1914 by the late
Joel E. Spingarn, then chalrman of the
NAACP Board, and is given annually to an
American of African descent who has
achieved highly.

To RECEIVE
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The selection of a winner is made by a
committee which considers several nomina-
tions. The NAACP Annual Convention will
be held July 2 through 5 in the Indiana Con-
vention-Exposition Center.

Since his election as school superintendent
in 1970, Dr. Riles has established a distin-
guished record. He boldly reordered priorities
to make education of the state's children
the most important function of his depart-
ment.

He restored the non-partisan, non-political
nature of his office and pulled together the
diverse factions within the educational field
with exceptional administrative skill.

Consequently, it 1s widely recognized that
public education in California has been sig-
nificantly improved. The most recent tribute
to this achievement was the award of the
Berkeley Citation to Dr. Riles by the Univer-
sity of California on March 29. The citation is
the highest award that the university can
bestow.

Dr. Riles was born on June 27, 1917, in a
backwoods Louisiana saw mill camp where
turpentine was distilled from resin. He was
an only child and was orphaned at the age of
12, Thus, as & poor couniry boy, he had to
start working early for a living in the camps.

He was ralsed in the African Methodist
Episcopal Church, He survived a difficult
childhood to attain distinction in life by
learning early to discipline himself. An old
bachelor with whom he lived, he recalled,
counseled him that, “The test of a man is
doing only what you should do.”

Despite being raised in a segregated soclety,
he further learned to “judge each individual,
regardless of race, on his own,” All his life,
he said he found many whites who not only
played fair, but also fought falr.

He was gulded by this bellef when he ran
his first race for elective office In 1970 and
proved again that whites would vote for a
black candidate on merit only. His opponent
then was arch-conservative Max Rafferty.

He began his professional career as a
teacher and rose to administrator in the
Arizona public school system. At the end of
World War II he began a three-year career
in the Army Air Corps. Upon his release, he
began working on his master's degree in 1947,

In 1958 Dr. Riles joined the California De-
partment of Education as a consultant, Seven
years later, he was appointed to head the fed-
eral $100 million a year Compensatory Edu-
cation Program, which was to aid poor chil-
dren. At the same time, he was invited to
serve national governmental committees and
task forces.

Soon after accepting Mr. Rafferty's offer to
become his deputy, Dr. Riles found that he
was In the right place but on the wrong team,
But he bided his time until the opportunity
arose for him to make a bid for his boss’ job.

He surprised himself by getting 25 per cent
of the vote in a three-way primary compared
to Rafferty's 48.6 per cent. He then went on
to trounce Mr. Rafferty in the final elections
by gaining 3,250,000 votes.

For the past 32 years, Dr. Riles’ pillar of
strength has been his wife, Louise. They have
four adult children, three boys and a girl.

She has encouraged him to move on from
positions, she explains, when she found that
“It's time for you to move along.” But when
the time came for him to make his bid for
the superintendency, the decision was his
alone.

As head of the state's four-and-one-half
million student system, Dr. Riles sees himself
as an educator and not a politician. “Educa-
tion is all I really know. This is a higher of-
fice than I could ever have thought of hold-
ing in my wildest dreams. It is more than
enough for me.”

But the greatest lesson he has for his race
is that, “A black man really is a leader only
when he leads all people.”
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THE L, MENDEL RIVERS AWARD
PRESENTATION TO REPRESENTA-
TIVE F. EDWARD HEBERT, OF
LOUISIANA

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, it
gives me great pleasure to announce to
the Congress that F. Epwarp HEBERT,
chairman of the House Armed Services
Committee, has been presented the L.
Mendel Rivers Award by the Noncom-
missioned Officers Association of the
United States of America.

Congressman HEBERT was formally pre-
sented with the award last April 20 at the
annual international meeting of the
NCOA in San Antonio, Tex.

Mr. President, few men in the Congress
have so distinguished themselves as has
the great Representative fro mthe First
District of Louisiana. He has served in
the Congress longer than any individual
from that State and is in his 33d con-
secutive year having been elected suc-
cessively to the 77th through the 93d
Congress.

Through this period of service he has
stood firm for all the high ideals that
our forefathers held sacred. He has pro-
vided sound advice to his colleagues and
outstanding leadership to his constitu-
ents, his State and Nation.

While he has distinguished himself in
many ways his great career has been
highlighted in recent years through his
service as chairman of the powerful
House Armed Services Committee.

As a successor to my late friend, L.
Mendel Rivers, it is fitting that Congress-
man HEBERT be presented with the award
established by the NCOA to memorialize
the late chairman of the House com-
mittee. Certainly Mendel Rivers trusted
Eppie HeEeerT with the tough tasks that
fell to that committee during his chair-
manship. Today, Congressman HEBERT is
providing for the Nation the same strong
leadership in the area of national de-
fense. All of our citizens will benefit in
the years to come because of the solid
stand taken by Congressman HEBERT in
insisting that this country maintain a
national defense second to no nation.
I personally salute him as a patriot and
leader of the first order and extend to
him my heartfelt congratulations upon
his selection for the NCOA award.

The NCOA has grown rapidly in mem-
bership since its early years. In just the
past year the membership has more than
doubled from 60,000 to 134,000. In that
year, the NCOA has also steadily in-
creased its active participation in legis-
lative matters and I had the privilege, on
April 24, of officially opening its National
Capital office located in Arlington, Va.
So it is with added experience and on-
the-spot evaluation that the NCOA pre-
sented its second annual L. Mendel Riv-
ers Award to my friend and colleague,
the Honorable F. EpwaArD HEBERT.

Offering the introduction to the pres-
entation of the award was Sgt. Maj.
Mack McKinney, U.S. Marine Corps, re-
tired, the association’s director of legis-
lative affairs. Sergeant Major McKin-
ney's remarks were as follows:

A GREAT AMERICAN

Mr. President, members of the Interna-
tional Board of Directors, distinguished
guests, fellow non-commissioned and petty
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officers of this great Assoclation, members of
the auxiliary, ladies and gentlemen.

This evening I am honored and privileged
to offer the introduction to the presentation
of the Non-Commissioned Officers Associa-
tion's most prestigious and coveted award,
the L. Mendel Rivers Award for Legislative
Action,

Two years ago the International Board of
Directors voted to establish this annual
award. It was to be an expression of grati-
tude o a member of Congress, who by his or
her dedication, loyalty and patriotism, most
closely followed the concept of our Associa-
tion’s purpose “. . . To uphold the high mor-
als, the patriotic responsibilities and love
of country, so vital to the success and growth
of our great nation.”

On May 26, 1971, The Honorable F. Edward
Hébert, Chairman of the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee Introduced the award to Con-
gress. The text of his remarks were as fol-
lows:

“Mr, Bpeaker, we are aware of the continu-
ing interest shown by the Non-Commissioned
Officers Assoclation of the United States of
America in matters legislative by their pe-
riodic correspondence with regards to various
actions which affect the military services and
indeed the general welfare of this great na-
tion.

“They endeavor to keep their world-wide
membership informed in these matters
through the medium of their monthly publi-
cation, NCOA Journal, and they encourage
their members to accept the challenge of an
American citizen to cite his individual views
to his Congressman.

“The attentiveness to legislative action by
the NCOA s encouraging to me, as I am
certain 1t is also to many of my colleagues,
They have allowed us the opportunity of
their collective thinking concerning such
subjects as consumer protection and truth
in lending statutes, dependents medical care,
recomputation of military retired pay, the
Hubble Pay Plan, retirement credit for en-
listed Reservists, integrity of the American
flag, social security versus veterans pensions,
the Cold War GI Bill, servisemen’s widows
equity, various military pay bills, and many
others.

“As an honorary member of the Noncom-
missioned Officers Assoclation, it is my privi-
lege to announce that this fine organization
being acutely aware of our actions through
their legislative committee, has initiated an
annual award to be presented to the legls-
lator who, in their opinion, is most worthy
of recognition for his efforts in furthering
the ideals of democracy, freedom, and pa-
triotism on behalf of our beloved nation.

“The award will be known as the L. Mendel
Rivers Award for Leglslative Actlon, and I
can think of no title more appropriate or
meaningful, both as a coveted honor and
memorial to a great legislator,

“In conelusion, I ask that each of you
join in commending and extending thanks
to the NCOA for their continued interest in
the workings of the democratic process, and
especially for their thoughtful, valuable, and
honorable gesture in memory of our late
colleague, L. Mendel Rivers.”

Our recipient of the 1972 award was prob-
ably unaware that he was referring to his
own qualifications in the contents of this
introduction to Congress—for he is a legis-
lator most worthy of recognition for his
efforts In furthering the ideals of democracy,
freedom and patriotism on behalf of our
beloved nation.

Those of us who are acquainted with him
are well aware that he encompasses the
qualities of a great American. He is at times
a8 expressive as John Hancock—who wrote
his name in broad strokes upon the Declara-
tion of Independence so that one and all
could easily attest to his faith in our new
Government. He is at other times as humble
as President Abraham Lincoln. S8till he can
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be as turbulent as President Harry 8, Tru-
man, In fact, he is & composite of many ol
our great statesmen: President Washing-
ton, Thomas Jefferson, Patrick Henry, Theo-
dore Roosevelt, Benjamin Frankiin, as well
as those I have mentioned earlier.

He has stepped from a humble beginning
in New Orleans to become a newspaperman,
city edlitor, then on to the Congress of these
United States, Elected to the T7th Congress
he has continued to serve his Nation for
many years, and upon the death of his col-
league, the Honorable L. Mendel Rivers,
moved Into the chalrmanship of the House
Armed Services Committee.

Alike to his friend Mendel Rivers, the new
chairman continued to bring greater glory
to the committee. He was, however, his own
man, and was forced to overcome the ad-
miration and affection for his predecessor
that constantly overshadowed him on
Capitol Hill. Without discredit or dishonor
to his friend, our distinguished Congressman
proved to one and all that he was a separate
entity, dedicated to the principles that were
founded by his former colleague, but recog-
nizable as a man who possessed equal quali-
fications; determination, dedication and a
Iree spirit.

In doing this, he has been pralsed and
cursed, idolized and deplored, congratulated,
and censured. But through it all he has ac-
complished much for all of us—for every
citizen of these United States.

He has at times thrown politics to the
wind and programed many items of legisla-
tion benefitting the military, the service
member, and most of all our great Nation.

Perhaps the philosophy of tonight's hon-
ored guest may be summed up in the words
of General George Washington in an address
to his troops before the Battle of Long Is-
land in July, 1776. General Washington stat-
ed: The time is near at hand which must
probably determine whether Americans are
to be freemen or slaves; whether they are to
have any property they can call their own;
whether their houses and farms are to be
plllaged and destroyed, and themselves con-
signed to a state of wretchedness from which
no human effort will deliver them. The fate
of unborn millions will now depend, under
God, on the courage and conduct of this
army. Our cruel and unrelenting enemy
leaves us only the cholce of brave resistance,
or the most object submission. We have,
therefore, to resolve to conquer or die.”

How befiting these words are today in
a world besieged by communism and the
threat of a growing, ever-powerful Soviet
strateglc and conventional war machine.
Our only hope is to provide an adequate
and more powerful deterrent by maintain-
ing an armed force second to none.

Tonight’'s reciplent of the Non-Commis-
sloned Officers Assoclation’s L. Mendel
Rivers Award for Leglslative Action, is con-
stantly striving to fulfill that need. He con-
tinues to do all in his power to ward off
those who cry we need not an adequate
Army, Marine Corps, Navy, Air Force, or
Coast Guard to defend our shores. He uses
his ability to do what is good for this coun-
try—and God-wlilling, will carry on that
battle for many years yet to come.

Our Nation needs men like him-—we need
the spirit and the courage he possesses—the
determination to keep America strong and
independent. Yes, my friends, we cannot do
without men such as he who places the needs
of the country above all material things.

Tonight the Non-Commissioned Officers
Assoclation salutes this great American. We
are even more proud as he is one of the first
of our distinguished honorary members. He
has stood by our Association through its
growing stages; he has been truly a dedicated
and loyal supporter of the Non-Commis-
sioned and Petty Officers Corps; he has fur-
ther been an advocate of keeping our Armed
Services strong and lean; but most of all, he
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has devoted himself to the preservation of
our beloved nation,

Ladies and Gentlemen, I now have the fur-
ther honor and privilege of calling upon our
President, Mr. Jimmie L. Pfeffer, who will
present the coveted L. Mendel Rivers Award
to the most Distinguished Chairman of the
House Armed Services Commlittee, the Honor-
able ¥, Edward Hébert of Louisiana, an
honorary member of the Non-Commissioned
Officers Association of the United States of
America.”

Mr, President, in closing I would like
to add that many Americans join with
the NCOA in recognizing the achieve-
ments of Congressmen Hébert. His life
has been devoted to public service and he
richly deserves this honor from the men
who have defended our nation so well,
the Non-Commissioned Officers of
America.

MORE SUPPORT FOR THE JACKSON
AMENDMENT

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I
would like to bring the attention of the
Senate to a resolution adopted by the
California Legislature.

The resolution calls on the President
and the Congress to deny most-favored-
nation status to countries “which pre-
vent their citizens from emigrating freely
by requiring the payment of ransom
taxes”.

Clearly, expressions of concern from
Americans all across the country have
contributed to the recent suspension of
the odious emigration tax in the Soviet
Union. Now is the time for the Soviet
Government to demonstrate its good
faith by going one step further—aban-
doning the practice of harassment and
intimidation of those who seek to emi-
grate, whether or not they can afford to
pay a tax.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that California Assembly Joint Res-
olution No. 15, relative to East-West trade
relations, be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the resolution
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION No. 15

Relative to East-West trade relations

Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of California, jointly, That the
Legislature of the State of California re-
spectfully memorializes the President to sup-
port, and the Congress of the United States
to enact, legislation to amend the East-West
Trade Relations Act of 1971 so as to deny
most-favored-nation status to countries
which prevent thelr citizens from emigrating
freely by requiring the payment of ransom
taxes; and be it further.

Resolved, That the Chief Clerk of the As-
sembly transmit coples of this resolution to
the President and Vice President of the
United States, to the Speaker of the House
of Representatives, to Senator Henry M.
Jackson and Congressmen Charles Vanik and
Wilbur Mills, and to each Senator and Rep-
resentative from California in the Congress
of the United States.

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE NEWS
MEDIA IN A FREE SOCIETY

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President,
contrary to the impression created by
some segments of the news media, some
of the responsibilities of the news media
of the soundest thinking on the subject
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in a free society has been done by Vice
President SPIRO AGNEW.

And in these days of instantaneous
communication, I believe more and more
?.ttgnt.lon needs to be given to this sub-

ect.

I wish to make it clear, Mr. President,
that I am fully aware of the need to
protect the freedom of the press. But, I
also believe this freedom carries with it
some very definite responsibility. And
my experience has taught me that not
all members of the news media live up to
the responsibility bestowed on them by
the U.S. Constitution.

Vice President AewEw has ventured to
voice criticism of the news media several
times in the past. And each effort, re-
gardless of how well-reasoned, has been
greeted with cries of “repression” and
“intimidation” on the part of some mem-
bers of the media. Nevertheless, the Vice
President has stuck to his guns and re-
fused to be cowed into silence. Just re-
cently—on April 12, 1973—for example,
Mr. AeNEw addressed the April Freedom
Forum at Harding College in Searcy,
Ark., and repeated his contention that
“advocacy journalism more than any
other factor has caused the current ill-
feeling between Government officials and
the opinionmaking media.” As the Vice
President explained it:

What advocacy journallsm ultimately
causes is a dispute between a government
position and a reporter’s position. Tradi-
tlonal journalism positioned the reporter in
the stance of an arbitrator—a referee whose
only interest was in dredging the truth from
two or more contesting political viewpoints.
Advocacy journalismm makes him a salesman
for his point of view.

The Vice President believes that an
awareness of their power has caused
some newsmen to reinterpret their role
in our society. He pointed out that where
once journalists believed their job was
to report what happened; today, the view
inereasingly means to be that the media
should control the public reaction to
what happens.

Because of its extreme importance, Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the Vice President’s speech at Harding
College be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the REecorp,
as follows:

ADDRESS BY THE VICE PRESIDENT OF THE

UNITED STATES

I am very pleased to have the opportunity
to address this 36th Preedom Forum. In
selecting “Responsibllities of the News Media
in a Free Soclety” as this year’s theme, the
N.E.P. Board of Directors and the Forum Ad-
visory Committee have locked horns with a
volatile and controversial subject—one that
frequently is treated with much heat and
little light. And now that this enraged bull
of a subject has been led into the arena, I
will engage him with the caution of an ex-
perienced matador. I could not ask a better
audience than you at Harding College, who
have achieved national recognition for your
serious and perceptive consideration of im-
portant issues. Now, I do not hope to be
awarded the ears or the tail for this per-
formance, I would be satisfied if, somehow,
the bull became a little more tractable as the
result of this venture.

Let me begin by emphasizing my convic-
tion that free and unintimidated news media

are essential to a free socilety. That is not

13743

only my conviction and my position, but the
position of the Nixon Administration. I state
that position with full knowledge that some
well-known personalities in the opinion-
making media belleve and state flatly that
the Nixon Administration Is committed to
their demise through a grand conspiracy to
destroy their credibility. We are exerting,
they are fond of saying, a “chilling effect on
first amendment freedoms.”

Now I am not challenging the sincerity of
these individuals; I merely say that they are
wrong in that conclusion. The idea of inter-
ference with the free flow of information
to the American people, by Government or
anyone else, is repugnant to me. In my
speech in Des Moines about the networks. I
suggested that greater diversity of opinion,
not censorship, was needed in television
news. We need to see more sides to a con-
troversy, not black-out the matter entirely.
We need to hear more commentators, not
less commentary. And, above all, we need
some method of assuring that the important
events of the day make the network news.
Such a small number of network news edi-
tors, having common interests and fre-
quently common politics, cannot be aware
of the broad interests of the American peo-
ple. I do not accuse them of any conspiracy,
but I do suggest that they are affected by
the same peer group prejudices, business
interests and loyalties that we are.

You may remember that I spoke a while
back about “opinion-making media.” I want
to be sure you understand what I mean by
that term. I do not refer to the typical news:
paper or radio or television station. By
“opinion-making media,"” I mean the media
of more than local impact—the large news-
papers and magazines which cover the Na-
tion and the world with theilr own person-
nel—the networks—the wire services.
Through their resources, multiple owner-
ships and wealth, they exert a clout far in
excess of any combination of small media—
even a combination with hundreds of times
their circulation.

It is significant that most of the cries of
“yepression” and “conspiracy” which are
being mounted today against the Nixon Ad-
ministration come from the opinion-making
media. Very few editors and station owners
around the country share their fears, But,
again, I do not doubt the genuine concern of
these critics in the opinion-making media.
They do not trust the Government to be falr
to them, but we do not think they have yet
diversified their undertaking sufficiently to
falrly report the activities of Government to
the American people,

At the base of thelr concern is the power
of Government—the power to regulate or
legislate them to impotence and ultimately
to destruction, But is this a logical concern?
Governmental power is already diversified;
Government is already & conflict of interests
in itself. Republican President vs. Democratic
Congress. Executive Branch vs. Legislative or
Judieial Branch. Liberal vs. Conservative.
These diffusions are all safeguards against a
monopoly of Interest or power cartel in
Government. Moreover, the incumbency of
an elected leader In Government is limited
by law. Power is limited to a term of office.
So I would have to say that such fears of
unabridged power are mainly fantasies. The
media are protected by the Constitution and
the American system. Thelr freedom to rage
at us with accusations of censorship, repres-
sion and McCarthyism is adequate proof that
the alleged “chilling effect” or threat to their
freedom is fictional.

At the base of our concern lie several
interrelated changes In media patterns and
attitudes.. These changes have occurred
mainly during the past fifteen years and
have led to the emergence of the opinion-
making media as & formidable social force in
our soclety.
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Consider this statement by one of the
Nation's most famous TV anchor men. He
says—"In a highly organized, crowded and
complex society, freedom must be taught.
Liberty must be learned.” The natural ques-
tlons are “taught’ by whom? And “learned”
by whom? The commentator makes it clear
that it is the media’s function to do the
teaching, and the American people’s role to
do the learning. Yet it 1s about the same
American people whom this commentator
says: "What I worry about is that many
Americans would accept Fascism and belleve
there is justice in it."

I submit that he can stop worrylng now.
The American people just aren't that nalve.
But what is troubling here, beyond this
misreading of the American character, is the
mind set which gives rise to it. And this
mind set is the essence of advocacy journal-
ism. Its practitioners, seeing a glven result
as right, act more in the style of lawyers
developing & brief than as reporters. They
ferret out and publicize principally those
facts which support their own points of
view—points of view which are considered
by them to be revealed truth and the only
ones that should be presented to the Amer-
ican people.

In recent years, many of these views have
tended to be anti-Government. Recall for a
moment the quality of the news we became
accustomed to recelving from Vietnam and
imagine that you are listening to a commen-
tary on the war by CBS correspondent John
Hart, who had this to say in an address given
last summer: ., . . We, as a matter of course,
refer to the North Vietnamese and the Com-
munist guerrillas in South Vietnam as ‘the
enemy’' when they are, in fact, the enemy of
the Salgon government and the American
executive branch.”

Now just consider that statement and
decide for yourself whether the man who
made it could possibly remain objective in
his reporting of the war news. And given a
group of men with similar views in control
of the news selection process, what chance
is there of getting an accurate message
across to the people?

And this brings us to the crux of the
problem, a problem that is one of the most
serlous we face today., Note carefully the
separation made by Mr. Hart between the
Executive Branch and the American people.
Then analyze the close relationship he sug-
gesta between the media and the American
people, a relationship almost casually re-
ferred to in a recent article by two other dis-
tinguished journalists, in which they allude
to “a representative of the public—In the
person of the news media.”

That quotation, I believe, reveals precisely
what is wrong with the way the opinion-
making news media view themselves. Their
personnel have come routinely to think of
themselves as representatives of the people,
and just as routinely to view the Federal
Government as the enemies of the people,

Now, something seems very ouf of joint
about this. Does a man who works for CBS
represent the people? Or does he primarily
represent CBS? And isn't an elected official,
depicted as an enemy of the people, really the
person directly accountable to the people
who put him in office?

What advocacy Journalism ultimately
causes 1s a. dispute between a Government
position and a reporter's position, Traditional
Journalism  positioned  the reporter in the
stance of an arbiter—a referee whose only
interest was In dredging the truth from two
or more contesting political viewpoints. Ad-
vocacy journalism makes him a salesman
for his point of view.

I submit that it is advocacy journalism
more than any other factor that has caused
the current ill feeling between Government
officlals and the opinilon-making media. When
Government officials defend themselves from
what they consider unfair slanting of news
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stories, the partisan newsmen, outraged at
unaccustomed criticism, too often hurls the
counter-accusation of “repression’ and *“cen-
sorship.” The news media really must learn
to get over being so thin-skinned—particu-
larly when they are so intolerant of thin-
skinned officials.

Jerome Barron, Dean of the Syracuse Uni-
versity College of Law, has written knowl-
edgeably and persuasively about freedom of
the press. Referring to the subject, he had
this to say:

"“Our constitutional guarantee of freedom
of press is equipped to deal with direct and
crude governmental assaults on freedom of
expression, but is incapable of responding
to the more subtle challenge of securing ad-
mission for ideas to the dominant media,
In general, it seems that ideas are denied
media space and time unless they come in
the carnival attire of the violent or the
bizarre.”

(And if you doubt the validity of that ob-
servation, you haven't contrasted the cover-
age of Wounded Enee with the non-cover-
age by two networks of the big parade for
Vietnam Veterans in New York.)

Further commenting on this, Professor
Barron states:

“The media owners and managers have
astutely identified the constitutional guar-
antee of freedom of the press with them-
selves. They read freedom of the press as
an immunity from accountabllity and any
kind of legal responsibility.”

Referring to the small number of network
news selectors, Professor Barron had this
to say:

“Even if that dozen were the equivalent
In wisdom of Plato’s guardians, it does not
need & very profound political philosopher
to wonder whether so few should have so
much power."

And commenting on media receptivity to
reform, Professor Barron said:

“What must be done is to build diversity
into both the private and the public sector.
The press has long maintained that every-
one should be subject to criticism and over-
sight. At the 1969 natlonal convention of the
Radlo Television News Directors Assoclation,
I suggested that the press also should be
subject to oversight. Later the same day. Dr.
Frank Stanton, Chairman of the Board of
CBS, quoted what I had said and added:
‘What a chilling thought.! But the reality
which Agnew describes and the radical reac-
tlon to his remarks is also chilling,”

There are, of course, other areas of cur-
rent disagreement between the opinion-
making media and the Government. I regret
that there is not time to handle them in
detail—that must await another speech—but
I would like to bring them to your attention
briefly.

First, there is the substantial disagree-
ment about the right of the media to pub-
lish classified governmental documents
which have been illegally obtalned. The
media defense is that the documents should
never have been classified, that they are not
essential to national security, and that the
people have the right to be informed of
what Government does behind closed doors.

The Government position iIs that media
personnel are not equipped to judge whether
or not a particular disclosure affects the na-
tional security. We take the position that
intelligence gathering Is & matter of accu-
mulating bits and pleces and that a seem-
ingly innocuous fact may provide just what
an adversary power needs to discern our
intentions—intentions which security dic-
tates be kept from 1t.

‘While I agree that far too many documents
are classified, we are moving with all possible
speed to reduce the number. Meanwhile, in
a genuine controversy ahout whether or not
classification is necessary, it would be better
to rely on the professional judgment of ex-
perts in the Government rather than the
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conclusions of a ploneering reporter that the
revelation will not injure the United States.

Second, there is the difficult gquestion of
general or special privilege for reporters so
that they will not have to reveal their sources
during Grand Jury or court proceedings. I
am sympathetic to the media position that
investigative reporting would be inhibited
should a reporter in the course of accumulat-
ing his data be required to identify the
sources. Yet, it seems to me that, once the
investigation is complete and the reporter
has decided to make public his allegations
of impropriety against an individual, that
individual must retain his constitutional
right to confront his accusers. A person ac-
cused of misdoing must not be prevented an
adequate defense because he cannot locate
his tormentors.

On this same subject, criminally action-
able improprieties aside, many in public life
are damsaged irreparably by snide remarks
and scandals published against them and at-
tributed to *reliable sources.” The danger
here is that, given our trend toward advo-
cacy journalism, the source may be non-
existent—a simple reenforcing tactic of the
reporter himself. The press, not being a seif-
policing profession, gives us no assurances
that the normal high standards of estab-
lished organs may always be maintained.

Now, I don't know how to fairly handle
this problem of unidentified sources, but a
big help would be a requirement that an
unidentified source be referred to simply as
“an unidentified source” and not embellished
with the indiela of credibility such as "a
long-time State Department professional,” or
“a high level White House staff member,” or
“people with no ax to grind who are in a
position to know.”

As I conclude these remarks, I am not at
all sure that I have engaged this enraged bull
of a subject with proper caution. In some
ways, the subject is too mercurial to permit
careful handling. But I would like to con-
clude on an ameliorative note,

There Is unquestionably wrong and rigut
on both sides of this controversy. Only rea-
soned debate and communieation between
the parties can lead to a solution or even to
an improvement. Because it is a matter of
immense importance to the American public
that information flow credibly and freely to
them, the Government and the media must
put aside their visceral reactions and engage
in a productive, intelligent discussion of
their differences. The Administration is pre-
pared to participate in such a discussion.

THE LATE SENATOR WILLIAM
BENTON, OF CONNECTICUT

Mr, PELL. Mr. President, the death
of William Benton last March 18, 2 weeks
short of his 73d birthday, deprived our
society of a fascinating man, who, while
he had life, was in many ways, larger
than life. I came to know him well when
we were once both members of the Plat-
form Committee for a Democratic Con-
vention; in those trying hours, and in
subsequent calmer situations, I came to
respect him as a person and value him
as a friend.

Bill Benton was, of course, a proper
legend, but his contributions were so
varied that it is possible some of them
may, in this time of sadness and recollec-
tion, be overlooked.

I shall talk for & moment of one facet
of his life not as well known as some
of his others—and that is as a patron of
the arts, a phrase he never used fo de-
scribe himself; he would have considered
it somewhat too grand; yet patron of the
arts is what he was.
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As a student at Yale he became the
friend of Reginald Marsh, a year ahead
of him and not yet inclined toward the
world of painting, at which both of
Marsh’s parents had won distinction. A
few years later, while the Benton and
Bowles advertising agency was forging
its stunning success during the Great De-
pression, and Marsh was just beginning
to paint in earnest, Bill Benton became
a benefactor and contributed significant-
ly to his maintenance. At his friend’'s
death, two decades later, Benton bought
from Marsh’s widow half of the paint-
ings remaining in his estate; at the time
of his own death last month, Bill Benton
still owned hundreds of Marshes. And
these constituted only a portion of the
host of American canvasses in his col-
lection.

Bill Benton was an unusual collector.
His holdings were entirely of American
painters in the first half of the 20th
century. Yet this fact reflects neither
chauvinism nor concentration upon any
particular school. He once said:

I would like to own works by the French
fmpressionists, but they have been so expen-
sive that their purchase has become a kind
of business, full of detective work to make
sure they are actually the works of the artists
whose names they bear. I have no time to
spare for that kind of business. American
art, by contrast, has been easy to buy. It
has been undervalued; the prices are low for
20th century art and there are no forgeries.

This mixture of appreciation, sensi-
tivity, impatience, and pragmatism was
peculiarly and authentically William
Benton.

Although he denied it, he was unpre-
dictable. Not once, but on several oc-
casions he discovered an artist previous-
1y unknown to himself in a gallery, and
showed his admiration tangibly, indeed
extravagantly. Thus, in a gallery where
he “discovered’” Jack Levine, he bought
every unsold Levine in the place. In suc-
ceeding years he continued to buy the
painter’s work.

Reginald Marsh was Benton’s friend
before the one painted or the other
bought. Levine also became his friend.

Ivan Albright was another artist who
discovered the extraordinary qualities of
William Benton. Benton became so taken
with Albright’s work that he made the
artist a standing offer, to buy, sight un-
seen, every work he turned out. Late in
his life Benton gave to the University of
Chicago Medical School a unique collec-
tion of surgical illustrations by Albright
as an Army medical illustrator in World
War I.

Of George Bellows and others, Benton
once wrote—

I'm crazy about Bellows, and I own a half
dozen of his paintings. I own between 6 and
10 Tom Bentons, between 6 and 10 Childe
Hassams, 3 Isabel Bishops—

And so on.

Bill Benton was consistently generous
with his holdings. He owned five paint-
ings by Robert Henri, and gave one of
them to the White House. Another, I am
happy to say, he gave to my alma mater,
Princeton University; it was Henri's
portrait of Woodrow Wilson, our former
President, who also served as president
of Princeton. This painting now hangs in
the president’s office at Princeton. Bill
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Benton gave many paintings—naturally
and appropriately, by American artists—
to the Department of State, to be hung
in American Embassies around the world.
He also loaned his own works freely; in-
deed, for Japan’s Expo 70, he sent 70 of
his paintings, selected to make the show
as representative as possible, to hang in
the American pavilion there.

Shortly after the beginning of his ca-
reer as a collector, Bill Benton became
involved with a quite different collection
of American art. This collection was
winning highly favorable attention in
foreign capitals. Benton had just be-
come Assistant Secretary of State, and
it fell to his lot to explain to a House
investigating committee certain nonrep-
resentational American paintings in the
show, which was traveling in Europe just
after World War II, and which had been
assembled by the State Department—
wholly unknown to Benton. It had been
unknown, too, to Secretary of State
George C. Marshall, whose comment was,
“It must be very good art, because I
cannot understand it,” and to President
Truman, who described it as “ham and
egg art.”

In that hysterical period many of the
artists responsible for this collection ap-
peared on the Attorney General's list of
persons suspected of Communist affilia-
tions. Benton, under grilling by the com-
mittee chairman, was repeatedly pressed
to explain or interpret various abstrac-
tions. He repeatedly demurred, saying—

I would hate to pass judgment on any of
these plictures, Mr. Chairman.

Of one particularly obscure canvas,
the chairman demanded—
Aren't you horrified yourself?

Assistant Secretary Benton responded—

I would not use the word “horrified” .. .
I would say “art.”

Benton eventually and regretfully was
forced to dismantle the show. He sent an
assistant to the sale to bid on a number
of the paintings, including a Pollack and
a Kuniyoshi which he particularly
craved. But the bids he authorized did
not go high enough, and he was able
to acquire neither. He was never able
to satisfy his desire for a Pollack, but
he later did own several Kuniyoshis.

Wholly coincidentally, a few years ear-
lier, Benton had sponsored the assembly
of a Britannica collection, of some 130
canvases built around several paintings
which had been created to illustrate the
Encyclopaedia Britannica articles, and
this collection successfully toured the
¥nited States for a number of years.

All of these exhibitions were of con-
temporary American painters. Few of
the paintings were abstract. Although
he owned a number of abstractions, and
craved a Pollack fo the day he died, he
preferred, in general, representational
art. A few years ago he wrote to a
friend—

When I look at my watercolor by Hopper,
I then look with contempt at most of the
paintings in the current galleries. This does
not mean that I am wholly against . . . ab-
stract art. I own a couple of Hellkers and a
couple of Rattners. . . .

Bill Benton's apartment at New York's
Waldorf Towers, where he died, was a
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veritable gallery of American art, as
were his homes in Southport, Conn., and
Phoenix, Ariz. Indeed, the garden of the
Southport home is a proper sculpture
garden.

He was a great admirer of the ceramic
works of Henry Varnum Poor, and often
quoted with approval a passage from
the New Yorker about Poor which
began—

There is no one like him in America; per-
haps there will not be his equal for several
generations,

Bill Benton had a unique kind of
openness to experience, a genuineness,
and an all encompassing humanity
about him. He was a man not afraid to
enjoy what he did not understand, or to
disdain what he neither understood nor
enjoyed; yet, he was never afraid to
completely endorse what he did under-
stand and enjoy. Mr. President, I shall
conclude my personal tribute to this out-
size man, this giant in career after ca-
reer, this public servant and patron of
the arts, William Benton, by saying that
I know of few men whose lives have
been so filled with the sheer joy, exu-
berance, and adventure inherent in fully
partaking of the essential life experi-
ence. But if few men’s lives equaled Bill
Benton’s in this respect, even fewer
equaled his willingness to share this ex-
perience and excellence in a spirit of
complete generosity with all who were
privileged to know him.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcoORD a
few of the many tributes and messages
of sympathy which Mrs. Benton has re-
ceived from friends around the world.

There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows: :

STONEWALL, TEX., April 7, 1973,

Dear MRs. BENTON: You have been much
in my thoughts these past days. Knowing
your husband was one of 1ife’s happler experi-
ences, and I will never. forget all the good
ways he touched our lives.

I will always remember him, his many-
sided and colorful career, with so much
warmth and affection. He was ‘one of a
kind' and I believe it not only reflected great
credit on him, but on the country which
produced him, He gave so much through his
service and his contributions to education,
and certainly all who knew him felt marvel-
ous sense of vitality and purpose.

Lyndon and I treasured his friendship. His
visit with us last Fall was pure delight. I
am so0 glad they had that last time to-
gether . . . and so many other wonderful
times through the years.

Although I had expressed my sorrow to you,
I wanted to tell you, too, how glad I am that
we shared a part of his life.

My very best to you and your family.

Sincerely,
Lapy BIRD JOHNSON.

Luct JoENsoN NUGENT,
Austin, Tex., March 21, 1973.
DeAResT Mers. BENTON: My heart goes out
to you and your family for I know the pain
of losing & great man and your most cherished
loved one. I also recognized the yearning to
say too soon why now there was so much
we had leit to do. But there is comfort in
having shared life with someone like your
beloved husband who lived life so fully that
he encompassed several lifetimes In one.
There 1s Joy in knowing that in sharing him—
maybe more often than you would have
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chosen—you radiated his magnificent benev-
olent spirit to the thousands of those lucky
enough to pass his way. And there is hope
in the belief that though he may be gone he
lives on in the lives and memories of those
who loved him—as we did—and in the real-
ization that he i1s now truly free from the
pain and sorrow of this world—that he helped
to eradicate while living.

My father often said his greatest heritage
were his father's friends. I know mine is and
Senator Benton was & treasured part of that
heritage. Life will never be the same without
them—but how much richer are our lives be-
cause we were privileged to have loved them.

My children are thriving off the magnifi-
cent children’s encyclopedias your husband
sent them and as they relish the joy of learn-
ing from them, I will remind them that their
Poppa's close friend was responsible for
opening to them this new and phenomensl
opportunity for learning with pleasure.

Your husband has a friend in heaven and
you shall have our friendship always.

Sincerely,
Luct JoHNSON NUGENT.
House oF COMMONS,
London, SW.
From: The Rt. Hon. Harold Wilson, OBE,
FRS, MPF.

I should like to pay a tribute to Bill Ben-
ton as one of the great and most forward-
looking men of our generation. A successful
business-man in his 20s, university adminis-
trator, saviour of Encyclopaedia Britannica
and creator of its new twentieth century
standing, educationist, McCarthy-baiter, and
world statesman.

Bill was a friend of mine for many years,
a frequent visitor to Downing Street and
Chequers in my tenure of office, and an
equally loyal frlend in the years that fol-
lowed.

He had a vision and it centered round the
widening of the educational opportunities
he had won for himself by his own talents;
in the United States; in the Atlantic Com-
munity when as Asslstant Secretary oI State
he did the devilling for the Fulbright
scheme; above all, in the Third World and
4n what he achieved for the spread of the
English language in far-off countries.

I owed a great deal to a study I made in
-Chicago in 1963 of the visual teaching meth-
ods used by Encyclopaedia Britannlca, when
I was preparing the plans for what later be-
came Britain’s Open University. Bill took a
lively interest in this when it was estab-
lished; the last time I met him he exclaimed
in characteristic language his regret that,
‘Britain’s Open University being the greatest
-development in education in any country in
this century—a striking tribute from a great
educator—his one regret was that it has been
developed in Britain and not in the United
States.

Tireless, voluble, but a dedicated enthu-
slast for all the right causes. Even in his
last years of serious iliness, and indeed right
to the very end, Bill Benton’s contribution
to education, the English-speaking world
and the vaster Third World will be his monu-
ments.

Dear Mges. BENTON: Bill's life and mine
were curlously intertwined, and for that
very reason I valued his affection in a very
particular way. He himself explained it in a
letter of November 2 last fall about a con-
versation with Jimmy Byrnes. And he too
gave it words more than once. I loved him
for his works—he was always on the slde
of the angels. But more than that I cherish
his memory for the generosity of his heart.
He was more alive than anyone else I have
known in public life. Ada and I send you
our heartfelt sympathy.

ARCHIBALD MACLEISH.
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NeEw YorK, N.Y.
March 20, 1973.
DEeAR MRS, BENTON:

May I express my deepest sympathy for
your loss, Willlam Benton was an extraor-
dinary man. He will be missed by a multi-
tude of people, myself among fthem.

Ruth joins me in these feelings and in
wishing you all the best.

Very truly,
JACE LEVINE.

A EuLoGY TO SENATOR BENTON
(By 8. Dillon Ripley)

I remember Bill Benton as a Renaissance
man dedicated to improving the quality of
life in modern times. He was a man of many
interests, both academic and professional, a
man who felt at home on the campus as well
as in the board rooms, a man who was
known among museologists, publishers, gov-
ernment leaders and the literati for his dy-
namism, innovations and enthusiastic en-
dorsements of unpopular, as well as popular,
enterprises.

I remember my first contacts with Senator
Benton. They took place in the 1960's when
I was at Yale. A relative of his worked for me
as a bird taxidermist at the Peabody Mu-
seum. The Senator was intensely interested
in this young man's work and we had a num-
ber of conversations about our efforts and
the young man's future. Bill Benton was an
accomplished and active alumnus of Yale
and he took a deep and sincere interest in
his alma mater's many activities. It was not
unusual for any of us on the Yale faculty—
from President Griswold on down—to receive
lengthy memoranda from Bill Benton filled
with suggestions on how we might improve
or re-articulate our programs. They were
welcomed communications and usually were
positive, entertaining—challenging.

And then we moved to Washington. With
pleasant nostalgia, I recall by discussions
about obscure historical matters with the
Sensator at meetings of the White House Pre-
servation Committee. Later, we both became
involved in the months of intensive planning
that went into development of the festive ob-
servance for the Encyclopedia Britannica's
Bicentennial held at the Smithsonian’s
Museum of History and Technology on the
Mall in Washington. It was a gala—intellec-
tually as well as soclally—which manifested
the Benator’'s generosity, broad interests and
an impressive invitation list of frlends. And,
in recent years, I have come to know his
thoughtful and dedicated son, Charles.

Through the years, Mrs. Ripley and I al-
ways enjoyed the stimulating and provoca-
tive meetings and dinners we shared with the
Bentons at their home in Southport, their
apartment in New York City and at their
winter home in Arizona. They were exciting
events punctuated by ideas and observations
that flowed from the Senator at the rate of
almost one or two per minute. Bill Benton
had varied lives that covered several worlds;
he moved easily and assuredly from the
worlds of economics and politics to the soclal
and educational universe with a deep back™
ground of knowledge about many subjects
and disciplines. He was an omnivorous reader
with catholic tastes. And, he was a good lis-
tener, too!

In a period when there was great discus-
slon about the need for the business com-
munity to become interested in art, Senator
Benton was a pioneer as an advertising ex-
ecutive and publisher who assembled Ameri-
can paintings of the first half of our century.
I recall Benator Benton saying: "My paint-
ings represent my own taste, strict and un-
adulterated, without any advice from any-
body. I have never sought any guidance on
buying a picture nor have I concerned my-
self whether the price would go up or down,
or whether I would be cheated. I buy reck-
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lessly and when I like an artist (like Tom
Benton or Albright) I keep on buying his
work,"

Bill Benton helped to develop the frontler
that now is American corporate Involvement
in the art world. He sponsored exhibitions of
paintings in cities across the land as well as
overseas. He sought out the advice of distin-
guished curators in planning these exhibits
and his corporation, Encyclopedia Britan-
nica, was one of the first to employ such a
curator to take part in planning corporate
development activties. It is sald that Bill
Benton was the first private collector ever to
buy paintings by Reginald Marsh, the prom-
inent American artist. That was in the 1930's.
Which reminds me of another story about
Benton and his art collections. It was in the
Depression of the 1930's that Marsh, the ar-
tist, came to the Benton country home in
Southport, Connecticut, to paint portraits of
the Benton children. He remarked to Benton:
“Do you know that the WPA is giving $100
a month to artists and that they can paint
anything they want? Sometimes, I wish I
could get a deal like that.” To which Benton
replied: “Go ahead, I'll be your WPA. Paint
anything you want for me and bring it in,
once a8 month and I'll give you $100 for it."
On this basis, some twenty Marsh paintings
were delivered to Benton in a three-year pe-
riod.

Finally, I remember Bill Benton as an
optimist . . . a leader who always seemed
to be honest and direct, concerned with
progress and hope. He was an inter-discipli-
nary man with Renaissance tastes and con-
cerns.

THE FEASIBILITY OF STEAM
POWER

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, in
these days of fuel shortages and air pol-
lution, much effort is being expended to
find substitutes for the internal com-
pustion engine. One of the most ambi-
tious efforts has been directed at the
possible use of steam power to propel
motor vehicles. This study was directed
by the California Legislature and par-
tially financed by the Federal Govern-
ment. And the final report on this effort
concluded that steam propulsion has
enormous potential for reducing urban
air pollution but that huge technical
problems are still to be overcome.

The 30-page report gave considerable
praise to a steam propulsion design de-
veloped by Willlam P. Lear, prominent
in electronics and aviation, who has
spent 5 years developing a feasible
steam-powered car.

Mr. President, because of the impor-
tance of exploring all possible solutions
to the problem of air pollution, I ask
unanimous consent that a story on the
California study published in the New
York Times of April 8, 1973, be printed
in the REcoRD.

There being no objection, the article,
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

StEAM Bus Cuts SMo0G
(By Robert Lindsey)

The final report of the nation's most ambi-
tious effort in more than 40 years to use
steam power to propel motor vehicles has
concluded that steam propulsion has enor-
mous potentlal for reducing urban air pollu-
tion. But the report adds that enormous
technical problems must be solved if the
potential is ever to be exploited.

The report reviewed the design and experi-
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mental service last year of three different
“steam bus” concepts in three California
cities—Los Angeles, SBan Francisco and Oak-
land. The §7.9-million project was directed
by the California Legislature and partially
financed by the Federal Government.

The steam engines were built by Steam
Power SBystems of San Diego, the Lear Motors
Corporation of Reno, and William M. Brobeck
Associates of Berkeley, Calif.

None performed completely satisfactorily,
the report sald, and none remained on regu-
lar passenger runs longer than 18 days before
mechanical problems forced them out of
service. Fuel consumption was inordinately
high, and there were other problems,

Nevertheless, the California officials sald
the results were encouraging. Among other
things, they said that, compared with a con-
ventional diesel bus, the steam buses pro-
duced up to 30.5 per cent less carbon monox-
ide and up to 86 per cent less hydrocarbons
and oxides of nitrogen. These three elements
are the principal components of photochem-
ical smog.

“Some years—perhaps less than a decade
if funding is adequate—of progressive engi-
neering work will be required before the
E.C.E. (external combustion engine) is ready
for general application and acceptance,” the
report said.

A steam engine Is called an “external com-
bustion” engine because fuel is burned out-
side of the engine itself. The fuel (such as
kerosene or diesel oil) fires a burner, which
heats water or other fluids and turns it into
steam. The steam then drives a piston or tur-
bine, and this energy is to turn the
wheels of the vehicle. The steam is later
condensed, heated again, and the cycle is
repeated. This is called a “Rankine” cycle
engine.

In a conventional automobile engine, gaso-
line is burned “internally.” A series of small,
rapld-fire explosions of gasoline 1s harnessed
to move pistons in cylinders rapidly back
and forth. The reciprocating movement
drives the wheels through a system of gears
and a crank shaft.

Steam power proponents say external com-
bustion of the fuel is much more efficient.
This is because the fuel 1s more completely
burned; thus, less drifts into the atmosphere.
The result: much less emission of smog-
creating pollutants.

Steam-powered cars and buses rivaled
vehicles powered by internal combustion en-
gines from about 1900 until the mid-nine-
teen-twenties. But “steamers” eventually
lost out to the internal combustion engine
because of lower cost and higher rellability.

The emergence of air pollution in many
American cities—especially in California—
led to a revival of Interest in steam power in
recent years.

In an effort to “prime the pump"” of tech-
nology, the California Legislature's research
staff urged companies to submit designs for
& steam bus. The three companies responded.
Conventional ' 40-passenger intracity buses
were used; the conventional diesel engine
was replaced with the steam engine.

In a 30-page report on the project, Califor-
nia officials sald that, in addition to the
data on low pollution, the design, construe-
tion and testing of the three buses had pro-
duced the following key findings:

Acceleration, speed and hill climbing are
at least as good with steam power as they
are with a conventional engine.

Exterior nolse of the steam buses was less
than a regular diesel bus, but interior sound
levels were similar or higher.

Fuel consumption ran about three times
that of a conventional bus.

Although the report gives comparative
technical data for each of the three designs,
it does not single out one as having the best
performance. It does, however, glve consid-
erable pralse to the design developed by
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Willlam P. Lear, who made a fortune in
electronics and aviation and has been trying
to develop a feasible steam-powered car for
more than five years.

The Lear engine was the only one of the
three deslgns to use steam to power a tur-
bine rather than a reclprocating piston. “It
appears to be the first in history to be suc-
cessfully propelled by a steam turbine,” the
report said of the Lear bus.

While the Lear bus had a few mechanical
problems, the report said that it had rela-
tively little trouble during 11 days of “rev-
enue service” on a San Francisco bus route,
one with steep hills. “During its brief ex-
posure, the bus provided early indications
of the potential for high system rellability,”
the report sald.

Despite such encouraging resulis, the Call-
fornia Legislature research office stressed:

“We caution that many years of progres-
sive and persistent engineering will be needed
to make [steam powerplants such as those
used in the trials] technically feasible.”

Among other areas, it sald that research
and development were needed fo improve
the reliabllity of steam engines, and to
improve fuel economy.

“Exploration of both turbine and recipro-
cating expanders” should proceed, the re-
port sald, “because it is not yet clear which
form is superior for heavy duty stop-and-go
vehicles.,” At & minimum, the report said
$20-million should be Invested on further
steam engine research over the next four

ears.
4 While the steam engines came off much
“cleaner” than a conventional diesel engine
regarding air pollution, the report said they
could be refined to be even less polluting.

BILL BENTON

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I was
grieved recently when Bill Benton died.
I first knew him when he entered the
Senate. I enjoyed my service with him.
I found him highly energetic, able, and
always willing to carry his full part of
the load. I enjoyed my association with
him throughout his Senate career.

I recall that when I was made chair-
man of the newly established Senate
Small Business Committee, I went to Bill
Benton and asked if he would be willing
to get one of his principal aides in his
office to assist me in setting up the Small
Business Committee and in getting it
started. He not only willingly agreed but
he gave me some good advice as to what
in his opinion should be done.

Bill Benton's life history has always
been an inspiring one from many stand-
points. I recall the story that, when just
a young man, he and a close friend,
Chester Bowles, announced that when
they finished college, they were going to
form a partnership and go into the ad-
vertising world, stating at the same time
that it was their determination each one
to be a millionaire at 30 years of age.
Many people must have thought of this
as being empty talk, but Bill Benton and
Chet Bowles really meant it and, if I re-
call correctly, each one was a million-
aire before reaching the age of 30. They
were highly successful in the advertising
fleld.

Later, each of them went into other
fields of activity. Chester Bowles became
Governor of Massachusetts. Bill Benton
became a U.S. Senator.

Bill Benton bought the Encyclopaedia
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Britannica and made an arrangement
whereby the University of Chicago was
to be the chief beneficiary. Through the
years, Bill Benton has sent me at the
beginning of each year the Britannica
Book of the Year. Several days after his
death, I received a letter that he had
written but that he never lived to sign,
telling me that he was sending me a copy
again this year, as he had done over the
years. He sent many of these copies to
his friends.

Bill Benton was a great man, a man
always with fresh ideas and with the en-
ergy to put them into effect.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE
APOLLO MOON PROGRAM

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, in
continuing debate over the impor-
tance of the Nation's space program at
this point in history, it is vital for all of
us to consider the accomplishments of
the Apollo moon program. It behooves
us, I believe, to consider what Apollo
actually did, whether it was worth the
cost and what its’ legacy is to man on
Earth.

I have read many papers on this and
related subjects, but none as concise and
provocative as that written by James J.
Haggerty, one of the Nation’s most au-
thoritative and respected writers in the
field of aeronautics and space, for the
March 1973 issue of Aerospace Perspec-
tives, a publication of the Aerospace In-
dustries Association. In his article,
“Apollo: End of a Beginning,” Mr. Hag-
gerty says the Apollo program definitely
was worth the time and money spent on
it and that the most important benefits
might be 20 years or 50 years in the
translation. He pointed out that through
the Apollo program the United States has
scored monumental advances in tech-
nological capability and scientific
knowledge.

Mr. President, because of the vast im-
portance of this question to the future
of the space program and our standing
among the nations of the world, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Haggerty’s
article be published in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

AroLLO: END OF A BEGINNING
(By James J. Haggerty)

(Note—~Why Apollo? What did it do, was
it worth the cost, what ls its legacy, and
will man on Earth take advantage of his
new treasure of knowledge? These quastiona
are examined in this “Perspective” by James
J. Haggerty, highly regarded journalist in
the aeronautics and space fields who has
suthored three books on the Apollo program,
has served as president of the Aviation/Space
Writers Assoclation and has been a long-
time aerospace writer and consultant for nu-
merous publications.—Edlitor).

On July 20, 1969, Apollo astronauts Neil
Armstrong and Edwin E. Aldrin planted an
American flag on the surface of the moon.

In no way was the flag-planting intended
to be a territorial clalm—It was a symbol of
the fact that the United States was still,
and would continue to be, the technological
leader of the world, a status that had been
very much in question a few years earlier,
It was one of the proudest moments in
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American history, witnessed live or in de-
layed telecast by some two-thirds of Earth's
people.

Forty-one months later, Apollo 17 splashed
into the Pacific after man's sixth visit to the
moon and the greatest exploration/engineer-
ing effort ever undertaken by man came to an
end.

For the most part, Apollo was duly lauded
as the magnificent accomplishment it was.
Opinion was by no means unanimous, how-
ever; a substantial element of the populace
questioned the value of Apollo. Was it really
worth the time, effort and money that went
into it?

The answer is an unequivocal yes, even
though it is somewhat early for an assess-
ment; the most important benefits from
Apollo might be 20 years, 50 years or even
more in the translation.

The identifiable gains include, first of all,
the restoration of a once-tarnished national
reputation, the primary reason behind the
initiation of the Apollo program. In addition,
the U.8. scored monumental advances in
technological capability and scientific knowl-
edge. By any yardstick, Apollo must be
considered entirely successful and well worth
the effort,

FAILURE TO IMPRESS

Unfortunately, Apollo's gains are not read-
ily understood. Because they are largely
benefits of a nebulous nature, not capable of
measurement in concrete terms, they fail
to impress a segment of the publiec.

One of the most influential newspapers in
the country made this comment:

“There's little question that Apollo rubbed
many people the wrong way, partly because
the voyages to the moon were oversold to the
public. One long-lived slogan said that
‘space benefits all mankind' and while the
program produced practical fall-outs, it cer-
tainly didn't benefit all mankind or even a
large fraction of mankind.”

This statement is of speclal interest be-
cause, in remarkably succinet fashion, it
sums up most of the public misconception
about Apollo.

First, there is the prematurity of the ver-
dict. The item in question was written with-
in hours of the Apollo 17 splashdown, and
that, as far as the writer was concerned,
wrote finis to Apollo’s benefits.

In fact, however, the transfer of Apollo
technology has barely begun because while
the program was alive the particlpating
companies were too busy with their primary
responsibilities to probe for the spin-offs that
they know exist.

Second, the comment is shallow in that it
obviously judges benefits only in terms of
material gain, All mankind has in fact al-
ready benefited. Sclentific knowledge is per-
haps the best legacy one generation can pass
to another, and in the course of Apollo man
learned more about the universe he inhabits
than in all the previous centuries of history.

But the most disturbing thing about the
newspaper comment is the fact that it no
doubt exemplifies a general attitude on the
part of “many people,” an attitude that the
success or worth of Apollo should be meas-
ured entirely in terms of hard, concrete,
visible benefits. It is an attitude that sug-
gests Apollo must justify itself in terms
of a dollar’s worth of benefit for a dollar's
worth of expenditure., Advocates of this view
often ask whether Apollo's money could not
have been better spent on some pressing
national problem.

The fact of the matter is that it was spent
on a pressing national problem, Apollo was
an attempt to controvert America’s loss of
stature in the view of the world. Of course
the technological and sclentific potentials
of such a project were foreseen, but they
were bonus advantages rather than raisons
d’etre. Recovery of national prestige was the
primary goal. To a younger generation which
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has inherited an entirely new range of na-
tional dilemmas, the prestige problem may
not seem particularly important today. It
was, however, extremely important at the
time the United States made the decision to
go to the moon. A thumbnail recollection of
the events preceding that decision and the
atmosphere of the time serve to put Apollo
in proper perspective.
WHY APOLLO?

Apollo’s roots reach back beyond 1961,
when the decision to initiate the program
was announced. They stretch to more than
three years earlier, when the Space Age
began.

At that time, the United States and the
Soviet Union were locked in the bitter ideo-
logical struggle known as the Cold War.
The forces of Communism led by the
U.8.5.R., controlled one-third of the world's
population and sought to control most of
the remainder by influence or aggression. The
United States, through a series of mutual
defense pacts with non-Communist nations,
became the acknowledged leader of the
“free world."”

The principal bulwark of democracy was
the world's confidence that the United States
could contain the threat by virtue of its
vastly superior knowledge. The U.S. already
had a formidable armada of military air-
craft, to which would be added in the near
future long-range intercontinental ballistic
missiles. “Deterrence,” the U.S. called its
policy with regard to resisting aggression, a
policy defined by one military leader as
“being so obviously superior in our ability
to carry the war to an enemy that he will
not take the risk of starting one.”

“STRUGGLE FOR THE MINDS OF MEN"

In that light, American technological
capability was doubly important. It was the
key to the policy of deterrence and it was a
persuasive factor in the “struggle for the
minds of men,” to use a well-worn phrase
of the day. It was, In other words, a major
influence in the decisions of other nations
as to whether to allign themselves with the
United States in opposition to the spread of
Communism.

America’s technological superiority, which
had long been taken for granted, was dealt
a crushing blow on October 4, 1957: the
Soviet Union succeeded in sending into orbit
& 184-pound man-made satellite called Sput-
nik 1. The U.S.—and the rest of the world—
was stunned. More than two years earlier the
United States had announced plans to launch
“small, unmanned, earth-circling satellites as
part of the U.8. participation in the Interna-
tional Geophysical Year.” But nothing had
happened; it had remained for another na-
tion to become first in space.

IMPACT OF SPUTNIK

More than 15 years removed from the
fact—and the world conditions that made it
important—it is difficult to recall the full
impact of Sputnik. But it was devastating.
America's long-held reputation as No. 1
technological power was badly tarnished and
free world confidence in the U.S. was shaken.,
There was more involved than lost prestige.
To many, the Soviet accomplishment argued
a clearly superior military posture as well,
and the non-Communist world was fright-
ened.

The U.S. recaptured a modicum of prestige
by getting its own satellite into orbit less
than four months after Sputnik 1, but from
there on things went downhill, In 1959, the
US.8R. became first to Impact the moon
and, later, first to photograph the far side
of the moon. In 1960, the Soviets began
sending aloft five-ton payloads, several times
the U.B. capablility, and they scored another
major “first” by successfully recovering a
pair of dogs from orbit. Finally, on April 12,
1961, the U.S.8.R. capped a long string of
space victories over the U.8. by sending Yuri
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Gagarin, the first man in space, on an B8-
minute orbital flight 200 miles above the
earth. That was the nadir of American tech-
nological prestige.

President John F. Kennedy had been in-
augurated less than three months before
the Gagarin flight and .at the time of his
assumption of the presidency the interna-
tional scene was tense. The United States
had just severed relations with Soviet-backed
Cuba and there was trouble of one sort or
another in Berlin, Laos, Vietnam, Algeria,
Iraq, Kuwait and the Congo. In his inaugural
address, Kennedy called upon the people of
the U.8. to defend freedom “in its hour of
maximum danger."

After Yurl Gagarin's history-making flight,
it was clear that some step had to be taken
to restore America’s fading prestige. The So-
viets had almost a year’s lead in manned
orbital flight and they had rocket launch ve-
hicles of far superior thrust, broadening the
range of their options for further space spec-
taculars. From all indications the *“space
gap" and the concomitant prestige gap would
become wider.

RESTORING THE LUSTER

The United States was faced with a cholce
of settling for second place in the interna-
tional technological sweepstakes or coming
up with & technology demonstration so
sweeping and so impressive that it would
restore once and for all the lustre of Amer-
ica’s image.

The effort did not have to be a space proj-
ect. In fact, President Kennedy leaned
toward an earth-type undertaking if one of
requisite scope could be found. None ap-
peared. Therefore, Kennedy asked Vice
President Lyndon B. Johnson, statutory
chairman of the National Aeronauties and
Space Council, to study the space options and
recommend a pProgram.

Johnson held a series of meetings with
space experts, government people and non-
government advisors and reported the group's
recommendations only two weeks after the
flight of Gagarin’s Vostok 1. The group had
considered the possibility of a small, manned
orbiting space station or a manned circum-
lunar mission without & landing on the moon,
Either would be technically less demanding
and considerably less expensive than a lunar
landing program. However, because they were
less difficult and because the Soviet Union
was already farther along the road, there
existed the chance that the U.S.S.R. might
accomplish either of these objectives be-
fore the U.S. Its strongest challenge coun-
tered, the United States would then be in
even worse prestigial shape.

There was, in the opinion of the Johnson
group, only one answer, only one display of
technological prowess of sufficlent sco;
sending a man to the moon. And, to forestall
the possibility of a Soviet moon victory, it
would be necessary to compress the develop-
mental time period to the maximum extent
feasible, so that the first lunar landing
could be made “within the decade.’

“MORE IMPRESSIVE TO MANKIND"

President Eennedy accepted the recom-
mendations and Apollo was born when he
spoke these words to a joint session of Con-
gress on May 25, 1961:

“I believe that the nation should commit
itself to achleving the goal, before the decade
is out, of landing a man on the moon and
returning him safely to earth, No single space
project in this period will be more impres-
sive to mankind, or more important to the
long-range exploration of space; and none
so difficult or expensive to accomplish.”

“More impressive to mankind"—those were
the key words. Apollo completely erased any
doubts as to America’s technological com-
petence and wiped out the Soviet Union’s
briefly-enjoyed seeming superiority.

The first major step in that direction came
more than a year and a half before the first
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lunar landing. It was the flight of Apollo 4
on November 9, 1967, a mission now all but
forgotten but an important one at the time.

Until that point, the Soviets had main-
talned their edge in launch vehicle thrust.
The U.8. had at one time narrowed the gap
by introducing boosters of 1.5 million pounds
thrust, but the Sovlets had leaped ahead once
more, more than doubling that value by
1966. In the public view, booster thrust as-
sumed great importance because there was a
tendency to equate high rocket thrust with
guided missile capability. At a time when the
Cold War had not yet thawed, the continuing
Soviet lead in launch vehicle thrust was a
cause for uneasiness.

.Apollo 4 changed that, This was an un-
manned flight, the first all-systems test of
the mammoth Saturn V moon-booster, whose
7.6 millilon pounds of thrust dwarfed the
best estimate of Soviet rocket power. Apollo
4 was completely successful and it marked a
high point in the turnaround of world
opinion.

APOLLO 8 MISSION

A little more than a year later, Apollo 8
took three astronauts on man's first visit
to the Iunar environment, & mission in which
the spacecraft made 10 orbits of the moon
but attempted no landing. Coming at Christ-
mastime, 1968, this was by far the most
dramatic space flight up to that time and
it convinced the many skeptics that the plan
to put men on the moon—American men—
was more than a pleasant fantasy.

The subsequent lunar landings are recent
history and need no recounting. Apollo ac-
complished the principal goal set for it—
reestablishment of the United States as tech-
nological leader of the world. This, perhaps,
may not seem as critical a need as It was In
the days of decision. In the current atmos-
phere of growing accord with the Soviet
Union and Red China, the urgency of main-
taining free world confidence in American
capability has lessened. Nonetheless, a na-
tion's posture In the eyes of the world is
always important, in trade and at the diplo-
matic bargaining table as well as in defense.

AFOLLO AND INTERNATIONAL HARMONY

One can only speculate as to what extent
Apolle contributed to the Communist na-
tions’ new willingness to reach for harmony.
No single factor, of course, brought about the
easing of international tensions; it was no
doubt a combination of military stalemate,
economic considerations and other elements,
But if a gulded missile is a deterrent to a
hostile nation’s ambitions, is not a demon-
strable technological superiority even more
of a deterrent? Could not Apollo, exemplar of
American technical excellence, have there-
fore been a contributing factor to the Com-
munist nations’ increasing agreeableness?
Certainly Apollo can be credited with prompt-
ing one facet of improving international re-
lations, the U.5./U.8.8.R. cooperative effort in
space science and technology. It demon-
stated to the Soviets that they have some-
thing to gain by such cooperation. Had it
been the other way around—the U.S.5.R. on
the moon instead of the U.8.—Iit is unlikely
that the Soviet Union would have been so
receptive to the cooperation idea.

The international impact of Apollo is only
one of three major areas of benefit accruing
from the successful prosecution of the pro-
gram. The others, even more abstruse, are
the gains in sclence and technology.

To the average layman, the technology
benefits mean only the already-identified
“spin-off.” The publicized score to date fails
to impress many. The reason, perhaps, is that
people learn of byproducts in tiny incre-
ments, they never learn of some of them at
all. Plecemeal word of a new Apollo-inspired
auto ignition harness or a long-wearing paint
is hardly exciting. In a great many cases,
new products appear on the market without
any inkling that they stemmed from Apollo
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research. But whether or not it is fully rec-
ognized, spin-off in the aggregate represents
a very real, concrete dividend in terms of
employment and gross national product. Its
value would probably be astounding if it were
possible to compute it in dollars and cents.
Although a break-out figure for Apollo alone
is not available, the total space program has
produced more than 30,000 new inventions—
products, processes, techniques and services
for the betterment of human life, In today's
world an ever-forward thrust in technology
is essential to everything from farming and
medicine to transportation and leisure.

The visible spinoff, however, is just the
fraction of the iceberg that juts above the
waterline. The real benefit is less tangible, it
is simply the vastly increased capability of
American technology. To meet Apollo's de-
mands for incredible performance and near-
absolute reliability, an army of technical per-
sonnel attacked a tremendous array of devel-
opmental problems. They found new ma-
terlals, invented tools and techniques to
shape them and developed thousands of
items of intricate equipment. In so doing,
they improved man's skills and expanded his
knowledge in practically every field of tech-
nology.

COMPRESSING TECHNOLOGICAL ADVANCE

Technology builds like an inverted pyr-
amid, each level broader than the one below,
each climb to a new plateau dictated by the
demands of the period. The “within the dec-
ade” schedule to which Apollo was com-
mitted forced the climb of technology at a
more rapid rate; the normal technological
advance of two decades or more was com-
pressed into less than a single decade. Thus,
in this brief span American technology pro-
gressed through several levels of the pyramid.

The new plateau of capability ds a vast
Iibrary of technological knowledge and know-
how. Some of it—the visible spin-off—has al-
ready found application; these were the more
readily identifiable technology transfers.
Most of it has not been exploited because
its potential is less conspicuous, It must be
sought out, and industry, preoccupied for
year with the urgent matter of developing
Apollo and its equipment, has only recently
begun extensive probing of the mine.

In time a torrent of new byproducts will
emerge. Some of them may be broad, lifestyle-
changing developments we cannot even pie-
ture today. The new level of capability is a
permanent thing, a national bank of knowl-
edge which man can draw upon to im-
prove his way of life. Often one hears the
attitude expressed: “Instead of going to the
moon, why can't we solve some of our prob-
lems here on earth?" It is entirely probable,
that, in going to the moon, we provided the
technological base to solve many of those
earth-problems, although the manner of the
solution has not yet emerged.

SCIENTIFIC BENEFITS

Most abstruse of all the Apollo benefits is
the area of scientific gain. The sclentific
benefits from Apollo come in two forms. On
the one hand, there are the advances stem-
ming from the developmental effort. Science
and technology worked hand in hand probing
new frontiers and the effort involved just
about every scientific discipline. This was
applied science. Much of the result was ap-
plied to the development of Apollo equip-
ment, hence it became part of the technolo-
gical bank. Some investigations took scien-
tists into avenues of research not applicable
to Apollo nor immediately applicable to any-
thing else. It is there, however, a part of the
natlonal resources bank, perhaps to be uti-
lized some day, perhaps never, but an asset
nonetheless, despite its lack of tangibility.

The other form of Apollo scientific advance
is the study of the moon, the pure quest of
knowledge for the sake of knowledge, the de-
sire to add to man's storehouse of learning
in the hope that distant future generations

13749

may unlock the mysteries of the universe. In
this respect, it often has been said by rep-
utable scientists that Apollo produced more
information than all the prior accumula-
tion.

Apollo astronauts spent 30 full days in
lunar orbit, observing and photographing.
They passed 121, days on the lunar surface,
on some occasions moonwalking for seven
and a half hours at a time. They took mo-
tion pictures and literally thousands of still
photographs. They obtained core samples
from several feet beneath the moon's sur-
face. They left on the moon two dozen sci-
entific experiments which will be relaying
data to earth for another three years or
more. And they brought home, for examina-
tion by hundreds of scientists all over the
world, 841 pounds of the moon itself.

This adds up to an enormous wealth of in-
formation, but it is not yet possible to define
the extent to which Apollo contributed to
man’s understanding of the universe. The in-
formation must be processed, analyzed, sift-
ed, refined and restudied. Each bit of infor-
mation must be fitted with others, like tiles
in a grand mosalc, until there emerges a new
volume of knowledge about the moon, its
relationship to the other planets in the solar
system and, most importantly, its relation-
ship to Earth.

A PRICELESS BENEFIT

To those who understand man's insatiable
urge to explore, to roll back frontiers in the
search for human origins, to elevate man's
knowledge In general so that each succeed-
ing generation can continue the guest from
a more advanced departure point—to them
the sclentific benefit of Apollo is priceless. To
those who recognize only such benefits as can
be assigned a dollar value, Apollo’s scientific
gain is meaningless. It is no less valuable,
however, for their inability to understand it.

There is one other potential benefit, which,
for lack of survey data, is really nothing
more than a vagrant thought, but such a far-
reaching idea that it bears mentlon: Did
Apollo, which provided man with the first
photographs of the blue planet earth taken
from hundreds of thousands of miles dis-
tant, launch a ‘“‘one-world” trend? A Dutch
magazine recently tossed out the idea:

“Looking out from the moon desert, our
planet is no larger than an oasis which floats
in the universe, where there is no room for
war, hunger, poverty, jealousy and endless
political bickering.”

If those photos of lonely earth wandering
through the black of endless space planted
a seed, that earth is a tiny space ship whose
supplies are not replenishable and whose
crew must work together for survival, that
could be the greatest benefit.

The seed will need time to germinate and
it will remain for another generation or an-
other century to determine Apollo’s influ-
ence in that direction. But for now, there
seems little question that Apollo was well
worth the effort. The project accomplished in
magnificent fashion the political/diplomatic
objectives set for it, it produced a flow of con-
crete byproduct beneflts which will con-
tinue and increase in volume and value for
many years to come, and it left those price-
less banks of knowledge, a legacy to tomor-
row's peoples.

PROPOSED DECLARATION OF CER-
TAIN AREAS AT FORT MEADE AS
EXCESS

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I have
long felt that the military budget and all
defense-related programs should be ex-
amined regularly and carefully. The need
for economy in all sectors of our national
life has been widely recognized in recent
years. Yet, in urging fiscal restraint, we
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have an obligation to determine not only
the positive effects of cutbacks in Federal
aid or land grants, but also to assess the
effects of such policy in both human and
economic terms.

The General Services Administration
has concluded that certain training
areas and gunnery ranges on Army Fort
George C. Meade in Maryland to be in
excess. The proposal to close these facili-
ties is presently pending before the Real
Estate Subcommittee of the House
Armed Services Committee. Before act-
ing on the GSA recommendations, I
strongly urge my colleagues to review the
following resolutions approved by the
Maryland House of Delegates and the
Maryland Senate Finance Committee.
House Resolution 191, submitted by Dele-
gate Wallace E. Hutton, and House Joint,
Resolution 121, introduced by Delegates
Hutton, Nichols, and Thomason, point
out the adverse effects the GSA proposal
would have on National Guard and Army
Reserve units from Maryland, Delaware,
the District of Columbia, and Pennsyl-
vania who would be compelled to undergo
long and costly travel to other training
areas if those at Fort Meade were closed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimou: con-
sent that these two resolutions be in-
cluded in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Hovuse JoiNnT REsornurioN No. 121
House Joint Resolution requesting that the

Real Estate Sub-Committee of the House

Armed Services Committee of Congress be

requested to oppose the recommendations

of the General Services Administration to
declare the Fort George G. Meade training
areas and ranges as excess, and to permit
the U.S. Army to maintain the Fort Meade

Reservation as it is presently constituted

Whereas, A recent study by the General
Services Administration has declared 6,854
acres of Fort George G. Meade as excess; and

Whereas. This excess land includes the
training and range portions of Fort Meade;
and

Whereas, The Fort Meade Gunnery Ranges
and training areas are in constant use by
National Guard and Army Reserve units from
Maryland, Delaware, the District of Columbia
and Pennsylvania; and

Whereas, Closing of these facilities will re-
quire long and costly travel to other train-
ing areas as well as a loss and waste of many
training hours and undue congestion of
highways; and

Whereas, This decision will have an ad-
verse impact on the military preparedness of
this country; and

Whereas, The closing of these facilities
will have an adverse effect on the Maryland
economy; and

Whereas, The requirement to travel great
distances for training adds unnecessarily to
the risk of safety for thousands of Maryland
residents; and

Whereas, The decision to close the Fort
Meade ranges and training areas was not and
is not concurred in by the military; now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the General Assembly of
Maryland, That the Real Estate Sub-Com-
mittee of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee of Congress be requested to oppose
the recommendation of the General SBervices
Administration to declare the Fort George G.
Meade training areas and ranges as excess,
and to permit the U.S, Army to maintain the
Fort Meade Reservation as it is presently
constituted.
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HouseE RESOLUTION No. 191

House Resolution requesting that the Real

Estate SBub-Committee of the House Armed

Services Committee of Congress be re-

quested to oppose the recommendations

of the General Services Administration to

declare the Fort George G. Meade training

areas and ranges as excess, and to permit

the U.8. Army to maintain the Fort Meade

Reservation as it 1s presently constituted.

Whereas, A recent study by the General
Services Administration has declared 6,354
acres of Fort George G. Meade as excess; and

Whereas, This excess land includes the
training and range portions of Fort Meade;
and

Whereas, The Fort Meade Gunnery Ranges
and training areas are in constant use by
Natlonal Guard and Army Reserve units from
Maryland, Delaware, the District of Colum-
bia and Pennsylvania; and

Whereas, Closing of these facilities will
require long and costly travel to other train-
ing areas as well as a loss and waste of many
training hours and undue congestion of high-
ways; and

Whereas, This decision will have an ad-
verse impact on the military preparedness
of this country; and

Whereas, The closing of these facilities will
have an adverse effect on the Maryland econ-
omy; and

Whereas, The requirement to travel great
distances for training adds unnecessarily to
the risk of safety for thousands of Maryland
residents; and

Whereas, The decision to close the Fort
Meade ranges and training areas was not
and is not concurred in by the military: now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Delegates of
Maryland, That the Real Estate Sub-Com-
mittee of the House Armed BServices Com-
mittee of Congress he requested to oppose
the recommendation of the General Services
Administration to declare the Fort George
G. Meade training areas and ranges as excess,
and to permit the U.S. Army to maintain
the Fort Meade Reservation as it is presently
constituted.

HUMPHREY BLAMES THE ENERGY
CRISIS ON GOVERNMENT FAIL-
URE TO PLAN

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
April 18 I introduced Senate Joint Res-
olution 98, which could create an Emer-
gency Fuels Allocation Board, to assure
all sections of the Nation fair treatment
in the allocation of increasingly scarce
supplies of petroleum products.

The administration and the Congress
can delay no longer in coping with the
emergency fuel situation or in establish-
ing a comprehensive national energy
policy to protect us in the future.

The President’s recent energy mes-
sage, while describing some aspects of
the energy crisis, does not go far enough
in describing the nature of the crisis, or
its solutions. It devotes inadequate at-
tention to energy conservation and fo-
cuses instead almost wholly on measures
to increase supplies. It fails to deal with
the present emergencies in gasoline and
fuel oil. It gives too little support for
research to facilitate the use of presently
available fuels and to develop new energy
sources. While supplies must be in-
creased, we also desperately need a new
energy ethic.

In a speech to the annual meeting of
National Petroleum Refiners, on April
2, 2 weeks before the President’s long-
awaited message, I outlined what I saw
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as the critical dimensions of the energy
crisis. I believe this speech contains a
useful framework for looking at solutions
to this most critical of problems.

There being no objection, I ask unan-
imous consent that the text of my speech
be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

REMARKS BY SENATOR HUBERT H. HUMPHREY

I was surprised to hear your President
refer to the Falr Trade Hearings back in the
fifties. I thought everyone had forgotten
about them.

You probably know that as a former drug-
gist, I have always had a particular Interest
in the independent businessman.

Those price wars of the fifties, in gasoline
marketing were rulning many of the dealers.
I always felt that ending those price wars
benefitted the dealers and the refiners—and
the consumer as well.

Price wars that destroy the independent
dealer do not promote real competition for a
long period—and when competition 1s elimi-
nated, the consumer is the one who pays.

‘Well, conditions have changed. At that
time, the dealers and the refiners were faced
with trouble because of surpluses. Everyone
was trying to dispose of his surplus by
“dumping” it somewhere else. Today, you
should only have such problems.

Independent marketers are in trouble be-
cause there is a shortage of product.

Though the problem is different, the prin-
ciple is the same—we must keep independ-
ent marketers and refiners in business.

One of the great strengths of the oll in-
dustry is that it is truly diversified with real
marketing, and it is just as important to
maintain the independent sector in times of
shortage as it was in the times of surplus.

How did we all get into this fix—this short-
age which is going to get worse before it gets
better—this energy crisis?

Last winter, we got our first real taste of
it:

Schools, factories closed in the Midwest
due to lack of heating oil;

Graln shipments stranded on barges on
the Ohio River;

Jet fuel so scarce that planes couldn't
make nonstop flights to the West coast.

Now this summer we're about to face a
gasoline shortage.

Why is this? You know the baslc reason.
As David Freeman of the Ford Foundation
says, “The joy ride is over.”

The happy era of low costs, low risks, and
high benefits is over.

In terms of proven recoverable reserves;

‘We have 10 years of oil left and 11 years of
natural gas.

On the other hand;

‘We have anywhere from 35 to 120 years of
ghale oll reserves,

And 500 years of coal,

The problem, of course, is that this nation
has not bothered to develop the technology
and know-how to use those resources with
the greatest potential.

We are in the position of a man who is
about to face starvation—who has a million
dollars—but is in some foreign country that
is unwilling to exchange his money for local
currency. By the time he gets to another
country that will cooperate, it may be too
late.

How did he get in that situation?

He got there because he was off on a joy
ride, not paying attention to where he was
going.

There are two reasons why there has been
inadequate planning in this area:

The first is that energy policy 1s a more
complicated business than almost any other
area of our economy or government.,

It is an incredible mix of technology, eco-
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nomics, trade, political policy, forelgn rela-
tions and consumer economics.

The second reason is that we Iin govern-
ment and the people have not seemed to be-
lieve in long-range planning in the domestic
area. The ideology of the free market-place
is so pervasive that the idea of trying to plan
for a balance of supply v. demand in energy
resources cannot really get off the ground.

We direly need a national energy policy.
But I am frankly skeptical that this Admin-
istration will give us one.

What should be the elements of such a
policy? First, let's take a hard look at the
factors which have conspired to change our
natlon's energy picture.

We are using up a finite resource at a geo-
metric rate.

Between 1940 and 1965, the consumption
of energy in the U.S. doubled.

If the present trends continue, consump-
tion could double again by 1980. The rate of
energy consumption increased twice as fast
in 1972 as it did in 1971.

The result of all this is:

In 1962, we had 3 million oil barrels a day
extra or spare producing capacity. In 1972
‘we had none.

In 1972 we imported some 30 percent of
our oil. By 1980 it will be in the neighbor-
hood of 60 percent.

We have been using twice as much natural
gas as we can find. At that rate, we could
be short ten trillion cubic feet of gas in 1980.

In the face of such galloping consumption,
we are failing to develop new resources.

For the first time in many years, there is
not one single new refinery under construc-
tion in the United States. Yet, they are
sprouting like mushrooms in Canada and
the Caribbean.

The number of natural gas wells drilled
per year has declined from almost 5500 to
less than 3300.

Less than two percent of the near-shore
part of the Outer Continental Shelf has been
leased for development.

All this adds up to a growing gap between
supply and demand—a gap that 1s belng met
by imports.

No matter how many new energy resources
we develop in the next few years, and no
matter how much we conserve energy, we are
going to have to import increasing amounts
of oll and gas.

If there were ever a set of statistics that
was calculated to scare us Into action, this
is it. I am firmly convinced that we must do
some of the hardest thinking we have done
since the Manhattan project about our
energy situation. SBuch thinking should be
predicated on the following conclusions of a
Senate study on energy pollcy.

First, a heavy and growing dependency on
imported fuels is inevitable until at least
1985 or 1990.

The growth of these imports presents real
security issues. It is no longer to be regarded
as a scare tactic invented by the oil indus-
try and the State Department.

Where was the Nixon Administration in
looking ahead to this danger? I'll quote you
from the Cabinet Task Force in 1969: “The
risks to security from interruptions of oil
supply do not, in the main concern any
danger to the functioning of the nation’s
armed forces.”

Yet, today, the U.S. has no reserve supply
of producing capacity as it did during earlier
Mid-East crises of the 19850's—nor signifi-
cant oll storage capacity. Isn’'t that relevant
to the functioning of our armed forces?

The recent effectiveness of the cartel of
petroleum exporting countries, and explicit
threats by many of them, have raised the
distinct possibility of a general or selective
embargo by the Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries (OPEC)—and a sharp
rise in crude oll prices.

A second conclusion of this study is that
the balance of payments burden of energy
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imports will be staggering. Respected econo-
mists project the net foreign exchange bur-
den to the U.S. of energy imports as high
as $10 billion per year in 1980.

The impact would be even greater if we
were forced to import more costly energy
than crude oil—such as refined products and
liquified natural gas (LNG).

The tendency to import refined products—
as opposed to crude oil—from foreign re-
fineries—Iis therefore to be deplored, not only
for the higher cost, but also because of the
greater national vulnerability it creates.

The billions in dollar cash assets that
would accrue to the shelks of Arabla and
other nations are most llkely to be used for
international political leverage than for
meeting their nation's urgent domestic
needs.

The fact is that the relatively low cost and
vast supply of oil imports makes them in-
creasingly appealing. Though the price of
forelgn crude has risen sharply, it is still
cheaper than producing new domestic
crude—excepting the Alaska pipeline, which
would be cheaper. If our only concerns were
consumer price and environmental impact,
the complete decontrol of oil imports might
be dictated.

However, the price of crude is not our
only concern.

We are also concerned about the price of
our national security.

Now the threat of an embargo is a rela-
tively remote one. The economies of mideast
countries are tremendously dependent on
the western countries and Japan. More than
half the GNP of Saudi Arabla and other
countries depend on selling oil to us.

Nevertheless, we must integrate our energy
needs into our foreign policy conslderations
Some would advocate joining with other con-
suming nations, to present a consumer bloc
that can stand up to OPEC. Let's face it,
when it comes to oll, it's a sellers market.
‘We pay or we go without.

Clearly, there are real complications in de-
veloping any such strategy to counter the
power of the exporting natlons’ cartel. Oil
companies are limited in what they can do.
The benefits to an individual company from
resisting OPEC demands are limited and un-
certain, whereas the risks are large.

Therefore, we must examine alternatives
and forge new strategies—a national strategy.

One thing is sure—the absence of clear
legislative authority for the ofl import pro-
gram, the general practice of deciding im-
port matters on an ad hoc basis, and the
drift in administration of the existing pro-
gram, all add up to uncertalnties that deter
investment in the energy economy, particu-
larly in refineries.

A consistent and equitable import policy
for all sectors of the energy industry and
the consumer is badly needed.

The increasing difficulty with the import
system is not only due to confused admin-
istration.

It is due to a lack of comprehensive plan-
ning for development of new energy re-
sources.

It is this lack of alternative energy sources
which is making the import-quota system
crack under the pressure of demand.

If we had looked ahead 10 years ago, we
would have seen this coming.

‘We still haven’t learned our lesson.

I see no evidence from the President's pro-
posed 1974 budget of an adequate expendi-
ture for research and development of new
energy sources.

The emphasis on pinning most of our hopes
on a fast breeder nuclear reactor is danger-
ous. I hope it will turn out successfully. But
penny-pinching on the other alternatives is
disastrous.

We need more exploration and discovery
of natural gas.

There 1s a real shortage of natural gas on
the market despite rapidly Increasing gas
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prices. Why? In part, because of the regula-
tion of the price of gas at the wellhead.

But also because of the uncertainty of our
policies. Will the FPC deregulate or won't it?

The Administration has been making us
breathless with anticipation, walting for an
energy message which would lay out some
consistent, equitable policies. Its continual
delay has only added to the problem.

What about oil shale? Federal lands con-
taln about 600 million barrels of recoverable
oil in this form.

Yet we have spent almost nothing to de-
velop the technology needed to make this
oil economleally available and environmental-
ly acceptable. As a matter of fact, last year
the Administration spent only $2.5 million
on oll shale research.

We are fortunate in having enormous coal
resources.

But we spend a tiny fraction of the federal
budget developing coal gasification tech-
niques.

And, only $2.5 million was spent last year
for geothermal development. Compare this
figure to the $25 billion the federal govern-
ment has spent to develop nuclear reactors
since World War II, which has produced less
than 2 dozen working powerplants.

Bolar energy is another great potentlai
energy source that has been ignored in the
federal R&D budget., Even the National Pe-
troleum Council stated, “Had 1t not been for
an abundance of fossil fuels—coal, oil, and
natural gas—we might today have a ‘Solar
Energy Economy’' just as effective and ef-
ficlent as our ‘Fossil Fuel Economy.’'"” Yet,
only $4 million was devoted to solar energy
in last year's budget.

This government has done little to develop
a wide range of new energy sources.

It has done even less to promote energy
conservation.

This nation must start thinking about a
comprehensive energy-conservation pro-
gram. About:

Mass transit—Dbuses as well as rail. An aver-
age of four out of five seats on buses are
empty.

Creating incentives to Industry and in-
dividuals to conserve and share energy—such
as higher tolls for single-passenger cars, Spe-
clal lanes for buses and car pools, computer-
ized car-pool information exchanges. If we
could put two people instead of one in each
car, we could cut gasoline consumption,
travel time and pollution in half,

Taxing glant gas-guzzling cars, or better
yet, cutting back on horsepower.

Marginal cost pricing by utilities, so that
larger users pay to reflect real cost; and so
that peak-hour demand is priced higher.

Labeling of appliances to show their en-
ergy efficlency and consumption,

The urgency of formulating a natlonal
energy policy, and the many dimensions of
such a policy—cutting across economic, in-
ternational and social spheres—calls for the
creation of a new entity to formulate policy
in this area—and to assure action.

Energy policy is presently in a no-man’s-
land as far as the present bureaucracy of
the federal government goes. We must im-
mediately establish a Natlonal Energy Re-
sources Agency, empowered to plan, to au-
thorize research, to direct all energy devel-
opment and conservation policies.

I will, in the near future, be proposing a
Balanced National Growth and Development
Act, which would create an Office of Bal-
anced National Growth and Development in
the Office of the President.

It would create a similar mechanism in the
Congress. Such an Office would restructure
the domestic policy actlivities of the executive
and legislative branches around the key is-
sues of national growth.

At present, there is no more pressing issue
than that of balancing our growth in energy
consumption with a quest for new energy
resources.
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Yet, the various proposals I hear, for modi-in pur country. It is a vivid reminder that.

fications of present regulations and laws are,
frankly, inadequate to the monumental chal-
lenges we face.

A balanced growth policy for the nation
would do more than balance off energy con-
sumption against demand, although it would
have that as a major goal.

Such a policy would also develop economic
and social balance in other aspects of our
lives. It would help us define goals, set prior-
ities, direct our resources to:

Develop rural areas. Today, 70 percent of
the people are crammed onto 2 percent of the
land. This cannot and must not continue.

Rebuild our cities. Make them comfortable,
safe, livable. Urban sprawl is ugly, wasteful,
and costly. Urban decay is at the very center
of our social problems of crime, slums, dis-
ease, welfare and congestion.

We spend increasing parts of our lives
lurching back and forth—from downtown
office to suburban home during the day.

If we had a balanced growth policy, which,
aimed at creating livable communities where
working and shopping and living and recre-
ation were all reasonably nearby—we would
conserve a lot of energy, and we might all
lead less frazzled, fragmented lives.

Planning is no longer a dirty work, or an
academic subject. It is survival. It is essential
for an urbanized, industrialized, mechanized
soclety. We can no longer ignore the facts of
our national economy. We do face an immedi-
ate and long-term crisis in energy, in trans-
portation, in resource conservation and de-
velopment. We can’t wish it away. It will
get worse unless we act now.

And no one industry, company, bank, or
conglomerate can save us. It will demand
the best of government and the private sec-
tors—working in partnership.

DISASTROUS EFFECTS OF INFLEX-

IBLE “SPEEDY TRIAL” PROCE-

DURES

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, the Sub-
committee on Constitutional Rights held
additional hearings shortly before the
Easter recess on S. 754, the speedy-trial
bill of 1973. All members of this sub-
committee fully support the concept of
speedy justice, but the witnesses heard
raised serious questions concerning the
mandatory-dismissal provisions and fixed
time limits of the subject bill.

Testimony indicated that it would be
impossible to predict the full extent of
the tremendous burden which would be
placed upon our system of law by these
inflexible provisions of S. 754. It was
urged by witnesses that action be de-
ferred until sufficient time had passed
to properly assess the impact of the more
moderate new Federal court rule, rule
50(b) of the Federal Rules of Criminal
Procedure, upon the judicial system.
Rule 50(b), which directly addresses the
problem of speedy trials, required each
district court to formulate individual
plans setting time limits for the pre-
trial, trial, and sentencing stages of a
criminal proceeding. These plans have
been in effect in the various districts
since the beginning of this year.

Already some of the effects of 50(h)
are becoming apparent.

It is ironic that today, as we celebrate
the values and vitality of our system of
law, that the interests of speedy trial
have had an adverse effect upon the
litigation of civil actions in one of the
most populated Federal judicial districts

in our legislative deliberations of the
speedy-trial issue, we must be mindful
of our obligations to the interests of
society as well as to that of the crimi-
nally accused.

Chief Judge Robson of the U. S. district
court for the northern district of Illinois
has declared that today all judges of his
court will suspend the trial of civil cases
until the disposition of criminal cases
Ppending more than 90 days. This drastic
action is necessary, he says, to meet the
emergency created by the deadlines of
the district’s plan under rule 50(b). This
action, taken in the interest of justice
to the criminal defendant, means the
sacrifice or at best the delay of justice to
civil petitioners in Chicago, its suburbs,
and the nearby counties.

The delay of civil justice in the Federal
courts costs not only the corporate giants,
but bears far more upon the individual
petitioner—the victim of an automobile
accident, the injured seaman, one de-
prived of civil rights, and others bringing
actions under Federal statutes.

If the rule 50(b) plans—flexible,
tailored to the needs of each district—
can yield such calamitous results in Chic-
ago, which ironically has led the Nation
in the disposition of civil cases, what can
we expect of an 8. 754, which would reach
into every district? This, the Speedy Trial
Act, would impose uniform, inflexible
time limitations, as if the criminal justice
system were an abstraction. When real-
ity intrudes, however, will we see the
courtrooms closed to civil litigants
throughout the Nation in response to this
well-meaning measure? I daresay we
would see it happen everywhere. Will we
then suspend the trial of criminal cases
to catch up with the civil backlog? I
should think so. And what would we do
next in the face of the paralysis and col-
lapse of the system? Perhaps, then, Mr.
President, we would face up to the need
for fundamental reform of our system of
Jjustice: basic reform, not oversimplified,
indeed procrustean devices aimed to
reach easily a goal that is extremely diffi-
cult if not impossible to reach in the full-
ness of the ideal.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the text of Chief Judge Robson’s
statement be printed in the Recorp at
this point.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorbp as follows:

STATEMENT oF CHIEF JUDGE Epwin A. ROBSON

Effective May 1, 1973, each judge of this
District Court will suspend the trial of all
civil cases on his calendar until all triable
criminal cases pending for more than 90
days have been disposed of. This is an emer-
gency measure and needed to meet the in-
crease of indictments that have been re-

turned since the opening of court in Sep-
tember of 1972.

In July of 1972, Rule 50(B) of the Federal
Rules of Criminal Procedure went into effect.
This rule reguired “each District Court to
prepare a plan to minimize undue delay and
further the prompt disposition of criminal
cases.” Each district was directed to provide
time schedules governing the disposition of
criminal cases. Each of the chief judges of
the respective distriets In this circuit met
and formalized a plan to meet the require-
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ments of the rule. The plans were submitted
to the Judiclial Council of the United States
Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit and
with revisions approved by them. They be-
came effective on January 30, 1973, and in
essence provide that where a defendant
pleads not guilty he shall be brought to trial
within 90 days when he is held in custody,
or within 180 days when he is not in custody.
The defendant shall ordinarily be sentenced
within 45 days of his conviction or plea of
guilty or nolo contendre. The judges of the
United States District Court for the North-
ern Distriect of Illlnois have been working
diligently to meet this schedule but because
of the large number of indictments re-
turned, we now find that this emergency
measure is necessary to meet the require-
ments of the schedule.

We are all aware of the vital interest of
the Chief Justice of the United States Su-
preme Court, Warren E. Burger, in the trial
and disposition of criminal cases. He has
often stated that unless there are extraordi-
nary problems, the average criminal case
should be tried within 90 days after the ar-
ralgnment and plea. A further indicator of
the concern for criminal justice is the bill
introduced in the United States Senate in
February of this year by Senator Sam J.
Ervin. Among other things, it would require
district courts to establish plans for trying
criminal cases within 60 days of arrest or
recelpt of summons.

This court has led the nation for a num-
ber of years in the disposition of civil cases.
For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, 10%
of the civil cases were disposed of in one
month or less after filing, 50% in six months
or less, 769 in 18 months or less, and 90%
in 22 months or less.

While we have not led the nation in the
trial and disposition of eriminal cases, we
are above the average. It must be kept in
mind that a very high percentage of the
criminal indictments returned involve com-
plex charges and numerous defendants. This
is in sharp contrast to most of the other
districts in the country where most indict-
ments are simple. It should be obvious to
all who follow the news media that a sub-
stantial proportion of the indictments that
have been returned in the past year have
dealt with corruption in government. We
have had sitting at all times approximately
eight regular grand juries and two or more
special grand juries. At the present time,
hearing evidence are four regular grand
Jjuries and four special grand juries. James R.
Thompson, U. 8. Attorney, has announced
that he expects to have many more indict-
ments returned in the near future which will
involve governmental officials, Such indict-
ments lead to long and extensive trials which
use the time of judge and counsel at a higher
rate than average. Even when they do not
go to trial the time required to go through
the Initial motions is generally far longer
than normal. This inevitably delays other
criminal and civil cases on the docket.

There are now pending before the judges
of this court 166 cases that are older than
120 days. The U. S. Attorney's office has
agreed to cooperate with the judges in bring-
ing these cases to immediate trial. As soon as
any judge disposes of his backlog, he will be
free to try civil cases. It will be our objec-
tive to minimize as much as possible the
impact of this emergency measure on the
disposition of eivil eases—pretrials will con-
tinue, motions will be heard and disposed of.
Approximately 80% of the civil calendar is
settled before trial, 10% not disposed of will
be affected by this measure.

Our Jjudges have always been willlng to
meet any challenge to justice. The criminal
docket is such a challenge. The rules require
that ecriminal cases be glven precedence,
therefore, we must suspend the trial of civil
cases until the emergency has been overcome.
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ADMINISTRATION'S FARM MAY
COST MINNESOTA $800 MILLION
IN ECONOMIC ACTIVITY

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I have
today released a Senate Agriculture and
Forestry Committee staff study indicat-
ing that Minnesota could lose $800 mil-
lion in economic activity if the admin-
istration’s new farm program is enacted.

The study was prepared at my request
to appraise the effect of the administra-
tion’s farm program on my State. Agri-
culture Committee members, of which I
am one, began mark-up hearings on the
farm bill today.

The study indicates that wheat and
feed grain producers would be most se-
verely affected.

Of the more than 117,000 farms in the
State during 1971, over 95,000 partici-
pated in the feed grains program and
about 42,000 in the wheat program.

In 1972 total Federal payments to Min-
nesota wheat and feed grains producers
amounted to $165.6 million and repre-
sented 33 percent of their total income
from such crops—which was $496.7 mil-
lion.

The administration’s program calls for
the total elimination of supplemental in-
come payments under these programs.

The study also states that if the dairy
price support laws were lowered below
the minimum 75 percent of parity now in
the law, as recommended by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture, that “severe disloca-
tions could occur” in the dairy industry.

The report states:

The phasing out of payments for feed
grains and wheat and undesirable changes
in the dairy program would have a very
severe adverse effect on producers of these
commodities and ultimately on the produc-
ers of other commodities.

Minnesota farms can be characterized as
family-type farms with the operators de-
pending largely upon farm income for most,
if not all, of their income.

The economic dislocation and resource ad-
justments that necessarlly would have to
take place on these famlily farms would be
of major magnitude.

Farm programs do provide some price and
income protection to farmers. In addition,
they also generate substantial economic ac-
tivity in local communities.

Therefore, the loss of payments and other
assurances now provided farmers would also
have a very severe adverse impact on the
many local communities which depend heav-
ily on agriculture for their economic activity.

Further, the phasing out of bases and land
allotments would have an adverse impact on
land values.

Mr. President, I believe this report
deserves careful study. I ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

U.S. SBENATE,
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE
AND FORESTRY,
Washington, D.C.

To: Senator Humphrey.
From: Henry Casso.
Date: April 27, 1973.
Subject. Appraisal of the Administration's

Farm Proposal As It Affects Minnesota.

This is in response to your request for an
economic appraisal of the Administration’s
farm proposal as it may affect Minnesota.
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In his appearance before the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry on March
29, 1973, the Secretary of Agriculture made
the following recommendations:

RECOMMENDATIONS

“First, income supplement payments, pay-
ments that exceed the amount necessary to
achieve set-aside or production adjustment
objectives, should be phased out over a 3-
year period. The 3-year period would provide
an orderly transition and give farmers a spe-
cific time In which to make their long-range
plans as they shifted their income depend-
ence to growing market demand.

“Set-aside payments for production adjust-
ment would continue as needed to prevent
surplus accumulations. However, the manda-
tory requirement for making payments re-
gardless of the amount of land set-aside,
should be modified.

“Second, as the income supplement pay-
ments are being phased out at the end of
three years, we recommend a shift in the
fourth year from the present outdated allot-
ments and bases to a new cropland base. This
would broaden the set-aside concept by bas-
ing production adjustment, as needed, on
total crop acreage rather than limiting the
adjustment to historical acreages of certain
crops.

“The set-aside requirement in a given year
would be a percentage of the cropland base
established for each farm. The payment rate
per acre would be set at a level needed to get
the total set-aside acreage required to meet
the production adjustment goal.

“Third, the basic payment limitation of
255,000 should apply fto income supplement
payments only during the 3-year phase-out.
The payment 1imit . . . as 1t applies to income
supplements . . . should be reduced over the
3-year perlod in proportion to the reduc-
tion in income supplement payments.

“To function, set-aside payments for pro-
duction adjustment should be excluded from
the $556,000 limitation. In the effort to rent
land to adjust production, a payment limit
would be counter productive in that acreage
where payments are above the $55,000 level
would be arbitrarily forced into production
and excluded from the set-aside. We intend
that this would be included in the legislation
for set-aside production adjustment pay-
ment even during the 3-year phase out of
income supplements.

“Fourth, with respect to the dairy pro-
gram, we recommend that the 75 percent
of parity minimum price support level be
removed to give greater abllity to respond
to changing conditions. We also recommend
that the 1970 Act provisions, which tem-
porarily suspend the requirement for direct
support on butterfat, be made permanent.
However, we do not believe that a comparable
case can be made for a permanent Class I
Base Plan.

“Pifth, the Secretary should have dis-
cretionary authority to set payments for wool
and mohair at levels he determines neces-
sary to meet income and other program
objectives.

“There are other provisions of the Act that
can be improved from the standpoint of the
future of agriculture and in the best in-
terests of the program’s operations,

“Though not included in the 1970 Act, the
peanut, rice, extra long staple cotton and
possibly the tobacco programs, are in need
of careful review, These programs should be
more in line with the other major com-
modity programs by allowing adjustments
to meet changing conditions and by per-
mitting farmers to capitalize on expanding
markets. We are exploring alternatives to
the present programs and hope to work with
farmers and with this Committee in working
out acceptable program changes.”
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The Secretary also indicated that rigid
payments and price guarantees prevent the
programs from being as effective as they
should be to meet changing conditions and
that these guarantees lessen the ability of
farmers to make decisions based on changing
markets.

Whether these price guarantees refer to
loan levels is not made clear in the state-
ment.

However, under existing law in the case
of wheat, the loan level cannot be less than
$1.25 per bushel; in the case of corn, not
less than $1.00 per bushel and other feed
grains in relation to corn; the support price
for shorn wool shall be 72 cents per pound,
grease basis; the support price for mohair
shall be 80.2 cents per pound, grease basis;
and price supports for the dairy program
shall not be less than 75 percent of parity.
Price supports for soybeans shall not be in
excess of 90 percent of parity.

It is apparent, therefore, if the Admin-
istration’s proposal were accepted that loan
levels for commodities covered by the Agri
cultural Act of 1970 would be at existing
levels or lower and that allotment and bases,
as well as income supplement payments for
feed grains, wheat and cotton would be
phased out completely after three years. It
appears further that price support levels
for dairy products would be lowered below
the minimum 75 percent of parity now in
the law.

MINNESOTA AGRICULTURE

According to the United States Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Minnesota in 1978 had
a total of 117,000 farms with an average
size of about 261 acres per farm (Table 1).

A breakdown of census data shows that
about 64.5 percent of the farms in Minne-
sota were less than 260 acres in size and
about 35.4 percent of the farms were in ex-
cess of 260 acres in size. Census data also
show that 65.8 percent of the fotal land in
farms in Minnesota were on those farms of
more than 260 acres in size, while only 34.1
percent of the total land in farms were on
those farms of less than 260 acres (Table 2y

Census data also show that 51.3 percent of
the farms in Minnesota had gross sales of
less than £10,000 per farm. About 42 percent
of the farms had gross sales of from $10 to
#40 thousand and only 6.6 percent of the
farms had gross sales in excess of $40,000 per
farm (Table 3).

From the census we also find that the 42
percent of the farms with sales of between
$10 and $40 thousand accounted for 52.8
percent of the total value of agricultural
products =old in Minnesota. The 51.3 per-
cent of the farms with sales of less than
$10,000 per farm accounted for 13.2 percent
of the total value of agricultural products
sold, On the other hand, the 6.6 percent of
the farms with sales in excess of $40,000 per
farm accounted for 34 percent of the total
value of agricultural products sold in Min-
nesota (Table 4).

Measured on the basis of cash receipts
from sales of principal farm products, agri~
culture in Minnesota is highly diversified
although the importance of livestock and
products far outweights that of crops. Of
total farm cash receipts of about $2.4 bil-
lion from sales of farm products in 1972 all
livestock and products accounted for about
68 percent, while crops accounted for about
32 percent. Cattle and calves are the prinei-
pal commodities with sales in 1972 of about
£673 million, dairy products is next with
sales of about $481 million, followed by hogs
with 8324 million, and poultry and eggs with
$133 million.

Total cash receipts from sales of crops in
1972 amounted to about 87756 million. Soy-
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beans was the number one crop with cash
receipts of about $253 million, followed close-
1y by corn with $224 million. Cash receipts
from sales of wheat accounted for about $82
million. Cash receipts from sales of crops in-
cluded in the Agricultural Aect of 1970
amounted to about $332 million or 43 per-
cent total sales of all crops (Table 5),

In 1972 about 5.7 million acres of corn and
barley were harvested in Minnesota. Also
another 1.6 milllon acres of wheat were har-
vested. These crops are covered by the Act
of 1970. Boybean acreage harvested in 1972
amounted to about 8.3 million acres, while
oats accounted for about 2.4 million acres
(Table 8).

According to the Statistical Reporting
Service of the United States Department of
Agriculture, there are now 117,000 farms in
Minnesota. Utilizing data available from the
Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service of the Department, we find that in
1971 over 95,000 farms participated in the
feed grain program and about 42,000 farms
participated in the wheat program. The 1971
programs did not include barley but the 1972
and 1973 programs did. In 1972 about 19.7
thousand farms with barley bases, totaling
about 1 million acres did participate in the
program. These are the crops covered by the
Agricultural Act of 1970.

Of those farms participating in the pro-
gram in 1971, about 65.5 percent had feed
grain bases of from 30 to 200 acres and 30.3
percent had bases of less than 30 acres. In
the case of wheat only 4.9 percent of the
farms had bases in excess of 30 acres, while
95.1 percent of the farms had bases of less
than 30 acres (Table 7).

IMPACT OF ADMINISTRATION’S PROPOSAL ON

MINNESOTA’S FARMERS

In 1872 total payments to Minnesota’s pro-
ducers under the feed grains and wheat
programs amounted to $165.6 million. Of this
feed gralns accounted for about $147.8 mil-
lion and wheat for about $17.8 million (Table

8).

It is evident, therefore, that the payment
requirements of the 1970 Act are extremely
important to Minnesota farmers and the loss
of this income would have & very severe ad-
verse impact.

FEED GRAINS

The impact of the phase out of the program
payments and bases for feed grains would
have a very severe Impact on the 95,350 pro-
ducers who participated in the program. Last
year Minnesota produced about 489 million
bushels of corn and barley which are in-
cluded in the 1870 Act. Although only part
of this was marked as grain, cash receipts
from the sale of feed grains amounted to
$250 million. And government payments
amounted to $147.8 million, and as a result,
government payments to producers ac-
counted for about 37 percent of the total
cash income from sales of these feed grain
crops,

It is evident that the present feed grain
program is of substantial benefit to the
farmers of Minnesota and the loss of this
payment income would have a substantial
adverse effect on these feed grain producers.

WHEAT

Wheat is also a major crop in Minnesota.
Last year almost 1.5 million acres were har-
vested and production amounted to nearly
50 million bushels. Cash receipts from the
sale of wheat amounted to $81.1 million and
payments to wheat producers who partici-
pated In the program accounted for $17.8
million, or about 18 percent of the total cash
income from sales of wheat. Loss of this pay-
ment income to the producers of wheat in
Minnesota would also be especially difficult
to overcome.

BIZE OF PAYMENTS PER FARM

Almost 96 percent of the farms in Minne-
sota participating in the 1972 feed grain pro-
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gram received payments of less than $5,000
per farm and about 54 percent received pay-
ments of less than $1,000 per farm.

In wheat, 99 percent of the farms re-
celved payments of less than #$5,000 per
farm and about 92 percent received payments
of less than $1,000 per farm (Table 9).

It is evident that Minnesota bases and al-
lotments upon which payments are made to
producers are predominantly small, but it
should also be noted that loss of the pay-
ment income to producers in Minnesota on
even the largest of farms would be extremely
difficult to overcome under existing cost-price
relationships. For example, the average price
recelved by farmers for corn in Minnesota in
1972 average $1.156 per bushel, and for barley
94 cents per bushel and for wheat $1.73 per
bushel. But it should also be pointed out that
with the exception of corn prices in the year
of the 1970 blight the 1972 prices are higher
for any of the commodities mentioned than
in any recent year. (Table 9).

DAIRYING

The dairy industry is second to only cattle
and calves as a source of cash receipts from
sales of agricultural commodities in Minne-
sota and in 1972 accounted for $480.7 mil-
lion. Existing price support programs for milk
provide for a minimum of 75 percent of par-
ity for manufacturing milk. This year 756 per-
cent of parity amounts to $5.29 per hundred-
welght., If the dairy price support laws were
changed to lower the level as recommended
by the Secretary of Agriculture, it could have
an adverse impact on the dairy industry in
Minnesota. While at the present time market
prices are higher than in recent years, the
fact remains that production costs in dairy-
ing have Increased materially. Last year Min-
nesota produced about 9.2 billion pounds of
milk, about 90 percent of which goes into
manufacturing purposes. Without some rea-
sonable assurance of nationwide price guar-
antees, severe dislocations could occur in the
dairy industry in Minnesota.

GENERAL

The phasing out of-payments for feed
grains and wheat and undesirable changes In
the dairy program would have a very severe
adverse effect on the producers of these com-
modities and ultimately on the producers of
other commodities. Minnesota farms can be
characterized as family-type farms with the
operators depending largely upon farm in-
come for most, if not all, of their income. The
economic dislocations and resource adjust-
ments that necessarily would have to take
place on these famlly farms would be of a
major magnitude. Farm programs do provide
some price and income protection to farmers.
In addition, they also generate substantial
economic activity in local communities.
Therefore, the loss of payments and other
assurances now provided farmers would also
have a very severe adverse impact on the
many local communities which depend very
heavily on agriculture for their economic ac-
tivity.

Furthermore, the phasing out of bases and
allotments would have an adverse impact on
land values. Farmers have been able to use
the increasing value of land as collateral for
additional credit which is so sorely needed in
today's farm operations. For example, on &
nationwide basis in just the last decade the
use of credit by farmers has increased by over
260 percent.

There are many estimates of the multi-
plier effect of dollars earned in farming. If a
multiplier effect of 5 is used, the loss of pay-
ments in Minnesota alone could amount to
losses of about $800 million in economiec
activity.

TABLE 1.—Minnesota, 1973

Source—SRS, USDA, April 1973.
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TABLE 2—MINNESOTA, 1973 (117,000 FARMS) PERCENTAGE
OF FARMS AND PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL LAND IN FARMS
IN EACH SIZE CLASS OF FARMS!

Percentage of
total It:gd in

Percentage
farms

Size of farms (acres) of farms

-em-ue
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oo~

. mroBoes
D | e et e DD et L LD
17
FopSap. o

8| B
Wl ewwRowow

g

1 Census percentage arplied to 1973 numbers.
% Less than .01 (actually 0.03). i
1 Does not add to 100 percent because of rounding.

TABLE 3.—Minnesota,! percentage of farms
by value of products sold

Value of sales:

$2,600 to $4,999
$5,000 to $9,090
$10,000 to $19,999
$20,000 to $39,909
$40,000 to $99,999
$100,000 and over

1From Census of Agriculture, 1969 April
1973.

TasLE 4.—Minnesota,! percentage of total
value of agricultural production sold by
farms by category

Category—Value of agricultural products
sold by farms having sale of:

Under $2,500

82,600 to $4,999

$5,000 to $9,999

$10,000 to $19,999

$20,000 to $39,099

$40.000 to £99,999

$100,000 and over

1 From Census of Agriculture, 1969 April
1973,
TasLe b —Minnesota jfarm cash receipts
Jrom sales of principal farm products, 1972
Crops:
Included in the 1970 Act:
$224, 100, 000
25, 900, 000
81, 900, 000

263, 200, 000
35, 600, 000
27, 600, 000
58, 200, 000
23, 500, 000

Vegetables

Hay
Livestock and Products:

Cattle and Calves 872, 900, 000
323, 900, 000
480, 700, 000
133, 200, 000
774, T76, 000
All Livestock and Products.. 1, 634, 977, 000

Dairy Products.

2, 409, 763, 000

TABLE 6.—MINNESOTA, ACREAGE HARVESTED AND PRO-
DUCTION OF PRINCIPAL CROPS, 1972

Acreage

Crops harvested

Corn (for grain) (bushel)____...
Barley (bushel)

Wheat (bushel). ..

Soybeans (bushel

Ga‘{s (bushel)

Sugar beets (tons)

[T ) P S S




May 1, 1973

TABLE 7.—MINNESOTA, PERCENTAGE OF FARMS PARTIC-
IPATING IN THE 1971 FEED GRAIN. AND WHEAT PRO-
GRAMS BY SIZE OF BASES OR ALLOTMENTS!

Percentage of farms 2
Feed grains Wheat

99.99
95, 350

e T G T el e
Number of farms participating...

1 The 1971 program did not include barley while the 1972
and 19'."3 programs do. In 1972 about 19.7 thousand farms with
barley bases totaling about 1,000,000 acres participated. No
frn uency distribution as to base sizes available.

es nut add to 100 percent because of rounding.
l Less than 0.01.
4 Nane.

Table 8—Minnesota government payments
on program crops, 1972

$147, 822, 897
17, 767, 632

1656, 680, 529
iInecludes corn, sorghum graln and barley.
TABLE 9.—MINNESOTA PROGRAM PAYMENTS, 1972, PER-

CENTAGE OF FARMS RECEIVING PAYMENTS BY SIZE OF
PAYMENTS

Percentage of farms in
each class |

Size of payment (class) Feed grains Wheat

36.14
47.49

us

gesoaLooe
88333833888

1 Does not add to 100 p
2 None.
1 Less than 0.005.

TABLE 10.—MINNESOTA, AVERAGE PRICES RECEIVED BY
FARMERS FOR SELECTED CROPS

[Dollars per bushel]

Crop 1968 1969

Gnm (gram)(bushai)_.“_-__ 1.03
I B
Whea¥ all) bushel)
ats (bu

Soybeens hushel). 2.45
Flaxseed (bushel)..__.__.._. 2.85 2.45

1.05
.80

Source: SRS, USDA,

WILLIAM BENTON

Mr. METCALF, Mr. President, I join
with my colleagues in commemorating
William Benton. His accomplishments
are well known: former Senator from
Connecticut, publisher, vice president
and benefactor of a university, states-
man. The list is a catalog of life lived
to the fullest, of versatility, of diligence,
and above all, of excellence.
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His passion for education led him to
the University of Chicago and the Ency-
clopaedia Britannica. His sense of duty
took him to the State Department and
the U.S. Senate. His love of country and
its ideals gave us the Voice of America.
His concern for humanity brought the
establishment of UNESCO.

When I was a Member of the House
of Representatives and assigned to the
Committee on Education and Labor it
was my good fortune to work closely
with Mr. Benton on proposals for Fed-
eral aid to education. His knowledge of
educational problems and his enthusiasm
for Federal support of education con-
tributed substantially to the early legis-
lation. As a pioneer supporter of edu-
cation from the Federal level he was
responsible for much of the legislation
in this area that eventually evolved.

I am proud to recall that Montana had
some small part in the development of
this remarkable man. Although he was
born in the Midwest and lived in the East
for most of his life, Bill Benton home-
steaded in the rolling prairies of eastern
Montana.

I am sure that his independent spirit
was forged in that stern and precarious
life and that he took the breadth of his
vision from the vast horizons of the Big
Sky Country.

FOREIGN TRADE AND INVESTMENT
ACT OF 1973

Mr, HARTEKE, Mr. President, as spon-
sor of the Hartke-Burke Foreign Trade
and Investment Act of 1973, I have con-
sistently tried to keep the debate open
on trade matters. The administration has
finally sent us its recommendations for
trade legislation, and I welcome this move
because we may now discuss these ques-
tions in committee and hopefully pass a
meaningful trade bill as soon as possible.

Mr, President, I am very pleased that
the distinguished chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee of the House, Mr.
Mivryis, will begin hearings on trade mat-
ters May 7. Because under our Federal
system the House is charged with tax
matters, it is correct for the Ways and
Means Committee to first take up trade
guestions. We all know that a great deal
of our trade problems are caused by an
inequitable tax system which grossly fa-
vors our large multinational corpora-
tions.

Mr. President, I would remind my col-
leagues that trade legislation is a top
priority in this current session of Con-
gress, and with that in mind I think it is
incumbent upon all of us to study the
issues thoroughly in order that we may
act wisely.

James L. Rowe, Jr., has written a timely
and informative article in the Washing-
ton Post about the differences between
the administration bill and my own. I ask
unanimous consent that the article by
Mr, Rowe be printed in the REecorp s0
that my colleagues may further under-
stand the issues we face.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcoORD,
as follows:
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ErrFECT OF NIxoN's FOREIGN INCOME TAX
PROPOSALS DEBATED

(By James L. Rowe Jr.)

The President's proposed changes in the
tax treatment of income earned by foreign
subsidiaries of U.S. corporations represents,
in the words of one Treasury expert, a “min-
imum position.”

The President's proposals, contained as
part of his broad trade legislation went to
Congress last week, stopped far short of the
sweeping revisions called for by organized
labor and contalned in the Burke-Hartke
bill, reintroduced in January in both the
House and the Benate.

Organized labor has contended that U.S.
tax treatment of forelign-earned income en=-
courages American companies to produce
abroad rather than at home with the conse-
gquent “export"” of jobs.

The President, in the message accompany-
ing his proposed legislation, said, “Our in-
come taxes are not the cause of our trade
problems and tax changes will not solve
them."” However, he sald, “In certain special-
ized cases, American investment abroad can
be subject to abuse.” To correct those abuses,
the President proposed that:

American companies taking advantage of
forelgn offers of tax holidays should have
their income taxed when the income is
earned, rather than when the profits are
returned to the U.S., as they are now.

Companies which bulld plants abroad ex-
pressly for the purpose of reexporting prod-
ucts back to the United States also should
be subject to U.8. taxes when they earn the
income rather than when they repatriate
the profits.

The President also said there are “situa-
tlons in which Armerican companies so design
thelr foreign operations that the United
States Treasury bears the burden when they
lose money. Yet, when that same company
make money, a forelgn treasury receives the
benefit of taxes on its profits.”

Treasury Secretary George P. Shultz told
newsmen that such situations occur In ofl
exploration. When a company drills for wells,
it runs up expenses without any incoming
revenue and uses these expenses as an offset
against its U.S. taxes. But when the wells
begin producing and the company begins
tmla.!m:mg profits, foreign governments get the

axes.

Bhultz and the proposed changes would
force that company to deduct some of the
earlier losses from the forelgn tax credit it
gets during the profitable period.

The President’'s proposed tax changes do
not deal with the two major tax provisions in
the Burke-Hartke bill, however. That bill,
which was Introduced during the last session
of Congress and reintroduced during the cur-
rent one by Rep. James A. Burke (D-Mass.)
and Sen. Vance Hartke (D-Ind.), among
other things, would:

Repeal the tax credit which American
companies may claim for taxes pald to for-
elgn countries.

Eliminate the deferral of taxes on profits
which have not yet been sent back to the
parent company, instead taking that income
when it is earned.

The Burke-Hartke bill would force an
American company to treat forelgn income
taxes much the same way it treats state
taxes—as a cost of dolng business and, there-
fore, a tax deduction rather than a tax credit.
A tax credit permits a company to reduce its
U.S. income taxes within certain limits by
the amount of taxes it pald to the foreign
government. The credit cannot be a bigger
portion of its U.S, tax than the foreign por-
tion of its total income.

So, to use an example developed by Gerard
M. Brannon of Tax Analysts and Advocates,
& public interest tax law firm, suppose a
US. firm has a plant in the U.8. and a plant
in France, earning $1 million at each plant.
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It would have to report $1 million in in-
come to France, and $2 million to the U.S.

With the U.S. tax rate at about 48 per cent,
the taxes owed here would be $960,000. SBup-
pose the French rate were the same: the com-
pany would owe $480,000 to France. Its for-
elgn tax credit, therefore would be $480,000
and it would owe the U.S. government $480,-
000 ($960,000 minus the $480,000 tax credit).

If the French tax were $600,000, the most
the company could take as a credit would be
$480,000 (since half the income was from
France, the company cannot use the credit
to reduce its U.8. taxes by more than half).
If the Prench tax were $400,000, then the
company would owe $480,000 on the UB.
business and an additional $80,000 on the
French business.

Under Burke-Hartke, the U.S. corporation
would be forced to treat the French tax as an
expense, and would subtract it from its profit
on the French plant rather than from Iits
U.S. taxes.

As a result, the profit the company would
report would be $1 million from its US.
plant and $520,000 from its French plant, pay-
ing taxes of about $250,000 on the French
plant profits. Its total French and U.S. taxes
on the plant would be §730,000.

In practice, most companies set up sub-
sldiary corporations organized under the laws
of the country in which they are doing busi-
ness. The current law does not require a
company to pay U.S8. taxes on the profits of
those subsidiaries until the company returns
those profits to the parent corporation as
dividends. The dividends still receive the
foreign tax credit.

If a company reinvests the earnings of a
forelgn subsidiary, it pays no U.S. taxes on
that subsidiary’s earnings.

The proposals of President Nixon would
revoke that privilege for two very specific
situations—when the company sets up

abroad to take advantage of foreign tax holi-
days or when it sets up abroad to re-export

its products to the U.S.

The President sald these holidays distort
“the flow of capital” and produce “unneces-
sary hardship.” According to one tax expert,
most companies are not flexible enough to
take advantage of tax holldays for the sake
of the tax hollday itself. A byproduct of the
proposal might be to hurt lesser-developed
countries, who offer such holidays on a long-
standing basis to attract capital.

The President's proposed legislation sets up
a safeguard which would permit him to ne-
gotiate bilateral income tax treaties with
the lesser-developed countries “which would
make these rules inapplicable to specific
incentives.”

The kicker here, according to one tax ex-
pert, is that the Senate must approve these
bilateral income tax treatles. The Senate, ne
said, has not approved a bilateral income tax
treaty in decades.

To prevent the so-called runaway plant
situation, where the company sets up a plant
specifically for the purpose of re-exporting
goods to the U.S, the President would tax
income earned by these subsidiaries im-
mediately.

The provision would apply, however, only
where the subsidiary’'s receipts from exports
“exceed 25 per cent” of its total receipts.
The provision would apply to new invest-
ments, not to investments already in place.

The provision is weak, according to a num-
ber of tax experts, because it applies to total
subsidiary receipts. “One plant may be a
runaway plant,” an expert sald, while the
rest of the subsidiary may not be. Unless that
plant’s receipts from re-export to the U.S.
exceed one quarter of the total subsidiary's
receipts, that plant would not be contained
by the proposed provision.
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RECONFIRMATION OF FEDERAL
JUDGES

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, the General Assembly of Virginia
has approved a resolution calling for
the reconfirmation of Federal judges by
the U.S. Senate every 8 years.

This resolution is similar to the one
which I proposed as an amendment to
the U.S. Constitution. It is my feeling
that as more and more power is con-
centrated in the Federal Government,
it is increasingly important that Fed-
eral judges who now serve for life, be
made more accountable. Today, these
judges are accountable to no one.

Why should any public official in a
democracy have life tenure?

The resolution approved by the Vir-
ginia General Assembly originated in
the State Senate, where it was spon-
sored by State Senator Robert S. Bur-
russ, of Lynchburg.

I know Senator Burruss well. I know
his deep concern about this problem. It
was therefore heartwarming to me to
know that the legislature of Virginia, as
a body, holds the same view.

I commend Senator Burruss for the
resolution which he presented to the
Virginia Senate and I commend the Vir-
ginia General Assembly for approving it.

Lifetime tenure for Federal judges is
a practice that should be ended. Fed-
eral judges should have fixed terms as
now provided for in 49 States. There is
only one State out of 50 which provides
for life tenure.

‘We should have fixed terms for the
Supreme Court and the rest of the Fed-
eral judiciary.

I ask unanimous consent that the
text of this resolution be included at
this point in the REcorp:

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 130
Memorializing the Congress of the United

States to propose an amendment to the

Constitution of the United States, relating

to tenure of federal justices and judges

Whereas, the justices of the Supreme Court
and judges of the inferior courts of the
United States are appointed for life, and are
removable only by impeachment; and

Whereas, in forty-seven of the fifty states,
including this Commonwealth, the judiclary
has fixed tenure; and

‘Whereas, the experience in this Common-
wealth reveals that although the 3udges may
be removed from office at the end of their
terms, the judiciary has remained independ-
ent; and

Whereas, the Congress of the United States
should be granted the power parallel to that
which this General Assembly now has, that 1s,
to review the records of its federal justices
and judges of inferior courts; now, therefore,
be it.

Resolved by the Senate of Virginia, the
House of Delegates econcurring, That the
Congress of the United States is hereby me-
morialized to adopt and offer to the States
for ratification or rejection the following
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States:

“ARTICLE —

“Section 1. Notwithstanding the provisions
of the second sentence of Section 1 of Article
II of the Constitution, each justice of the
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Supreme Court and each judge of an Inferior
court established by Congress under Section
1 of Article III shall hold his office during
good behavior for terms of eight years, Dur-
ing the eighth year of each term of office of
any such justice or judge, his nomination for
an additional term of office for the judgeship
which he holds shall be placed before the
Senate in the manner provided by the law,
for the advice and consent of the Senate to
such additional term, unless that.justice or
judge requests that his nomination not be
so placed. Any justice or judge whose nomi-
nation for an additional term of office is so
placed before the Senate may remain in office
until the Senate gives its advice and con-
sent to, or rejects, such nomination, If the
Senate gives its advice and consent to an
additional term of office, that term shall com-
mence from the date of such advice and con-
sent, or the day immediately following the
last day of his prior term of office, whichever
is later.

“Section 2. The terms of office established
by Section 1 of this article shall apply to any
individual whose nomination for a judge-
ship is submitted after the ratification of this
article to the Senate for its advice and con-
sent.”

Resolved further, That the Clerk of the
House of Delegates s hereby instructed to
send coples of this Joint Resolution to the
members of the Viriginia delegation in the
Congress of the United States, and to the
President and Vice President of the United
States, and the Clerks of the Senate and the
House of Representatives.

SENATOR DOLE SPEAKS ON
INTERNATIONAL TRADE

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the sub-
ject of foreign trade and the U.S. posi-
tion as a major partner in international
commerce have assumed the greatest im-
portance in recent years. With the vast
changes of the past quarter century and
especially the last 4 years, the policies
which our country adopts to deal with
the economic challenges confronting us
abroad take on even larger significance
than ever before.

This year, with the consideration of
major trade legislation as one of the top
priorities in Congress, these issues will
command even greater attention and re-
guire the most careful consideration and
thoughtful analysis from all who bear
responsibility for shaping our Nation’s
policies.

Recently, at the Conference on Inter-
national Trade and Diplomacy held at
the University of North Carolina, the
Senator from Kansas (Mr. Dore) ad-
dressed the major issues facing the
United States as we develop a policy to-
ward our European and Japanese trade
partners. These remarks provide a clear
perspective on the issues and national
interests involved as we approach the
enactment of legislative authority for
the trade negotiations which are ex-
pected to begin later this year.

My colleague from Eansas is a new
member this year of the Finance Com-
mittee. This committee will have juris-
diction over trade legislation when it is
received from the House, so the points
made by the Senator are all the more
valuable and instructive for those of us
who are concerned with these important
questions.

Therefore, I ask unanimous consent
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that the text of Senator DoLg’s address
be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

REMARKS OF SENATOR Bos DoLE

I am pleased to be here as you take up the
start of the University of North Carolina’s
first conference on international trade and
diplomacy.

This is & most timely subject and a most
important one—and as you are no doubt
aware—it is a subject that will, in all likeli-
hood be occupying an increasingly large
share of the Congress' attention in this ses-
slon and in sessions to come.

Allow me to say, at the outset, that though
I am a member of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, which is chiefly responsible for in-
ternational trade legislation in the Senate,
I am one of its newest members. So I am not
going to pretend to any special expertise in
this complex field involving international
relations, macroeconomics, trade and mone-
tary policy along with law and diplomacy.

I claim the right only to speak as an ob-
server who has noted, with marked interest
and fascination, the tremendous clianges
that have taken place on the world scene in
the last 25 years and with Increasing rapid-
ity In the last ten.

The mere mention of a few citles—Tokyo,
Bonn, Peking, Moscow—these alone are
enough to evoke images of a world drasti-
cally changed from what we may remember
from the immediate post-war era.

CHANGED ECONOMIC RELATIONSHIPS

The world has changed radically, and with
it, the United States' international economic
position.

In 1960, our trade balance on a “C.IF." ba-
sis—that 15, including freight and insurance
costs for our imperts, but excluding foreign
ald giveaways—was still in the black by $1.8
billion,

By 1972—one year after our first dollar de-
valuation since the depresslon—it was in the
red by over $10 billion.

We have been running trade deficits, on a
“C.IF.” basis, since 1966.

We have been running over-all interna-
tional balance of payments deficits since
1950.

During the late 1850’s and all through the
1960's. The United States acted to “‘correct”
the balance of payments. A variety of meth-
ods such as tied ald, military offset sales, the
interest egualization tax, controls over bank
lending and direct investment abroad, tight-
ened “Buy American” requirements on. de-
fense purchases were utilized other “cos-
metic” actions, such as debt prepayments
were taken to make the numbers look better,
But during this pericd—while the United
States plugged along with business as usual—
the forces of change were at work.

There are many techniecal terms, which
could be applied to the international eco-
nomic history of the past 15 or 20 years. But
for shorthand purposes, we can just use two
words; Europe and Japan. The reconstruc-
tion and succeeding growth of these two
powers changed the whole world’s economic
and trade landscape—most of all, the United
States’ position as the glant of international
commercial intercourse, in the process of
their restoration and rebirth, we were out-
sold, out bargained, out-hustled and out-
maneuvered, while the deficits grew and our
trade balance declined. And, finally, all the
chickens came home to roost, in the massive
speculation against the dollar in 1971.

LIVING IN THE PAST

After a period of trumoil, new currency
rates were set at the heralded “Smithson-
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ijan Agreement' in December, 1971. This re-
alignment was viewed in optimistic terms,
and everyone predicted a major swing in the
United States’ balance of trade and pay-
ments.

But 1972 did not witness any improvement.
Rather, a further deterioration in the U.S.
trade and payments position was experienced.
The published “F.0.B.” trade deficits shot up
to $6.9 billion, while the “C.IF” trade deficit
exceeded $10 billion. And the second massive
run against the dollar in fourteen months
resulted in another dollar devaluation this
past February.

As the President stated in his latest “in-
ternational economic report:”

“Our major difficulties stem from relying
too long upon outdated economic arrange-
ments and institutions despite the rapid
changes which have taken place in the world.
Many countries were helped to rebuild after
world War II are now our strongest coms-
petitors. Americans can no longer act as if
these historic developments had not taken
place.”

That statement is a good, hard, realistic
assessment of the perspective in which we
must view trade policles, We have been living
in the past. And we have been kidding our-
selves with the “good news" announcements
—which, until recently, so regularly issued
from the Department of Commerce, telling
us that we had a rosy trade surplus—when
actually the trade balance of the United
States has been in the red since 1966. And
If imports are valued to include the cost of
Insurance and freight as 90 percent of other
countries around the world do, and if we
exclude from our export figures the foreign
ald giveaways for which we earn no hard
currencies—then 1t Is startlingly clear that
we have been running a trade deficit since

1966.

A CLEAR CHOICE

Economic theory would suggest that the
recent unilateral devaluation of the dollar
by 10 percent, and a float of certain other
currencles, such as the Japanese yen, the
British pound, and the Italian lira, should
result, over time, in a significant improve-
ment in the U.B. competitive position. Im-
ports of foreign products should become more
expensive, with U.8. exports being more at-
tractive in foreign markets, yet, as the last
devaluation showed, the short-term effects
may well be negative, The problem lies, not
in the tactics and strategy employed by the
United States and other countries in meet-
ing these situations. But in the basic rules
which govern fthe entire game of interna-
tional trade and finance. And without revi-
sion of these rules the international mone-
tary system is likely to limp along from
crisis to crisls, and the U.S. balance of pay-
ments deficit could persist and worsen for
years to come.

The nations of the world face two simple
alternatives, They can recognize the common
dangers of the present system and sit down
together to revamp the old Bretton Woods
system in a cooperative way. Or they can let
the law of the jungle take over In interna-
tional trade and monetary matters.

But there is really only one course, for we
cannot afford the second choice. Stability
and order in the International system are
essentlal to the strength and securlty of every
national economy, regardless how large or
how small. And economic conditions are basic
elements in the overall prospect for lasting
world peace.

NO SIMPLE ANSWERS

But what are we to do? How are we going
to set about the task of facing up to reality
and securing those basle revisions in the
ground rules of international economics? I
wish I had the simple answers to these ques-
tions. But there are no simple answers, and
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there will be no easy solutions. And to un-
derstand this point, we only have to turn a
few pages of fairly recent history.

Since 1934, the Congress has delegated the
authority for negotiating reciprocal trade
agreements with foreign countries to the
executive branch of Government. And in
the intervening years, a variety of bilateral
and multilateral reciprocal agreements have
been concluded. The first, of course, was
Breton Woods in 1944, Between 1944 and
1962, we had a serles of trade negotiations
which substantially reduced tariff barrlers
around the world. In 1862, the Congress au-
thorized the so-called Kennedy Round
which led to the largest tariff reductions
in the post-war pericd.

But based on hard evidence in a number
of important export sectors of our economy,
it is clear that these trade agreements have
neither been . reciprocal nor fair. Indeed,
most of them have been deliberately designed
to transfer our resources to other countries,
Now the motives for these agreements may
have been of the highest and most praise-
worthy nature, as we sought to rebuild and
strengthen a worn-torn and depressed world
economic order. But times have changed.
As we have noted, the U.,S, has large trade
and balance of payments deficits, and the
new round of trade negotiations set to begin
this fall, will have to result in a different
outcome than in the past.

A FAIR SHAKE FOR AMERICA

The present bargaining authority is ex-
piring, and in preparation for the new nego-
tiating sessions the President has proposed
legislation which would give the executive
branch authority to ralse or lower all
tariffs in the United Btates, and to deal with
the difficult, but important non-tariff trade
barriers which United States exporters face,
particularly in the Japanese and European
markets. He seeks maximum negotiating au-
thority and flexibility to achieve, as he
sald “A falr shake” for America in our in-
ternational trade relationships.

I believe the United States has more than
a reasonable expectation of recelving that
fair shake. We have a right to it. But
having a right to it and getting it are two
entirely separate matters,

NO ILLUSIONS

I certainly hope our trading partners will
enter into these mnegotiations with the
realization that the United States cannot
trade horses for hares anymore. We are
going to have to bargain hard, and our over-
all bargaining position is going to include
the threat that the U.S. market will be
free only to those who give our exporters
reciprocal advantages in their markets.

The fun and games days of International
Trade Agreements are over, and no one should
harbor any {llusions. For their part, our
trading partners should neither expect un-
earned concessions, nor be upset when we
refuse to offer them. The United States can
no longer afford unjustifiable and unilateral
trade giveaways and generosity, and when we
sit down to the bargaining table from now
on, everyone should be on notice that we are
playing for keeps.

On our part, we cannot expect to furnish
any undeserving shelter to American indus-
tries which cannot compete on an even
basis—and I stress, on an even basis—with
their counterparts in other countries. But
we cannot afford another tariff-cutting exer-
cise like the “Eennedy Round"” which left
United States markets over-exposed to for-
eign. imports without providing correspond-
ing benefits for U.B. exporters.

Bince the end of the Eennedy Round, our
trade and balance of payments deficits have
grown by leaps and bounds, while industry
after Industry has complained of foreign
non-tariff barriers which were neglected in
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those negotiations. More than 70 American
industries requested import protection in
19870, and I doubt that their numbers have
dwindled since then.

Organized labor has called for a sweep-
ing change in foreign economic policles, in-
cluding the imposition of across-the-board
import quotas and the abolition of favor-
able tax treatment for U.S. investment
abroad. While I do not agree with this view
of our attitude toward foreign trade, there
is no question but that we need a new
approach to International Trade negotiations.

CARTOON CAPSULE

I don't know how many of you might have
seen it, but Pat Oliphant, the editorial car-
toonist of the Denver Post, put the basic
question of International Trade Negotiations
into crisp focus with one of his pictorlal
commentaries last January.

In it he shows the Members of the Com-
mon Market—dressed in World War I battle
gear with muskets, cannon and & vat of
boiling oil at the ready—awalting President
Nixon, atop the battlements. The Frenchman
is leaning over to the German and muttering
out the side of his mouth, “If he thinks
Vietnam was a hardship, walt "til he tries to
sign a peace treaty with us.”

Well, if Oliphant had added a Japanese to
the picture and just labelled the fortress as
“The Rest of the World,” he would have had
the whole picture. For that is just what we
face when we negotiate in the International
Economie fleld: the United States versus the
rest of the world.

And the score over the past seven years,
going on eight, is: rest of the world—40,
United States—0. That is $40 billion dol-
lars—the total amount of our trade deficit
since 1956.

LOPSIDED ARITHMETIC OF GATT TALKS

S0 we are approaching the battlements of
another Gatt round of negotiations. Par-

ticipating in them will be more than 100
countries, half of them associated in one way
or another with the European Bloc. And as
a fundamental point of survival, as we view
these talks, we must recognize that these
countries are not interested in helping us
solve our problems, by lowering their bar-
riers. Their principal goal is to sell more to
our markets.

In light of this attitude, the arithmetic of
these talks makes for a sobering picture.
With the one-country, one-vote rule in the
GATT, we start out with nine full members of
the European community against one—the
United States. Then we add all their special
commercial partners, and it shifts to thirty-
four against one, throw in the less developed
countries who want their own tariff pref-
erences, and it's over eighty to one.

S0 it makes little difference how “tough”
our negotiations are under the present sys-
tem. If we have the deck stacked agalnst us
before the negotiations begin, we simply will
not have the votes to get a good deal—or even
a fair deal.

TWO PRIMARY AREAS

But perhaps we are over-simplifying to ple-
ture the situation as the United States
against everybody. Of course, our trade links
to Communist nations and to the developing
countries of Afrlca, Asla and Latin America
are of growing importance. And I do not seek
to minimize them. But more specifically, in
discussing the really difficult questions of
foreign trade, we are talking about conditions
which exist between the United States and
the two other economic giants of the free
world, Japan and the European economic
community. In our dealings with them lle
the basic problems, and in negotiations with
them, also rest our hopes for rewriting those
basie ground rules which will enable the U.8.
to achieve a realistic position in the GATT
negotiations and establish the vitally-needed
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basis for stability in the international trade
and monetary realm—which is so important
to the structure of a lasting peace.

Bo let us turn for a moment to the two
principal economic powers and see how the
negotiations stack up.

UNITED STATES-JAPAN

Let us start with Japan, the source of our
biggest trade deficit—=84.5 billion on an F.0.B.
basis, and over $6 billion on a C.LF, basis in
1972,

Of course, it is a fact that two devaluations
have changed the relationship between the
United States’ dollar and the Japanese yen
by over 356 percent in the past two years. If
the laws of economics were able to operate
freely, this would mean a rapid shift in our
trade imbalance with Japan. U.S. exports
from Japan would tend to slow down.

But the laws of economics are not operat-
ing  freely. The Japanese government has
cozy cartel arrangements with its great trad-
ing houses and industries. The net result has
been that the dollar devaluation in regard to
the yen has not and will not, in itself, bring
about a corresponding degree of change in
the trade imbalance between the two coun-
tries. In fact, the Japanese appear confident
that they will continue to increase their sur-
plus with us in the near future.

CLEAR MESSAGE

But sooner or later, we are going to have
to tell our good friends in Japan that they
cannot enjoy this advantageous situation
for as long as they can sustain it, for, as much
as we may be opposed in principal to doing
50, we will be forced to impose restrictions
on their exports to our market.

It is well known that Japan is a monolithic
economic structure in which the government,
banks, and business community set specific
export targets on a sector-by-sector basis
and adopt policies to insure that those targets
are met. I am not critical of their system. It
obvicusly works a lot better than ours, In
some significant ways. But I am suggesting
that either we are going to have to tell the
Japanese that they can export to our market
only to the extent that they import from us,
or the Japanese are going to have to use their
ingenious trading system to set targets on
imports from us, which would be in balance
with thelr targets on exports to the United
States,

ARTIFICIAL OBSTACLES

This is not a matter of the Japanese being
forced to pay a penalty in support of inef-
ficient or uncompetitive American Industries.
The ideal solution, of courze, would be for
United Btates firms to increase their exports
to Japan to make up the difference. But fre-
quently, American businessmen seeking to
do business in Japan have encountered a
system of official and non-officlal burdens
which make doing business there a near im-
possibility.

There is no reason in the world why we
could not be selling a lot more to Japan,
both in industrial and agricultural com-
modities, Yet, in areas in which we are com-
petitive in agriculture and industry, the Jap-
anese have reserved many of those markets
for their own producers, To be fair, I must
say that the Japanese have liberalized their
economy and their import structure to some
extent. And they appear willing to change
their priorities and give their consumers
some of the benefits of living In a modern
industrial economy. But, the progress has
been painfully slow, and trade deficits of
the United States with Japan will continue
to grow as long as this progress remains at
& leisurely pace.

LIMITATIONS OF MULTILATERAL AGREEMENTS

But how do we open up the Japanese econ-
omy to American products through a trade
negotiation on a multilateral basis? And
what are we in turn likely to have to give up
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in our own tariff and non-tariff barriers to
achieve such a result? The Japanese have
been liberalizing their import structure for
years ® without ' any Iimprovement in the
United States’ overall competitive position.
Obviously, in such negotiations, the Jap-
anese are going to ask for a reduction in
U.S. tariffs and non-tariffs against them. I
%;xsltsgine textiles and' steel will be ‘on that

If the Japanese trading system were like
ours, I would not fear reciprocal reductions
in tariffs and non-tariff barriers. But it is
not, and even if the Japanese eliminated all
other tariffs, I don't think it would have a
significant impact on the volume of U.S. ex-
ports going to Japan. And here another
unique Japanese factor must be taken into
account.

The Japanese distribution system is such
that an American Pinto which lands in
Japan costing about #3,000, ends up at the
dealer with a $5,000 sticker on it. The prob-
lem is not the tariff at all, the problem is the
mysterious distribution system in  Japan,
which marks up imported products by over
100 percent.

This example stresses the problem of deal-
ing with factors other than tariffis—the so-
called non-tariff barriers. It shows that these
negotiations will have to break new ground
if progress is to be achieved. We will simply
have to get into such previously unexplored
territory as foreign business practices and

Jimitations on foreign investments and

operations,

I certainly have no magic solution to
these questions and doubt anyone else does
either. But we must recognize the issues to
be taken into account as we look ahead and
attempt to establish our negotiating posi-
tion with Japan.

UNITED STATES-EUROPEAN COMMUNITY

Now, let's look at the European Common
Market. In 1972, the United States ran a
trade deficit with the European community
of $600 million on an “F.0.B.” basls, and at
least twice that on a “C.ILF.” basis. Our
military expenditures in the community
were running at & net deficit of §1 billion—
$1.8 billion gross, less $800 million in mili-
tary sales, Our current account defleit
(which includes trade, services, and income
on investments) with the community was
$3.4 billlon last year, and our overall bal-
ance of payments deficit was $1.1 billion.

Now obviously, the Europeans can't say
they are not a major cause of our large def-
icits, And it is not only their bilateral bal-
ance with us that contributes to our prob-
lem—their third-country transactions must
be counted in, too. In a real sense the
Europeans and Japanese are both reaping
the commercial fruits of our generosity In
foreign aid and securlty payments, while
complaining to us about our defleits.

COMMON MARKET TRADING PRACTICES

But let's examine the trading practices of
the European community, and how sincere
they are in trade negotiations—on anything
but their terms.

The community has proliferated its dis-
criminatory preference system to many
countries. One might suggest the way to
eliminate their discrimination is to end all
tariffs—if you don't have any tariff you
can't have a discriminatory one. But, there is
no evidence from the European community
that they are at all interested in ending
their common external tariff. Indeed, re-
ports have indicated that in the wake of the
latest dollar devaluation, they may actually
increase tariffs—to offset the effects of the
devaluation on their imports.

AGRICULTURE—A KEY QUESTION

Agriculture is, of course, vitally important
to the United States, both In terms of the
food and fiber it supplies for our domestic
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economy and as a major contribution to our
exports. It is, after all, one of the few areas
in which we enjoy a real competitive ad-
vantage, and we must harness it to the great-
est possible extent.

In approaching negotiations with Europe
our negotiators have put at the top of their
list the community's common agricultural
policy.

And a very real and important test case
for the success of future negotiations on all
issues could be the Europeans' decision on
paying us compensation for the agricultural
trade we will surely lose as Britaln adopts
the common agricultural policy. Such com-
pensation is called for under the GATT, and
we are losing a big grain market in England
because of British entry. But so far, the Eu-~
ropeans appear to be unwilling to pay us
anything for that loss. They have, in effect,
told us “we owe you nothing.” And remems-
ber, they have the votes in the GATT, and
we don't.

I certainly hope this attitude changes, but
we must recognize their domestic problems.
They have their farm constituents just as
we do. But the facts of life dictate that we
cannot afford to glve their industries better
access to our markets without recelving
better access for our agricultural exports to
their market.

I believe the President defined the lssue as
clearly as words can put it when he said in
his international economic report:

“Indeed, if there is no commitment to
meaningful and realistic negotiations in the
agricultural sector, it would be difficult for
the United States to proceed with multi-
lateral trade negotiations in other sectors.”

B0, once again, we come down to a baslc
question, an uncertainty which we cannot
answer at this time, but which is funda-
mental to the progress and shape of nego-
tiations.

DIFFICULT NEGOTIATIONS

At this time, I belleve the only legitimate
conclusion we can draw is that very difficult
negotiations with our European and Japa-
nese friends lle in store.

We simply must receive equal treatment
in their markets. Indeed, given the military
burdens which the United States carries and
which costs us billions of dollars a year to
protect our European and Japanese friends
and ourselves, I believe we should receive
more than reciprocal treatment in their
markets,

Our balance of trade and balance of pay-
ments deficits must end. Otherwise, the
world will continue to suffer one monetary
crisis after another, and the prosperity which
we have all experienced since the end of
World War ITI will be in jeopardy. But even
more important, such economic dislocation
and uncertainty would undermine political
stability among the nations of the world and
hazard the great dream of a lasting, just
peace.

But I believe good will and a serious recog-
nition of each nation's problems, expecta-
tions and the tremendous importance of
these undertakings can bring about success.
This success is not only desirable, it is
essential.

A BALANCE OF CONCEPTS

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Utah (Mr. BEN-
NETT) spoke to the American Association
of Museums recently.

In his speech, presented on April 26,
1973, Mr. BEnNNETT provided a clear look
at tax legislation which will be coming
before the Senate Finance Committee
after the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee and the House of Representatives
finishes action on the measure.
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Senator BENNETT is the ranking mi-
nority member of the Senate Finance
Committee and his remarks to the Amer-
ican Association of Museums about the
Tax Reform Act of 1968 and the tax bur-
den on foundations, including museums
and galleries.

Because of the excellent points he
makes in the speech which will be of
interest to a number of our colleagues
and others, I ask unanimous consent
that Senator BENNETT'S remarks be
printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

SPEECH OF SENATOR WALLACE F, BENNETT TO

THE AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF MUSEUMS,

APRIL 26, 1973

I appreciate this opportunity to be with you
today to look at the tax problems of mu-
seums and galleries through the eyes of a
legislator charged with the responsibility of
fitting laws affecting your group into the
whole tax system in the most practical and
equitable way.

Before I address myself to the specific tax
questions in which I think you are most in-
terested, let me tell you about the timetable
for any tax legislation this year as I see it.
As you know, all tax legislation must origi-
nate in the Ways and Means Committee in
the House and that Committee has been
holding general hearings on tax problems
since early January. These hearings will be
ended next Monday with the appearance of
the Becretary of the Treasury and at that
point, all tax legislation will be laid aside in
order that the Committee may turn to consid-
der trade legislation and the President’s re-
cent recommendations for changes in that
area. It expects to be thus occupled until the
time the Congress takes its summer recess in
August and it is assumed that when we re-
turn in September, the Finance Committee
will take its turn agaln to consider suggested
changes in the tax law. This means that if
there is any tax legislation this year, it will be
at the very end. My own guess is that there
will be none until next Spring.

Having sald this, let me return to the more
specific tax problems in which you are in-
terested. To open this subject, and by way
of background, I think it is necessary that
we turn our attention to the 1960 act and
the very substantial changes that legislation
made in the tax burden on foundations
which, by definition, includes museums and
galleries. Looking back, I am afrald I have
to agree that some tax reforms in this area
were necessary at that point in time. The
public and the Congress had begun to lose
faith in the conduct of charitable activities
in general because of the abuses by a rela-
tively few charitable organizations and their
donors, and something had to be done to
restore confidence in the basic concept of
private philanthropy supported by tax in-
centives. At the same time, I recognize that
in the first version of any broad-scale re-
form of this nature, there are bound to be
some instances where the new rules are either
inadequate or are more restrictive than nec-
essary to achieve the designed objectives. Ob-
viously most of the amendments being
sought at this time by charitable organiza-
tions are based on the latter assumption.

Before commenting on the current pro-
posals for change, let's look briefly at the
basic philosophy behind the concept of tax
advantages for private philanthropy. During
the hearings on the 1969 Act, the Finance
Committee heard many witnesses testify that
the private charity dollar pays for social ef-
forts which would otherwise be a burden to
the Federal, State or local governments and
for considerable less cost. However, this was
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opinion testimony; there were no hard facts
to back it up. Mr. Peter Peterson, later to
become a Presidential Assistant and Secre-
tary of Commerce, testifying for the Commis-
sion on Foundations and Private Philan-
thropy, indicated that vhis Commission
hoped to include such Iinformation in its
final report, but unfortunately, this did not
happen.

I know that value in dollars is not the only
means of judging the worth of private phi-
lanthropy, since for many of us the exist-
ence of a pluralistic soclety, strongly sup-
ported by private philanthropy, is more
highly valued than the dollar cost of present
tax incentives. But it should be evident that
the avallability of hard facts would go far
in protecting private philanthropy from at-
tack by those who belleve that Government
could save tax dollars if it should undertake
activities now carried on by private charity.
And, of course, if an authoritative study of
this question could be made it would be very
relevant in any legislative deliberations
almed at encouraging private charity, by ex-
panding the tax incentives or liberalizing the
present regulations.

As a beginning, I would like to suggest that
perhaps the Treasury or & private group
should undertake a study of the effects of
the charitable rules under the Tax Reform
Act of 1969 on the support and operation of
public and private charitable organizations.
Bince the Treasury Department is now re=-
ceilving much more information from returns
of charitable organizations, particularly the
private foundations, it may be the appro-
priate agency to carry on this study.

As you are well aware, the 1969 Act estab-
lished a whole new set of rules applicable
to charitable contributions and to the opera=-
tion of charitable organizations, the most
significant feature of which is the new dif-
ferentiation between public and private
charitable organizations, as defined in the
Act. Private foundations, as defined therein,
are singled out for more stringent require-
ments in such matters as the percentage
limitation on deductible contributions to
such organizations, their investment policy,
the type of self-dealing permitted, the re-
quired distribution of current income for
charitable purposes with a minimum pay-
out, and the special 4 percent audit tax on
their net investment income. It was the in-
tent of the Congress that these changes
would insure that the tax exemption and
tax reductions from charitable contributions
would result in reasonably concurrent and
commensurate public benefits.

While recognizing that the 1969 charitable
reforms were the source of much concern to
those involved in the administration of char-
itable organizations (which is always the
case with a new law of such significance) I
am pleased that both current and former
officials of both the Treasury and Internal
Revenue Service have recently stated that
they have confidence that the Revenue Serv-
ice can administer the 1969 charitable re-
forms in a manner which will carry out Con=
gressional intent without seriously inhibit-
ing the general expansion of philanthropic
efforts. We all hope they are right!

Regardless of how well or poorly the sec-
tions of the 1969 Act affecting foundations
may be administered, there is every reason
for the Congress to take another look at
them when it returns to tax legislation.
There are several areas in which a recon-
sideration appears justified and I would like
to go over some of them with you.

1. CLASSIFICATION OF MUSEUMS AS PRIVATE
FOUNDATIONS

I understand that some museums are dis-

tributed because under the new Treasury

Regulations they are classified as private
operating foundations rather than as pub-

lic charitles, The difficulty apparently arises
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because these museums faill to meet the
Treasury's construction of the statutory test
requiring a public charity to receive a ‘'sub-
stantial part of its support” from the gen-
eral publie, which Treasury construes as re-
quiring the museum to recelve at least 10
percent of its support from the publiec,

While most museums meet this 10 percent
test, there is a significant number who don't,
including some of our most outstanding art
museums. These museums were created
years ago, usually by a single donor, and
were provided with sufficlent endowment in-
come to meet most if not all the anticipated
operating costs of the museum with the ob-
Jective of freeing it from the necessity of an-
nual fund-raising drives.

This objective was consistent with tax
policy in effect at that time. Since these in-
stitutions have public trustees, serve the
public directly, and conduct all the pro-
grams and activities associated with success-
ful museum operations, your association
questions whether they should be treated as
private foundations and subjected to the dis-
advantages of this classification, including
the difficulty private operating foundations
status presents in soliciting support from
large donors and from private foundations
of the grant-making type, and of belng sub-
Jected to the 4 percent audit tax,

I believe this is a matter the tax-writing
committees will want to review. Rather than
to complicate the existing classifications with
wonder if it wouldn't be wisest to try to
create a completely new classification for
museums and galleries, writing specifications
that would apply to them only and preserve
their opportunity to attract large contribu-
tlons, at the same time possibly eliminating
the 4 percent audit tax and other features
that obviously should not apply to these in-
stitutions.

In my opinion, you will have the rest of
this year, at least, in which to explore such

a possibility with your own officials, the
Treasury and staff of the tax-writing
Committee.

2. POSSIBILE REDUCTION IN 4 PERCENT AUDIT TAX

If it is not possible to take museums out
from under this tax by creating such a new
classification you will still be Interested in
the possible reduction of the 4 percent audit
tax for all charitable institutions. As you
may remember, In 1869 the Administration
recommended an annual supervision tax of
2 percent on the net investment income of
private foundations which was estimated
to raise annual revenue by about 825
million. This was considered to be enough
to cover the cost of the Internal Revenue
Service of administering the tax provisions
relating to private foundations and other
tax-exempt organizations. The Congress re-
jected the 2 percent rate as probably being
inadequate and imposed a 4 percent tax.

Recent Treasury estimates show that the
4 percent tax raised about $56 million in
fiscal 1972 while Internal Revenue Service
auditing of the entire tax-exempt fleld cost
only $19.3 million, of which auditing of the
private foundations cost $12.9 million, and
the cost is estimated to be less for fiscal 1973.
This would appear to justify a reduction of
the 4 percent tax to 2 percent as originally
recommended although I must say it might
be difficult for Congress to justify tax reduc-
tion for private foundations if individual
taxes are not also trimmed. At the same time
we cannot ignore the efforts of Congressman
Wright Patman to enact legislation which
would turn over one-half or more of the
revenue raised by the 4 percent tax to
Attorney General of the States to finance
thelr efforts to beef up state regulation of
charitable organizations in thelr respective
States.
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3. CHARITABLE GIFTS OF MANUSCRIPTS AND ART
WORKS BY CREATOR

The 1969 Act contained an amendment
actively supported by Senator Willlams of
Delaware, which took away the tax deduct-
ibility of the value of the contributions
made by a person in government, of papers
and manuscripts prepared and published
while that individual was actively involved in
government and which were created in the
performance of his official duties. The
amendment which limits the charitable de-
duction for gifts of ordinary income property
to the donor's cost, was written in general
terms and thus, affected not only persons
in government, but also any deduction for
charitable gifts by any creator of any work
of art or original creation. As you know all
too well, this amendment has had the unex-
pected effect of reducing the number of
contributions or original manuseripts,
musical scores, paintings and similar ma-
terial produced by people outside of govern-
ment where the creator was the donor.

Realizing that it would be a tragedy if, as
a result of the operation of the tax law, im-
portant papers of Americans in public life
and the significant production of artists, au-
thors and musicians should become unavail-
able for study and enjoyment by future gen-
erations, I think we must seek to liberalize
these provisions either by changes in the tax
law such as have been proposed by Senator
Church of Idaho last year and Senators Javits
and Metcalf this year, or by finding some
other non-tax-related incentives to accom-
plish this same purpose. I wonder if, out of
your broad experience, you can give us some
specific suggestions as to other ways in which
we can encourage the producers of this valua-
ble material to leave it in the public domain.
4. LOBBYING BY PUBLIC CHARITABLE ORGANIZA-

TIONS

Another proposed change with some Im-
petus behind it 1s the proposal to permit
charitable organizations (other than private
foundations) to carry on activities intended
to influence legislation. In the last Congress,
Senator Muskie Introduced two bills (S. 1408
and 5. 3063) to accomplish this result. Bev-
eral similar bills were introduced in the
House, including HR. 13720, which was the
subject of hearings held by Ways and Means
Committee in May of last year.

Two basic arguments have been advanced
in support of this general proposition. One is
that since business is permitted to deduct
lobbying expenses related to its trade or busi-
ness, which is lobbying for a private interest,
then charitable organizations should be al-
lowed to carry on similar lobbying activities
in order that the public interest in the same
matters may be presented to legislative
bodies. The second argument is merely that
legislative bodies need the information avail-
able to charitable organizations concerning
the impact of present laws or proposed legis-
lation in areas of concern to such organiza-
tions in order to make better laws.

I think we can all agree that adoption of
an amendment which would permit chari-

‘table organiaztions to engage in lobbying at

the Federal, State and local levels, and to
lobby their own members enlisting them to
lobby, in turn, would constitute a basic
change in public policy.

I have not reached any conclusion on this
matter and will not do so until the Finance
Committee, of which I am ranking minority
member, has held hearings on the subject and
there has been the fullest discussion.

However, as a long-time supporter of tax
incentives for charity and private philan-
thropy, I have some reservations as to
whether the proposed change is in the best
interest of charity, unless it is severely lim-
ited to prevent abuse. We must remember
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that it was the evidence of abuse by some
foundations that generated the changes
made in the 1969 Act, and it might take only
a few examples of abuse of any new lobbying
privilege by a few overeager charitable orga-
nizations to turn large segments of the
public against any tax support of private
charity.

There are already many people today who
are concerned with the tax support of many
so-called action groups and public interest
law firms. If an important charity should,
by its lobbying, become actively in a con-
troversial legislative area in which the public
is sharply divided, it is not inconceivable
that the reaction would be unfavorable to
tax supported charity in general. We may
be approaching such a case in church-based
intervention in the contest between Mr.
Chavez and the Teamster's Union.

I am also concerned with the problem of
achleving a balance in the representation of
our citizens' viewpoints to legislative bodies.
Legislators today have a problem in ascer-
taining whether a letter-writing campaign
on & particular issue represents a widespread
viewpoint, or merely the concentrated efforts
of a public pressure group. If suddenly we
add two or three hundred thousand tax-
supported charitable organizations, all using
their total membership, as public pressure
groups, the legislator's problem will obvious-
1y be made more difficult.

5. REQUIRED DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME OR
MINIMUM PAYOUT PROVISION

Prior to the 1969 Act many charitable or-
ganizations Invested in assets which pro-
duced little or no current income, while the
donor received immediate tax benefits from
his contribution. To correct this situation,
the 1969 Act provides that a private founda-
tion must distribute annually all of its in-
come, but not less than 6 percent of net
value of its investment assets. As you may
remember, the Ways and Means and Finance
Committees agreed with Treasury on a pay-
out of 5 percent of net investment value;
however, the BSenate adopted the Percy
amendment to raise this figure to 6 percent
and that figure prevailed in Conference.

I belleve there is general agreement by pri-
vate foundations today that the principle
of a required minimum current payout by
private foundations is sound and should be
retained. The problem appears to be with the
statutory provision implementing this prin-
ciple. There was no intention to require a
level of payout which was inconsistent with
the income produced by sound investment
practices, Unfortunately, the approach of re-
quiring an annual payout equal to 6 percent
of the net Investment value of a foundation’s
assets does not achieve this objective.

The choice of this figure was based on the
assumption of the Peterson Commission—
which underlay the Percy amendment—that
balanced investment funds might be expected
to earn annually 9 percent or 10 percent (in-
cluding capital appreclation as well as in-
terest and dividends). As we all know, the
experience of balanced funds since 1968 does
not support that assumption. And the pres-
ent required payout provision looks at the
income of each single year, rather than in-
come over a period of years. Experience has
demonstrated that some consideration
should be given to modifying the required
payout test to permit some form of averag-
ing.

For example, the requirement could be for
a payout over a five-year perlod of an amount
equal to 30 percent (using the current 6 per-
cent rate) of the net value of the invest-
ment assets as of the beginning of the period,
with perhaps a minimum payout of 1 percent
or 2 percent in each year. Since the Treas-
ury has always maintained that the 6 per-
cent rate is too high, it seems certain that
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the tax-writing committees will want to re-
view the minimum payout provision.

6. OTHER PROPOSALS ADVERSELY AFFECTING
CHARITABLE CONTRIBUTIONS

In this era of political consciousness of the
growing Impact of higher taxation at the
various levels of government, it has become
popular to blame this on the inequities of the
Federal tax structure and to call for broad re-
form in the Federal tax laws. Without di-
gressing into a discussion as to the valldity of
such suggestions, the fact is that several “re-
form” proposals have been advanced which
would adversely affect the present tax incen-
tives to support charitable organizations.

(a) Ceiling on Charitable Bequests and Tax
of Appreciated Property at Death.

It has been suggested that the limitation
of 20 percent on charitable deductions for
contributions to private foundations and of
50 percent for contributions to other chari-
table organizations should be applied to es-
tate and gift bequests. There is another
proposal which has considerable support—
this would impose a tax on unrealized ap-
preclation of property passing at death. The
threat of such legislation should spur those
organizations who depend largely on char-
itable bequests or large endowments to de-
velop information to substantiate the im-
portance of the estate tax incentives to the
continued life of charitable organizations.
Since most of the donors of charitable be-
quests receive no personal income tax bene-
fits while they live a strong argument can
be made that limits on charitable bequests
in effect impose a tax on the charity rather
than the donor.

There are several other proposals which
would Indirectly weaken the incentive of po-
tential donors. They are still in a rather
nebulous state so 1t is impossible to measure
their eflect, but they should be mentioned,
They include a proposal to tie the deduc-
tions for charitable bequests to the marital
deductlon with the intention of reducing
both, also a suggestion to put a floor under
charitable contrlbutions and allow deduc-
tlons only for the amount exceeding the
floor. There are other proposals for reshaping
the present treatment for capltal gains In-
cluding an idea that the treatment for gift
and estate taxes should also be changed and
some variations of the present capital galns
program worked into such changes.

I realize that this must necessarily be a
rather sketchy and inadequate discussion of
the problems that concern you very much, I
wish it were possible to be more definite
but since, as I sald at the beginning, there is
little likelihood of any substantial tax leg-
islation being enacted this year, it follows
that at this point in time any new tax ideas
are found to be vague and nebulous. Under-
lying all of this, however, is the basic issue
of the relatlonship of tax policles to private
philanthropy. On the one hand, experience
shows us that some of the proposals in the
1969 Act are elther too burdensome or too
rigid and should be changed, while on the
other hand, there is the continuing feeling
that direct government programs may be
more effectlve than the use of the tax
mechanism to support private philanthropy.
In the end, with this question, as with so
many others, our problem is to find the point
of balance between these two concepts if we
are to preserve the greatest good for the
greatest number.

THE FALLACIES OF BOYCOTTS AND
ROLLBACKS

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, a constit-
uent of mine from Wheatland, Wvyo.,
Mr. Alan Utter, said in a recent newspa-
per column that—
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This is unquestionably the poorest time
and place in history to boycott or roll back
meat prices or even talk about it.

I could not agree more with Mr. Utter,
and I was pleased to note in a letter to
the editor of the Wall Street Journal of
April 23, 1973, that the noted and often-
quoted economist, Dr. John Kenneth Gal-
braith, appears to share Mr. Utter’s views
on meat price controls. Said Dr. Gal-
braith:

Controls should not be used where price
increases are caused by an excess in aggre-
gate demand or a shortage in the specific
supply. If so used, some momentary effects
apart, the result will be either random short-
ages in the retail stores, viclations or, most
likely, both. The present behavior of meat
prices, as of numerous other prices, shows
every indication of being caused not by wage
and cost increases, but by the pull of demand.

Dr. Galbraith and I part ways on the
question of what, in the absence of con-
trols, is needed to deal with the situa-
tion. Dr. Galbraith says what is needed
to deal with our economic problems is a
tax increase. I say what is needed are
sharp reductions in Federal spending, so
a tax increase can be averted.

In the meantime, so long as inflation
persists and prices continue to rise, con-
sumers will continue to complain, and
some Members of Congress will continue
to | ush for price freezes or rollbacks on
specific areas of the economy, even
though such steps would only aggravate
the problem and do nothing to address
the cause.

In a column entitled, “Everybody’s

Business” which appeared in the April

13 Platte County Record Times, Mr. Utter
pointed out, using facts and figures the
fallacies of boycotts and rollbacks. He
makes a very forceful and eloquently
stated case against controls, and I agree
with his conclusions.

In my opinion, housewives and con-
sumers in general would serve themselves
and the economy as well by opposing
any action, such as a price rollback, that
would discourage or reduce production
at a time when exactly the opposite is
needed. Further, if consumers would di-
rect their anger over prices bloated by
inflation at the source of that inflation—
a free-spending and fiscally irrespon-
sible Congress—a great deal might be
accomplished toward balancing the Fed-
eral budget and thus stabilizing the
economy.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Utter’s column and Dr. Gal-
braith’s letter to the editor be printed
in the REcoORD.

There being no objection, the article
and letter were ordered to be printed in
the Recorp, as follows:

[From the Platte County (Wyo.) Record
‘Pimes, Apr. 18, 1973]
EVERYBODY'S BUSINESS

(By Alan Utter)

When Mrs. June Donavan, head of the Na-
tlonal Meat Boycott, advocated strict ex-
port restrictions of meat, feed or food grains,
Eshe exposed the consumer’s complete igno-
rance of economics and displayed their per-
sonal selfishness.

We cannot export cadillacs or color tele-

visions to Japan. We cannot sell sewing ma=
chines to Italy. We cannot sell cameras or
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cars to the Germans. We cannot dump
watches on the Swiss. We cannot sell air-
planes to the French or British.

We cannot export crude oil, natural gas
or timber because we have depleted and
wasted our own resources and threatened
our own supply to the point that we are
dependent on even Russia for these very
vital supplies.

‘We have developed a balance of trade defi-
cit that has rendered the American dol-
lar unwanted and nearly unaccepted many
places in the world. We have priced ourselves
out of nearly all forelgn markets and can
scarcely afford to buy our own products.

The agricultural export of 9 billion dollars
in 1972 and the projected 15 billion dollar
export in the next few years are vitally nec-
essary to maintain even a semblance of trade
balance and to nourish the lavish standard
of living, the American has become accus-
tomed to.

U.8. News and World Report, April 9, 1973,
lists average farm incomes at $3,179 an-
nually. This is $19 above what is considered
poverty level. But 47% of this poverty level
income came from non-farm sources such
as wages, dividends, Interest, pension and
other non-agricultural sources and included
no government subsidles or assistance.

With soy bean meal—indispensible to hog
production—selling at $340 dollars a ton, if
you can find it; with corn at $3.00 per hun-
dred; with labor scarce, reluctant and high
priced; with feeder trucks priced at #18,000;
with mixer grinders priced at $3,000; with
construction costs, transportation, taxes,
school bond issues, nuts, bolts, repairs, pick-
ups and everything thinkable that s needed
and necessary for the production of pork at
unprecedented and prohibitable prices, how
in the name of economics can we continue to
produce this essential red meat protein at
roll back prices or possibly even at present
prices?

This 1s unquestionably the poorest time
and place in history to boycott or roll back
meat prices or even talk about it. With the
agriculture industry faced with a devastat-
ing winter which In itself threatens a stable
supply of meat, blasted with the full impact
of inflation that is more inescapable than in
any other segment of the economy. Faced
with operating and production costs that
have risen 30 to 250 per cent; saddled with
an increasing share of the tax load; segre-
gated politically, socially and economically,
for some mysterious reason by the rest of
the economy—how can agriculture continue
to meet the increasing demand for red meat
protein?

Mr. George Meany in his bitter denouncia-
tion of agriculture and his dire threat to
further complicate the national and inter-
national monetary structure best should look
to the cause of the past and present prob-
lems and also ponder what excessive de-
mands by organized labor could and would
do to our precarious and tottering economy.

Labor prices and policles, labor attitude
and endeavor have created this situation,
where textiles and clothing flow into this
country from Talwan; where products of
every description flood in from Japan, Ger-
many, Italy and every other industrial coun-
try in the world with new sources adding
to the torrent every year. Where will this
lead us and what has this already cost us in
international prestige, and monetary stabil-
ity, and where and how will it stop? Cer-
tainly not by the hamstring and harass-
ment of agriculture which is emerging with
the only desirable export commodity we
have to offer and also the commodity we can
best afford ourselves, In 1950 a full 24% of
George Meany’s men’s Income went for food.
Last year, it was down to 15.7%. In no other
industrial country is the percentage so low.
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Germans pay 22.6%, Italians 31.8%, the Jap-
anese 33.2%. Now, just who is out of tune?
[From the Wall Street Journal, Apr. 28, 1973]

PROFESSOR GALERAITH'S VIEW
EprTor, THE WALL STREET JOURNAL:

Anyone who has urged the necessity of
wage and price controls for effective eco-
nomic management has, no doubt, a special
obligation to draw attention to their frivo-
lous or lrresponsible use. SBuch is true of
the controls imposed recently on meat.

The purpose of control is to arrest the in-
teraction of wages on prices and prices on
wages in that part of the economy character-
ized by strong unions. As such it is an essen-
tial supplement to fiscal and, in its more lim-
ited role, monetary policy. It is nowise a sub-
stitute for such action. Controls should not
be used where price increases are caused by
an excess in aggregate demand or a short-
age in the specific supply. If so used, some
momentary effects apart, the result will be
elther random shortages in the retail stores,
violations or, most likely, both,

The present behavior of meat prices, as of
numerous other prices, shows every indica-
tion of being caused not by wage and cost in-
creases but by the pull of demand. For this
the right remedy is to stop playing games
with the Congress over who will be responsi-
ble for the next tax increase. The need, what-
ever the prospective level of spending, is now
for a prompt increase in taxes.

JoHN KENNETH GALBRAITH,

Cambridge, Mass.

QUORUM CALL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is closed.

VOTER REGISTRATION ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the
previous order, the Senate will now re-
sume the consideration of the unfinished
business, which is 8. 352. The clerk will
state the bill by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

S. 852, to amend title 13, United States
Code, to establish within the Bureau of the
Census a Voter Registration Administration
for the purpose of administering a voter regis-
tration program through the Postal Service.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I suggest the absence of a quorum,

The PRESIDING OFFICER, The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. McGEE. Mr.

President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, may I ask
what the parliamentary situation is?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The un-
finished business, 8. 352, is before the
Senaite.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, may I in-
quire of my colleague whether he has
any speaker who will be ready, or any
remarks? I have a couple of speakers who
are coming over. They are at lunch, and
it will be another 10 or 15 minutes.

Mr. ALLEN, Well, before the bill goes
to its third reading or before it comes up
for a vote, the Senator from Alabama
would like to discuss it further, but he
understands there is to be a cloture mo-
tion filed, possibly by the majority leader
later in the day, which would be voted on
Thursday, which seems to indicate that
it is anticipated that there will be some
2 days of debate. So the Senator from
Alabama would feel it is his duty to use a
portion of that time.

Mr. McGEE. Unless it was especially
burdensome for us, I would be happy to
proceed to third reading today, and we
could avoid all that.

Mr. ALLEN. I would not want to de-
prive the majority leader of his privilege
of filing the cloture motion.

Mr. McGEE. He feels very strongly
about that, and I would agree that he
ought to have that opportunity.

Mr. ALLEN. We ought to keep the dis-
cussion going until he has that oppor-
tunity.

Mr. McGEE. I suspect we will have no
great difficulty in keeping this discus-
sion going, and we will shed some more
information on this very interesting
matter.

I would like at this time to see what
kind of time we probably ought to be
aiming at, because I am sure later on
there will be other business to come be-
fore the Senate, and we can perhaps
work out an agreement on time.

Mr. ALLEN. I certainly would not ob-
ject to taking up some other matter, be-
cause I would dislike to see this bill
hold up the business of the Senate.

Mr. McGEE. I repeat, I would be will-
ing to risk the disfavor of the majority
leader, if we could just proceed to a third
reading and then to a vote. I think he
would, in the long view of history, ap-
prove my course.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator from Wyo-
ming has long years of seniority in the
Senate, and the Senator from Alabama
has only a very short period of service
here, and he would not want to incur
the ire of the majority leader by not
giving him the opportunity to file his
motion. So if the Senator from Wyoming
would yield the floor to the Senator from
Alabama, he will discuss the matter and
possibly make a motion that might be
of interest to the Senator from
Wyoming.

Mr. McGEE. Would the Senator, in
the preamble of his remarks, suggest
what the motion might be?

Mr. ALLEN. It is a perfectly proper
motion, I would assure the Senator from
Wyoming, but if the Senator wishes to
continue to discuss the bill, the Senator
from Alabama has no objection.

Mr. McGEE, In view of the Senator’s
comments, in terms of his preparing to

May 1, 1978

file a motion, he at once intrigues the
Senator from Wyoming in terms of
whether the Senator from Wyoming
ought to discuss the bill a bit, himself.

Mr. ALLEN. That is the Senator’s
privilege.

Mr. McGEE. If we would have an
agreement that we would have only
speeches, without motions, this after-
noon, in order to expedite matters in
regard to the leadership and the like,
and to keep open the majority leader's
great opportunity to file a cloture mo-
tion, that might be well.

Mr. ALLEN, With the business before
the Senate, the Senator is not likely to
deprive any Senator of any opportunity
to file any motion.

Mr. McGEE. I understand. I was try-
ing to get a gentlemen’s agreement on
how we could proceed this afternoon.
The Senator from Wyoming had enough
steam last night to go until midnight.
He did not have to exercise it, so he
could draw upon some of that steam, but
he would be perfectly willing, with the
understanding that there would be no
motions this afternoon, to exchange
times, and that sort of thing, so we
might ventilate all sides of this particu-
lar issue.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator from Ala-
bama insists that he has a right to file
any motion—a motion to table, a motion
to refer to the Judiciary Committee
where the bill ought to have been sent to
in the first place in the view of the Sen-
ator from Alabama, a motion to post-
pone to the next legislative day, a motion
to refer back to the committee with in-
structions to report forthwith. Any num-
ber of motions are available to the Sen-
ator from Alabama, just as they are
available to the distinguished Senator
from Wyoming. The Senator from Ala-
bama would like to discuss the bill briefly
and possibly file a motion.

Mr. McGEE. In the interest of the Sen-
ator from Alabama, the Senator from
Wyoming would like to honor his deep
desire to protect the prerogatives cf the
majority leader to file a cloture motion.
And, in the spirit of cooperating with the
Senator from Alabama, I would then
think it important that I hold the floor
until that cloture motion is filled, unless
we arrive at an agreement on discussion
rather than motions inasmuch as ap-
parently the majority leader does intend
to file such a motion.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator from Ala-
bama would be unwilling to commit him-
self not to file any motion he is entitled
to file under the rule. If the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming wants to do that
on his own bill, naturally the Senator
from Alabama would be delighted to
listen to the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming in order that he might get an
additional view on the bill.

At this time, the Senator does not feel
that it is in the public interest to pass
the bill. However, if I listen to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming for a
few more hours, it might be that I would
change my mind.

Mr. McGEE. That is a very interesting
prospect, because the Senator from Ala-
bama has devoted much time to this
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measure and has weighed the diversities
very carefully.

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, indeed.

Mr. McGEE. With the understanding
that the Senator from Alabama might
join the Senator from Wyoming in vot-
ing for the bill, I think it would be wise
for the Senator from Wyoming to pro-
ceed.

Mr. ALLEN. There is that possibility,
though it is remote.

Mr. McGEE, That remoteness is worth
a chance.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator from Ala-
bama calls the attention of the Senator
from Wyoming to the fact that the Sen-
ator from Alabama was one of those who
filed the cloture motion to try to get this
bill to a head and decide whether the
bill can be passed over the objection of
a large number of Senators who are will-
ing to discuss the measure. However, if
the Senator from Wyoming is willing to
discuss the matter further, it would re-
lieve the Senator from Alabama from
that task and duty.

Mr. McGEE. It was only with the pros-
pect that the Senator from Alabama was
here and had expressed a willingness to
listen to the substance of the measure at
hand that the Senator would be moved
to air some of the obligations and the op-
erations of this measure at this time.

I would be moved to inquire of the
Senator from Alabama, since my mem-
ory fails me at this point, how he voted
on the cloture motion on yesterday,
which he initiated. And it is a very wise
move and reflects his wisdom.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I stood on
the prineiple that the Senate should be
given an opportunity to decide whether
it wants to invoke cloture on the ques-
tion itself. The Senator from Alabama
did not want to see cloture invoked.
However, he did want to say that since
the Senate has been spending time on
this matter since April 6, it ought to have
an opportunity to vote up or down on the
question of cloture. That was the pur-
pose of filing the cloture motion, to give
the Senate a vehicle by which to deter-
mine whether it wanted to debate on the
issue of cloture.

Mr. McGEE. Would it not be in the
public interest, if, indeed, any case is to
be made for majority vote, to give the
people of the United States a chance to
know where the Members of the Senate
stand on the question and where they
stand on the issue of voter registration?
Would not the Senator agree that the
forthright thing to do would be to have
8 straight up or down vote on the bill?

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator from Ala-
bama believes that the vote on a cloture
motion is a pretty good indication of the
views of Senators with respect to the
litigation.

Mr. McGEE. I think so, too. As I recall,
on his cloture motion, the vote was 56
in favor of closing debate and 31 Sena-
tors in favor of continung the debate.

In my judgment, that is a rather sub-
stantial majority. And as I remember it,
on each of the major test votes on
amendments and modifications on the
bill that have been held, with one or
two exceptions, the result was the same.
Therefore, the will of the Senate in terms
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of majority judgment has been very
clearly indicated. That is the reason
that I wonder what purpose we serve by
delaying the Senate in having an up-or-
down vote on the bill itself by hiding
behind a two-thirds majority require-
ment on a cloture vote.

I would think that tends to obscure
the issue or to lend some obfuscation in
the central question being tested, and
that is the matter of getting more peo-
ple registered so that they might be able
to vote.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator realizes that
wrapped up in the vote on the cloture
motion was a pretty clear indication of
how the Senate stood. So, there is no
need of an up or down vote.

The Senator recalls that in the last
Congress when we were seeking to cuf
off debate on the bill which would forbid
the forced busing of schoolchildren, even
though there were 49 Senators in favor
of cloture and only 38 Senators against
invoking cloture, yet the Senate in its
wisdom saw fit not to cut off debate,
even though a substantial majority were
in favor of passing the bill.

Right at the moment, the Senator from
Alabama does not recall how the Senator
from Wyoming voted on that bill. Per-
haps the Senator could enlighten the
Senator from Alabama.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, inasmuch
as I do not anticipate the busing of vot-
ers, I would be reluctant to plunge into
that very serious question. I was very
much concerned with the issue, but I do
not want to digress from the subject
matter.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, was the
Senator willing at that time to give the
majority of the Senate an opportunity to
express their views when he saw from the
vote that a large majority of the Sena-
tors wanted an up or down vote and
wanted an up or down vote on that meas-
ure?

Mr, McGEE. Mr. President, the point
that the Senator is mentioning is some-
thing that the Senator from Wyoming
has sought to protect, as has the Senator
from Alabama, the limitation on proced-
ure required in the two-thirds vote that
can prolong debate. With the new na-
tional concern and public sense of re-
sponsibility, the Senate itself has become
more and more determined that the time
for prolonged debate has reached its ulti-
mate point and it ought to be terminated,
and the increasing tendency is to invoke
cloture.

I think it is interesting to note that a
great many in this body who used to au-
tomatically not approve of cloture have
had a new look at the whole problem.
That includes many of the Senators from
the section of the country represented
by the Senator from Alabama and those
from the West. Some have voted for clo-
ture, I think, as many as 10 times. The
Recorp shows that one has voted 13 times
and some only 2 or 3 times. However, it is
a new change of perspective, I think, in
the Senate, and the days when we could
prolong debate indefinitely have pretfy
much had to give ground to the expedi-
ency of the times in which we live;
namely, the importance of finally reach-
ing a decision so that the people can de-
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t?;mgne precisely where their Senators
stand.

I do not think that we achieve that af-
ter the kind of debate we have had since
the 6th of April, as the Senator men-
tioned, and by continuing to prolong the
debate.

That is the reason why I believe we
ought to vote up or down on the voter
registration, I think that all of the issues
have been ventilated, and much as we
listen to protests against it in this body,
as we did yesterday, nothing has been
added with respect to it by these protests.

Therefore, I believe that we are pretty
much at the bottom of the well on all of
the issues. Thus it is possible for mature
men now, I would think, to sort those out
and to render a judgment on the question
of voter registration. So that would be
the disposition of the Senator from
Wyoming.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I call the
attention of the distinguished Senator
from Wyoming to the fact that he has
the floor, and he is the one who is pro-
longing the discussion. He is engaging
the Senator from Alabama in some meas-
ure of colloquy that the Senator from
Alabama did not seek; and it would seem
to the Senator from Alabama that it is
the distinguished Senator from Wyoming
who is prolonging the discussion.

Mr. McGEE, Only prolonging it be-
cause the Senator from Wyoming would
not agree to go to third reading unless
we vote. We can vote on this measure
within the hour.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator from Ala-
bama wishes to file a motion, as he has
told the Senator from Wyoming, but the
Senator from Wyoming will not let the
Senator from Alabama get the floor so
that he can file a motion. It is as simple
as that.

Mr. McGEE. On the track record of
where we have been the last 2 or 3 weeks
on this question, it is obvious that there
is no intention of permitting the matter
to come to a votfe in its own right. With
that approach very much present in this
colloquy and this debate, the Senator
from Wyoming feels that he has to pre-
serve the prerogative esteemed equally
by his colleague from Alabama in his
desire to file a new cloture motion. If is
with that thought in mind that this
Senator has sought to retain the floor
for the time being.

Mr. President, I would like at this time
to yield to the distinguished Senator
from Illinois for a question that he has
posed to me privately, so that we might
air it for the record here on the Senate
floor; and, with the understanding that
I do not lose my right to the floor, I turn
to my colleague so that we might have
that question aired in publie.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I put the
Senate on notice that if the colloguy
extends beyond the asking of a question
and the answer, the Senator from Ala-
bama will have to call for the regular
order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
would be the Senator's prerogative. The
Senator from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. STEVENSON. I thank the Senator
from Wyoming for yielding.

Mr. President, the United States was
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founded on the democratic principle of
citizen participation. That was our pur-
pose, as declared by our founders. It
was the first time that any nation had
declared such a purpose.

The purpose was to set people free.
Up until that time, the purpose of every
nation in the world had been to enslave
its neighbors, and if possible the world.
Our purpose was to set people free.

To fulfill that purpose in our laws and
our Constitution, and afterward in our
traditions, we gave people the right to
govern their own affairs.

Those traditions have sustained Lin-
coln’s suggestion that democracy is the
“government of the people, by the peo-
ple, and for the people.” As one of this
Nation’s founders, James Madison,
stated at the Constitutional Convention
in 1787:

It violates the principle of free government
that those who are bound by the laws ought
not to have a volce in making them.

Madison further defined his demo-
cratic intentions in his response to the
question, “Who are the electors?”. He
said:

Not the rich more than the poor, not the
learned more than the ignorant, not the
haughty heirs of distinguished names more
than the humble sons of obscure and un-
propitious fortune. The electors are to be
the great body of the people of the United
States.

Addressing himself to this question,
Alfred Smith in 1933 said:

All the ills of democracy can be cured by
more democracy.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I call for
the regular order. There has been no
question asked.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HuD-
pLESTON) . The Chair feels that the Sen-
ators from Illinois is about to pose his
question, and is merely setting the con-
text on which that question might be
based. While it might be somewhat
lengthy, we will wait and see whether or
not the question is forthcoming.

Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I was
just leading up to the first, if the Senator
will continue to yield, of several ques-
tions.

The first question is a philosophical
question that I would like to propound
to the Senator from Wyoming: Is it not
true that this Government has been,
from the beginning, based on a sense of
participation of the governed? We have
seen the process of citizen participa-
tion evolve over a long period of time.
It is a process continuing toward the
ever greater enfranchisement of an ever
greater number of the American people.
Is not this proposal very much in that
tradition, which has evolved over a long
period of years? Is it true that the bill
is no break with tradition, and that
rather it is another step in the con-
tinuing effort to expand citizen partici-
pation in and support for the Govern-
ment?

One of the most recent steps taken
by the Government is the enfranchise-
ment of 18-year-old voters. But we still
find that whatever the age, whatever the
color, whatever the economic back-
ground, many people are prevented from
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exercising the franchise because of
archaic registration laws and other ob-
stacles to citizen participation in fthe
most fundamental way, in registering to
vote.

Is not this measure a continuation of
a long and difficult process, a step in
that tradition?

Mr. McGEE. The Senator is precisely
correct. He reflects a deep sense of his-
tory, as he refers to this as a part of a
continuing process. His citation of the
philosophy of Madison, one of the
Founding Fathers and architects of the
Constitution itself, is the epitome of the
coneept of government by the consent of
the governed. While at our beginning the
franchise was very limited—it was a
government of gentlemen, landed gentle-
men for the most part, with severe re-
strictions on the right of sufferage—
systematically this right has been ex-
panded, through the era of Jackson and
the new democracy—*Jacksonian de-
moecracy,” as we called it—through the
aftermath of the Civil War, when there
were some efforts to narrow the voting
base, though the ultimate result turned
out to be the opposite, after there was
some bitterness at restraint of participa-
tion, with the enfranckisement of women
right after World War I, and now with
the enfranchisement of 18-year-olds.

The whole direction of the frend was
to make sure that we did not select out
some voters and eliminate others because
we were afraid of how they would vote.
We never dare let that come to pass. So
the Senator is correct in hLis conclusion
that voter registration, as exemplified in
this bill, continues on the process of
change and expansion of the basis of citi-
zen participation in the Government. I
think the Senator’s statement is a great
testimony to the necessity for this bill,
or one like it.

Mr. STEVENSON. I thank the Sena-
tor, and I commend him, too, for present-
ing this proposal, very much, as he points
out, on the basis of American political
traditions. He has fought for it with in-
dustry, skill, and courage. He brings
not only his qualities as an outstanding
legislator, but also his background as a
teacher and a scholar. He speaks with
great autherity on American political
history.

Mr. President, addressing himself to
this question, President Eisenhower in
1952 told a gathering in Wheeling,
W. Va.:

We must work for the abolition of restric-
tions remaining anywhere on the basic
American right to vote.

One can conclude that this Govern-
ment, which derives its just powers from
the consent of the governed, must be
able to hear the voice of the people.

Thus, if we really believe in democracy
in this country, we must assure every
citizen freedom to vote. If we really be-
lieve in citizen participation in this
country, we must knock down the bar-
riers which unreasonably and unneces-
sarily restrict the right of the individual
to participate in the democratic process.

One of the brightest chapters in the
history of America is the progress we
have made toward achieving our goal
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of universal suffrage and full participa-
tion for every citizen in the political life
of our Nation. The route we have traveled
in the past 100 years since the Civil War
is marked with national milestones of
the efforts we have made to broaden our
democracy. Indeed, 6 of the last 12
amendments to the Constitution have
been concerned with extending the right
to vote.

The 15th amendment adopted in 1870,
guaranteed the vote to citizens regardless
of their race or color.

The 17th amendment, adopted in 1913,
provided for the direct popular election
of Senators.

The 19th amendment, adopted in 1920,
extended the franchise to women.

The 23d amendment, adopted in 1961,
extended the franchise to citizens of the
District of Columbia in Presidential
elections.

The 24th amendment, adopted in 1964,
abolished the poll tax as a condition of
voting in Federal elections.

Most recently, the 26th amendment
extended the franchise to 18-year-olds in
all elections.

Hand in hand with these great consti-
tutional amendments have come a series
of landmark decisions by the Supreme
Court and much congressional legisla-
tion, all concerned with insuring the
broadest possible exercise of the right to
vote. Within our recent memory, legis-
lation like the Civil Rights Acts of the
fifties and sixties, and the Voting Rights
Acts of 1965 and 1970, and the one-man,
one-vote decisions of the Supreme Court,
stand as eloquent tributes to the Na-
tion’s continuing commitment to extend
and secure the fundamental right to vote.

THE PROBLEM

Our country’s current practice cer-
tainly does not coincide with the goal of
full citizen participation. In 1972, only
55 percent of eligible Americans voted—
62 million Americans who were qualified
to vote did not vote. This figure of 62
million becomes more distressing when
one realizes that only 31 million Ameri-
cans voted for the man who was elected
President. Our nonvoting adult popula-
tion is greater than the entire population
of England—children included.

This country’s record of utilization of
their democratic right to vote compares
very poorly with the other democracies
of the world. In Canada, 75 percent of
the eligible people vote; in Great Britain,
80 percent vote; in Germany, 85 percent
vote; and, in Australia, there has been
up to 95 percent of the people turning
out on election day. It is ironic that the
country most widely recognized as the
world’s greatest democracy, in fact, does
not practice its philosophy.

Mr. President, this proposal would
make an imperfect institution less im-
perfect. It would not make democracy
perfect, but then no form of govern-
ment will ever be perfect.

I recall what George Bernard Shaw
once said of democracy, that—It is only
a device for giving the people what they
deserve.

There are many who deserve far more
of their Government than what they are
receiving. There is truth in what George
Bernard Shaw said.
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We can even adopt perfect political
institutions. We can reform our politi-
cal procedures but, in the end, the qual-
ity of the men and women in public of-
fice and, in the end, the quality of their
public policies, depend on the judgments
and the decisions that they make.

Mr. President, I should like to con-
clude with a final question to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming (Mr.
McGEeE). Objections have been raised
to the bill, a few of which, in my opin-
ion, are meritorious. One provokes more
concern in my mind than any other and
has also been of some concern in the
minds of many representatives from my
State of Illinois.

The question raised is whether the bill
would create the possibility of more ir-
regularities in voting and whether, in
fact, it could lead to corruption in our
politics and a greater incidence of vot-
ing fraud.

I wonder whether the distinguished
Senator from Wyoming would care to
respond to that most serious concern
that I have heard expressed about the
bill.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, well, the
question of fraud is an understandable
one, and it should be raised. I am de-
lighted to address myself to the question
in specific terms.

We are all mindful of the threat of
fraud in our kind of political society to-
day. This is not the first time it has
reared its ugly head in our history. What
we have surely discovered by now is that
we cannot write a Constitution or a code
of legal statutes that will actually prevent
fraud. If there are men who seek to be
fraudulent in the public’s business, they
will find ways to get by with it.

It is to the credit of our system that
it exposes those efforts and punishes
them.

So what it comes down to in the in-
stance of this particular bill is, namely,
does it make the prospects for fraud
any moe flagrant than already exist? I
say, categorically, absolutely not. In fact,
it may make it less than flagrant. The
reason it may make it less than flagrant,
as the distinguished Senator on the other
side of the aisle, Mr. Brock from Ten-
nessee, has made perfectly clear in his
experience in his State, the prospects of
one party that is clearly dominant in its
area refusing the right to registration to
people of other political faiths, whatever
they may be, who come in to register to
vote, is so great in many parts of the
country that post card registration tends
to defuse that possibility, because it goes
around those who would otherwise orga-
nize an effort to prevent registration.

With that in mind, I would say fur-
ther to my distinguished colleague from
Illinois that his interest in this subject
has been deep and abiding, helpful and
constructive to the committee, and I
would hope he will have more to say later
on the matter,

Mr. STEVENSON. I thank the Senator
for his comments, and especially for his
reassurance on that very important
point. It is a convineing reassurance.

Mr. McGEE. I thank the Senator from
Tllinois for his comments.

I would add, in general, that on the
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whole question of fraud, the prospect of
fraud, we have the repeated testimony
of those who have been involved in the
registration process, who have said again
and again to the members of the com-
mittee as we held our hearing, and to
others who have probed them in public
ways, that the frauds occur at the bal-
lot box, the frauds occur in the efforts
of election officials at the time of vot-
ing, and there is no sustained evidence of
fraud in the registration process.

All this bill does, Mr. President, is to
make it possible for somebody to apply
for registration by postcard. The same
procedures of validation, the same pro-
cesses of verification, still obtain in each
of the States. The local State registrars
have to perform their duties with respect
to eligible registrants. The posteard is
only a request. There is no new introduc-
tion of an element that might lend itself
to the commission of fraud. In fact, a
specific inducement is made that is oth-
erwise; namely, the penalties attached:
5 years in jail and a $10,000 fine for any-
one convicted of abusing this proce-
dure.

With that thought in mind and with
the reminder that obstacles to registra-
tion, in themselves, are fraud these days,
that almost 62 million people did not
vote the last time, something is wrong,
and this is but a modest attempt to cor-
rect a little of that wrong.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President, I
send to the desk a cloture motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented un-
der rule XXIT, the Chair, without objec-
tion, directs the clerk to read the motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read as
follows:

CLOTURE MoTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close the debate upon the pend-
ing bill (S. 352, a bill to amend title 13,
United States Code, to establish within the
Bureau of the Census a Voter Registration
Administration for the purpose of admin-
istering a voter registration program through
the Postal Service.

Mike Mansfield, Robert Byrd, Gale W.
McGee, Willlam Proxmire, Edmund 8.
Muskie, Thomas F. Eagleton, Dick Clark,
William D. Hathaway, Daniel E. Inouye,
Phillp A. Hart, John O. Pastore, Stuart
Symington, Walter D. Huddleston, Clai-
borne Pell, Vance Hartke, Adlai E. Steven-
son III, Alan Cranston.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, has
an order been granted to the Senate for
a time to convene tomorrow?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No, the
Senate does not have an order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it stand
in adjournment until 12 o’clock noon
tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

13765

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
TOMORROW TO THURSDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business on Wednesday,
it stand in adjournment until the hour
of 12 o’clock noon on Thursday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. On that basis, is it
correct to assume that the vote on the
cloture motion will occur at approxi-
mately 1 p.m. on Thursday?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. After a
quorum call; yes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. After a live quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. After a
live quorum.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Marks, one
of his secretaries, and he announced that
the President had approved and signed
the following acts:

On April 20, 1973:

8. 1315. An act to extend diplomatic privi-
leges and immunities to the Liaison Office of
the People’s Republic of China and to mem-
bers thereof, and for other purposes.

On April 27, 1973:

5. 1493. An act to amend title 37, United
States Code, relating to promotion of mem-
bers of the uniformed services who are in a
missing status.

On April 30, 1973:

B. 398. An act to extend and amend the

Economic Stabilization Act of 1970.

PROPOSED FOREIGN ASSISTANCE
ACT OF 1973—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MarTHIAS) laid before the Senate a mes-
sage from the President of the United
States, which, with an accompanying
paper, was referred to the Committee on
f‘orelgn Relations. The message is as fol-
ows:

To the Congress of the United States:

One of the most important building
blocks in erecting a durable structure
of peace is the foreign assistance pro-
gram of the United States. Today, in
submitting my proposed Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1973, I urge the Congress to
act on it with a special sense of urgency
so that we may continue the important
progress we have made toward achiev-
ing peace during the past year.

Perhaps the most persuasive reason for
a strong iforeign assistance program was
set forth by President Roosevelt in the
days shortly before World War II, when
Britain needed help. “Suppose my neigh-
bor’s home catches fire,” he said, “and
I have a length of garden hose four or
five hundred feet away. If he can take
my garden hose and connect it up with
his hydrant, I may help him to put out
his fire.”

Implicit in Roosevelt's analogy was the
mutual benefit of giving assistance, for
if the fire in question spread, both neigh-
bors would be in danger. Those clear
and simple assumptions underlaid our
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wartime assistance to our European allies
and our post-war policy toward the na-
tions of the Western Hemisphere.

Today, we see the wisdom of this
policy on.every hand. Western Europe is
now a bulwark of freedom in the Atlantic
Alliance. In the Pacific, Japan has
emerged as & major economic power.
The remarkable vigor and talents of her
people and the dynamic efficiency of her
industry are making significant and in-
creasing contributions to other countries,
so that Japan itself now plays an ex-
tremely important role in working toward
a lasting peace in the Pacific.

In recent years, as we have sought a
new definition of American leadership in
the world, assistance to other nations has
remained a key part of our foreign policy.
Under the Nixon Doctrine of shared
responsibilities, we have tried to
stimulate greater efforts by others. We
want them to take on an increasing com-
mitment to provide for their own de-
fenses, their security and their economic
development. Most importantly, we hope
they will assume greater responsibility
for making the decisions which shape
their future.

We must not, however, try to shift the
full weight of these responsibilities too
quickly. A balance must be struck be-
tween doing too much ourselves and thus
discouraging self-reliance, and doing too
little to help others make the most of
their limited resources. The latter course
would spell defeat for the promising
progress of many developing nations,
destroy their growing self-confidence,
and increase the likelihood of interna-
tional instability. Thus it is critical that
we provide a level of foreign assistance
that will help to assure our friends safe
passage through this period of transition
and development.

The sums I am requesting in the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1973 represent the
absolute minimum prudent investment
which the United States can afford to
make if we wish to help create a peaceful
and prosperous world. Altogether, au-
thorizations under this bill amount to
$2.9 billion for economic and military as-
sistance in the coming fiscal year. During
the current fiscal year, some $2.6 billion
has been appropriated for such purposes
under the strictures of a continuing reso-
lution passed by the Congress.

This new Foreign Assistance Act has
several fundamental objectives:

—To help the developing countries
achieve a greater measure of self-
reliance in their struggle against
hunger, disease and poverty;

—To respond swiftly to the ravages
of natural disasters;

—To assist friendly governments in
building and maintaining the mili-
tary capability to protect their in-
dependence and security;

—And to help South Vietnam, Cam-
bodia, and Laos begin the task of
rehabilitating and reconstructing
their war-torn countries.

Let us look more closely at each of

these objectives.
DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

Hunger, poverty and disease are still
widespread among developing countries,
despite their significant progress of re-
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cent years. Their economic growth—
averaging some 5.5 percent a year over
the last decade—as well as rapid im-
provements in agricultural methods and
in health care have not yet overcome
many deep-seated problems in their so-
cieties, Their current needs represent a
moral challenge to all mankind.

In providing assistance, however, we
should not mislead ourselves into think-
ing that we act out of pure altruism.
Successful development by friendly na-
tions is important fo us both economi-
cally and politically. Economically, many
of the developing countries have energy
resources and raw materials which the
world will need to share in coming years.
They also could represent larger markets
for our exports. Politically, we cannot
achieve some of our goals without their
support. Moreover, if essential needs of
any people go entirely unsatisfied, their
frustrations only breed violence and in-
ternational instability, Thus we should
recognize that we assist them out of self-
interest as well as humanitarian motives.

While development progress as a result
of our aid has been less visible than some
would like, I believe it is essential for us
to persevere in this effort. I am therefore
asking the Congress to authorize some
$1 billion for development assistance pro-
grams during fiscal year 1974 and ap-
proximately the same amount for fiscal
year 1975.

EMERGENCY AID

America’s fund of goodwill in the world
is substantial, precisely because we have
traditionally given substance to our con-
cern and compassion for others. In times
of major disaster, American assistance
has frequently provided the margin of
difference between life and death for
thousands. Our aid to victims of disas-
ters—such as the earthquake in Peru and
floods in the Philippines—has earned us
a reputation for caring about our fellow-
man.

No nation is more generous in such cir-
cumstances. And the American people
respond with open hearts to those who
suffer such hardship. I am therefore ask-
ing the Congress to authorize such
amounts as may be needed to meet emer-
gency requirements for relief assistance
in the case of major disasters.

SEECURITY ASSISTANCE

Security assistance has been a corner-
stone of U.S. foreign policy throughout
the last quarter century. Countries
whose security we consider important to
our own national interest frequently face
military challenges, often prompted by
third countries. In order to maintain a
stable international order, it is impor-
tant that these threatened countries not
only be economically developed but also
be able to defend themselves, primarily
through their own resources.

The United States can rightly claim
a number of successes in this regard dur-
ing recent years. Our programs to help
South Vietnam and South Korea build
capable forces of their own, for instance,
have permitted us to withdraw all of our
forces—over 500,000 men—from South
Vietnam and 20,000 men from South
Eorea.

It is unrealistic to think we can pro-
vide all of the money or manpower that
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might be meeded for the security of
friendly nations. Nor do our allies want
such aid; they prefer fo rely on their
owWn resources.

We can and should, however, share
our experience, counsel and technical
resources to help them develop adequate
strength of their own. It is for this reason
that I ask the Congress to authorize $652
million in grant military assistance, $525
million in foreign military sales credits,
and $100 million in supporting assistance
funds for fiscal year 1974.

This year’s foreign aid bill includes for
the first time separate authority for a
foreign military education and training
program. We want to strengthen this
program so that we can help friendly gov-
ernments better understand our policies,
while they develop a greater sense of self-
reliance and professional capability in
their own military services.

ATID FOR INDOCHINA

The signing of cease-fire agreements
in Vietnam and Laos marks the begin-
ning of a trend toward a peaceful en-
vironment in Indochina. This change will
permit us to turn our attention to the
considerable post-war needs of South-
east Asia. To ignore these needs would
be to risk the enormous investment we
have made in the freedom and independ-
ence of the countries of Southeast Asia.

The legislation I am presenting today
would authorize the continuation of our
economic assistance to South Vietnam,
Laos and Cambodia and would provide
for a sound beginning in the process of
rehabilitation and reconstruction there.
I anticipate other nations will join in this
effort, as they have elsewhere, to solid-
ify the foundations for a new era of rec-
onciliation and progress in Southeast
Asia.

Relief assistance for refugees of the
war in Southeast Asia is vital to this
effort. These refugees number in the
hundreds of thousands. In addition to
their resettlement, this Administration
proposes a major effort to help restore
essential community services in areas
which have suffered because of the war.

In this bill, I ask the Congress to au-
thorize $632 million for the reconstruc-
tion effort in Indochina in fiscal year
1974.

My present request does not include
any assistance for North Vietnam. It is
my hope that all parties will soon adhere
fully to the Paris agreements. If and
when that occurs, I believe that Ameri-
can assistance for reconstruction and
development of both South and North
Vietnam would represent a sound invest-
ment in confirming the peace.

Representatives of the United States
have recently been holding discussions
with representatives of the Government
of North Vietnam to assess economic
conditions there and to consider possible
forms of United States economic assist-
ance. This assessment has now been
suspended, pending clarification of North
Vietnam's intentions regarding imple-
mentation of the cease-fire. Once Hanoi
abandons its military efforts and the
assessment is complete, the question of
aid for North Vietnam will receive my
personal review and will be a subject for
Congressional approval.
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For a quarter century, America has
borne a great burden in the service of
freedom in the world. As a result of our
efforts, in which we have been joined
by increasing numbers of free world
nations, the foundation has been laid for
a structure of world peace. Our military
forces have left Vietnam with honor, our
prisoners have returned to their families,
and there is a cease-fire in Vietnam and
Laos, although still imperfectly observed.

Our foreign assistance program re-
sponds to the needs of others as well as
our own national needs—neither of
which we can afford to ignore.

For our own sake—and for the sake of

world peace—I ask the Congress to give
these recommendations prompt and fa-
vorable consideration.
RicHARD NIXON.
Tae WHiTe Housg, May 1, 1973.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session, the Presiding
Officer (Mr. MarHIAs) laid before the
Senate messages from the President of
the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of Senate proceed-
ings.)

VOTER REGISTRATION ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill (S. 352) to amend
title 13, United States Code, to establish
within the Bureau of the Census a Voter
Registration Administration for the pur-
pose of administering a voter registra-
tion program through the Postal Service.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the distin-
guished Senator consider the possibil-
ity of laying aside the pending business
temporarily, so that we can turn to the
humanities bill, with the proviso that
when that is completed, the pending
business would again become the pend-
ing business and the Senator would have
his right to the floor? I ask the Senator
from Alabamas if he would concur in that
request.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object to the request, the
Senator from Alabama, in the absence
of the majority leader, has been seeking
to get the floor with respect to the voter-
registration-by-post-card bill; and he
stated to the distinguished Senator from
Wyoming that he desired to file a mo-
tion in connection with the bill. The
Senator from Wyoming has seen fit to
maintain and keep the floor during that
time, even though the Senator from Ala-
bama is anxious to get a vote on some
phase of the bill.

So I will have to object until the mo-
tion that the Senator from Alabama has
in mind has been made.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. McGEE. I should like to suggest
that, in the absence of the majority lead-
er, the Senator from Alabama made a
very eloquent plea, because of seniority
and other matters, for the opportunity
of the majority leader to file what he
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understood was the majority leader’s
cloture motion. Out of respect for the
high esteem in which the Senator from
Alabama holds the majority leader, I
felt obligated to hold the floor until the
cloture motion might be filed.

The motion has now been filed, and
I have now protected the desires of the
Senator from Alabama, who wanted to
protect the majority leader; and in our
mutual protection society we are now
prepared to move in any direction the
majority leader thinks is desirable. 1
do not seek the floor, so long as I have
the right to the floor, by unanimous con-
cenf, at the conclusion of the vote on the
cloture motion on Thursday.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The request will
have to be renewed.

Mr. ALLEN. Has an order been made
to that effect?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No: I would have
to renew that request.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator from Wyo-
ming had the floor after the last cloture
vote. I did not know an order had been
entered, because the Senator from Mon-
tana just sent to the desk the cloture
motion.

Mr. MANSFIELD, The request was
made.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And ob-
jection was heard.

Mr. ALLEN. Objection was heard, the
Chair states.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That takes care of
that until an appropriate time.

1 yield the floor.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, may I be
recognized in my own right?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized.

Mmny ALLEN. Mr. President, I might
state that at the time I conclude my
remarks, I will make a motion that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
S. 373, Order No. 115 on the calendar, a
bill by Mr. Ervin and others to insure the
separation of Federal powers and to pro-
tect the legislative function by requiring
the President to notify the Congress
whenever the impounds funds, or au-
thorizes the impounding of funds, and to
provide a procedure under which the
Senate and House of Representatives
may approve the President’s action or
require the President to cease such
action.

The bill before the Senate, S. 352, the
voter registration by post card bill, has
been before the Senate since April 6. At
the present time, a number of bills are on
the calendar that, it would seem to the
Senator from Alabama, are much more
important than this voter registration
bill, there being no need whatever for the
voter registration bill.

Mr. President, the Senator from Wyo-
ming, in advocating this bill, is seeking
to set up a large additional Federal bu-
reau, another entire echelon of the Fed-
eral bureaucracy. It is absolutely unnec-
essary. It would create many more prob-
lems than it would solve.

What does the bill provide? It provides
that at least once every 2 years there
shall be broadecast throughout the coun-
try, by a new bureau in the Bureau of
the Census, millions of post cards—
double post cards, the folded-over type
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of post cards, not addressed to any par-
ticular individual, but addressed merely
to “postal patron,” “boxholder,” “RFD
mail addressee.” Every resident, every
postal address in the country, is to re-
ceive what the bill says are “sufficient
quantities” of post cards. Sufficient unto
what? The bill does not say. They would
be broadcast indiseriminately, without
regard to whether the recipients are al-
ready qualified to vote, without regard
to any system of elimination; and, in
addition, they would be spread en masse
among government offices throughout
the country.

Why send all these cards through the
post office in the first place? The cost is
estimated to be anywhere from $50 mil-
lion to $100 million a year. Why give the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice, headed by the distinguished Senator
from Wyoming (Mr. McGEEe), jurisdic-
tion of the bill?

Why not the Judiciary Committee,
when passed on a tremendous change in
vhe registration laws? Instead, the bill
was referred to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service.

At least one State, the State of Texas,
for 30 years has had registration by post
card, registration by coupon published
in the newspapers, and registration in
almost any way. Yet, in 1970, according
to the figures of the Bureau of the Cen-
sus, only 63 percent of the Texans of
voting age were registered; and in the
last Presidential election, fewer than 50
percent of the citizens of voting age voted
in the general election. So post card regis-
tration has not helped in Texas.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from Alabama
yield?

Mr, ALLEN. I am glad to yield.

Mr. FONG. Does the Senator think
that registration in the State of Texas
will be increased by the adoption of a
voter-registration post card system?

Mr. ALLEN. No, I do not. It would not.
Texas already has a post card system for
registration to vote in State elections. All
that the post eard system would do would
be to rezister persons to vote in a Fed-
eral election. I point out that those who
register under this bill would reelly be
second-class citizens, because they would
havg just half a vote. The bill would not
qualify them to vote in a State election.
On the other hand, if they go into a
registration office, present themselves to
register, and say, “I am 18 years of age.
I am already a citizen of this county,”
they are allowed to register. No educa-
tional qualifications are required.

Mr. FONG. In the State of Texas, he
does not present himself personally.

Mr. ALLEN. No: he merely sends in
the newspaper clipping.

Mr. FONG. It would be easier for him
to register in Texas.

Mr. ALLEN. Possibly easier, with the
coupon in the newspapers.

Mr. FONG. Therefore, in the State of
Texas, even if we pass the voter mail
registration bill, it is not going to in-
crease the number of registrants.

Mr. ALLEN. There is no assurance
whatsoever that those who register un-
der the proposed law would get more
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privileges than they would get under the
Texas law.

Mr. FONG. They would have to be
placed in a separate category.

Mr. ALLEN. If a voter came in fo vote
under the Federal post card system, he
would not be gualified to vote for the
candidates for the State legislature, Gov-
ernor, county commissioners, sheriff, or
probate judge. There would have to be
some system whereby the voting officials
at the voting box could say, “You are
qualified to vote only in Federal elections.
Do not vote, or try to vote, for anybody
except a Senator. You cannot drop down
and vote for this.”

How in the world could they manage a
system like that, I will ask the Senator
from Hawaii?

Mr. FONG. So if he signed and sent in
a coupon appearing in the newspaper, he
could vote in any election?

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct.

Mr. FONG. If we adopt the voter reg-
istration bill now before the Senate, a
person who registered by that means
would be eligible to vote only for the
election of Federal officials?

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct.

Mr. FONG. If he wanted to vote for
State officials, he would still have to sign
a coupon?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes.

Mr. FONG. In the State of Utah, as I
understand, about 98 percent of the
eligible voters are registered.

Mr. ALLEN. 98.4 percent.

Mr. FONG. That leaves 1.6 percent
who did not register.

Mr. ALLEN. That is right.

Mr. FONG. Would this post-card sys-
tem increase the registration rolls of
Utah?

Mr. ALLEN. I would say 98.4 percent
is just about as many as we are going to
get under any system. That comes from
individual initiative and resourcefulness
and public-spiritedness on the part of
the citizens. What the distinguished Sen-
ator from Wyoming is overlooking is the
need for the desire on the part of the
people to discharge the rights and privi-
leges of their citizenship, not just to
bring everything to them on a silver
platter, toss it into their lap, and say,
“Mail it in.”

Another thing I want to point out to
the Senator from Wyoming is that it
makes it just as easy as possible for these
people to get the card and send it back.
While I see nothing to indicate, stamped
on the card, that the postage will be
paid, the inference is there that it will
be without cost to the recipient. So we
will have millions of these cards
throughout the country falling into the
hands of people who have no need for
them, with a postal stamp on them guar-
anteeing their postage. So we are going
to have a lot of use of this by people
unauthorized to do so.

Mr. FONG. As the distinguished Sena-
tor from Alabamsa reads the bill as it is
now on the floor of the Senate, does he
conceive that every voter or every ad-
dressee in the State of Utah will receive
postal voter registration cards?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes, because they are to
receive a sufficient number. Nobody
knows for sure what a “sufficient num-
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ber” is. Sufficient number to pay for
every room in the house? Sufficient num-
ber to make a deck of cards out of ? Suffi-
cient number for what? It is assumed
they feel it will be a sufficient number to
allow every person 18 years of age to fill
it in and send it to the registrar. That
makes a subregistrar out of every post-
man in the country, because he has to
ascertain who in the house might be old
enough to vote. He has to go around
making inquiries. From the best I can
tell, the post office does not need that
business.

I believe the Senator from Hawaii on
more than one occasion said they would
probably send out 240 million cards at
a time.

Mr. FONG. There are 88 million ad-
dresses in the United States. If they were
to send 4 cards to each address, to be
sure all of the people residing at that
address are registered—they would need
to send 3 or 4 cards to each address—
they would send 320 million cards out na-
tionwide—98.4 percent of the people of
Utah are registered. If these cards were
to be sent throughout Utah, they would
have to be sent to the 98.4 percent of the
people who are already registered. Is that
not a duplication of effort and a waste
of money?

Mr. ALLEN. I have computed, roughly,
what would be the size of a stack of mail
of 100 million cards put in the postal
system. Computing 25 of these double
cards to an inch, that would be 300 cards
to a foot. That would make around 166,-
500 cards in a stack as high as the Wash-
ington Monument. So it would make
about 600 stacks of post eards, if they are
stacked one on top of the other, each as
high as the Washington Monument,sthat
would be dumped into the Postal Service
each time 100 million cards were sent out.
I do not believe the post office needs this
business. I believe they are having a hard
enough time delivering the mail on time
as it is, without going through this farce.

Mr. FONG. Under the bill, these cards
must go out at least once every 2 years.

Mr. ALLEN. Every 2 years, but they
are not limited to once in every 2 years.
According to the bill, they could send
them out every other day, if they wanted
to, because the only limit is on the floor,
not on the frequency, but on the fewness
of the number.

Mr. FONG. In other words, the na-
tional postal registration agency would
have the authority to send out post cards
more than once every 2 years?

Mr. ALLEN. That is correct.

Mr. FONG. If they sent them out twice
in every 2 years, that would double the
cost?

Mr. ALLEN. Yes.

Mr. FONG. It is estimated that it
would cost $100 million if they sent cards
out once every 2 years. If they were sent
out twice, in the same period of time, it
would cost $200 million?

Mr, ALLEN. Yes.

Mr. FONG. Does the Senator think
that cost justifies that end?

Mr. ALLEN. I certainly do not feel that
it would justify the end. I really feel that
this would increase the registration very
little. It would get people relying on it,
rather than having citizens’ groups going
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out and urging people to register and
putting some degree of responsibility on
the people themselves.

Mr. FONG. What has the distinguished
Senator from Alabama to say to the
question that the proponents of the bill
claim that many millions of Americans
did not vote in the 1972 election because
of the fact that it was so difficult for
them to register? What is the distin-
guished Senator's answer to that?

Mr. ALLEN. I feel that the real trou-
ble was that the people who were regis-
tered just did not bother to go out and
vote. That is the real reason. There are
no barriers to registration. Not once
here on the floor has the suggestion
been made that a person cannot go into
the registration offices in Alabama and
the South, present himself for registra-
tion, and become registered. I have
heard that suggested in past years, but
not once has anyone on either side of
the aisle, on either side of this con-
troversy, made the claim that it is im-
possible to get fair treatment at the
registration offices in the South. That is
an admitted and conceded fact, and I
am proud that that is the case.

I might call the attention of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Hawaii to the
fact that in my own State of Alabama,
according to my census bureau's fig-
ures—in my State the Census Bureau is
opposed to the bill; they do not want
it—80 percent of those of voting age in
Alabama are registered to vote, whereas
in the great State of Wyoming, so ably
represented by the distinguished Sena-
tors from Wyoming, Mr. McGee, and

Mr. HanseN on the other side of the
aisle, only 69 percent of the citizens of
voting age are registered.

Mr. FONG. Does that mean that the
barriers in Wyoming are more onerous
than they are in Alabama?

Mr. ALLEN. I am not sure why. Maybe

our people in Alabama regard with
greater love their right to go in and
vote. I do not know why, but I would
say that if there are barriers existing,
they are not existing at the Federal
level.

Possibly a State has some hour re-
quirement, and the office does not stay
open every day in the year or something
of that sort. However, that is something
to be handled at the local level. We do
not need to set up a whole new bureau or
some new Federal bureaucracy to handle
local problems. We should let the local
people handle it.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I want to
inform the Senator from Alabama that
in the State of Hawaii we have no bar-
riers to registration. For 3 or 4 months
before an election, additional registrars
are deputized within the Republican
Party and the Democratic Party, to go
out and register people. Deputy regis-
trars go out door to door and are paid
by the number of names they bring back.

These deputy registrars stay at the
street corners at tables. They go into
shopping centers and go from house to
house looking for voters. Everyone is en-
couraged to register. The television and
radio stations exhort the people fo reg-
ister, However, even with that kind of
registration system, where it is very easy
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for a person to register and where a per-
son need not go to the registration office
but only has to stay at home and the
registrar will come to him, it has not
been easy to register voters. If a citizens’
group says that they want the registrar
to come and register their members, the
registrar will come to register them.

Even in my State only 63 percent are
registered. Thirty-seven percent of my
people are not registered. And just a little
over 50 percent of the eligible voters vote.

It is not a question of any registration
barriers that have been put up against
registering.

It is just that the people do not feel
that they want to register or vote. Many
people do not want to register because
they feel that they will be called for jury
duty. Therefore, they keep away from
registering and do not vote. They think
that they will then not be called for jury
duty.

I believe that the Senator from Ala-
bama knows about the poll that was
taken in 1968 by the Bureau of the Census
of 50,000 households, and not just 500 or
1,500 people like the Gallup poll, but 50,-
000 households. If we figure that there
are about 3 people to a household, this
is a poll of 150,000 people. That poll shows
that over 50 percent of those households
were not registered to vote. They were
asked why they did not register. Of the
50 percent who said they did not register,
53.2 percent said that they were not
interested in politics.

If we took, say, about 10 percent of the
people who did not register because they
were not citizens the number of eligibles
who did not register and who said they
were not interested in politics would
amount to 60 percent.

That is the primary reason why people
did not register. They were not interested
in politics. The sending of cards, as en-
visioned in the pending bill, would not get
these people to register.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I agree with
the distinguished Senator.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, why should
we spend millions of dollars on such a
proposal? We estimate that it will cost a
hundred million dollars to send one mail-
ing of cards. Why should we spend that
money for nothing?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I do not
think that we should. And I do not think
that the Senate in its wisdom will say
that we should. That is why I have been
standing here shoulder to shoulder with
the distinguished Senator from Hawaii
and fighting the bill.

I think it is against the public in-
terest, It will encourage fraud. I do not
think that the bill will accomplish its
purpose.

Mr. FONG. Now that the question of
fraud has been brought up, may I ask
the Senator whether the mere sending of
a certificate by the registrar to the reg-
istrant saying that he is registered will
entitle him to register and vote?

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator is correct. He would receive a cer-
tificate saying that he is entitled to vote
under the provisions of the voter regis-
tration bill.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, the man
sends a card to the registrar. The regis-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

trar does not even see the man. He does
not know his name. He does not know
whether he is or is not John Doe. He does
not know whether he lives at that ad-
dress or not. He does not know whether
it is a name from a tombstone.

He does not know whether it is some-
one who has not been born yet.

The man gets this certificate back in
return. He then comes down to the vot-
ing booth and says, “This is my certifi-
cate.” The pending bill would say that
is prima facie evidence that he is regis-
tered and is qualified to vote.

Mr. ALLEN. The bill makes that pro-
vision.

Mr. FONG. In other words, if one
wants to disprove that and prove that he
is not the man listed in the certificate,
he has to present evidence to rebut that
prima facie evidence.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. FONG. And if John Doe came in
and had signed the name of Mary Smith
to the card, and received back a certifi-
cate showing that Mary Smith is a prima
facie registrant, John Doe could take
that card down and vote.

Mr. ALLEN. If John Doe were to bring
the certificate of Mary Smith, it might
raise some eyebrows.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, in this day
and age, it is sometimes difficult to tell a
John Doe from a Mary Smith.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, that is an-
other reason for not passing the pending
bill. ;

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, if John Doe
were to register as John Smith, Henry
Adams, Philip Smith, or Daniel Boone,
he would get in return a certificate
saying that John Smith, Henry Adams,
Philip Smith, or Daniel Boone was regis-
tered and qualified to vote.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. FONG. He could then take that
certificate down and vote under the name
of John Smith, Henry Adams, Philip
Smith, or Daniel Boone and the registrar
could not do anything about it.

Mr. ALLEN. It would be difficult.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, does not the
Senator think that this could really pre-
sent situations involving a great deal of
fraud through this type of registration?

Mr. ALLEN. There is no doubt about
that.

Mr. FONG. Under the present State
registration systems, a man presents
himself personally.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.

Mr. FONG. He swears that he is the
man, and they can touch him and talk
to him. However, in this kind of a regis-
tration procedure, they do not know who
the man is.

Mr. ALLEN. The Senator is correct.

Mr, FONG. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator for his akle
comments and the colloquy in which we
have engaged.

Mr. President, it is not my purpose to
delay the consideration of the Arts and
Humanities bill that is to be called up
shortly according to the plans of the
majority leader. However, before that is
done, I would like to offer a motion to
substitute for the pending business S. 373,
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the so-called Anti-Presidential Im-
poundment bill.

Mr. President. the Senate since April
6 has heen engaged in the consideration
of trivia, the trivia being S. 352, the
voter registration by post card bill.

The Senate and many individual Mem-
bers of the Senate have had a whole lot
to say about the necessity of preventing
the President of the United States from
deciding the spending priorities of the
country and the implementing of his de-
cision on impoundment of funds appro-
priated by the Congress.

The distinguished Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. Ervin) is the author of
8. 373, which is a bill to insure the sep-
aration of Federal powers and to protect
the legislative function by requiring the
President to notify the Congress when-
ever he impounds funds. It gives the Con-
gress the right to veto that impound-
ment, not by affirmative action, but by
the failure to act, because in order for the
impoundment to be approved, Congress
would have to take affirmative action.

So, Mr. President, it would be up to the
Senate, then, in considering a motion
which I shall file in a moment, at the
time I get ready to yield the floor, to
weigh these matters, to weigh the need
for one piece of legislation over the other,
to weigh the need for this voter registra-
tion by post card bill as against the bill
providing for a way for Congress to assert
its independence, and to discharge its
duties and responsibilities as a coequal
branch of the Government.

Which is the more important piece of
legislation, that bill or this voter registra-
tion measure, which in the opinion of
the Senator from Alabama will either be
killed in the House of Representatives or
be vetoed by the President, if it should be
able to pass here in the Senate?

By agreeing to this motion, the Sen-
ate could lay aside this ridiculous post
card registration bill and take up a bill
that goes to the very roots and founda-
tions of the principles upon which this
Republic was founded. It would be up to
the Senate to decide.

Mr. McGEE, Mr. President, a number
of times in recent weeks I have said on
this floor—and I have probably said it
today—that the failure of so many mil-
lions of Americans to participate in our
American democratic process is a na-
tional disgrace. A national disgrace is
just the term used by columnist Milton
Viorst concerning the very actions of
this body in its protracted and muddled
consideration of this bill, 8. 352, to pro-
vide a relatively simple system to help
inspire that many of the 6.2 million eligi-
ble voters who failed to vote last Novem-
ber will at least have the opportunity to
do so in the next Federal election.

Mr. Viorst, writing in the April 19
Washington Evening Star-News, also
makes the point that the obstacles
thrown in the faces of would-be voters
by restrictive registration requirements
do not just exist in the South. The Sen-
ator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) has al-
ready made the point on this floor today
that proponents of this legislation have
not gone out of their way to cite South-
ern States or to accuse Southern States
of unnecessarily blocking the path to the
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voting booth. Indeed we have not be-
cause the problem is a national one, ex-
isting in other regions, my own included,
and in the Middle West, as the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. HumpHREY) told
us earlier in today’'s discussion.

Mr. Viorst goes on to say that the real
reason for opposition to S. 352 lies in the
belief some have that only blacks, poor
people, and Democrats will be enfran-
chised by it. That belief might be held
in the minds of some of those who op-
pose the bill, but the hearing record of
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service gives us ample testimony that
white-collar and college-educated Amer-
icans are unregistered in about the same
proportion to blue-collar workers and
whites in about the same proportion as
other races.

Mr. President, the Evening Star-News
columnist has made some other excellent
points in the article I refer to, including
the point that in the State of Missouri
alone prospective voters encounter six
different registration systems. Mr.
Viorst’s points are well worth bringing
to the attention of all Senators, and I
ask unanimous consent that the column
entitled “Quiet Filibuster a Disgrace” be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

QUIET FILIBUSTER A DISGRACE
(By Milton Viorst)

What's been happening on the floor of the
Senate for the past 10 days—beneath the eyes
of thousands of visitors in town for the
cherry blossom season—is, I think, something

of a national disgrace.

The visitors have seen Sen. James Allen,
D-Ala., along with two colleagues, conducting
a gquiet fillbuster against a bill designed to
extend the franchise to millions more Amer-
lcans by simplifying the cumbersome process
of voter registration.

One of Allen’s partners is Sen Hiram Fong,
R-Hawail, and the only Chinese-American
ever to sit In the Senate. I don't understand
how Fong can be so insensitive to a bill whose
practical impact would be to encourage more
members of minority groups to participate
in the democratic process.

The other is Sen. Sam Ervin, D-N.C., the
brilliant constitutionalist. At one time, Ervin
confined his brilliance to rationalizations for
the unconstitutionality of civil rights legis-
lation. Lately, he has extended his concern to
constitutional questions of greater national
interest, like executive privilege and im-
poundment. It's a pity to see him reverting
back to his regional myopia of an earlier day.

The filibuster the three are conducting
seems rather like a sad anachronism. Many of
us belleved the principle was established in
the 1960s that this device would not be used
to keep Americans from exercising a right as
fundamental as the vote,

Indeed, the Voting Rights Act of 19656—
which removed many of the obstacles to vot-
ing by blacks in the South—was enacted
without a filibuster. It was a landmark legis-
lation, which most Southerners came to
accept as both justified and inevitable.

To be sure, this bill was enacted at the
insistence of President Johnson, after a major
bulldup of public pressure during Martin
Luther EKing's confrontation with voting offi-
cials on the streets of Selma, Ala.

But does that mean the franchise will be
extended only when American soclety reaches
the brink of viclence? I would like to think
that Congress can enact a law—and the
President will sign it—when the facts show
it is needed.
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And the facts show exactly that. In 1972,
barely one out of two Americans of voting
age went to the polls—compared to 80 per-
cent in 1876, before the states' various regis-
tration laws were adopted.

No one can say for sure, of course, how
many were prevented from voting by regis-
tration procedures. The figures, however,
show that nine out of 10 registered Amer-
icans voted, but that a majority of Americans
aren’t registered at all.

The obstacles don’t exist just in the South.
In New York, for example, registration for a
primary election is closed 11 months a year.
In Cleveland, a citizen can register only at
city hall. Missourl has six different regis-
tration systems. In most states, registration
offices are open only during business hours,
when most people work.

As Sen. Gale McGee, D. Mont,, author of
the new registration bill, has written: "At
best, current registration laws in the various
states are outmoded and simply Inappropri-
ate for a highly mobile population. At worst,
registration laws can be construed as a de-
liberate effort to disenfranchise voters who
desperately need entry into the decision-
making processes of our country.”

What McGee proposes, quite simply, is to
allow every citizen to register by means of a
postcard sent to him in the mail. The states
still would register the voters and continue
setting registration standards, as the Con-
stitution provides.

Allen and Ervin, speaking for the South,
and Fong, spokesman for the White House,
have been ralsing questions about constitu-
tionality and possible fraud. But the bill's
real opposition, everyone agrees, lles in the
belief that only blacks, poor people and
Democrats will be enfranchised by it.

The facts, however, indicate otherwise.
They show that white-collar and college-
educated Americans are unregistered in
about the same proportion as blue-collar
Americans, and whites are unregistered in
almost the same ratlo as blacks.

That's what swung such normally conser-
vative Republicans as William E. Brock of
Tennessee and Henry L. Bellmon of Okla-
homa to support the bill. It now has a solid
bipartisan majority in the Senate.

But il's bitterly opposed by the White
House and the South—and if they manage
to fililbuster it to death, I think that will be
a disgrace to America,

IMPOUNDMENT OF FUNDS

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, at this
time I move that the Senate proceed to
the consideration of Calendar Order No.
115, the bill (S. 373), introduced by Mr.
Ervin and others, to insure the separa-
tion of Federal powers and to protect
the legislative function by requiring the
President to notify the Congress when-
ever he impounds funds, or authorizes
the imroundment of funds, and to pro-
vide a procedure under which the Senate
and House of Representatives may ap-
prove the President's action or require
the President to crase such action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Herms). The question is on agreeing to
the motion of the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
of course, if this motion were to pre-
vail, it would have the effect of auto-
matically displacing the unfinished busi-
ness and placing that bill back on the
calendar. I would be constrained, there-
fore, to move to lay the motion on the
table, but I wonder if the distinguished
Senateor would allow me to ask unani-
mous consent and to obtain unanimous
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consent, insofar as he is able to assure
me of that, that the Senate now proceed
to the consideration of Calendar Order
No. 94, a bill (S. 795) to amend the Na-
tional Foundation on the Arts and the
Humanities Act of 1965.

May I say to the able Senator that
the majority leader and I have contacted
those Senators who are particularly in-
terested in 8. 795, including the author of
the bill, the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. PerL) and others, and we had in-
dicated to them yesterday afternoon that
that bill would be brought up today; and
I think Senators on both sides of the
aisle are anticipating that. It is hoped
that the Senate could proceed to the
consideration of that bill now, and hope-
fully complete it today, laying aside the
unfinished business at any rate until the
end of the day, or until the bill (8. 795)
is disposed of, whichever is the earlier.

Mr. ALLEN. I will say to the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia that
in his absence a few moments ago, the
Senator from Alabama did confer with
the majority leader, and it was agreed
that there would be no objection made
to the request that the arts and humani-
ties bill be brought up and voted upon, at
which time we would return to the con-
sideration of 8. 352, with the motion of
the Senator from Alabama then pending.
I believe the majority leader will confirm
the fact that that was the agreement.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Very well, Mr.
President, as long as that motion would
not be pressed today, because, as I say, if
it were to prevail it would have the effect
of automatically placing the unfinished
business back in limbo for the time be-
ing, or at least it would no longer be the
unfinished business.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield long enough for me to re-
quest the yeas and nays on my motion?

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes.

Mr. ALLEN. I ask for the yeas and nays
on the motion I have just made.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
not a sufficient second.

Mr. ALLEN. I suggest the absence of a
quorum, then, if the Senator from West
Virginia has no objection, since he had
the floor.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I have no
objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on my motion.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

VOTER REGISTRATION ACT—DIVI-
SION OF TIME ON CLOTURE MO-
TION

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that when the
hour of debate on the motion to invoke
cloture begins running on Thursday
next, the time be equally divided between
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the distinguished Senator from Wyo-
ming (Mr. McGEeE) and the distinguished
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. Fong).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unan-
imous consent that the time under rule
XXII on the motion to invoke cloture
begin running on Thursday next at 12
o’clock noon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
under the rule, this would mean that at
the hour of 1 p.m, on Thursday next, the
Chair would ask the clerk to call the roll
to establish a quorum, and when such a
quorum is established, the rollcall vote
would occur. This would mean that at
1 p.m. on Thursday next, there would be
an automatic quorum call, and at about
1:15 p.m.—as soon as a quorum is estab-
lished—the vote to invoke cloture would
occur.

NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE
ARTS AND THE ‘HUMANITIES
AMENDMENTS OF 1973

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed now to the consideration of S.
795, and that the unfinished business be
laid aside temporarily, until the end of
the day or until 8. 795 is disposed of,
whichever is the earlier.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (8. 795) to amend the National
Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities
Act of 1985, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill, which had been reported from the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
with an amendment to strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert:

That this Act may be cited as the “Na-
tional Foundation on the Arts and the Hu-
manities Amendments of 1973"".

AMENDMENTS TO THE NATIONAL FOUNDA-
TION ON THE ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES
ACT OF 1965

Sec. 2. (a) The Natlonal Foundation on
the Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965 is
amended in the following respects:

(1) Clause (7) of sectlon 2 of such Act is
amended by striking out all that appears
after “a National Foundation on the Arts and
the Humanities” and inserting in lieu thereof
a period.

(2) Subsection (d) of section 3 of such Act
is amended, by striking out “renovation, or
construction” and by adding at the end
thereof the following new sentence: “Such
term also includes—

“{1) the renovation of facllities If (A) the
amount of the expenditure of Federal funds
for such purpose In the case of any project
does not exceed $250,000, or (B) two-thirds
of the members of the National Council on
the Arts (who are present and voting) ap-
prove of the grant or contract involving an
expenditure for such purpose; and

*(2) the construction of facilities If (A)
such construction is for demonstration pur-
poses or under unusual circumstances where
there is no other manner in which to accom-
plish an artistic purpose, and (B) two-thirds
of the members of the National Council on
the Arts (who,are present and voting) ap-
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prove of the grant or contract involving an
expenditure for such purpose.”.

(3) (A) ' That part of subsection. (c) of sec-
tion 5 of such Act which precedes clause (1)
is amended by striking out "the Federal
Council on the Arts and the Humanities and”.

(B) In clauses (1) and (2) of such sub-
section (¢) such Act is amended by striking
out “production” each time it appears and
inserting in lieu thereof “projects and pro-
ductions”; and, in clause (3) of such subsec-
tion, such Act is amended by striking out
“projects” and inserting in lieu thereof “proj-
ects and productions''.

(C) Clause (5) of such subsection (c) is
amended by striking out “and planning in
the arts” and inserting in lieu thereof *,
planning, and publications relating to the
purposes of this subsection".

(D) Such subsection (c) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
sentence: “In the case of publications under
clause (5) of this subsection such publica-
tions may be supported without regard for
the provisions of section 501- of title 44,
United States Code, only if the Chairman
consults with the Joint Committee on Print-
ing of the Congress and the Chairman sub-
mits to the Committee ‘'on Labor and Public
Welfare of the Senate and the Committee on
Education and Labor of the House of Repre-
sentatives a report justifying any exemption
from such section 501.".

(4) (A) Paragraph (1) of subsection (g) of
section 5 of such Act is amended by striking
out “the Federal Council on the Arts and
the Humanities and".

(B) That part of paragraph (2) which
precedes clause (A) of such subsection (g)
is amended (i) by striking out “such assist-
ance” and inserting in lleu thereof *assist-
ance under this subsection” and (ii) by
striking out “prior to the first day of such
fiscal year” and inserting in lieu thereof “at
such time as shall be specified by the Chair-
man',

(C) Such subsectlon (g) Is amended by
striking out paragraphs (3) and (4) and in-
serting in lleu thereof the following:

“(3) The sums appropriated to carry out
the purposes of this subsection shall be
allotted among the States in equal amounts.

“(4) (A) The amount of each allotment to
a State for any fiscal year under this sub-
section shall be avallable to each State which
has a plan approved by the Chalrman to pay
not more than 50 per centum of the total
cost of any project or production described
in paragraph (1), except that the amount of
any such allotment for any fiscal year which
exceeds 3125,000 shall be avallable, at the
discretion of the State agency, to pay up to
100 per centum or such cost of projects and
productions if such projects and productions
would otherwise be unavailable to the resi-
dents of that State: Provided, That the total
amount of any such allotment for any fiscal
year which is excepted from such 50 per cen-
tum limitation shall not exceed 20 per cen-
tum of the total of such allotment for such
fiscal year.

“(B) Funds made available under this sub-
section shall not be used to supplant non-
Federal funds.”.

(D) Bubsection (j) of section 5 of such
Act is amended to read as follows:

“(§) It shall be a condition of the receipt
of any grant under this sectlon that the
group or individual of exceptional talent or
the State or State agency receiving such
grant furnish adequate assurances to the
Secretary of Labor that all laborers and me-
chanics employed by contractors or subcon-
tractors on construction projects assisted un-
der this section shall be pald wages at rates
not less than those prevailing on similar con-
struction in the locality as determined by
the Secretary of Labor in accordance with
the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended. The Sec-
retary of Labor shall have with respect to
the labor standards specified in this subsec-
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tion the authority and functions set forth in
Reorganization Plan Numbered 14 of 1950
(6 US.C, 913) and section 2 of the Act of
June 13, 1934, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276¢c).".

() Subsection (f) of section 6 of such
Act is amended, in the third sentence there-
of—

(A) by striking out “$10,000" and inserting
in lieu thereof “$15,000"; and

(B) by striking out the period at the end
thereof and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: ': Provided, That the terms of any
such delegation of suthority shall not per-
mit obligations for expenditure of funds
under such delegation for any fiscal year
which exceed an amount equal to 10 per-
centum of the sum appropriated for that
fiscal year pursuant to subparagraph (A)
of paragraph (1) of section 11(a).".

(6) (A) That part of subsection (c) of
section 7 of such Act which precedes clause
(1) is amended by striking out “the Federal
Council on the Arts and the Humanities
and'™.

(B) Clause (2) of such subsection is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following: "“any loans made by the Endow-
ment shall be made in accordance with terms
and conditions approved by the BSecretary
of the Treasury;''.

(C) Clause (6) of such subsection (c)
is amended by striking out all that follows
in lieu thereof a period.

(D) Such subsection (c) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following
new sentence; ‘In the case of publications
under clause (6) of this subsection such
publications may be supported without re-
gard for the provisions of section 501 of title
44, United States Code, only if the Chair-
man consults with the Joint Committee on
Printing of the Congress and the Chalrman
submits to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare of the

House of Representatives a report justifying
any exemption from such section 501.”,

(7) Bubsection (f) of sectlon 8 of such
Afct is amended, in the third sentence there-
of—

(A) by striking out “$10,000" and inserting
in lieu thereof *$15,000,”; and

(B) by striking out the period at the end
thereof and Inserting in lleu thereof the
following: *: Provided, That the terms of
any such delegation of authority shall not
permit obligations for expenditure of funds
under such delegation for any fiscal year
which exceed an amount equal to 10 per
centum of the sums appropriated for that
fiscal year pursuant to subparagraph (B)
of paragraph (1) of section 11(a).".

(8) Section 9(b) of such Act is amended
to read as follows:

“{b) The Council shall be composed of the
Chairman of the National Endowment for
the Arts, the Chairman of the National En-
dowment for the Humanities, the United
States Commissioner of Education, the Sec-
retary of the Smithsonian Institution, the
Director of the National Science Foundation,
the Librarian of Congress, the Director of the
Natlonal Gallery of Art, the Chairman of the
Commission of Fine Arts, the Archivist of
the United States, the Commissioner, Public
Buildings Service, General Services Adminis-
tration, a member designated by the Secre-
tary of State, and a member designated by
the Secretary of the Interior, The President
shall designate the Chairman of the Council
from among the members. The President is
authorized to change the membership of the
Counecil from time to time as he deems neces-
sary to meet changes in Federal programs or
executive branch organization.”.

(9) Clause (2) of subsection (a) of sec-
tion 10 of such Act is amended by Inserting
after “purposes of the gift” the following:
“, except that a Chairman may receive a
gift without a recommendation from the
Council to provide support for any applica-
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tion or project which can be approved with-
out Council recommendation under the pro-
vislons of sections 6(f) and 8(f), and may re-
celve a gift of 15,000, or less without Coun-
cil recommendation in the event the Coun-
cll fails to provide such recommendation
within a reasonable period of time".

(10) Section 11 of such Act is amended by
striking out subsections (a) and (b) and in-
serting in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 11. (a) (1) (A) For the purpose of car-
rying out section 5(c), there are authorized
to be appropriated to the National Endow-
ment for the Arts, $59,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1974, $105,750,000 for
the fiscal year ending Jnne 80, 1975, and
$£152,600,000 for the flscal year ending June
30, 1976.

*(B) For the purposes of carrying out sec-
tion T(c), there are authorized to be appro-
priated to the National Endowment for the
Humanities $70,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1974, $125,000,000 for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1975, and $180,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976.

*“({C) For the purpose of carrying out sec-
tion 5(g), there are authorized to be appro-
priated to the National Endowment for the
Arts $11,000,000 for the flscal year ending
June 30, 1974, $19,250,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1975, and $27,500,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1976.

“(2) There are authorized to be appro-
priated for each fiscal year ending prior to
July 1, 1976, to the National Endowment
for the Arts and to the National Endowment
for the Humanities, an amount equal to the
total amounts received by each Endowment
under section 10(a)(2), except that the
amount so appropriated for any fiscal year
shall not exceed the following limitations:

“(A) For the flscal year ending June 30,
1974, $20,000,000.

“(B) For the fiscal year ending June 30,
1975, $30,000,000.

“(C) For the fiscal year ending June 30,
1976, $40,000,000.

“(b) (1) Sums appropriated pursuant to
subsection (a) for any fiscal year shall, not-
withstanding any other provision of law, un-
less such provision is enacted in express lim-
itation of this subsection, remaln available
for obligation and expenditure until ex-
pended.

“{2) (A) Unless the Congress, during the
period beginning July 1, 1974, and ending
July 1, 1976, passes or formally rejects legis-
lation extending the authorizations of ap-
propriations in subsection (a), each of such
authorizations of appropriations is hereby
automatically extended for the fiscal year
beginning on such latter date at the level
provided for each of such authorizations for
the preceding fiscal year.

“(B) For the purposes of subparagraph
(A), legislation shall not be considered as
having been passed by Congress until it has
become law,

“(3) In order to afford adequate notice to
interested persons of available assistance
under this Act, appropriations authorized
under subsection (a) are authorized to be
included in the measure making appropria-
tions for the fiscal year preceding the fiscal
year for which such appropriations become
available for obligation.”.

(11) Sections 13 and 14 of such Act are
repealed.

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall be effective on and after July 1,
1973.

AMENDMENT TO THE LIBRARY SERVICES CON-
STRUCTION ACT, INCLUDING RESEARCH LIBRA~
RIES IN THE DEFINITION OF “PUBLIC
LIBRARY"

Sec.3. (a) Section 3(5) of the Library
Services and Construction Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new sentence: “Such term also includes a
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research library, which, for the purposes of
this sentence, means a library which—

“(A) makes its services available to the
public free of charge;

“(B) has extensive collections of books,
manuscripts, and other materials suitable
for scholarly research which are not avail-
able to the public through public libraries;

“(C) engages in the dissemination of hu-
manistic knowledge through services to
readers, fellowships, educational and cul-
tural programs, publication of significant
research, and other activities; and

“(D) is not an integral part of an institu-
tion of higher education.”.

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall be effective on June 30, 1873, and
only with respect to appropriations for fis-
cal years beginning after such date.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that at the next printing
of this bill, the name of the Senator from
Alaska (Mr. GRrRAVEL) be added as a
coSponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the legisla-
tion before the Senate is the unanimous
recommendation of the Senate Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare. S. 795
extends the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities Act of 1965 for
3 years at an increased authorization
amount.

The National Foundation on the Arts
and the Humanities was established in
1965 by Public Law 89-209. The original
act was thereafter amended in 1967 by
Public Law 90-348 and in 1970 by Public
Law 91-346. The 1965 legislation created
the National Foundation on the Arts and
Humanities and its two cooperating
entities, the National Endowment for the
Arts and the National Endowment for
the Humanities. Each Endowment has
a Presidentially appointed chairman and
council who are responsible for program
operation. The National Endowment for
the Humanities. Each Endowment has
dowment for the Arts have a joint ad-
ministrative staff which reports to both
chairmen,

Bince enactment of the National Foun-
dation on the Arts and the Humanities
Act of 1965, the Federal involvement in,
and support of cultural activities in both
the arts and humanities areas, has
broadened in scope and effectiveness.

The committee considered two bills,
8. 795 and S. 916. S. 795 represents pro-
posals introduced by Senator PeLnL and
cosponsored by Senators EAGLETON,
JaviTs, MONDALE, and TAFT.

S. 916 contained proposals made by
the administration and introduced by
Senator Javirs, with Senators EAGLETON,
MowpaLE, PELL, and TAFT as COSPONSsOrs.

8. 795, as amended, contains the major
features of the administration proposals
and thus is an amalgam of the best fea-
tures contained in the bills considered.

Extensive and comprehensive testi-
mony was received from the chairmen of
the two endowments and from leaders in
the States involved in the development
of State programs in the arts and hu-
manities areas, as well as comprehensive
testimony from leading representatives
of independent research libraries. The
testimony emphasized the progress made
to date by both endowments and forms
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the basis for the increased levels of fund-
ing contained in the bill as approved
by the committee.

The Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare found that under the excellent
leadership of Miss Nancy Hanks, Chair-
man of the National Endowment for the
Arts, and Dr. Ronald Berman, Chairman,
National Endowment for the Humanities,
both Federal programs have grown in
scope and quality. Indeed, the underly-
ing theme during the hearings was the
quality of the programs. It was also
noted that in answer to congressional
requests over the years, a wider geo-
graphical distribution of funds is being
made. The mandatory State arts agen-
cies, and the voluntary programs of State
and local humanities organizations, pre-
sently in 40 States, are bringing the arts
and humanities to individuals on a local
level throughout the Nation.

Since the concept of the National
Foundation on the Arts and the Humani-
ties was first introduced, the matter of a
Federal czar, or czars, for the cultural
areas has been discussed. There was real
and justified discussion in 1965 that in
the establishment of this agency there
could be created an individual who could
dominate the future of Federal involve-
ment, or bring to the programs of the
arts and humanities a particular bias. I
am pleased to report to the Senate that
we have not heard of one allegation that
the chairman of either endowment has
made a conscious effort to exclude any
school of thought or theory in art. What
is interesting to note is that over the
years when I have heard of possible criti-
cism about the actions of the chairmen
they seem to balance each other—one
critic saying the endowments are too con-
servative and the other critic saying they
are too liberal. What we are really talk-
ing about here is the courage of the en-
dowments to fund the best possible quali-
fied individuals, groups and institutions,
and to have the forbearance not to cen-
sor the material which is provided. Per-
haps one of the major factors to this
independence and lack of interference is
the procedure by which grantees are
chosen—panels of experts in various dis-
ciplines, with a wide variety of view-
points, review each grant before it is pre-
sented to the national councils them-
selves. This procedure ensures that all
points of view are heard.

In addition, there are specific provi-
sions in statute which allow for full par-
ticipation by the private sectors of our
cultural life in the operation of the arts
and humanities programs and provide
for the exclusion of Federal domination.
These include the provision for the two
private citizens councils of 26 members
each which guide the endowments in
their activities and the provision against
nonintervention in the affairs of the
groups and organizations which receive
support from either endowment.

Mr. President, the bill before us rec-
ommends a marked increase in the total
authorization for the endowments. It
should be noted that the levels of fund-
ing for fiscal 1874 are consistent with
proposals made by the administration,
whose proposal did not specify total
funding levels for subsequent years. Some
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will ask why should we enact such a
marked increase in authorizations for
the National Foundation on the Arts and
the Humanities when the administration
is cutting back on all other social serv-
ing programs. This is a question which
should be asked. First, I would say that
we who bring this bill before the Senate
also support continued funding of social
serving programs. As chairman of the
Education Subcommittee, I feel very
strongly concerning funding of elemen-
tary and secondary education programs,
impacted aid, higher education, educa-
tion of the handicapped, and similar pro-
grams, and believe our Federal budget
is large enough to include both those
programs and the proposed increase for
the arts and humanities. I believe all
these programs should be financed and
that this should be where our priorities
are. The people who would cut these
other important programs are in the
White House and not in the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare. I person-
ally believe that this increase is not a
contradiction, but a continuation of our
commitment to human beings, and the
well-being of our Nation.

It should also be noted that this Fed-
eral money is, in truth, seed money. It
is estimated that for every Federal dollar
appropriated for the arts and humani-
ties programs there has been generated
from the private sector approximately
$2 to $3. Actually, as the report on
this legislation states, the funding for
each endowment{ on a per capita basis
amounts to approximately 40 cents per
person a year in fiscal year 1974, T0
cents in fiscal year 1975, and $1 per year
in fiscal year 1976.

I believe that we can well afford such
relatively modest sums. They represent
a sound investment in the future of our
country. Throughout history leading
civilizations have been judged by the
values which they have placed on cultural
achievements. Mr. President, we have the
capability today of building toward a
better future for all our people. The arts
and humanities represent the abiding
values of our civilization. They no longer
apply to a limited audience. They have
a central importance and meaning to our
daily lives.

How will history eventually judge us
as a Nation? Will some group of histor-
ians in the future say that somehow the
United States faltered—that it became
paramount in industry, preeminent in
science, expert in the design of weaponry,
a genius in mass communication—but
that it neglected, or paid too little atten-
tion to, the diverse art forms which signal
like beacons from generation to genera-
tion the lasting values of the human
mind and spirit?

And I would also ask:

Do we remember ancient Egypt by its
list of Pharoahs—or for its Pyramids?

Do we remember Greece for its phalanx
of soldiers—or for its Parthenon—for
Plato, for Aristotle, for Socrates?

Do we remember Rome for its catapult
in battle—or for the orations of Cicero,
the poetry of Ovid and Virgil which are
continually refreshed for us by imagina-
tive scholarship in the humanities?

Do we remember medieval times
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culminating in the Renaissance for the
wars between the Guelphs and Ghibel-
lines—or for those manuscripts which
preserved man’s knowledge for all future
generations—and for Michelangelo—
and, incidentally, the Medici without
whose patronage there would have been
far less Renaissance art?

Do we remember 17th century England
for a civil war between England and
Scotland and the battle of Marston
Moor—or for John Milton?

And will we ourselves be remembered
for our technological progress, our
affluent society, and our nuclear weap-
onry—or for the abiding values of the
arts and the humanities?

I believe we know how we would re-
spond—and that we would like those
future historians to say that we helped
revive the Renaissance, or that we helped
create a new Augustan Age, or that we
produced a new Athens in America for
cultural advancement.

And when I say Athens, I mean Afhens,
and not Sparta.

Athens with all its glories, including its
sculptors and, yes, its vases, its philoso-
phers, and its Parthenon, and not Sparta
with its rather brutal society and its
string of military victories. From a view-
point in the amphitheatre of history,
Athens has outstripped Sparta. And so I
hope its values and standards and goals
will be surpassed in America—and not
those of Sparta.

For all of the reasons I have discussed,
Mr. President, I strongly urge passage of
this legislation. {

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

Mr. PELL. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be-
cause of a pressing engagement at this
time I would like to offer an amendment.
On page 11, line 8, after the word “in-
terior” to insert “a member designated
by the Senate Chairman of the Com-
mittee on Arts and Antiquities and the
Speaker of the House."”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is in order.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DomenIc). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
send to the desk an amendment and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Montana will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ment, as follows:

On page 11, line 8, after the word “In-
terior,” insert:

A member designated by the Chairman of
the Senate Committee on Art and Antiguities
and the Speaker of the House,

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
that that amendment be corrected so
that it will read:
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A member designated by the Chairman of
the Senate Committee on Art and Antiqul-
ties, and a member designated by the
Speaker of the House.

So that there will be two Members of
Congress.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment will be so
modified.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. The council to which
these two Members would be named now
seeks to be a composite of the highest
authorities of government in respect of
the arts and humanities.

I ask unanimous consent that section
9(b) of the statute with which we are
dealing today may be made a part of my
remarks.

There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE FEDERAL COUNCIL ON
THE ARTS AND THE HUMANITIES

Sec. 9. (20 U.8.C. 858) (a) There 1s estab-
lished within the Foundation a Federal
Council on the Arts and the Humanities.

(b) The Council shall be composed of the
Chairman of the National Endowment for
the Arts, the Chairman of the National En-
dowment for the Humanities, the United
States Commissioner of Education, the Secre-
tary of the Smithsonian Institution, the
Director of the National Science Founda~-
tion, the Librarian of Congress, the Director
of the National Gallery of Art, the Chairman
of the Commission of Fine Arts, the Archivist
of the United States, and a member desig-
nated by the Secretary of State. The Presi-
dent shall designate the Chairman of the
Couneil from among the members. The Presi-
dent is authorized to change the membership
of the Council from time to time as he deems
necessary to meet changes in Federal pro-
grams or executive branch organization.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, these in-
clude the Chairman of the National En-
dowment for the Arts, the Chairman of
the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities, the U.S. Commissioner of Edu-
cation, the Secretary of the Smithsonian
Institution, the Director of the National
Science Foundation, the Librarian of
Congress, the Director of the National
Gallery of Art, the Chairman of the
Commission of Fine Arts, the Archivist
of the United States, and a member des-
ignated by the Secretary of State.

It seems eminently fitting that the
Congress should be directly represented
in this group, and I thoroughly approve
of the amendment offered by the major-
ity leader.

Mr. MANSFIELD, I thank the Sen-
ator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Montana.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PELL. I want to pay a word of
tribute to the senior Senator from New
York (Mr. JaviTs), because he was tread-
ing down this road long before I came
to the Senate, pressing for Federal Gov-
ernment support for the arts, and was
truly the pioneer and the original father
of all these concepts and legislation, and
without his help this bill could never
have seen the light of day.
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr, President, I am very
grateful to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

Just by way of observation to the
newer Members of the Senate, it took 16
years, from 1949 to 1965—I first intro-
duced the bill in 1949, in the other body—
to get the bill adopted as the law of the
land. The United States is away behind
in the parade, among all the countries of
the world. That goes not only for indus-
trial, allegedly affluent countries, but
many, many countries that are very poor
and are in what we call the third world.

The Senator from Rhode Island (Mr.
Perr) has already made a distinguished
argument for the bill. The Senator from
Wisconsin (Mr. ProxmMire), who is chal-
lenging the authorizations, I treat with
the greatest respect. He will be challeng-
ing those authorizations, and that will
give us what we consider a proper oppor-
tunity to go into the details of what the
authorizations are to be spent for and
why the rate of increase. I agree with
the Senator from Wisconsin that they
look steep and need to be justified. We
should be put to our proof. Then what-
ever the Senate does will be acceptable.
But the Senator from Wisconsin is cor-
rect to say, after examining the budget,
that the authorizations look very steep.
How do we justify them? I think we
should do so after the Senator from
Wisconsin has made his argument, with
his usual skill and thorough preparation.

As to the general lineaments of the
bill, it essentially underlines what we
have done before, as well as takes ac-
count of the recommendations of the
administration. There is a fine amalgam
of the bill which the committee desired
to report to the Senate and the recom-
mendations of the administration. I ask
unanimous consent that President Nix-
on'’s state of the Union message of March
1, on human resources, relating to the
arts and humanities, be printed at this
point in the ReEcorp.

There being no objection, the message
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

ARrTs AND HUMANITIES

I know that many in the Congress share
the concern I have often expressed that some
Amerleans, particularly younger people, lost
faith in their country during the 1960's. I
believe this faith is now being reborn out of
the knowledge that our country is moving
toward an era of lasting peace in the world,
toward a healthier environment, and toward
a new era of progress and equality of oppor-
tunity for all our people.

But renewed faith in ourselves also arises
from a deeper understanding of who we are,
where we have come from, and where we are
golng—an understanding to which the arts
and the humanities can make a great con-
tribution,

Government has a limited but important
function in encouraging the arts and the
humanities—that of reinforcing local initia-
tives and helping key institutions to help
themselves. With the approach of our Bi-
centennial, we have a speclal opportunity to
draw on the enrichment and renewal which
cultural activity can provide in our national
life. With this in mind, my 18974 budget re-
quests further expansion of the funds for the
National Foundation on the Arts and the
Humanities, to a new high of $168 million.
I ask continued full support from the Con-
gress for this funding.
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
note the interest and encouragement of
the President, which has resulted in the
orderly growth of this program and has
contributed so much to its success. This
was symbolized when Nancy Hanks, who
has made such an outstanding success as
Chairman of the Arts Endowment, and
was similarly signalized when Dr. Ronald
Berman, who came @ us from quite a
different discipline, with a reputation as
a conservative, toock over the National
Endowment of the Humanities.

I wish to call special attention to what
this program has done in respect of the
States, where it has literally effected a
revolution. We talk about States’ rights
and State opportunities; and we have
had a big debate here about how much
we should transfer to the States. When
something outstanding happens, which
shows promise of a stimulation of the
States, it is worthwhile sitting up and
taking notice, in order that we might
learn from this experience how best to
work in the Federal system. It has been
virtually remarkable.

In 1960, before the passage of this
Federal law, 14 States and State arts
councils and State arts programs. They
were pretty skimpily financed. But in
1973, every one of our States—all 50—
has State arts councils and State arts
programs. In the humanities, however,
actually about 26 Sfates have working
programs. They are now in place and
24 States have programs in the planning
stage for a total of 40 of the States. Only
a few years ago, there were none what-
ever in the humanities. These State pro-
grams do not subsist on Federal grants.
That is. the big thing, and I wish that
Senators would pay close attention to it.

There is rather an infinitesimal partic-
ipation by the national arts and national
humanities endowment in these ventures.
Within the States the matching grants
now run up to $150,000. But individual
States, even small States, have now
thought very highly of these programs
and have put a great deal of money into
them. My own State of New York, which
quite properly should be the leader in this
regard, now stands for $15 million of the
program itself, as only one State. A num-
ber of other States, and some small
States. Mr. President, have done abso-
lutely remarkably well in regard to the
contributions which they make. It is real-
ly an extraordinary and very exciting rec-
ord. Every State, of course, realizes what
there is in this matching.

Mr. President, I said a minute ago that
one of the great virtues of this program
is the fact that it stimulates rather than
dominates the field. It is interesting
that in the years this program has been
in effect, since 1965, I have heard of no
substantiated complaint—and I think
that I am as exposed to the constituency
which would be affected as anyone else—
of the political domination of any arts
and humanity program. I think that is
a remarkable record. I doubt if there
is any record comparable with it in any
Federal aided program, especially when
we consider that when they first start-
ed, the argument was made that Sena-
tors and Congressmen would be choosing
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their favorite opera singers. That has
proven to be a lot of nonsense.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield at that point, I can vouch
for that statement, because I tried to
get some of my own views implemented
with regard to representational versed
abstract art. And very properly they ig-
nored my views. And I think they were
absolutely correct.

Mr. JAVITS, Mr. President, that is an
interesting observation. I congratulate
the Senator from Rhode Island for mak-
ing it. There is a certain cynicism which
prevails in the country today with re-
gard to politics and politicians. People
should know that we ourselves often have
made recommendations which may have
been rejected. We may be disappointed
at the time, but I think that demon-
strates the validity of the process. It is
important, as the Senator noted with
regard to the action on the National
Endowment for the Arts.

Another point which I wish to em-
phasize on this question is what propor-
tion of the totality of aid to the arts
and the humanities come from the Fed-
eral Government.

Our figures indicate that for a
symphony orchestra it comes to 3.5 per-
cent, notwithstanding the towering def-
icits of these symphony orchestras.

I have figures for New York which are
quite detailed and were prepared by a
group who have really worked very hard
on this matter. This group is called the
Associated Councils of the Arts. This
particular group is headed by Amyas
Ames and is called the Partnership for
the Arts.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the tabulation may be printed
in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

THE MOUNTING CRISIS FOR THE PERFORMING
ARTS AT LINCOLN CENTER

[In millions of dollars]

Govern-

ment

Loss aid

(after (State
operatin and Private

Costs income Federal) aid

1970 to 1971
1971 to 1972
1972 to 1973.

$47.7 $
51.8
55.0

$2.3
1.6
2.5

§

10.8
15.2
15.5

13.
16.
18.

Note: The outrage of inflation, loss up $4.9; the inadequacy of
government aid, up only $0.2; the unbearable increase in demand
on the private sector, up $4.7.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the tabu-
lation indicates that notwithstanding the
fact that Lincoln Center, which is prob-
ably the principal performing arts cen-
ter in the country, has a towering loss
running up to $18 million in the current
year—since it costs about $55 million,
and the losses come to $18 million—Gov-
ernment aid amounts to two-tenths of 1
percent. That is the aggregate aid given
to the activities going on in Lincoln
Center. We can compare that with $15.5
million in private aid which is poured
into Lincoln Center. Indeed, the figures
show that on the average for every dol-
lar put in by the National Endowment for
the Arts there is a matching, not of dol-
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lar for dollar, but $3 to $1. That is the
way it runs.

So, an extraordinary amount of ar-
tistic activity is developed in this pro-
gram.

Just to indicate that the support for
the work of the Arts Endowment is not
a situation confined to New York, I would
like to read a brief excerpt from a letter
I have received from Terry Melton, ex-
ecutive director of the Oregon Arts Com-~
mission:

Within the structure of the National En-
dowment for the Arts and, subsequently, the
State Arts Councils, I know of virtually no
self-serving bureaucrats. Miss Nancy Hanks
and the Endowment have delivered programs
to people and continue to be responsive to
the real, not imagined, needs of the American
arts constituency and the public.

At the local level and because of financial
and spiritual cooperation with the National
Endowment, programs are being generated
which contribute to the human condition of
people here in Oregon—and elsewhere. Fund-
ing for the arts has proven to be efficient and
straightforward with maximum funds being
delivered to arts organizations and the cre-
ators of American art. The successes of the
program could well act as a prototype for the
majority of governmental agencies.

What Mr. Melton says is borne out by
what I believe to be a very significant
figure, and that is the overhead cost of
these particular agencies of the Gov-
ernment which, according to the best
estimate I have, is something like 6
percent.

Anyone who is acquainted with the op-
erations of Government agencies cer-
tainly must respect that figure. And the
present estimates for fiscal year 1974,
based on administrative requests, would
represent 4.6 percent. I think that is a
most enviable record.

Finally, Mr. President, I am very in-
terested, because I think this is a real
challenge to the program which should
be met, and again I am not a bit irri-
tated or made unhappy by the challenge
of the Senator from Wisconsin to this
program. I think it is proper and almost
his duty. I am glad that he has made it,
although I hope very much that we will
defeat it. However, that is neither here
nor there.

I am interested in one thing which is
essential to the education of the Sen-
ate, and that is the letter of the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE)
under date of April 16, 1973, which was
sent to all Senators. The letter deals
with his feelings that these increases are
too steep.

In the letter, the Senator from Wis-
consin says:

Which go primarily for the enjoyment and
the benefit of the upper middle class and
the wealthy.

I wish to read that again, because
I think it is so important. It reads:

Which go primarily for the enjoyment and
the benefit of the upper middle class and
the wealthy.

Mr. President, I think that ought to
be tested out. Would one say that with
over 171 million recorded museum visits
to 5,000 museums that this goes to the
upper middle class and the wealthy who
are at the most 5 percent of the
population?
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Mr. President, would one say that with
the 26 symphony orchestras reporting 11
million attendees in 1 year, that repre-
sents a crosscut of the upper middle class
and the wealthy? Would one say, Presi-
dent, that in respect of the theater ac-
tivities? For example, in my own State of
New York we have a gifted fellow by the
name of Joseph Papp, who has gotten
some help in having a traveling Shake-
speare company, an excellent company,
go to high schools and to small centers
never reached before by commercial en-
deavors. Indeed, this way my whole hope
in the many years I spent on the National
Endowment, that these developments of
culture would be had where they had not
been seen before.

With thousands upon thousands of
high school students of every conceivable
class and grade attending these perform-
ances, could one say that this was for the
benefit and the privilege of the wealthy
and upper middle class?

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am glad the Sen-
ator brought that point up, because I had
noticed that statement in the Senator’s
letter. I could add certain information
to what the Senator has been saying
that might be of interest to more or less
set aside the idea that this money goes
only to the middle class and the wealthy.
Just last week it was once again my
pleasure to visit the Hopi Indian Reser-
vation, and also the Navajo Indian Reser-
vation.

By no stretch of the imagination can
those people be called middle class. It is
rather hard even to get them up into the
lower class, as we think about incomes in
this country. But ever since the coming
of the Spaniards and the Mexicans, there
has slowly been developing on those res-
ervations a great interest in silver art. In
fact, I can say to any colleague from New
York that in his big city of New York,
stores are selling Navajo Indian jewelry
at prices far above anything we dreamed
of a few years ago.

My point is that on the Hopi Reserva-
tion, there is a Hopi cultural center in
part financed by these funds, at which
young Hopi men or boys and girls are
taught the art of silversmithing. Those
people are enabled more and more, be-
cause of this help, to become more and
more self-sufficient.

I can say the same thing about the
young people of the Navaho Tribe, who,
until this help came along and we were
able by it to finance these centers, were
drifting away from their culture.

To us in the Southwest, the Indian
and Spanish cultures are the two big
sources of our cultural life and inspira-
tion. To go further with this argument
against the middle-class people and the
wealthy enjoying it, and they only, in
Tucson, which can be considered the old-
est settlement in the United States with-
out too much argument, we have had,
since the beginning of this program, a
bilingual theater, El Teatro del Pueblo,
which has been operating in Tucson as
a Spanish-language theater for local
residents who do not attend the English-
speaking theater. The State Arts Com-
mission has been instrumental in assist-
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ing the creation of this special cultural
outlet, and the National Endowment has
provided financial grants to this group
for 3 consecutive years, including a $10,-
000 grant in fiscal 1972.

Mr. President, I do not want to pro-
long this argument, but I was quite dis-
turbed by the statement that only the
middle class and the wealthy enjoy these
privileges. I have been, for a number of
vears, a director on several museums in
my own State of Arizona, and by far the
majority—I would say as high as 80 per-
cent—of the people visiting those mu-
seums are young, and they are distinctly
middle class or lower middle class. But
these museums and orchestras have pro-
vided for the people of Arizona from all
classes—and we do not like to think of
ourselves in classes or groups out there;
we promote everything that is good for
everyone, and it has been, because of
t&h&;ﬁ funds that we have been able to

o it.

I just wanted to let my friend from
New York know that the friends in Ari-
zona that this bill has created would
very much resent the idea that it is sort
of a rich man’s hobby.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield, so that
I may ask the Senator from Arizona a
question?

Mr, JAVITS. In a moment, after I re-
spond briefly to the Senator from Ari-
zZona.

Mr. President, by way of reciprocity
of information to my iriend and col-
league from Arizona, may I say that in
the enormous crowds which literally
flocked to the Metropolitan Museum in
New York to see the great Rembrandt’s
Aristotle Contemplating the Bust of
Homer, when it was acquired by the
Metropolitan Museum, not only were the
overwhelming majority of the people not
rich or upper middle class but actually
poor. This is the greatest New York City
attraction on a Sunday. It is free, and
people go there; it is a very lovely thing
to do.

Of course, the Metropolitan is not sup-
ported by the endowment on the arts; its
money just did not go that far. But the
important thing is, we are directing our
attention to the word “primarily.” That
is what I wish to emphasize to my col-
league and the Senate. Senator Prox-
MIRE's representation, and, we must as-
sume, the basis for his amendment, is
that these funds go primarily for the en-
joyment and benefit of the upper middle
class and the wealthy. The truth is pre-
cisely the contrary; that is my point,
and I am sure the point of the Senator
from Arizona, that they go primarily
for the benefit of the lower middle clas-
ses in economic terms. That is what this
is all about. If I did not feel that were
the case, Mr, President, I would not be
here. I would be for the repeal of this
act, instead of having devoted most of
my legislative life to working for its
implementation.

I yield now to the Senator from
Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
the Senator from Arizona if he has any
idea what proportion of these funds will
go for any project purveying some cul-
tural advantage to the disadvantaged
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like the Hopi Indians. And can he tell
me how much went to the Hopi Indian
Cultural Center?

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator is
asking for a figure that I cannot give
without getting into——

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator will yield

Mr. GOLDWATER. I am glad to. Per-
haps the Senator from Rhode Island has
the information.

Mr. PELL. The kind of program we
would like to expand on and do not have
the funds is, for example, Artists in
Schools. Three percent of the children
in schools are presently enjoying or
benefiting from a certain exposure to
the arts. I would like to see that 3 per-
cent moved up to 100 percent. We can-
not possibly do that, because the cost
of that would go to some $75 million. But
at least more children can be exposed to
high aquality in the arts, as they apply
here specifically to education and the
inspirational value they have for our
young people.

There is another program for helping
the handicapped in hospitals, some of
whom may be rich or upper middle-class,
or they may be poor. Certainly a hospital
population is pretty much across the
board. But we have here a program for
the hospitalized, as well as programs for
the disadvantaged, and these, too, are
programs that would be benefited by ex-
pansion and most worthy of it. But in
order to move ahead, we need more funds.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Let me say at this
point to the Senator from Arizona that
I made, as I thought——

Mr. GOLDWATER. If I might add,
for the benefit of the Senator from
Wisconsin——

Mr. PROXMIRE. Very well.

Mr. GOLDWATER. We had $182,000
of Federal funds available for the con-
duct of these events last year, and in
addition we had $803,000 of local funds
contributed. So the stimulation is im-
portant. I am not saying we would not
have received some of the $803,000, but
when we can start projects on Indian
reservations, and we can get the young
Mexican-Americans interested, once
again, in preserving the cultural efforts
of their ancestors, to the point that we
obtain about seven times as much local
money as we get from the Federal Gov-
ernment, that is the kind of money that
this conservative is interested in.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I still
stand by my statement that the primary
enjoyment of a great deal yes the
primary advantage of the museum cul-
ture, opera, musie, and so forth, goes to
the people of the upper- and middle-
income classes,

I say that on the basis of having at-
tended many of these functions, as all
Senators have, and talking to other peo-
ple who attend them, and having an
opportunity to observe the customers.

I do not say the poor do not go. Many
of the very poor go, as the Senator from
New York has said, especially if there
is some kind of free exhibition, and I
am sure this authorization makes more of
that possible. I think that is wonderful.
But I do say, No. 1, that the primary
beneficiaries are people who, fortunately,
have better educations than most and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

who, by and large, have larger incomes
than most. In the second place, this is
the principal reason for my amendment.
It does not cut the program. It permits
the program to expand enormously, but
it does not permit it to explode. The
basis for the amendment is to hold in-
creases in this field down to a reasonable
amount.

Ireserve the remainder of my remarks.

Mr. GOLDWATER. Let me comment
on one point in the remarks just made
by the Senator from Wisconsin. Western
art is something that is relatively new,
although we have had Western art, of
course, going back for some time. If it
had not been for the stimulation of this
program in the Southwest and the Far
West, we would not have the great out-
pouring today of Western art, much of
it equaling Charlie Russell and the Rem-
ington type of thing, the kind of oppor-
tunity afforded countless thousands of
young artists.

Who provided this? Not endowments,
but the fact that the endowments made
it possible for young artists to get started
and then made it possible for the wealth-
ier people to buy the works of these
young artists and, thereby, stimulating
our interest in art.

There must be some spark somewhere
to get things going. Without such a
spark—the money we are talking about—
I am convinced that many of the smaller
financing States, such as my own State
of Arizona, would not have enjoyed the
great increase in culture they have en-
joyed since its inception.

Mr. PROXMIRE. May I say to my
good friend from Arizona that my
amendment would permit, next year, an
increase in arts grants from $28 million
to $44 million; an increase in the hu-
manities from $35 million to $52 mil-
lion; an increase in art States programs
from $6.9 million to $8.25 million; an
increase in arts and humanities match-
ing, from $9 million to $15 million.

So I am not killing the programs. They
are fine programs. The Senator from Ari-
zona has made a superlative case for con-
tinuing with this kind of program. It is
an excellent and much-needed service.
Buy my amendment does not gut it. It
would permit it to go ahead in a reason-
able and orderly way.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if I may
resume—and I shall shortly conclude my
remarks—we will get on to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin,

Now, Mr. President, I mentioned when
I made my remarks in chief that this
country, for years and years and years,
has lagged behind all the other major
countries of the world. The fact is that
even after we enact this particular bill
and make the authorizations which we
have provided for in this particular meas-
ure, we will still be dealing with 70 cents
per person in fiscal 1975, and $1 per
person in fiscal 1976 in terms of nation-
al stimulation of the arts.

Canada, a nation much like our own
but with less material per capita annual
income than ours, spends $1.40 annually
per person. West Germany spends $2
per person. Sweden spends $2 per person.
Austria spends $2 per person, and so
forth.

Many countries in the third world,
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the so-called developing countries, do
better than we do. The maximum under
these authorizations, which are charac-
terized as being so profligate, will come
to $1 per person per endowment in 1976.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield at that
point?

Mr, JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think what we
overlook is Federal spending through
tax expenditure or incentives. Most of
the money provided for the arts and
humanities is not provided through ap-
propriations but through tax expendi-
tures. I have checked with the Internal
Revenue Service to get the best esti-
mates of what we provide now for arts
and humanities through the tax expendi-
ture route, through providing deductions
for individuals who make contributions
in this area.

The amount spent for support of arts
and humanities by individuals is about
$215 billion, or $12 per person in this
country, which is far more than in the
other countries of the world. Those coun-
tries may have tax incentives, too, for
contributing to the arts, but I would
challenge the Senator to show me that
in any of the free enterprise countries in
the world comparisons are nearly as
generous as in this country.

Mr. JAVITS. That is really stretching
it. In the first place, the Senator does
not know what the other countries give
by way of deductions with respect to the
arts. In the second place, if it were all
that attractive, as the Senator from Wis-
consin states, why would private aid be
practically now frozen at the figure of
what it has been in the past few years,
and why are these various enterprises,
which we are trying to stimulate, in
grave danger of shutting down? I gave
the example of the symphony orchestra
situation. Museums all over the country
are also in great danger of shutting
down. Some museums now charge ad-
mission which never charged admission
before. Is that going to help the poor or
the lower middle classes? On the con-
trary, it will confine cultural activities to
the very people the Senator is inveighing
against—to wit, the upper middle classes
and the wealthy.

Mr. President, by any standards, I still
maintain that among the civilized coun-
tries, this country has been far behind
the parade. We are trying to do some-
thing about it. We do not have to catch
up, but to match our situation with re-
spect to this field, which so many people
feel is infinitely more important, even,
than housing and shelter.

It is banal to say it, but it is true in
this particular case, that the poor—cer-
tainly the poor—do not live by bread
alone. If we are talking about ennobling
and dignifying their lives, I would hazard
the belief that they will tell us whether
they have one more crust of bread or a
little better bathroom, as much as they
need it and as much as we want to sup-
ply it for them, it is not that, but really
the satisfaction they get out of some cul-
tural activity which warms their hearts
and gives them the feeling that they are
human beings living in dignity.

That is why I have found—and I think
even the Senator from Wisconsin has
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found—that the most exciting part of the
antipoverty program has turned out to
be, what? The big things we were doing
in day care, help for the elderly, and so
forth? Not at all. The most exciting thing
turned out to be the legal services pro-
gram, the fact that the poor have a sense
of dignity and well-being knowing that
they, to, had a lawyer.

1t is the same with us. This program
should be infinitely more pervasive than
it is, if we are really to fulfill the func-
tion which it should have, is improving
the quality of life for all the people of
the United States of America circa 1973.

That is what this argument is all
about—improving the quality of life in
this country, circa 1973, whether it is on
a Hopi reservation, in the slums of Har-
lem, the slums of the Lower East Side,
where I was born, the slums of Chicago,
the slums of San Francisco, Philadelphia,
St. Louis, or Boston—or any other city
in the country.

That is what is at stake here.

Mr, President, a nation that can de-
vote $80 billion a year to defense can, in
its bicentennial year of 1976, spend $400
million to enhance and really enhance
the quality of life in America.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I should
like to associate myself with the remarks
of the distinguished Senator from New
York (Mr. JAvITS).

I have always been of the belief that
without the arts, we would be little bet-
ter than educated savages.

The arts are not only edifying to the
mind but also lift the spirit.

I am amazed that there would be an
assault upon such a modest expenditure
for the arts in the most powerful, the
richest, and the most highly industrial
nation in the world.

What Senator Javirs has said is so
true, that the United States lags behind.
Those of us who have had the opportu-
nity to travel abroad and see the great
works of art, the production of fine mu-
sic, the dance, the theater, I think have
cause to be a little ashamed that we are
behind.

There is no danger, certainly, from
the modest amount contemplated here,
of Government or the State taking over
the arts in this country. Rather, to me
it represents a stimulus of something
that should have been going on all along
in the United States, and that is the
decentralization of the arts.

The people of New York City are for-
tunate. But would it not be splendid if we
could have resident theaters and resident
symphonies in the modest-sized commu-
nities of this country? It happens in Eu-
rope. It happens in the United Kingdom.

My own community of Wichita Falls is
a town of only a hundred thousand. Yet,
we have a flourishing little theater, we
have a sympathy orchestra, and we have
a hallet theater,

But it is really a hand-to-mouth ex-
istence to keep these things going. They
perform an important service not only
for the community but also for several
thousand airmen stationed at the Air
Force base in our town. They attract
people from the small villages and the
hamlets and the agricultural area that
surrounds it who would not have the
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opportunity to see the performance of
artistic works if it were not for what we
were able to maintain in Wichita Falls,
Tex. !

So I certainly hope that the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Wis-
consin will be defeated. I think Senator
Javits wrapped it up very nicely when
he said that what we are talking about
is the quality of life in the United States.
What an enormous contribution the arts
have made to our civilization. I submit
that they are the most civilizing influ-
ence in our society.

I think this program has great merit,
and I hope the attempts to dilute this
program will be defeated. I think a ma-
jority of the American people, including
those who are low on the socioeconomic
scale, would agree with me.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 80

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment and ask that it be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. PELL. I would yield, but the Sen-
ator from Texas has been recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to read the amendment.

Mr. BENTSEN, Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, it is so ordered, and, without
objection, the amendment will be printed
in the Recorbp.

HUMANITIES GRANTS

Sec. 4, Sectlon T(d) of the National Foun-
dation on the Arts and Humanities Act
of 1065 is amended by adding after the
phrase “Federal programs” a comma and
then the words “designated State humanitles
agencles”.

Mr., BENTSEN. I yield myself 10
minutes.

Mr. President, I have discussed this
matter with the distinguished chairman
of the Special Subcommittee on the Arts
and Humanities, Mr. PELL.

Let me say first that I am an enthusi-
astic supporter of the legislation that
created the arts and humanities endow-
ment. Two years ago, in a floor speech
I specifically commended the President
for his support of the arts and humani-
ties and I recorded my own approval
of the appropriations measure substan-
tially increasing Federal support of these
programs.

I have supported this legislation ever
since I came to the Senate.

The amendment I offer today is in-
tended to strengthen that part of the
legislation which has been used as the
impetus to create State-based programs
in the humanities.

Some years ago, the distinguished Sen-
ator from New York (Mr. Javits) was
the father of legislation that created the
State Arts Council programs. Those pro-
grams are now flourishing in all of the
States, and they have proved to be very
successful. In many instances, State leg-
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islatures have appropriated three or four
times the amount of money required to
match the Federal share to create State-
based programs in the arts.

There is no comparable provision in
the bill creating State agencies to super-
vise some of the State-based grants in
the humanities, however, the humanities
endowment, under direction from the
Congress to expand its public humanities
programs, has established State-based
programs in some 40 States under the
general authority of section T(c)(5) of
the act, which authorizes the endow-
ment to foster public understanding and
appreciation of the humanities.

Although there has been some discus-
sion, particularly from the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island, (Mr, PELL)
about creating State agencies in the hu-
manities similar to the State arts coun-
cils, this has never been done. Indeed,
this year’s committee report notes that
the committee found it unwise to man-
date the creation of State humanities
councils in view of the fact that some 40
State-based programs are now in oper-
ation and the programs are still in an
experimental stage.

Mr. President, I have no quarrel with
the conclusion reached in the committee
report, and I have no wish now to man-
date the creation of any State agency,
for I can recognize that the program is
relatively new and that the endowment
wishes to experiment with a number of
models before it recommends the estab-
lishment of State humanities councils
similar to those in the arts.

What does concern me, however, is that
in a number of States, including my own,
State humanities councils have been in
existence for some years. The Texas Com-
mittee on the Arts and the Humanities is
such an agency, fully qualified to admin-
ister State-based programs in the hu-
manities. However, the humanities en-
dowment has not channeled any funds
for its State-based programs through
that agency.

Mr, President, I am fully aware of the
arguments that have been raised on this
point. Some have claimed that the State
agencies will not be as free as private
groups to administer the State program.
Yet, as the Senator from New York (Mr.
Javirs) knows, similar arguments were
raised when the State arts councils were
established. However, I think he will
agree that the early fears about State
meddling in the affairs of artists and
artistic organizations have proved to be
largely unfounded. Today, even those
who opposed the Javits concept at the
beginning are hailing the State arts coun-
cil programs as a success.

I would repeat that my amendment
does not mandate the creation of any
State humanities agency. It merely says
that where such an agency exists, the
national endowment must correlate its
activities, insofar as practicable, with the
State agency. In other words, it estab-
lishes a cooperative relationship between
the national and the State officials. Hope-
fully, some of the Federal funds can be
channeled through these existing agen-
cies.

I believe this is a very modest step,
Mr. President.
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At some point 1n the future, perhaps,
the Congress will decide to set up State
agencies in the humanities.

I am not ready to go that far at this
time. But I do believe that this amend-
ment can point us in a direction and can
give us some guidance about whether we
want to move that way later on.

I am hopeful that the manager of the
bill can accept this amendment.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the Senator
from Texas is absolutely correct. This
matter has been discussed with the rank-
ing minority member, the Senator from
New York, and with me, and it is a most
acceptable amendment. It is acceptable
to the administration.

I ask unanimous consent to have print-
ed in the Recorp—unless the Senator
wishes to do so—the letter from Dr. Ber-
man about indicating acceptance.

Mr. BENTSEN. I will be pleased to do
that.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
letter printed in the REcoORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

NatioNalL ENDOWMENT
FOR THE HUMANITIES,
Washington, D.C., April 10, 1973.
Hon. LLoyp BENTSEN,
U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR BENTSEN: Stephen Wexler of
the Special Subcommittee on the Arts and
Humanities has informed me of the proposed
amendment to NEH legislation. I would like
to say that I find this amendment not only
entirely acceptable but indeed perceptive
and helpful. You may rest assured that we
will do our best to implement the letter and
spirit of the proposed change, and I am
personally most grateful to you for the at-
tentive thought you have given to the En-
dowment’s purposes and procedures.

Naturally we have discussed the pending
legislation with many of the 26 members of
our board, the National Council on the Hu-
manities. Being simply private citizens, they
are, as I'm sure you understand, deeply con-
cerned about potential changes in programs
which they have originated and to which
they have deep personal commitments within
their states. In the attempt to clarify the
situation, some of them may, I think, have
tried excessively to make themselves heard:
this is certainly to be regretted and I assure
you that we will try as hard as possible to
keep their reactions from interfering with
normal Congresslonal procedures.

May I take this occasion of making it a
matter of record that we intend to review
proposals emanating from state councils and
indeed to stimulate them at all appropriate
times, This confers upon us the obligation
not only to cooperate with these designated
groups but to take the best occasion of fund-
ing their justified proposals.

We would like to thank you for your
patience in this matter, and for your con-
tinued interest in the Humanities.

Sincerely,
RoNALD BERMAN,
Chairman.

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

Mr. PELL. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I have a subsequent
amendment which I would like to offer
after the Senator from Texas finishes
the disposition of his amendment, and I
want to be sure that my amendment is
not ruled out of order, because it may
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affect the same figure which the Senator
from Texas may or may not be changing.

Does the Senator from Texas change
the amounts in any way?

Mr. BENTSEN. The Senator from
Texas does not change the amount in
any way. All the amendment does is to
say that, insofar as practicable, the Na-
tional Foundation will cooperate with
the State agencies on humanities.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator.

Then, my amendment would be in
order.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I move that
the amendment of the Senator from
Texas be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Would
the Senator from Texas indicate at what
part of the bill his amendment can be
found? Is it at the end of the bill?

Mr. BENTSEN. That section 4 be
amended by adding affer the phrase
“Federal programs,”——

Mr., PELL. Page 29 of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Texas.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, be-
fore I call up my amendment, I should
like to ask the senior Senator from Texas
a question. He praised the statement by
the Senator from New York (Mr. Ja-
virs). I must say that I found it very ap-
pealing and attractive too. But I ask the
Senator if he would agree with the
observation by the Senator from New
York that the best part of the poverty
program is legal services for the poor.
That program gives them the dignity of
having a lawyer, the dignity of belonging
effectively to the legal system of the
United States of America, so that they
can feel that they can have protection
in the courts, too.

I do not want to put the Senator on the
spot, because I do not know where he
stands on legal services and OEO, but I
have a suspicion. I wonder how the Sen-
ator can argue, on the one hand, that the
people in Wichita Falls ought to be al-
lowed to have a ballet or little theater,
or whatever this program assists, but the
poor in Wichita Falls and in Madison
and Milwaukee and Providence, R.L,
should not be allowed to have the kind of
lawyers which, as Senator Javirs pointed
out, are essential if they are going to have
any part of this American system.

Mr. TOWER. I thank my good friend,
the Senator from Wisconsin, for not
wanting to embarrass me or put me on
the spot. I know he has never wanted to
do that.

However, my views on legal services
are quite separable from my views on the
arts. I do not see any point in getting
into a debate on legal services at this
moment. That is not the issue before the
Senate. It is on the arts.

In my community, I think that the
arts and the facilities we have there are
very beneficial to the poor. As a maftter
of fact, when I was connected with the
little theater there, we used to take our
productions into the ghetto and put them
on there, and do it for no charge, in an
effort to bring some sense of apprecia-
tion and some a.ccesgibmty of the arts to
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those who could not otherwise afford

them.

I think it is a little phony to get into
a debate on legal services at this time.
I have certain philosophic reasons for
perhaps failing to support some legal
services concepts that have been ad-
vanced, but I am not going to debate
those here now. I think it would be de-
meaning to the present debate to get
sidetracked into a debate on legal serv-
ices.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Let me say here that
I think it is not demeaning. It is right on
the button, right on the mark. The fact
is that we have a ceiling on spending.
The President has proposed and the
Senate has passed a ceiling which may
or may not become law, but we passed it
sincerely. We passed a ceiling of $268
billion. If we spend money on this pro-
gram in increased amounts, we are going
to have to take dollars out of other pro-
grams. As we go along, we are going to
have to make painful and difficult prior-
ity judgments.

This is a program that has a lot of
appeal. The amendment I am going to
offer is not a cutting amendment. It
says in effect, “Go ahead, gung ho, with
this.” But do not go ahead with a pro-
gram which will be so extravagant as to
be self-defeating.

Mr. PELL. President, will the Senator
yield for an observation?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island.

Mr. PELL. Actually, the amounts for
the coming year, fiscal year 1974, have
the support of the administration, and
since it has the support of the admin-
istration presumably it would be within
the administration budget.

Also, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REcorp at
this point a letter from AFL-CIO indi-
cating their support for S. 795. While
they may have become upper middle
class in some ways, I think they speak
for labor and for all of our people, in-
cluding poor people. I also ask that two
other letters, from the council of AFIL-
CIO unions for scientific, professional,
and cultural employees with a listing
of their member organizations, and from
the American Association of Retired
Persons and the National Retired Teach-
ers Association be similarly printed in
the Recorp at this time.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REc-
ORD, as follows:

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR
AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL OR~
GANIZATIONS,

Washington, D.C., May 1, 1973.

Hon. CLAIBORNE PELL,

Chairman, Arts and Humanities Subcommit-
tee, Senate Labor and Public Welfare
Committee, Washingion, D.C.

DearR SENATOR PELL: The AFL-CIO, follow-
ing principles established by the American
labor movement in its earliest days. is com-
mitted to improving the quality of life for
its members and all Americans by improving
conditions on the job and increasing oppor-
tunities for every man and woman to enrich
their leisure hours off the job. The arts and
the humanities are essential to the fabric
of our culture, the enjoyment of which adds
meanlng to a worker’'s toil.

For this reason, we are convinced that the
opportunity to learn from the humanities
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and experience the arts must belong to all
our citizens. It cannot, and must not, be the
province of the wealthy alone.

The AFL-CIO conslstently has called for
greater public support of the arts and hu-
manities. We endorse 8. 795 which extends
the authorization for the National Founda-
tion on the Arts and the Humanities and
provides it with funding that we belleve is
reasonable and necessary.

The AFL-CIO earnestly hopes that the Sen-
ate will give this measure the vote of ap-
proval it so richly deserves.

Sincerely,
ANDREW J. BIEMILLER,
Director, Department of Legislation.
CouNciL oF AFL-CIO UNIONS FOR
ScIENTIFIC, PROFESSIONAL AND
CULTURAL EMPLOYEES,
Washington, D.C., April 11, 1973.
Hon, CLATRORNE PELL,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SEnNATOR PELL: The Council of AFL-
CIO Unions for Scientific, Professional and
Cultural Employees warmly endorses S. 795,
legislation that would extend the authoriza-
tion period of the National Foundation on
the Arts and the Humanities, This agency
represents a small commitment by the na-
tional government to the quality of life in
our nation today. Nevertheless, it is an im-
portant commitment and must be strength-
ened.

We respectfully request that you support
this measure in the Senate with your voice
and your vote and resist all amendments
that may cut the amount of funds called
for in this bill which already has been ap-
proved by your committee.

The afiiliates of this Council represent
nearly five milllon men and women, one
million of whom dre employed in the various
professional fields, As leisure time increases
and as the educational attainments of these
working people grow, their search for mean-
ingful enriching experiences Intensify. The
arts satisfy this quest.

This Council rejects the notion that the
arts are, or ought to be the province of the
wealthy. We believe that every American
should have the opportunity to experience
the arts in all their many forms, S. 795 helps
to do this. We belleve the nation would be
pennywise and pound foolish if it were to
curtall the development of this small pro=
gram

Sincerely,

JACKE GOLODNER,
Ezecutive Secretary.

NATIONAL AND INTERNATIONAL TUNIONS AT-
FILIATED WITH THE COUNCIL oF AFL-CIO
UNIONS FOR SCIENTIFIC, PROFESSIONAL, AND
CULTURAL EMPLOYEES
Actors Equity Association.

American Federation of Musleians.

American Federation of Teachers.

American Federation of Technical Engi-
neers.

American Guild of Musical Artists.

Brotherhood of Railway, Alrline

Steamship Clerks,

Communications Workers of America.
Insurarice Workers International Union,
International Alliance of Theatrical Stage

Employees and Moving Pleture Machine

Operators.
International

Workers.
International Union -ef Eleetrical, Radio

and Machine Worlkers.

National Association of Broadcast Em-
ployeées and Technicians,

Office and Professional Employees Inter-
national Union.

Retall Clerks International Assoclation.

Seafarers International Union of North

America,

Service Employees International Union.

and

Brotherhood of Electrical
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AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF RETIRED
PeERsONS, NaTioNaL  RETIRED
TEACHERS ASSOCIATION,

Washington, D.C. April 30, 1973.
Hon, CLAIBORNE PELL,
Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTOR PELL: The American Asso-
ciation of Retired Persons and the National
Retired Teachers Assoclation, with a com-
bined membership of more than five mil-
Lion older Americans, wish to express their
strong support of 8. 785, extending ald to
arts and humanities through fisecal year
1976. We are most hopeful that the Senate
will expedite passage of this legislation as
reperted by the Senate Labor and Public
Wellare Committee.

As you may know, Senator Pell, our Asso-
clations’ innovative continuing education
program—the Institute of Lifetime Learn-
ing—has opened new doors to creativity
and knowledge and has demonstrated the
capacity of older Amerlcans to enrich their
lives through music, the arts, literature and
the sclences. Based on our experiences, it is
our Associations’ firm belief that the involve-
ment of older Americans as viewers and as
participants in cultural activities has great
potential. We see the expansion of the fed-
eral assistance to the arts and humanities
as an Important breakthrough in broaden-
ing the recremtional and cultural opportu-
nities for older Americans. Our endorsement
of these programs has been strengthened by
the recently published study entitled Arts
and the Elderly, prepared by the National
Council on the Aging. This interesting and
informative study not only underscores the
importance of cultural activities for older
Americans, but it also offers numerous sug-
gestions to state agencies on aging and to
State Councils on the Arts for joint activi-
tles to enrich the lives of older Americans,

We are appreclative of your efforts to ex-
pand the arts and humanities programs, and
we hope that the legislation which was re-
ported by the Senate Labor and Public Wel-
fare Committee will not be wealkened during
debate in the full Senate.

Your continued interest and action on he-
half of all older Americans {s most gratifying.

With warm regards,

Sincerely,
CYRIL F. BRICKFIELD,
Legislative Counsel.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Let us make the situ-
ation as clear as we can. In the commit-
tee report on this bill on page 9, at the
bottom, the administration made it clear
that they are not in favor of the Pell
bill. In the event my amendment is re-
jected I intend to offer the administra-
tion amendment, which would reduce
the amount.

They say, at the bottom of page 9:

In a report to your committee on the sub-
ject bills, the National Foundation on the
Arts and the  Humanities recommends
against enactment of 8. 795, favoring instead
S. 916, the administration’'s proposal. We con-
cur with these views and also recommend
against enactment of S. 705.

What the administration proposes is
an authorization for 1 year. Thereafter
they propose an open authorization and
under that authorization there would
not be the same pressure on the Com-
mittee on Appropriations to provide the
very large appropriation.

On page 128 of the budget, the ad-
ministration states that the outlay for
cultural activities will be $348 million in
1974 and of this $120 million will be pro-
vided for the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities,

The Proxmire provision for 1974 is in
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the amount of $120 million, which is
exactly what the budget provides. This is
an increase of $60 million for activities
of the American Bicentennial Commis-
sion.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield at that point?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. PELL. I wish to read into the
Recorp a letter from Miss Nancy Hanks,
Chairman, National Endowment for the
Arts, and Mr. Ronald Berman, Chair-
man, National Endowment for the Hu-
manities. The letter is addressed to the
distinguished Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. Scorr) and it states, in part:

You will remember, the President stated
in the 1973 State of the Union Report on Hu-
man Resources (March 1, 1978): Y i i rea
newed faith in ourselves also arises from a
deeper understanding of who we are, where
we have come from, and where we are going—
an understanding to which the arts and the
humanities can make a great contribution.
My 1974 budget requests further expansion
of the funds for the Natlonal Foundation on
the Arts and the Humanities, to a new high
of $168 million. I ask continued full support
from the Congress for this funding."

On behalf of the Administration, we wish
to reaffirm the commitment to the level of
funding proposed by the President for Fiscal
1874 and opposition to any action in regard
to S. 795 pending before the Senate that
would reduce appropriations from this level.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
think we now have a somewhat clearer
picture. The administration changed its
mind. In the budget they asked for a 50
percent increase in the arts, to $120 mil-
lion in 1974, a very big increase. They
changed their minds and decided to ask
for a 100 percent increase but they lim-
ited their request to 1974 and they did
not ask for the same increase that the
Pell bill provides for 1975 and 1976.

Mr. PELL. That is what I was going to
say. They are addressing themselves only
to the coming fiscal year. They did not
support that amount or any other
amount. They would like to say, “such
sums as may be necessary.” I know the
Senator and I both have objection to
the phrase “such sums as may be neces-
sary.”

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is the Senator from
Rhode Island prepared to accept an
amendment to strike out the authoriza-
tion for 1975 and 19769

Mr. PELL. Absolutely not.

Mr. PROXMIRE. So the Senator is
taking a position contrary to the admin-
istration on that point.

Mr. PELL. I would be compelled to op-
pose such an amendment.

Mr. PROXMIRE, But the Senator
would admit that that is the administra-
tion position, Is that correct?

Mr, PELL. No. Its position, as it some=-
times indicates, is no position.

Mr. PROXMIRE, Is the Senator really
saying it is no position at all? The ad-
ministration recommends against enact-
ment of S. 795, favoring instead S. 918,
the administration bill. If I submit the
administration bill as an amendment it
is clear I am submitting a position that
the administration would support. It is
stated in the report that they would sup-
port that.

Mr. PELL. If the Senator offers an
amendment stating “such sums as may
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be necessary,” which is the administra-
tion position, for 1975 and 1976, I would
be compelled to oppose that.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am certain the
Senator would not oppose it on those
grounds. I have served on the Committee
on Appropriations for 10 years and we all
know that in that committee we get
pressure to meet the authorization level.
We have great pressure to do so.

Mr. PELL. As the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Education I wish they
would even come up to only one-half of
the authorization,

Mr. PROXMIRE. If we did, we would
have to print an awful lot of money.

Mr. PELL. And spend less money
somewhere else. This is again a question
of priorities. S. 795 deals with the quality
of our Nation’s future life. I consider
that of high priority.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, the
authorization bill for funds for the Na-
tional Foundation on the Arts and the
Humanities (8. 795) contains outra-
geous increases in funds for fiscal years
1974, 1975, 1976.

From very modest beginnings of about
$20 million a year in its first 2 years of
existence, funds for the Foundation have
grown at a rate of roughly $20 million a
year, reaching $80 million this year, or
fiscal year 1973.

FUNDS EXPLODE

But under this bill, the funds are to
explode.

In fiscal year 1974, the authorization
is for $160 million. That is double fiscal
year 1973. It is four times the fiscal year

1971 rate. It is eight times the amount
authorized in the first 2 years. This is a
100-percent increase in 1 year.

I think many of us have been in the
Senate long enough to realize that any
program, whether it be a military pro-
gram, a social program, an educational
program, or a welfare program, that goes
that fast, makes a whale of a lot of mis-
takes along the way and wastes extrava-
gantly.

But in the words of the old song, “Baby,
You Ain’t Seen Nothin’ Yet,” in fiscal
year 1975 it goes up again by $120 mil-
lion over fiscal year 1974 and by $200
million over fiscal year 1973.

Finally in fiscal year 1976, the amount
authorized is $400 million. And there is
a provision in the bill that if no further
action is taken, $400 million will be avail-
able again in fiscal year 1977.

SIGNIFICANCE OF INCREASES

These are not merely marginal yearly
increases to take care of pay raises and
inflationary factors. These increases are
geometrical in their proportions. There
is a 100-percent increase for fiscal year
1974. By the fiscal year 1975 funds in-
crease by 3% times. The funds increase
by fivefold in fiscal year 1976 over 1973,
or from $80 million to $400 million. The
$400 million provided in fiscal year 1976
is five times the amount we now spend
each vear on the Peace Corps. It is 215
times the $172.5 million we spend for
REAP—the Rural Environmental Assist-
ance Program—which the President cut
from his budget this year. It is almost
twice the $216 million in REA funds the
President cut from the budget this year.
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And the $400 million provided for the
National Foundation on the Arts and
Humanities in the third year of this au-
thorization is almost as much as the $425
million the President cut outlays in the
OEO budget from fiscal year 1973 to 1974.

Mr. President, in a year of budget cut-
ting, belt tightening, freezes, and meat-
ax approaches by the administration
for funds for public housing, farm
disaster loans, water and sewer grants,
and rehabilitation of the handicapped,
it is unconscionable to double the funds
for the arts in this coming fiscal year and
to authorize a fivefold increase 2 years
from now.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
showing the authorizations for funds for
the National Foundation since its incep-
tion be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Herms)., Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The tabulation ordered to be printed
in the REecorb is as follows:

TaBLE 1 —Authorizations for the National
Foundation on the Arts and Humanities,
fiscal year 1969-73

[In milllons]

Fiscal year:

Mr. PROXMIRE. I may say parenthet-
ically that the authorizations and ap-
propriations have been essentially the
same.

I would like to read some of these.

In fiscal 1969 the amount was $22,-
750,000. In 1970 it was $24,750,000. In
1971 it was $40,000,000. In 1972 it was
$60,000,000. In 1973 it was $80,000,000.

That is a very sharp increase—I think
too sharp—but I think that is a case
which can be defended.

In this proposal we would abandon
that kind of regular increase of about
$20,000,000 and really jump.

The proposal in this bill would in-
crease that authorization in 1974 from
$80,000,000 to $160,000,000; in 1975 to
$280,000,000; and in 1976 to $400,000,000.

And, as I have said, $400,000,000 more
is authorized for fiscal year 1977 if the
Congress fails to act to extend the au-
thorization authority.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, if the Sena-
tor will yield, I am not a mathematician,
but the percentage increase remains ap-
proximately the same. It does not go up
in geometric progression; it is going up
in arithmetic progression.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think the Senator
must have had a different kind of arith-
metic teacher than I had. I think the
percentage increase does go up much
more than he says. In 1971 it was $40
million; in 1972 it was $60 million or 50
percent higher; in 1973 it was $80 million
or 3315 percent higher. But in 1974 it
would go up to $160 million, which is a
100-percent increase.

Mr. PELL. That is right, but that is
what the administration supports.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The percentage in-
crease from 1973 to 1974 is 3 times the
percentage increase of what it was from
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1972 to 1973 and twice what it was from
1971 to 1972.

Mr. PELL, But this is the administra-
tion-sponsored increase, which I agree
with the Senator is more, but then we
get back to the cycle, and we find the
increase from 1974 to 1975 is from $160
million to $280 million, which is about
70 percent. Then it drops down to about
40 percent.

Mr. PROXMIRE, The increase is con-
fused by the fact that the administra-
tion has supported the increase because
they have a notion that it is for the
bicentennial. That is why we have the
contradictions between what the admin-
istration recommended in the budget,
when they say outlays for this Agency
should be $120 million for the National
Foundation on the Arts and the Hu-
manities, or an increase of $60 million
in 1974.

Then why did they go on with that
very sharp increase that is beyond $120
million that they have in the budget for
this proposal? The reason is that we are
moving on now to the bicentennial year,
and it requires time to move ahead
properly. However, the report of the
Senator from Rhode Island, the position
taken by his committee, and the position
I understand which has been taken by
other individuals, is that these sums
would not be used by the Bicentennial
Commission until the Bicentennial Com-
mission wanted to ride along; that they
would be used for the basic, regular pur-
poses of the National Foundation for the
Arts and the Humanities.

Mr. PELL. The language in the report
says that they can be used for the Bicen-
tennial. There is no discouragement of
that, but the artistic levels of excellence
have to be maintained. In others words,
they could not be used to dress up park-
ing lot attendants for the bicentennial
celebration or for something of that sort.
They could be used to help a ballet that
was moving along, with its theme being
the bicentennial.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is quite obvious
that the Pell committee adopted a sensi-
ble approach from their standpoint by
saying that if the administration wants
to use these funds for the bicentennial,
fine. That is in accordance with tradi-
tion and it is a fine purpose. We are all
proud of the bicentennial. But the fact
is that there is still a 100-percent in-
crease in this agency's money in the
ecoming year at a time when we are
trying to operate under a ceiling, when
we are aware of the worst inflationary
pressures in the last 20 years, when we
are doing all we can to hold down spend-
ing. Yet in this area we are expected to
throw caution to the winds and move
ahead from $80 million to $160 million
in 1 year.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. TUNNEY. Under the committee
proposal, I calculate that the country
would presently be spending 40 cents per
capita for the arts and humanities in-
creasing to approximately $1 or perhaps
g little less nationwide by 1976.

I would point out to my distinguished
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friend, who has such a desire to trim
this fund—

Mr. PROXMIRE. I have a desire to in-
crease the fund, but not this way.

Mr. TUNNEY. Very well then, to trim
the proposal of the committee. At the
present time a country like Austria
spends about $17 per capita for the arts
and humanities, and there is no great
country in the world today that spends
less of a percentage of its gross national
product on the arts and humanities than
does the United States. A

Mr. PROXMIRE. May I say to the
Senator from California that if he had
been here a little earlier he would have
heard the discussion between the Sena-
tor from New York (Mr. Javirs) and my-
self on that question. We are talking
about only a small part of what this
country spends, what the taxpayer
spends, on the arts and humanities. In
the first place, the Internal Revenue
Service records indicate that about $2.5
billion goes into the arts and humanities,
of which the taxpayer contributes about
half, 40 percent to 50 percent, because
of the tax expenditure route. In other
words, individuals can make contribu-
tions to museums and to various art pur-
poses and deduct them from their income
taxes. When we compare that to other
countries, it seems to me we have taken
into account a part of the funding.

If the Senator is going to talk about
Austria, which is a small country, and
arts and humanities constitute a large
part of the attraction of that country
for tourists. That and the “Sound of
Music” is a large part of the reason why
people go to that country.

Mr. TUNNEY. Perhaps Austria has a
better quality of life as far as the average
citizen is concerned than we do in this
country.

I have heard the Senator from Wis-
consin stand on the floor and talk about
technology gone wild, particularly as it
related to the SST, and I have heard him
talk about how there is too much con-
cern for the gross national product, and
not enough concern for the enchance-
ment of the quality of life.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator has me
confused with somebody else.

Mr. TUNNEY. He may not have
used those exact terms, but I have heard
him refer, particularly with reference
to the SST, to technology gone wild. I
cannot think of an expenditure of money
that could more be for the satisfaction
of the human soul than an expenditure
on the arts.

If I have understood the Senator
from Wisconsin well, and I think I have,
he is a humanist who believes in better-
ing things in this world here and now,
and I think the Senator would be the
kind of person who recognizes that there
is no expenditure that would do more
for the human spirit and for the qual-
ity of life than an expenditure in the
arts.

Quite frankly, when we compare the
committee proposal with the kind of
money we are spending on defense to
destroy people or to defend countries in
Southeast Asia that do not want to be
defended, and to destroy the kind of life
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we have destroyed in Vietnam, Cam-
bodia, and Laos, we have before us in
comparison a very small amount of
money which, hopefully, if it is well
spent, will create a climate in this coun-
try in which in the future we will not
be so desirous of making war in un-
derdeveloped countries and engaging
in the kind of destruction of life in which
we have engaged for the past 10 years.

It would just seem to me that a person
who has been given the opportunity to
expand his cultural interests, who has
been given the opportunity to under-
stand what the great traditions of cul-
ture are in the Western World, would be
far less likely to be as interested in the
development of technology for tech-
nology's sake.

I think this expenditure is completely
consistent with everything I have heard
the Senator from Wisconsin speak out on
when he talks about the needs of the
poor in this country and when he has
talked about eliminating programs such
as the SST. I think the Senator is out of
step in this particular case with his over-
all philosophy, and I cannot understand
why he is picking on the arts.

Mr. PROXMIRE. May I say to the
Senator from California I am really
astonished at how he thinks I can be out
of step because I want to increase this
item only by 50 percent. There are very
few, if any, other programs that we are
increasing by 50 percent.

It is easy to speak of these matters in
generalities, however, I am not sure that
I want the money to go to George Plimp-
ton. I think that George Plimpton was
very funny on a television show. How-
ever, I am not sure that he needs the
money.

Robert Penn Warren was one of a
number of people who received $1,000
from this program. He is a very wealthy
author. There are all sorts of horror
stories, which I intend to read later, on
which this money was wasted.

If we go through the wasteful parts of
the program and eliminate them, we can
still leave ample funds for a better life
in America. We can applaud that and
still have a better program than if we
made the sky the limit and shoveled the
money out as long as we thought we were
helping something that people call the
arts.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, it is not
the point at all, that they are shoveling
it out and wasting the money. I do not
know why Robert Penn Warren ought to
be discriminated against because he has
some money in the bank.

Mr. PROXMIRE. He ought not to be
subsidized by the Federal Government.
That is all I am saying.

Mr. TUNNEY. If we have a program in
which certain people receive stipends
based on the quality of their material,
I do not see any reason why Robert Penn
Warren should not get it. He is a very
highly qualified author.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I hope we do not
have to pay for it. And as far as giving
him $1,000 that comes out of the pockets
of the American people and out of the
pockets of the average taxpayer in Wis-
consin who makes $9,000 or $10,000 a
year and works his heart out to make a
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living, I think that we should not give it
to some author who makes perhaps
$300,000 or $400,000 a year. It makes no
sense.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, is the
test going to be whether a man has a
certain amount of money in the bank
and therefore cannot get that stipend?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I certainly would not
be willing to give thousands of dollars
away to the people who have money.
They would usually prefer to get a
medal or some other reward anyway.

Mr. TUNNEY. We do not have dis-
crimination in the tax structure. Many
people have tax deductions irrespective
of whether they have large bank accounts
or not. If we have a program applying
equally to all, why should we have a
means test to determine whether a per-
son should get a stipend for writing a
poem or a play?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think that we could
reward people and recognize that they
are tremendously competent in their
field by giving them a medal or some
other commendation. It is not necessary
to give them money. It is something that
does not even interest them a great deal.
It is a waste of money. I think that if we
give them a plaque or even a letter, it
would be more worthwhile. If I might
proceed, I have a whole series of ex-
amples that I would like to cite. How-
ever, I would be very happy to yield
momentarily to the Senator from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, I have
one further question. What was the $1,-
000 paid to Robert Penn Warren for?

er. PROXMIRE. For an essay, an arti-
cle.

Mr. TUNNEY. That was money that
was paid to Robert Penn Warren under
contract so that he would write an essay,
is that correct?

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is listed under es-
says and critics. I assume that might be
it.

Mr. TUNNEY. If the money had not
been paid, the essay would not have been
written. Is that correct?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am not sure. He
may have come into a workshop or some-
thing. People like Robert Penn or John
Tunney would be creative whether they
were rewarded or not. I am sure that
when the Senator makes one of his
speeches—which we all like to hear—it
is not necessary to pay him $1,000 or $500,
or whatever the amount is. The Senator
makes his speech out of his heart. He is
speaking this afternoon. His imperish-
able words are going to be preserved and
read by future generations. It is not
necessary to pay him. I think if we were
to get paid for everything we said, we
would never finish a Senate session.

Mr. TUNNEY. Has the Senator ever
written an article for a magazine for
money?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I have. I do not know
whether it was worth it.

Mr. TUNNEY. Almost every Senator
who speaks has done some writing. In
all probability, the Senator would not
have written an article if he were not
going to get paid.

Here we have an example of $1,000 to
pay Robert Penn Warren. I think that is
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pretty cheap. I understand that Playboy
published an article by him.

tI\.Ir. PROXMIRE. But not by this Sen-
ator.

Mr. TUNNEY. The point is that a thou-
sand dollars is pretty cheap to get an
essay from Robert Penn Warren.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from
California could probably get more than
that if he wrote an article.

Mr. TUNNEY. I am afraid I could not.

Mr. PROXMIRE. In fact, if it were not
for the incredible increase, proposed in-
crease, in the bill, I would be shsolutely
astonished at my own profligacy in pro-
posing a 50 percent increase in the total
funds for the Foundation next year and
an annual increase which is double the
annual increases of the past.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table showing both the past
authorizations and the proposed author-
izations under the bill and under the
Proxmire amendment be printed at this
point in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

TasLE 2.—Actual and proposed authoriza-
tions for the National Foundation on the
Arts and Humanities for fiscal years
1969-76

[In millions]

Fiscal year:

Proposed amounts:
Under 8. T95:
1974

.00
00

.00
.00
.00

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, one of
the reasons—perhaps the only reason—
why I think the sums provided in S. 795
are not even in the best interest of the
artistic community is that I do not he-
lieve one can expand a program at the
proposed rates under S. 795—a doubling
this year, and a fivefold increase over
3 years—and still run a program effi-
ciently.

Such an increase, in my view, will
promote sterile and second-rate art.
Funds will be provided for every crazy
idea that comes forward. The Foundation
will have to go recruiting for artists.

Great art and great artists are not
universal commodities. They are unique
and special people and works. There is no
way a fivefold increase in the funds can
be used efficiently and selectively and
promote excellence in the arts. There is
just no way in which that can be done.

DANGER OF CENSORSHIP—FILM INSTITUTE

EXAMPLE

Second, there is a tremendous danger,
if we expand the Foundation as proposed
here, that we will promote middle class,
mundane, establishment art.

We are treading on dangerous grounds.
By its nature, art provides unigque works
and sensitive people, The artists’ creative
ability is often misunderstood by the
generations in which they live. Examples
are abundant. Think merely of the strug-
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gles of the French impressionists against
the establishment, the ostracism of a
Michelangelo at various times in his life,
and the criticism and jeers that were
aimed at Picasso when he revolutionized
the art world at the turn of the century.

Yet we are told in the bill that the
way to make art and the humanities
flourish is to provide them with really
fantastic sums from the public purse.

But that, I am confident in predicting,
will bring censorship of the arts, sterility
to the arts, and a second-rate artistic
endeavor.

Apart from the fact that such gigantic
amounts cannot be used productively,
we have seen the dead hand of govern-
ment and the dead hand of censorship
operate in this field only this week.

The American Film Institute was
scheduled to show the film ‘‘State of
Siege” at the American Film Institute
Theatre last week. The Film Institute,
but not the theatre, is subsidized by the
Federal Government through the Foun-
dation on the Arts and the Humanities.

In fiscal year 1973 the American Film
Institute received $1 million from the
Foundation for the operation of the
Institute. In addition, they received
another $650,000 for such items as its
own film preservation work, the admin-
istration of film makers grants, and for
the preservation of the film at the
Library of Congress and the Museum of
Modern Art.

But “State of Siege” is a controversial
film, and obviously, with one eye on their
funding and the White House, the show-
ing of the film was canceled. In the wake
of that obvious censorship, numerous
other filmmakers withdrew their films
from the AFT's opening festival.

How can art flourish when the art is
subsidized? Is it not better to have less
money but more freedom?

A CZAR FOR THE ARTS

Let me discuss another obvious danger
in the bill which provides such substan-
tial subsidies for the arts. That danger
is that the Foundation may well end up
by creating Czars for the Arts.

Under sections 5(c) and T(e) the
Foundation makes grants to support the
arts and the humanities. The law pro-
vides that the Chairmen of the Endow-
ment for the Arts and the Endowment
for the Humanities may make grants up
to $10,000 without the prior approval of
the respective councils of these organiza-
tions who ordinarily exercise this func-
tion. They did retain the right of re-
view.

Under the bill as recommended by the
Foundation, grants of up to $25,000 with-
out prior approval were to be allowed to
the Chairman of each endowment. Fur-
ther, no limit was set on the proportion
of funds which could be used in this
way.

Sensing the very real danger that
Chairman'’s grants of this size and with-
out any limitation on the proportion of
funds used in this way could make for
the art council and their successor czars
of the arts and czars of the humanities,
the committee wisely limited their au-
thority to grants of $15,000 or less and
to a totel of 10 percent of the funds. I
welcome that limitation,
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But there is no doubt whatsoever that
the power over the arts which could be
exercised by the Chairmen of these
groups is potentially very dangerous. And
it is more dangerous as a subsidy in-
creases.

This is what happens when art is sub-
sidized by governments and administered
by individuals—any individual who has
such great power over the artistic and
intellectual activities of the Nation.

TPPER MIDDLE CLASS SUBSIDY

Let me make one other point. It is
absolutely clear to anyone who knows
anything about the arts, that the sub-
stantial bulk of the patrons of the arts
are upper middle class and wealthy citi-
zens, They are the ones who attend the
concerts, buy tickets to the theater, and
purchase paintings. That is a fact.

It is true that many people of modest
incomes and some people of very low in-
comes have a great love of the arts; but
the great majority who will benefit are
the people who are better educated, and
therefore more affluent.

What this bill does, therefore, is to sub-
sidize those who need subsidies the least.
While some of the funds go to the ar-
tistically talented from the poor or from
minority groups, the overwhelming effect
is to subsidize those in the top income
classes in the country who would other-
wise have to pay from their private in-
comes for the results of the arts. These
are the people who can most effectively
take care of themselves.

The languege of the report brags as
to how in fiscal year 1976 the per capita
annual cost of this bill will be only $1 a
year for the arts and $1 a year for the
humanities and asks us to support it on
the grounds of its relatively small
amount. The Senator from California
(Mr. TonneEY) has just made that point.
But if that is true, why not let the well-
to-do and the affluent in our society sup-
port the arts on their own?

We already give a vast indirect subsidy
to the arts and the humanities through
the income tax laws. While only the most
rudimentary estimates are gvailable,
probably about $15 billion a year is given
to charitable groups of which charitable
contributions to Iliterature, museums,
educational foundations, libraries, gal-
leries, orchestras, and so forth, probably
amount to $2 to $2.5 billion.

Since those funds are given mainly by
those in the upper tax brackets, I judge
that through the tax expenditure route
as much as $1 billion a'year in tax receipts
which would otherwise come to the Gov-
ernment now go as a tax subsidy to the
arts and humanities. The figure may be
higher.

I think we have to take into account
the fact that the taxes are higher for
average families with incomes of £8.000
to $10,000 because we provide this sub-
sidy for those with higher incomes in
the income tax laws.

Why then should we add another $400
million a year in direct subsidies to the
existing indirect but very real tax sub-
sidy for the arts and humanities?

And the tax subsidy at least has the
merit of keeping decisions and judg-
ments in private rather than in Gov-
ernment hands. The advantage we have,
without expanding this bill at a break-
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neck speed, is that with the tax subsidy

the money comes from private sources,

without a big brother government decid-

ing whether a particular film, for ex-

ample, should or should not be shown.
CONCLUSIONS

For all of these reasons I believe the
authorization given by the committee
should be cut back to some reasonable
level. I propose an annual increase of
$40 million, which is double the $20 mil-
lion annual increase given heretofore.

But I think it is unconscionable to in-
crease the total funds available by $80
million in the coming year and to provide
$400 million or five times as much as is
now authorized 2 years from now.

Mr. President, I send my amendment
to the desk and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with. I think I have explained the
amendment in some detail, and will be
glad to expand on it further.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ProxMIRE’'s amendment is as fol-
lows:

On page 12, line 3, strike out “$59,000,000™
and insert in lieu thereof "“$44,250,000",

On page 12, line 4, strike out ““$105,750,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$60,300,000".

On page 12, line 5, strike out *$152,500,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$76,250,000".

On page 12, line 9, strike out *§70,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *“$52,5600,000".

On page 12, line 10, strike out "“$125,000,-
000" and Insert in lieu thereof “$72,000,000".

On page 12, line 11, strike out “$180,000,~
000" and insert in lieu thereof “'$90,000,000".

On page 12, line 15, strike out "$11,000,-
000" and insert in lleu thereof “$8,250,000".

On page 12, line 16, strike out “$19,250,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof “$11,000,000".

On page 12, line 17, sirike out ”$27,500,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$13,750,000”.

On page 13, line 2, strike out *$20,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *$15,000,000".

On page 13, line 4, strike out “$30,000,000"
and insert In lieu thereof “$17,000,000".

On page 13, line 6, strike out *$40,000,000™
and insert in lieu thereof *$20,000,000"”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Wisconsin wish that his
amendments be considered en bloc?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes. I ask unanimous
consent that the amendments be consid-
ered en bloe.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I yield to the
Senator from California.

Mr. TUNNEY. Mr. President, as I have
already made clear in some preliminary
remarks, I strongly oppose the amend-
ment of my good friend the Senator from
Wisconsin,

I recognize that we have to live within
our means in this overall budget, and
that we must, each one of us, decide
where our individual priorities are, but
I compliment the committee for coming
up with a recommendation for spending
for the arts and humanities which I
think is really a minimum of what is
needed in this country.
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As I have stated, there is no greaft
country in the Western World that spends
less as a percentage of its gross national
produet on the arts and humanities than
does the United States. The Senator
from Wisconsin says that we cannot have
a fivefold increase and maintain excel-
lence in the arts—this fivefold increase
being over a period of several years. I
could not disagree with any statement
more strongly. It all depends upon the
base from which you start; and the base,
in the case of the arts, was very low.

There are many creative people in
this country who are unable to support
themselves and at the same time pursue
the development of their talents. I for
one do not find it an egregious example
of wasteful spending to pay a person like
Robert Penn Warren $1,000 to write an
essay. As a matter of fact, I have not read
the essay, but it was probably worth more
than $1,000 insofar as the quality of
thought that went into the piece and the
impact that it would have upon the stu-
dents who read it are concerned.

Today the arts, for the most part, de-
pend upon the commercial value of the
product. Unfortunately, commercial value
does not always correlate with artistic
value. The opera is in trouble in many
parts of the country. We find that our
orchestras in many cities are incapable
of being sustained by the local commu-
nities. We find that the repertory theatre
cannot pay decent living salaries to the
actors and actresses who participate
therein. Many painters in disadvan-
taged areas of the cities and rural areas
have no outlet for their artistic produc-
tion, and therefore they cannot sell it,
because there is no way they can get their
paintings to the potential buyers.

I feel that it is quite clear that the
quality of any particular artistic effort,
whether it is in the field of literature,
music, or painting, may or may not have
a relationship to its commercial value;
but oftentimes those particular products
which are of the greatest artistic value
have no commercial value whatsoever.

How many Americans, for instance,
have gone to see Nureyev dance in a
ballet? How many have had the oppor-
tunity to see grand opera?

How many Americans, for instance,
have read John Locke? There is probably
no other man who had a greater influ-
ence on American philosophy or on form-
ing the American life style than John
Locke, simply because the Founders of
this Republic, men like Thomas Jeffer-
son, James Madison, and Alexander
Hamilton, did read him and they wrote
into the Constitution certain precepts
that were borrowed, lock, stock and bar-
rel, from John Locke. Yet I venture to
say that the majority of the people of
this country have never read a word
that he wrote.

So it seems to me that when we con-
sider the impact of his literary and
philosophic efforts as against what it
has meant to the cultural and philo-
sophical thinking of this country, any
fair-minded person would have to agree
that a man like John Locke made a huge
contribution to the culture of the United
States.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, if the
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Senator will yield, I am delighted that he
has brought up the work of John Locke.
He was a great British philosopher who,
if we read him, we will find that Thomas
Jefferson took what he had said, wrote
the Declaration of Independence, almost
word for word, from Locke except where
John Locke had written, “Life, liberty,
and property,” Thomas Jefferson wrote,
“Life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi-
ness.” That declaration had a profound
effect on America, as the Senator from
California has so well stated.

However, it seems to me that John
Locke could not possibly have been in a
position to write if he had been writing
based on a subsidy such as we are discuss-
ing today from the British Govern-
ment—the monarchy. The fact is, John
Locke was a revolutionary. He was a
philosopher of freedom. He was a man
who supported the ideals on which this
country was formulated in breaking away
from the British crown. If he had had to
rely on the British Government to pro-
vide his funds in order to write, he would
still be waiting to ghostwrite for Tom
Jefferson. He would have had the same
experience as the great film maker who
made the movie “State of Siege,” a film
which was censored and cut and elimi-
nated from the Kennedy Center recently
because it was so controversial. He would
have been placed in that same position.

If we are going to make that argu-
ment, this program will stifle the voice of
freedom and the opportunity for the de-
velopment of philosophical thought in
this country.

The Senator has made a very good
point on my side.

Mr. TUNNEY. In reading John Locke,
we realize that the aristocracy loved him
because he was talking about the im-
portance of property. As a matter of
fact, I believe that he put “property”
ahead of “life” in the order of impor-
tance. There is nothing that was more
important to the privileged few of those
days than to have their own basic in-
stincts as to the importance of property
held up and sanctified by someone as
eminent a philosopher as John Locke.
As a matter of fact, the Lockeians in
this country today are perhaps consid-
ered by far our most conservative ele-
ment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That may well be,
but in terms of life first, liberty next,
and property third.

Furthermore, it is true that John Locke
enjoyed the esteem of the aristocracy
because they were the ones best edu-
cated and able to understand him and to
appreciate him. The fact is, however, we
have that kind of situation now. The
Lockes in this country are confined to
some kind of support from the so-called
aristocracy of this country today, but
the pending bill provides support from
the dead hand of government. When
government steps in, we have a differ-
ent kind of switch, a necessarily deaden-
ing effect on free philosophic expression,
radical expression, the kind of radical
expression contained in the film “State
of Siege.” We should proceed with that
kind of program and recognize that it
has its limitations. We should also rec-
ognize that we must continue to rely, in
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a free society, on funding our philos-
ophers and our artists on the basis of
private contributions as well as public
contributions.

Mr. TUNNEY. Marcuse certainly has
not had a tough time with his publica-
tions.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Who?

Mr. TUNNEY. Marcuse. He is the so-
cial philosopher—some would say the
Marxist-Socialist philosopher who wrote
for the University of California some
time ago. Some say he was responsible
for the new left “revolution” in this
country a few years ago.

But I have had the opportunity—and
I am sure that the Senator has probably
had the opportunity also—to visit dis-
advantaged areas in the large cities
where there is great artistic talent. I am
personally familiar with one case of
painting talent in south central Los An-
geles, where there are talented young
people with no opportunity to find a way
to make a living so that they could ex-
press themselves through their art. The
reason for that is they had no outlets
from which to sell their art.

I had the opportunity last year to go
to the Watts festival in Los Angeles to
see the offerings of 10 to 15 young people
in their late teens and early twenties
who had great talent, yet they could not
sell their works because there were no
outlets.

Yet these people should have their
artistic expressions enjoyed by a far
greater number of people than was pos-
sible as a result of the constraints that
were placed on them, coming from a dis-
advantaged area and not having the
kind of money to enable them to support
themselves by painting.

I had a chance to talk to several of
them and they told me that they would
have to give up the expressions of their
talent, that they would have to stop
painting, because they could not afford
to feed their families and paint at the
same time.

Mr. PROXMIRE. A number of people
from my State have protested this
amendment but when it was explained
to them, they backed down and said,
“That is fine. We did not realize that your
amendment would permit expansion. We
agree that we can go too far with any-
thing.”

The committee bill does go too far
in this area. I am sure that the Senator
would agree that these programs are
going too fast.

Mr. TUNNEY. I think the programs
are good, but how can they be going too
fast with only 40 cents per capita in
1974? That is not going too fast, so far
as I am concerned. It is not going too fast
to ask for $1 per capita in 1976. That is
not going too fast. It is less than any
other country in the Western World,
certainly any European country. I do
not know what the European tax laws
are but I dare say they have charitable
deductions the same as we do. So we
cannot mix apples and oranges. I think
the Senator from Wisconsin is trying to
suggest that because of the tax deduc-
tions allowed in this country for a chari-
table deduction to the arts, we were pre-
suming this was not done overseas and
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that the only money that went to the
arts in foreign countries, in European
countries in particular, came from the
federal treasury of the state. I do not
know whether that is true or not, but
I daresay they have charitable deduc-
tions in Europe as well.

I recall reading in the newspaper that
in France, Picasso left many of his per-
sonal paintings in the collection that
he had to a French museum and that
no taxes would be paid on the estate, at
least that portion of the estate that rep-
resented his personal collection fo paint-
ings, worth about $50 million.

I may say it is a question of where
to put the priorities, and I have to say
that my very good friend from Wiscon-
sin, a man whom I highly respect and
whom I consider to be a true humanist
but who certainly is demonstrating that
he has got a flintlike soul this afternoon,
is not acting the part of the humanist
today, and that I strongly disagree with
his amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
JounsToN). The question is on agreeing
to the amendment of the Senator from
Wisconsin.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
wish to express my concern about the
extraordinary increase that is proposed
in this bill, S. 795, for the future funding
of the National Foundation on the Arts
and Humanities.

S. 795 provides that funds for this
program are to increase from $80 million
in fiscal 1973 to $160 million in fiscal
1974, to $280 million in fiseal 1975, and
to $400 million in fiscal 1976. This would
be, within the next 3 years, an overall
boost of five times what we are now
spending in fiscal 1973. Such an exor-
bitant increase in funding at this time,
when our fiscal affairs are already in dis-
array, is indeed excessive.

Undoubtedly, the work of the National
Foundation on the Arts and Humanities
is a valuable asset to our Nation’s cul-
tural life. It is a program that should be
supported. But an increase in funds of
the magnitude contemplated in the pro-
posed legislation is clearly out of line.
Certainly, it is out of line if we intend
to make progress in our effort to limit
spending.

This tremendous increase of five times
what we are spending now within the
next 3 years cannot be justified. It cer-
tainly cannot be justified at a time when
we are being forced to cut back on pro-
grams vital to human wants and needs,
programs in health, education, and hous-
ing, in aid for the handicapped and other

programs. Certainly it cannot be justi-
fied at a time when we are incurring an-
nual deficits of more than $20 billion.
Mr. President, in recent weeks I have
pointed out on the floor of the Senate
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that we are authorizing expenditures far
in excess of our abilities to fund. In every
session of Congress we have proposed
and continue to establish new programs
and to expand old programs or existing
programs, costly programs which are
fueling the fires of inflation. I think
everyone knows that we cannot support
an authorization at the level proposed in
S. 795 without fanning the flames of in-
flation.

I do not doubt that this is a good pro-
gram, one that I think we should con-
tinue, and one that I want to continue.
The proposed amendment would grant
reasonable increases in the amount pre-
viously authorized. We are reducing the
level of authorization. In fact we are in-
creasing it to allow the opportunity not
only for continuation but also for reason-
able expansion.

There are other programs just as mer-
itorious. There are other services of
Government just as valuable that we are
not increasing, that we feel we cannot
increase, where an increase would simply
exceed the limits of our current re-
sources,

Mr. President, for these reasons I sup-
port the amendment introduced by the
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) .
It would provide an increase of $40 mil-
lion in the next fiscal year, and for the
following fiscal years. In other words, the
bill before us would increase this pro-
gram from $80 million during fiscal 1973
to $400 million in fiscal 1976. The amend-
ment would increase the program by only
$120 million over the next 3 years—or to
$200 million in fiscal 1976.

I believe, Mr. President, under the cir-
cumstances, that this is adequate. In my
opinion, the amendment is reasonable
and generous. It will allow the National
Foundation on the Arts and the Humani-
ties to continue a reasonable expansion.

Mr. President, we are being forced to
reduce a number of good programs. Let
us be fair to them. This amendment is
fair. It grants a substantial increase. But
if we should take all comparable pro-
grams that the Government is funding
today, and increase the authorizations in
proportion to this, we would not have a
$20 billion deficit next year; we would
have a $40 billion deficit. This country
cannot continue this kind of reckless
spending. It is painful. Here is a program
everybody wants. Everyone is for it. I
know of no one who is against it. I know
of no reason anyone should be against it.
But what will we profit if we continue to
authorize programs that will compel us,
if we honor the authorization, to make
appropriations that are excessive and
destructive to the value of the dollar
and which increase inflation. Inflation
spurs measures in the cost of living and
constitutes a burden on the poor people
of this Nation, on those with fixed in-
comes, or those on retirement, or those
living on social security. Who can barely
make ends meet now.

There is no denying the merits of this
program. There is no denying the de-
sirability. While this amendment takes
into account the realities of our fiscal
situation, it provides a generous increase
in the authorization. I think that gen-
erous increase should be accepted and I
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think we should support this amendment.
‘©Of course, in the future if our revenues
will permit us to come nearer to a bal-
anced budget, or bring us to a better
balance between income and outgo we
might again increase the authorization
and make appropriations in accord or for
a higher amount. But as I have said on
the floor of the Senate, that if we pass
these authorizations today, they become
bills tomorrow. They are bills presented
to the Committee on Appropriations for
payment. We are not able to pay. We are
not able to pay the bills that are being
presented now except by borrowing
money and running this country further
in debt. We will never return a better
balance in our fiscal affairs if we con-
tinue to authorize new programs and
expand old programs excessively and say,
“Oh, well, let us borrow the money and
pay it.” We have borrowed too much
money now. The national debt is costing
us some $25 billion a year in interest. It
is increasing each year. It soon will be
$30 billion. I would like to support the
measure. There is no doubt it would be
a wonderful thing to provide all the
money which could be properly spent.
But there are many other programs
which are just as valuable and just as
important to the welfare of our Nation
as this program.

I would hope those who support this
program would take these factors into
account and be satisfied with the
amounts proposed in this amendment.
Hopefully, when the amounts proposed
in the amendment are presented in the
Appropriations Committee each year,
we can appropriate the full amount of
the authorization.

This is not the end of the problem.
We can authorize funds, but there has
to be an appropriation. I think we do
wrong when we authorize large sums,
building up the hopes of people who are
interested in these programs, only to dash
them to the ground when we make the
appropriations. When we make these
authorizations, those people who are in-
terested in the programs anticipate and
expect that appropriations will be made
for them. I think now is the time to
weigh the issue and settle it here.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr. COTTON. I would like to say to
the Senator that last week I was in a
rural section of my State. As the Senator
knows, for some years I have served on
the Appropriations Subcommittee hav-
ing to do with housing, education, and
welfare, and I can remember during all
those years that every year we have taken
up the problem of the fact that doctors,
or somebody, had to determine who
should live and who should die because
of the fact that we could not produce and
furnish—at least deliver—dialysis or
the aid of an artificial kidney through-
out the country. Year by year we
squeezed out all of the money we felt we
could squeeze, but there was testimony
that it would take such a sum of money
to take care of everybody that it would
take years to do it.

Only last week I was in a sparsely
populated section of my State where
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people are still dying because of the fact
that they cannot be taken to Boston, or
even to the one largest center in the little
State of New Hampshire, and because
they do not have enough money in the
community so they can bring the service
to them. So they are still dying simply
because we cannot deliver that health
care to them.

When we also have before our com-
mittee those who want grants and loans
so that every boy can get a college edu-
cation in this country, to me my sense of
the esthetic and my appreciation of the
arts is not profound enough or deep
enough so that there is any reduction
that can be offered on the floor to this
bill that I will not vote for.

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

1\;Ir. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
congratulate the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee for his very
strong and overwhelmingly logical rea-
sons for voting for a reduction in this
enormous increase, and what the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire has said put
the icing on the cake, in my view.

There were years in which I served in
this body in which individudals said,
“Well, we should go ahead with all of
these programs. We should increase
spending for the education program. We
should go ahead with the space pro-
gram. We should go ahead with military
spending, all of them.” We now realize
we cannot do that. We have passed a
ceiling of $268 billion. President Nixon
has a similar ceiling. One way or the
other, we are going to adopt a ceiling.
If we move ahead with this immense
expansion of the program, it means we
are going to have to take the funds out
of somewhere else. It is going to mean
that in the area the Senator from New
Hampshire talked about, a matter of
life and death, perhaps that will have
to be reduced. We cannot have every-
thing.

I do think we have a different situa-
tion than we had before. As the Senator
from Arkansas has said so well, this
is not an amendment which would gut
the program. Without the committee
proposal, I would consider it much too
profligate. It is a modest reduction in
the immense increase the Senate com-
mittee would provide. If a 50-percent in-
crease is permitted, that should be large
enough, especially in a program which
is as vague and intangible as this,

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield to the Sen-
ator.

Mr. PELL. I was interested in the ex-
change between the Senator from Arkan-
sas and the Senator from New Hampshire
and I share the sense of sadness in know-
ing that people are dying in his State, as
they are in other States, because there
are not enough kidney dialysis machines
around and because there are not enough
health resources available for the people,
but the Senator put his finger right on
the nub of the problem. We are spending
too much money now wastefully in kill-
ing in other parts of the world.
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I realize it is dangerous to compare
apples and oranges, but we in the Gov-
ernment and those on the Appropria-
tions Committee and in Congress are
spending billions and billions of dollars
in the killing of people with no relation
to our national security, and we do it
without any thought or any pangs of
conscience sometimes. This is where we
should cut expenditures. We should cut
funds so the Air Force cannot engage in
the bombing raids. We are spending as
much money there as we would for pro-
viding enough kidney dialysis machines
for everybody who needed them for a
substantial time. This is where we should
cut and cut now. Cut it out of the hard-
ware systems. Cut it out of offensive
weapons appropriations and offensive ac-
tions. Maybe we should take some out
of the space program. Maybe we should
take some out of the hardware sector.

Senators will never hear me deny an
increase in the fleld of human welfare,
education, health, or in raising the qual-
ity of life. Just because my education
programs were cut does not mean that
I, as chairman of that subcommittee, will
want to reduce this program or that
program. I want the programs in the
human sector of life all expanded. If I
do not fare very well in the educational
forum, I am not going to vote against
additional expenditures in the field of
the arts and the humanities. What I will
do is oppose programs that are wasteful
and that result in killing and building
up plutocracies. Our approach should be
to provide people with needed kidney
dialysis machines, the arts and the hu-
manities, college educations, and not
engage in expensive adventures around
the world.

That is where the cuts should be made,
and those of you on the Appropriations
Committee have it in your hands—I will
refer to you as the presidium—to make
the decision of where the priorities will
be. Let us cut, but let us cut where it
does not hurt Americans or the quality
of their lives. Let us cut where it reduces
the killing of people and military dicta-
torships around the world.

Mr. President, in my opening remarks,
I emphasized the reasons for my convic-
tion that the funding levels contained in
S. 795 are reasonable and that they pro-
vide a sound investment in the future
well-being of our country. I do not con-
sider them exorbitant. I believe they are
fully in keeping with the progress the two
endowments have made to date. We are
discussing not only the quality of
achievements to date, but the quality of
life in our Nation. In 4 years, we have
witnessed the thorough testing of this
program from its most modest begin-
nings. It is now on the threshold of
having a major impact on the quality
of our life. We should not falter here.
We should remember that the funding
levels proposed in this bill represent the
planning and the convictions of our most
knowledgeable cultural leaders, those
who know best the needs in the arts and
humanities areas, which, until this leg-
islation came into being, were virtually
neglected at a Federal level. And, we
should remember that for each Federal
dollar spent on this program, three pri-
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vate dollars are engendered for cultural
advancement.

I have always believed that Federal
funding for the arts and humanities
should serve to encourage private giving
and support in these areas. Federal as-
sistance should provide an incentive. It
should help the private community to
raise its sights toward better goals. Re-
cently I spoke to the Business Commit-
tee for the Arts, representing the Na-
tion’s top leadership in major corporate
support. I noted that this committee of
more than 100 business leaders had
helped to increase business support for
the arts from $22 million 5 years ago to
more than $140 million today on an
annual basis. And, I challenged these
leaders to more than match the sums
confained in this bill; they responded to
this challenge with great enthusiasm. I
believe this is the proper thrust, the
proper concept for incentive. Let us not
set a limited example for these business
leaders by curtailing this authorization,
Let us keep our own sights on the goals
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare recommended to the Senate with-
out a dissenting voice. And, let us re-
member that business assistance is but
one important aspect of the need for in-
creasing private support.

For example, when the Federal pro-
gram for the arts and humanities was
just beginning, the Ford Foundation

provided almost $80 million to help our
Nation’s important orchestras on a
matching formula basis. This was but
one field where assistance was desper-
ately needed. In many cases, it was a

question of survival. The Ford grants
provided temporary support, but the
needs have not diminished. They remain,
and they increase, and it is in partner-
ship with such important foundations
that the mission of Federal support can
be fulfilled.

The BSenator from Wisconsin has
quoted figures regarding cuts and cur-
tailments in other social serving pro-
grams. With him, I would deplore limita-
tions on funding for programs which
have proven their worth and value. But,
I would remind the Senator that we did
not make such cuts and curtailments in
this Chamber. Two negatives do not add
up to a positive. Two wrongs do not make
a right. I am strongly in favor of a posi-
tive aproach—not a negative one.

And, let us also be concerned with
consistency here. From its beginnings in
1966, the arts and humanities program
has increased in authorized sums from
$20 million to $80 million. That is a four-
fold increase. In- appropriated funding,
the program has grown virtually ten-
fold to its present level. The bill we have
before us maintains this kind of con-
sistency.

The Senator from Wisconsin has men-
tioned in his statement in the REcorp of
April 11, “the dead hand of Government”
on the arts and humanities. Nothing
could be further from the truth in my
judgment. The leadership, as I have said
many times, has been imaginative, and
it has possessed the consistent hallmark
of quality. In the comprehensive hear-
ings we held, in 1146 pages of testimony
and supporting material, these factors

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

are abundantly evident. This leadership,
as I have often repeated, stems not from
a “cultural Czar” or from a combination
of two, since there are two endowments.
The two chairmen of the two endow-
ments, arts and humanities, depend on
the guidance of private citizens—on two
councils consisting of a total of 52 pri-
vate citizens selected for their broad
knowledge and their accomplishments in
their respective field of competence.
These two private citizen councils, presi-
dentially appointed, have produced an
exceptional record of achievement. They
are leading examples of the partnership
between Government and the private
community. My staff and I have at-
tended as observers their meetings, along
with other observers from the Congress
and their staffs, and we have been im-
pressed by the full flow of ideas, and by
the absence of political pressures, as well
as by the deserved respeect accorded to
the council members by their respective
chairman.

In addition, each endowment is guided
by panels of private citizen experts who
most carefully review projects and ap-
plicaiions for possible support before
they reach the point of final council rec-
ommendation and review. I think it
eminently fair to say that no other foun-
dation in this country, private or public,
receives greater cooperation from private
citizen guidsnce, includes better pro-
cedures for the use of its funds, or has
as far-reaching potentials, as this one.
It works on a national level, and it works
in every State.

Finally, in this regard, there is an ex-
plicit provision in the act against gov-
ernment interference in the private-
citizen, nonprofit arts or educational
areas with which the endowments are in-
volved. And, this precludes the concept
of governmental censorship or control.
Each group receiving support is carefully
reviewed as to its quality and ability,
and, once the grant is approved, it pro-
ceeds with its own program. Grantees
submit comprehensive reports to the en-
dowments on the use of the sums re-
ceived. If a grantee reapplies for support,
if & grantee is eligible for a grant of more
than 1 year, its record is again reviewed.
If there is any problem, this is taken into
careful consideration.

Under all of these.circumstances, I see
no threat of governmental domination or
censorship. Neither apply to this act,
and they never have.

Let me outline, first, some of the arts
programs which I believe deserve expan-
sion in keeping with the funding levels
we have proposed. One is the artists in
the schools program which permits lead-
ing artists in many fields to give our chil-
dren enriched experiences, to develop
their talents, to widen their horizons.
This program has been immensely well
received. It applies to just about 3 per-
cent of the total number of schools
which could be involved. If we were to
reach all our 90,000 schools with this
program the cost, which averages over
$800 per school, would amount to close
to $75 million a year.

Or let us look at the potentials of tour-
ing quality theater groups to areas
which have never had the opportunity of
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seeing such live performances. In my
own State, an educational theater proj-
ect 'was established some years ago. Its
initial cost was over $500,000, but it
reached out to more than 500,000 schcol-
children, who saw free of charge, the
very highest quality performances of the
world’s great dramatists, and who were
instructed in the concept and content of
these performances as part of their
school curriculum, Let us think what this
could mean to young people all over th_e
country—in all cities, We have 40 resi-
dent professional theater groups in the
United States. They have no funds yet
to tour extensively, but the arts endow-
ment is starting a new program to make
that possible. Such a program benefits
our country in many ways. It benefits the
artists; and—let me note here that 75
percent of our professional actors and
actresses are not employed on a year-
round basis, and that only 36 percent of
our college graduates who wish to act
professionally can find jobs. Let me also
add that 87 percent of our professional
actors and actresses make less than $5,000
per year. And, in addition, it benefits our
communities—it brings the arts out to
the people who wish to enjoy them, and
it can bring a new cultural dimension
to communities hitherto deprived of the
arts—as enrichment for life, as an at-
traction for industry, as an invitation
to tourism. Recently, the famous Guth-
rie Theater based in Minnesota toured
a number of nearby States, including
Wisconsin and Nebraska. You can read
samples of the tributes of that tour
received on pages 93-101 of the record
of our joint congressional hearings of
this reauthorizing legislation.

Let us look at museums and their
needs. One of the greatest immediate
museum needs lies in the field of con-
servation and preservation of their col-
lections. Proper climate control is an ab-
solute must if those collections are to
last. The arts endowment, knowing this
is a most expensive program, is pro-
ceeding carefully in this area. But mu-
seum budgets are already stretched to
their utmost. They are in critical finan-
cial difficulties. The traditional sources
of private giving are simply not ade-
quate any longer. If we say that out of
5,000 museums throughout the country,
only 1,000 are in need of help to pre-
serve what they have—which amounts
to the treasures of our cultural heri-
tage—we can see the magnitude of this
task alone—and its importance.

Let us take orchestras and opera com-
panies. Over the past 10 years orchestra
attendance has risen by 76 percent, but
labor and administrative costs have more
than doubled. That is where “the income
gap” is in the arts. Volumes of statistical
information have been written about it,
but talk to any orchestra trustee and he
will tell you the same story of financial
need, and the need to expand services
instead of curtailing them—and the fact
that ticket prices have reached the limit
of reasonable increase. Remember there
are 1,060 resident symphony orchestras
in our cities—and the breadth of the
task ahead is apparent.

Opera is the costliest of all the arts
for it combines orchestral work, and
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numbers of performers, and scenery. We
have only a few leading opera companies
in the United States, yet opera is one
of the most traditional of all art forms.
Its roots go back centuries into our
European heritage, Our own Metropoli-
tan Opera Co. in New York, or our San
Francisco Opera Co. on the west coast
are of the very highest quality—but sup-
pose we could tour them into areas
where citizens had only learned about
opera in books or through recordings
which contain only a portion of the ex-
citement and enrichment of seeing a live
performance. The arts endowment is
embarking on a program to increase
these experiences.

Let us consider the endowment's pro-
gram of placing excellence in sculpture
in public places—a relatively small pro-
gram which could well be greatly ex-
panded—or another new program to
bring the arts to bear on beautifying
larger ranges of our environment and
meeting our need for better industrial
design. Let us consider the endowment’s
expansion arts program to bring the
values of the arts, the values of creative
expression to the disadvantaged, the un-
derprivileged, the handicapped, the
ghettos, where the arts remarkably well
communicate and where they provide
special enrichment—and, indeed, a spe-
cial sense of inspiration. Again, this is
a relatively new program which has been
tested and found worthy of great ex-
pansion.

Let us consider that it is estimated
that it would cost $80 million alone to
preserve our film collections, where we

have made such major contributions to
the world, from decay. Or the just-
started program to bring the variety of
the arts out to communities by Art Train,
six railroad cars long, which in an ex-
ceptionally well-received pilot endeavor,
has recently toured the States of Michi-

gan, New Mexico, Arizona, Colorado,
Utah, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, and
Nevada. The facility cost $850,000. In
Michigan alone it has been visited by
more than 300,000 people. Mobile travel-
ing exhibits are but one way of bringing
the values of the arts to widened
audiences.

Finally, with respect to the arts, let us
consider the great strides forward being
made by the State arts councils or agen-
cles. Testimony at our joint congres-
sional hearings clearly demonstrated
how they have grown, that they are now
fully matching the amounts received this
yvear, or $125,000 each, that they are
ready to have the challenge of matching
the sums we have approved. To me, and
I am sure to many of you, the States arts
program is a most important feature of
this act, for its gets down to the ‘“‘grass
roots.” It encourages the development of
quality at the local level, and it provides
for ever widening appreciation and
participation.

The arts endowment reports that
applications have inereased from 1,383 in
fiscal 1970 to 6,462 now—a fivefold in-
crease—and that they are estimated to
go to approximately 18,000 in fiscal 1974.
That is an almost 14-fold increase from
1970. It shows the level of interest—and,
most important of all, it shows that the
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funding we have proposed to you, far
from being exorbitant, is realistic and
reasonable.

The humanities are copartners with
the arts. Long ago we decided that this
alliance, this partnership, was appro-
priate, and that the two branches—arts
and humanities—related each to each
and served to bolster each other.

Thomas Jeffzrson, himself a humanist,
put his faith in an enlightened people as
the foundation of democracy. Enlighten-
ment, in its best sense, requires wisdom.
If I were to summarize the humanities in
one brief sentence, I would say that they
serve to translate knowledge into wisdom.

Let us look, then, at some of the accom-
plishments of the humanities endow-
ment, especially in terms of future fund-
ing at the levels proposed.

Through the help of this endowment,
the famous “Civilization” series of Lord
Clark—a best seller in book form—as
well as his new series on modern paint-
ing has reached out to hundreds of com-
munities and to literally millions of
viewers via television. It is obvious that
similar programs would have a similar
impdet. For such programs the endow-
ment plans to spend $8 million in fiseal
1974—and I would say this is a modest
sum, if we think of the vast audiences to
be reached and enlightened.

By the end of the present fiscal year
the endowment will see in operation or
in planning State humanities programs
in every State. In this respect, this en-
dowment has followed procedures pi-
oneered by the arts program. Planning
grants of $10,000 each begin the State
humanities program. When planning is
satisfactorily completed, the State group
receives its funding—now at a level of
$6.1 million in total. The endowment
plans to spend, in fiscal 1974, $11 million
for its State-based programs—equivalent,
to $200,000 per State, a figure identical to
the $11 million proposed for State arts
agencies. This figure would increase to
approximately $1 million per State to
meet future needs and in accord with
funding levels proposed in this bill. Again,
let me say—as in the case of the arts—
that I applaud this State concept. State
committees for the humanities are orga-
nized so that approximately one-third of
the members are professional educators
and humanists, one-third are gifted in
administration and administrative prac-
tices, and one-third are laymen—with-
out Ph. D.’s or the like. They are the leav-
ening force, the catalysts who provide a
common touch, if you will, who serve as
bridges between scholarship and lay
opinions. And in these committees and
groups, both sides are finding themselves
enlightened.

Let me quote a statement made to our
joint congressional hearings by William
H. Masterson, chancellor of the Univer-
sity of Tennessee at Chattanooga:

The great value of the NEH state-based
program consists of two features. The first
is a free and frank interchange among the
laymen of geographical areas In the presence
of and with contributions from professional
humanists. Secondly, this interchange of
the concerns and values of laymen has a feed-
back effect on the campus where historically
the humanists have been too isolated from
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the daily problems and priorities of the lay
eitizenry.

This same theme of mutually bene-
ficial interchange was repeated at the
hearings, and I applaud it, and the
imaginative leadership which created it:
for it serves to invigorate and provide the
quality of public dialog we desire—and
hence to enhance wisdom.

And that is what these State
humanities programs are all about. Each
State selects its own particular theme.
Each theme may have a number of
related subheadings and variations.
Some samples are: Indiana—'Govern-
ment and the Family;” Minnesota—
“Regionalism, Regional Government, and
the Individual;” North Carolina—
“Traditions in Transition: The Impact
of Urbanization;” Washington—“Educa-
tion: Changing Prospectives.”

The humanities endowment is also
deeply concerned with programs to assist
our libraries and museums, as our great
resources for research and education. As
examples in the library field, the Folger
Library here in Washington, D.C., and
the Newberry Library in Chicago have
been strongly assisted—by matching
grants—as well as the New York Public
Library. These grants have proved of
enormous value, They have triggered the
kind of private philanthropy which is
essential to the maintenance of these
institutions and their service to the
public, as well as to scholars. They have
prevented curtailment of service, which
threatens the library field, especially in
view of the stoppage of other Federal
programs for library assistance. It is
anticipated that the humanities endow-
ment will be inundated with requests for
library assistance. Obviously the human-
ities endowment cannot fulfill all library
needs. The endowment’s program is now
concentrated on the so-called inde-
pendent research libraries, relatively few
in number but housing collections of in-
estimable value, in most cases original
manuscripts or single editions which
cannot be duplicated. For example, the
Library Co. of Philadelphia, founded by
Benjamin Franklin in 1731, contains the
collected volumes of James Logan, This
collection represents what is still con-
sidered the finest library in Colonial
America. It is beyond price, and as was
pointed out by Edwin Wolf, the librarian
of the Library Co., “The imperative need
is for the restoration and preservation of
its books.” Without such work, these
books may well be lost to the writers and
researchers and scholars of a next
generation. Meanwhile the acids in the
old bindings eat with slow but now in-
exorable progress into the pages.

In terms of 1ts overall program, the en-
dowment's projected allocations for sus-
taining research resource centers, whose
collections and facilities constitute
unique national resources, remains—in
my judgment—modest. These allocations
would grow to $2.4 milion under the au-
thorizations proposed, and would encom-
pass grants averaging $200,000 each to 12
such centers.

With respect to museums, the human-
ities endowment has begun a limited pro-
gram of support to bolster and comple-
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ment in the humanities areas the work
the arts endowment is doing in the arts
areas. The program encompasses in fis-
cal 1974 approximately $2 million toward
exhibitions, $1 million for community ed-
ucation grants, and $1 million for muse-
um staff training programs and special
workshops. These amounts would in-
crease to $10 million under the proposed
authorizations and would include 10
major traveling exhibits at $250,000 each
to be viewed by an estimated 3 million
people, 50 education grants at $50,000
each, and smaller grants averaging $5,000
each to assist up to 1,000 museums—out
of a national total of 5,000—in museum
training and the improvement of services.

The endowment's educational program
brings together the museum and the in-
stitution of formal education—from
school to college or university—so that
the resources can be shared, and the mu-
seum'’s educational function emphasized.

Let me also mention a relatively new
program undertaken by the humanities
endowment which I believe has excep-
tional merit. It applies to special grants
to young people without postgraduate
training in the humanities and in some
cases now at the high school level. These
youth grants enable young students to
explore fields of special interest and con-
cern. They serve to enhance that young
person’s wisdom so that he or she may
proceed to greater accomplishment.
The youth grant program would sup-
port, under our proposed authorization
amounts, one project at $6,000 in 10
percent of the nation’s colleges and 50
special bicentennial-related historical
research projects at $10,000 each for high
school students. This program would be
funded with $750,000 in fiscal 1974 as it
develops, and it would expand to $2.5
million by fiseal 1976. I mention it, in
particular, for I believe it shows that a
modest program in amounts of dollars
spent nationally can have a most signif-
icant impact—and, also, because I be-
lieve it shows the careful planning of
the humanities endowment with respect
to a most rational and reasonable rate of
growth.

I would also emphasize a new program
for the humanities endowment which
includes 125 of our Nation’s newspapers
and 250 colleges and universities. This
is a cooperative endeavor. The news-
papers will publish lectures by our coun-
try’s leading humanists.

The colleges and universities will offer
credit in connection with the newspaper
courses in each locale, Here is a unique
extension of formal education, created
by the humanities endowment. All of us,
whether or not interested in formal edu-
cational advancement, will benefit.

Let me also stress a program which
will provide each of our states with a
fully documented, fully researched,
carefully composed state history. This
program is just beginning. It would be
funded by $1 million in fiscal 1974, and
by a total of $10 million for completion.
It represents, I believe, a unique service
to all our States—at a modest per State
cost.

The thrust of the humanities program
is to concentrate on activities which
have a broad outreach to the 150 million
Americans who do not have access to
the humanities through institutions of
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formal education. It is obvious that this
is an enormous task. Certainly, it can-
not be accomplished by government
alone—but only in terms of a partner-
ship between government and the pri-
vate community.

The programs I have outlined—and I
have only mentioned a few—do not en-
compass anywhere near a point where
all eligible institutions or individuals
would find Federal assistance. There are
more than 2,500 institutions of higher
education, more than 5,000 museums,
more than 1,000 major library systems,
and 200 public television stations—and
all these plus tens of thousands of in-
dividuals are possible and potential
beneficiaries of aid from the humani-
ties endowment. Dr. Ronald Berman,
the endowment’'s chairman, gave us
these figures during our hearings. He
also estimated that by the end of this
present fiscal year the endowment will
have received over 5,000 applications
seeking a total of $160 million. To date
the endowment has been able to provide
assistance for approximately one out of
nine applications. Even with full fund-
ing for this endowment’s work at the
levels approved by the committee, we
would be reaching—for example—only
10 percent of 4-year college teachers
and 10 percent of 2-year college teach-
ers in the endowment's fellowship pro-
gram.

I use these examples to emphasize that
these levels are not Nirvana. They are
not Shangri-la. But they do provide the
impetus; they do provide thé impact we
seek. In case after case, we have seen
that the impetus for this program, both
arts and humanities, which is unique in
our history, engenders in the private sec-
tor two and three and four times the
amounts invested by the Government.

Let me now give two examples of
unique programs which apply to my own
State. One deals with the arts and ap-
plies to providing low cost tickets for arts
events for people of limited financial
means. As Barnet Fain, the chairman of
the Rhode Island State Council on the
Arts, stated at the hearings: “This pro-
gram is probably the single most innova-
tive and successful undertaken by the
Council.” In 2 years this program has
vastly increased opportunities for those
it serves. For instance, the number of
disadvantaged community groups aided
to enjoy and appreciate the arts has
grown from 658 to 2,250. Senior citizens
aided have increased from 107 to 921—
a ninefold increase. I would like to see
such a program applied nationally, but
then we would have to consider funding
in excess of the amounts proposed.

The other program applies to the hu-
manities endowment and is described in
a letter to me, dated February 27, 1973,
from Stansfield Turner, vice admiral,
U.S. Navy, president of the Naval War
College in Newport.

It says in part:

May I express my enthuslastic support for
the legislation you entered on February Tth
(8. 795) in support of the Natlonal Founda-
tion on the Arts and Humanities.

I am writing because I would like to men-
tion to you the considerable support that I
have recelved here at the Naval War Co]lege
from the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities section of the Foundation. It has
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been my view that an understanding of the
humanities is just as vital to national de-
fense as is comprehension of the many tech-
nical flelds in which we are involved. This is
particularly the case in a military institution
of higher education such as a Naval War
College.

Military officers as a group are accustomed
to a world in which there are right and wrong
solutions to most problems. They are con-
ditioned to this by thelr early education and
by the exercise of responsibility in a highly
technical atmcsphere., You are as well aware
of this as I from your experience in the Coast
Guard. When officers begin to reach the more
senior grades, it is important that we in-
troduce them to the problem of understand-
ing the uncertainties, the inexactness, and
the approximations that must be faced in
dealing with many of the broader issues they
will confront as senior milltary officers. We
have set the Naval War College on a course
toward achieving just this.

Accordingly, I drew very specific assistance
from the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities in restructuring the curriculum
here. . . . The National Endowment provided
the Inspiration for this and a great deal of
the spade work in preparing this curriculum
material.

Accordingly, I am most impressed that S.
7956 would be a forward step beneficial to all
segments of our society Including the mili-
tary. It is far too easy to lose sight of the
broad objectives such as this under the press
of everyday pressures. I do hope you will re-
ceive all the support necessary to carry this
bill through to enactment,

I think this letter speaks eloquently for
itself.

And it goes to the very roots of this
legislation we are considering which de-
clares, with reference to the humanities:
“that democracy demands wisdom and
vision in its citizens and that it must
therefore foster and support a form of
education designed to make men masters
of their technology and not its unthink-
ing servants.”

In the administration's budget for fis-
cal 1974, we see that $17.4 billion is re-
quested for science and technology.

One of the original purposes of this
act was to help correct the imbalance be-
tween Federal support for scientific and
technological areas and Federal support
for cultural advancement. Even with full
funding for this bill for fiscal 1976—or
a total of $400 million—we can see what
a comparatively miniscule proportion,
less than 2.5 percent, would be going to
cultural areas.

The imbalance will continue, but we
have the opportunity today of making an
appropriate, a realistic, a reasonable com-
mitment to cultural progress.

Mr. President, at this point I ask unan-
imous consent that the following table
relative to the administration’s budget
request for the arts and humanities pro-
gram be inserted in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the table was
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

PROGRAM AND FINAMCING (IN THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS)

1972
actual

1973
estimate

1974
estimate

Program by activities:
1. Promotion of the arts... 33,083
2. Promotion of the hu-

43,691

45, 905
5,314

94,910

80, 000

80, 000
8,000

168, 000
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Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, we
are going to hear speeches of this type
all during this session of Congress. There
is and will be, in my judgment, an all-out
assault on the defense budget.

It would be well, it would be wonder-
ful, it would be utopia, if there were no
war, no prospect of war, and no neces-
sity to spend money for national defense.
All war is wasteful. The money we spend
for our defense is aimed at preserving
our independence. We may make mis-
takes in judgment. I think we made a
mistake when we got into the Vietnam
war, I have never contended we be-
longed there. I have simply said that if
we belonged there, the rest of the free
world belonged there with us—and they
were not there. I also said that if we are
going to fight a war, we ought to fight it
as a war, and we did not do that.

There have been a lot of mistakres, and
we cannot lay all the responsibility on
any one party.

This country faces a crisis with respect
to its fiscal affairs, And I can say to my
friend that I do not believe we can take
enough money out of the defense budget
to pay for all of the programs that we
would like to have. I honestly do not
think there is enough money in the de-
fense budget unless we intend to disarm
America.

Here is a program that is not being
cut. It increases it by 50 percent during
fiscal 1974.

There are other programs that are
just as meritorious. The distinguished
Senator from New Hampshire (Mr. CoT-
TON) mentioned one. There are many
others that could be mentioned, I am
sure. However, when we increase a pro-
gram like this by 50 percent in 1 year and
under the conditions that now prevail, I
think we are being rather generous. I
can say that we could disarm America if
we wanted to. However, I do not agree
that we should do so. I do not think that
we want to do so.

I favor cutting the budget. We will
find ways to do it. I reported to the Sen-
ate that I would make an effort as chair-
man of the Defense Subcommittee to cut
the defense budget by $3 billion. Last
year we cut it by $5 billion. I hope that
we can do the same this year. However, 1
am not willing, and I will not make any
commitment here, to cut the defense
budget to where I think it impairs Amer-
ica’s defense, or runs a risk that would
leave us exposed to the danger of another
war.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr, McCLELLAN. I yield.

Mr. PELL, Mr. President, I would com-
pletely agree with the Senator with re-
spect to defense. However, when we talk
of the defense budget, I think we are us-
ing a misnomer. I think that a better
word would be the word that used to be
used, the War Department. We are en-
gaged in really offense and warmaking
and potential warmaking. We have some
2,000 bases around the world. And we
have engaged in a civil war which even
Henry Kissinger now calls a civil war in
Southeast Asia. It is degrading for a Na-
tion like ours with 200 million people and
a huge gross national product to engage
in such practices.
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Yet, we have participated there on be-
half of people who are engaged in their
own civil war.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
simply hope that the Senator had the
same anxiety about the people of South
Vietnam who were murdered in cold
blood by the invaders from the north. I
hope that the Senator has the same com-
passion for them.

Mr. PELL. I do. However, it was a civil
war. We usually let a civil war be fought
out in the local areas. The money we are
using now is being used to my mind to
spread around the world in a warmak-
ing way.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Does the Senator
want to completely disarm this country?

Mr. PELL. I do not wish to disarm the
country. I want to enable the United
States to keep the enemy away.

Mr. McCLELLAN. In which category
does the Senator place nuclear weapons
and aircraft carriers. Should they be as-
sociated with defense or with warmak-
ing?

Mr. PELL. Those would be defense.
We have new bases around the world.
I noticed in the press to my horror the
other day that we are closing our bases
at home.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I am
not opposed to reducing the defense
budget. I proposed that it be reduced.
I asked the Defense Department to sub-
mit a list of all bases we have, together
with the personnel and the cost of main-
taining those bases and their priorities.
I expect to get that information soon.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, would that
list be classified?

Mr. McCLELLAN. So far as I am con-
cerned, it will not be classified. I have
asked for the complete information. I
want a list that will be of use to the
Senate in its deliberations.

I agree with the Senator with respect
to some of these commitments that we
have. I want to reduce them. I want to
make these cuts so that we can have
more money for other purposes. I am
for defense. I do not want to start a war.
However, I am convinced that we have
1o be prepared. Otherwise we will be ex-
posing ourselves to what might be the
whims of an enemy who thinks he can
take advantage of our lack of adequate
defense. This is what happened to other
countries that were defenseless, as the
Senator well knows.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Senator from Arkansas has agreed with
the Senator from Rhode Island, he in-
dicated that he favors cutting the de-
fense budget. The Appropriations Com-
mittee did that last year and the year
before. However, we cannot have a vast
increase in expenditures in this pro-
gram and other programs by just cut-
ting defense.

I have been in the forefront of those
who say that we have to hold down mili-
tary expenditures. However, that is not
enough. We cannot go on a spending
spree elsewhere and take it all out of
defense.
~ The Senator from Arkansas is dead
right. That would mean that we would
be irresponsible and would damage the
defense of our country.

We cannot meet the celling and have
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an adequate defense and permit these
programs to increase at this enormous
rate.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, if
there were only a few programs of the
type under consideration, we could for-
get about them. However, there will be
increases proposed in one program after
another as the session continues. S. 795,
alone, provides for a 50-percent increase
in authorization during the 1974 fiscal
vear and a 500-percent boost by fiscal
1976.

I go along with the amendment pro-
posed by the senior Senator from Wis-
consin. However, I hate to think that I
must go along with every other 50-per-
cent increase proposed, for the 1974 fis-
cal year. We have to strike a balance in
these matters.

I will go along with this increase.
However, I do say now that we cannot
make equivalent funds available for
other programs of equal or more merit.
We cannot do it without fueling fires
of inflation which may consume us.

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

Mr. McCLELLAN, I yield.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, first I
would like to array myself squarely be-
hind the distinguished chairman of the
committee on which I serve in everything
he has said. I would like to say regarding
the remarks of my friend, the Senator
from Rhode Island, that he has used two
phrases—one is “warmaking” and the
other is “defense.”

With regard to his remarks about
warmaking, the Senator from New
Hampshire will stand squarely with him.
For long years I have said publicly to
my people that I repented in sackecloth
and ashes for the vote I cast on the
Gulf of Tonkin joint resolution. It is
one of the votes I shall always remem-
ber. It is one of the votes that I wish
I could take back. However, after we
were engaged in conflict in Vietnam and
all through the Johnson years and all
through the Nixon years, as long as we
had our troops there and as long as
we had our boys there and as long as we
had our prisoners of war there, I voted
against the resolutions presented to the
Senate concerning cutting off the finan-
cial support of our troops and always
considered them as aiding and abetting
the enemy.

I felt it was a vote either for America
or to encourage Hanoi, and I went down
the line. But I want to say that that
is over as far as I am concerned. Our
boys are home. Our prisoners, we hope,
are home—all of them.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I find
I must leave the Chamber. Therefore,
I yield the floor to the Senator from
New Hampshire.

Mr, COTTON. Now, why we are stay-
ing over there and bombing is beyond
my comprehension; and even though
I am, of course, in general support of the
administration, if there is any way to
avoid it, by any resolution, now that we
are out of this war, let us not go back
in. I will go with the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island all the way,
or whoever offers a resolution in the
Senate, to bring back all our people, as-
suming that our prisoners are back.
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Let us not wait until they take some
more, shoot down some planes and get
some more. Then we will be involved
again.

To that extent, I say the Senator from
Rhode Island is dead right. But when
it comes to national defense, that is a
different story. When it comes to na-
tional defense, I do not believe that we
should permit ourselves to fall behind
our certainly one and probably two
great possible rivals in the world, be-
cause I think we must depend on our-
selves for American security, and I sim-
ply wanted to draw a distinction between
those two things:

Let us not confuse the question of
warmaking with the question of national
defense. I still feel that we could get
along another year, in this particular
program, for what we had last year, and
increase it later. But I find myself voting
with the distinguished Senator from Wis-
consin, because we cannot have all these
things and have any expectation of get-
ting this budget under control this year.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, if the Sena-
tor will yield on that one point——

Mr. COTTON. 1 yield the floor.

Mr. PELL. I would make one observa-
tion with regard to the budget for this
year, not for 1974,

Mr. COTTON. I am talking about 1974.

Mr. PELL. Right. The figure that is in
my basic bill is essentially the adminis-
tration’s figure for 1974, and the amend-
ment would cut the proposed budget or
administration figure for 1974. In 1975
and 1976, the administration suggests
the phrase “such sums as may be neces-
sary,” and my figures are specific, and
very much larger. But for this year the
budget figure is in the basic bill, and not
in the amendment.

Mr. COTTON. I understand that. I ap-
preciate the Senator's calling it to my
attention. He is perfectly correct. But I
do not agree with the administration, and
I do not have to go along with the ad-
ministration in everything it recom-
mends. Its recommendation for fiseal
1974 for this program, in my opinion, is
too much, and the money is needed much
more in more vital programs.

As for the future years, I would not
agree with my friend from Rhode Island,
because I like to meet each year as it
comes along. This obligating ourselves
ahead and forward funding is one of the
things that have led us down the prim-
rose path until less than 44 percent of
public spending ever comes before the
great Appropriations Committee that my
friend from Rhode Island said were the
arbiters.

Mr. PELL. The presidium.

Mr. COTTON. Or the presidium. I do
not know if I accept that term, but it is
a good term.

But we are the presidium over only
less than half of our spending, because
of the obligations we have incurred in
advance, and to which we have tied our-
selves and probably the generations to
come.

So I would oppose the setting of any
amount for fiscal 1975 or fiscal 1976; and
for fiscal 1974, I cannot go along with
the administration’s figure; I prefer to
go with the Senator from Wisconsin (Mr.
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ProxmIre). I could even stand it if it
were slightly less than the figure of the
Senator from Wisconsin,

I yield the floor.

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I wish
to address a few words on the subject of
the National Endowment for the Arts
and Humanities. It seems to me that
any society which neglects the arts and
humanities will, in the long run, feel the
consequences of that neglect. Conversely,
a society which recognizes the impor-
tance of the arts and humanities profits
from improvement in the quality of its
cultural life.

An example of the importance of the
arts comes to mind. Recently, the
Omaha-Council Bluffs Riverfront Devel-
opment program received a grant from
the Arts Endowment for $15,000. This
grant is being used to establish guide-
lines for architectural style, park plan-
ning and zoning in the Riverfront Devel-~
opment area. It is part of the “City
Edges"” program of the National Endow-
ment for the Arts. The concept of City
Edges is new and interesting. It is an at-
tempt to define areas within cities with
regard to their own special characteris-
tics. The riverfront area of a city, for ex-
ample, has different geographic charac-
teristics than the business or residential
areas. What the City Edges program at-
tempts to do is frame these areas so that
they complement rather than detract
from one another. I am confident that
better buildings, better surroundings and
better lives result from such grants.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Federal Charters, Holidays, and Cele-
brations, I noted with interest the re-
cent transfer of funds in the amount of
$200,000 for the American Revolution
Bicentennial Commission to the National
Endowment for the Humanities. I under-
stand that the National Endowment for
the Arts and the National Science Foun-
dation have received similar amounts for
their respective bicentennial activities.
Many of the projects currently funded
by the endowments are in some way
connected with Bicentennial activities.
It is important to note that any bicen-
tennial activity supported by the endow-
ments will be an extension of the en-
dowment’s customary activity and will
be conducted through the usual grant-
making processes and in accordance with
the endowment's recognized high stand-
ards. I also understand that it is antici-
pated that the number of bicentennial
projects will increase as the Nation ap-
proaches 1976. The funds transferred
from the American Revolution Bicen-
tennial Commission to the Endowments
for the Arts and Humanities will be used
to support these projects.

Projects that are supported by these
funds will have regional or national sig-
nificance and should be operational by
1976. Projects which will be eligible for
support include museum exhibits, sem-
inars, and endeavors which will extend
the public’s knowledge of the role of arts
and humanities in the growth of the
Nation.

There are many positive aspects of the
endowment’s work. I want to mention
one more: grants to State art councils.
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Endowment grants to State art councils
have allowed those councils to better
serve their respective communities. In
Nebraska, endowment grants to the State
Art Council have allowed the council to
fund theatre and orchestra performances
that otherwise might not have been seen
and heard. They have helped communi-
ties begin work on centers for the arts
that otherwise might not have been con-
structed. And they have helped scholars
research subjects that otherwise might
not have been investigated.

We are fortunate, Mr. President, that
we as a Nation have recognized in the
National Foundation Act of 1965 the im-
portance of the arts and humanities to
the quality of our national life. It is for
this reason that I favor extending au-
thorizations for the Arts and Human-
ities Endowments. I prefer an extension
as proposed by the administration in S.
916, which calls for indefinite author-
izations for fiscal years 19756 and 1976
rather than the fixed amounts proposed
in 8. 795. This, however, is a question of
spending procedures and not a disagree-
ment with the substantive goals of the
1965 act and the proposed amendments.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, clearly there
is a national commitment for the arts
and humanities, for they are central
to our Nation’s well being, to civilization
and mankind. Today, there is a growing
appreciation of the fact that our cul-
tural resources are a national treasure, to
be nurtured; much the same as our nat-
ural resources.

Since enactment of the National
Foundation on the Arts and the Hu-
manities Act of 1965, the Federal in-
volvement in, and support of cultural
activities in both the arts and humani-
ties areas, has broadened in scope and
effectiveness. In this the Federal Gov-
ernment has a vital role. The need for
this kind of general public education is
great, and should be sustained by the
Government, although it entails a more
than equal input from individuals and
private organizations. As a public
foundation spending public moneys, it
is with the usefulness of the arts and hu-
manities to the Nation's organic condi-
tions of continuity and change of so-
ciety, that we are concerned. The en-
dowment seeks to follow Jefferson's plan
that the wisdom of the Nation should
increase with its power.

The Foundation has been at work only
a short time, its funding, given the
weight of great public issues, remains
manistic knowledge, which should be
general public outside the campuses and
institutions are now coming into play on
a significant scale. Continued funding
will nurture activity in the arts and hu-
manistic knowledge, which should be
available to all citizens at every edu-
cational level. What has been done in
creating the National Foundation on the
Arts and Humanities is to set in mo-
tion a process that reaches deeply toward
the roots of our culture, to insure its
continued growth in a world acceptable
to our children.

The time for work in the arts and
humanities is not fixed at today or to-
morrow, it is cumulative in its task
of enhancing the Nation’s health, its
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moral strength, and intellectual integ-
rity. It may be one of the greatest
achievements of the modern era in
realization that all people gain security
by sharing rather than by secreting
knowledge. It seems evident that
knowledge cannot be contained and that
an inexorable elevating of intellectual
capability is needed if we are to achieve
social equilibrium in the form of peace.

There is in this bill a symbolic bring-
ing together of the Federal Government
and the States, in the arts and the hu-
manities. Government has a limited but
important function in encouraging the
arts and humanities, and of reinfore-
ing local initiatives and helping these
institutions to help themselves.

Tn 1960, only 14 States had State arts
councils and State art programs; to-
day, all 50 States have such councils and
programs. And there are 40 State-based
programs in the humanities. The level
of funding for fiscal 1974 is consistent
with proposals made by the administra-
tion. It should be noted that, on a per
capita basis these amounts for each en-
dowment now represent approximately
40 cents per person per year in fiscal
1974, 70 cents per person per year in
fiscal 1975, and $1 per person in fiscal
1976.

The nurturing of Federal encourage-
ment of the arts and the humanities and
the nurturing of such encouragement in
all the States signals a Federal-State-
local partnership in developing our cul-
tural resources which must continue to
be encouraged so that it might achieve
its full and true growth. The legislation
before us seeks to provide that nourish-
ment and encouragement.

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, the
Senate is now debating a measure of
great importance to the future of the
arts and humanities in the United
States.

If we approve S. 795, to extend the
iife of the National Endowments for the
Arts and Humanities, Senators will
once again make clear their belief that
all Americans should share the rich
resources of the arts and humanities,
as audience and as participants.

My support of this legislation has been
complete and unqualified. The measure
is simply essential to the future of the
arts and humanities and the role they
can play in our lives.

On behalf of Californians, I thank the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is-
land (Mr. PeLL) whose leadership as
chairman of the Senate Subcommittee
on the Arts and Humanities has brought
forth a measure that offers new horizons
for the arts and the humanities in
America.

I know that Senator Perr had the
creative support of the ranking minority
member of the subcommittee, the Sena-
tor from New York (Mr. Javirs). Sena-
tor Javir's commitment to the arts and
humanities is unquestioned. There is
much in this measure that reflects his
high ideals and considerable knowledge
of the arts and humanities.

Mr. President, my reasons for sup-
porting this measure are not compli-
cated. I believe that creativity, the qual-
ity of ideas, and the open expression so

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

essential to a free society need our care-
ful nurturing now more than ever be-
fore. I also believe that the Federal
Government has a responsibility to pro-
vide the leadership and the means to
keep the arts and humanities from the
growing list of societal “endangered
species.”

We are emerging from a destructive
decade. We reached new levels of vio-
lence at home and we exported violence
to Southeast Asia. We began paving over
the countryside. We tore apart our great
cities and we failed to put them back
together. We built more machines and
made more noise and deafened more
Americans. We poisoned our water and
polluted our air.

Mr. President, we must come to grips
with what seems to be a new national
pastime: The steady destruction of all
that is beautiful, of all that is true, of
all that is real and satisfying.

We need a national blueprint for
esthetic education.

I believe the National Endowment for
the Arts and Humanities is the way to
get that blueprint and the way to
achieve its realization.

Briefly, Mr. President, that is one of
the reasons I so enthusiastically support
this legislation.

But apart from rationale, there are
some substantial and exciting things
happening in the State of California—
delightful, effervescent things that are
engaging the minds, alerting the eyes,
and quickening the senses of the people
of my State.

To cite just a few of the activities the
National Endowment for the Arts, alone,
is making possible:

In Los Angeles, the endowment has
funded the gallery operations of the
Mechicano Arts Center, in the eastern
sector of the city, which serves—in the
words of the endowment—*"students,
school dropouts, and street people.” The
project is winning the hearts of a long-
oppressed community.

In San Francisco, the endowment has
gotten the private and public sectors to-
gether to fund a “neighborhood arts pro-
gram” under aegis of the San Francisco
Arts Commission with the cooperation
of the Zellerbach Foundation.

Again, in Los Angeles, the endowment
has helped mount a performing arts
training program for talented persons of
Mexican-American heritage who want to
make the performing arts, particularly
the film arts, their careers.

And, all over California, the endow-
ment has aided my State’s symphonies
and orchestras, its museums and its gal-
leries, and its struggling dance compa-
nies and its individual artists that have
been so long without the encourage-
ment and aid they so well deserve.

Mr. President, I am reminded of a
statement made not too long ago by one
of America's greatest philanthropists,
John D. Rockefeller 3d. In a speech in
St. Louis, Mr. Rockefeller stated the case
for the arts—and, by implication, the
humanities—as succinctly and as well as
I have ever heard. He said:

If we really care about the dignity of the
individual, about his potential for self-ful-
fillment, then we must have a deep and rich
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sense of the place of the arts in our indl-
vidual lives. We need the arts if we are to be
whole human beings—fully alive and vital
and in control of ourselves and our environ-
ment. We need the arts as the key to the
higher order of things—our cultural heritage,
our gift of expression, our creative faculty,
our sense of beauty. We need the arts if we
are to have discriminating taste, the ability
to judge levels of quality in all the works of
man. And we need the arts if we are to have
the truth—if we are to understand ourselves.

Mr. President, William Saroyan cer-
tainly knew this when he wrote that—

The purpose of art is to give the traveling
human race an improved map that shows
the way to itself.

At this stage in the American life, we
need that roadmap; we need to find the
way to ourselves.

Mr. President, we need the arts.

TO PROMOTE THE FREEDOM TO CREATE AND

TO REFLECT

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I rise
in strong support of S. 795, a bill fo
amend the National Foundation on the
Arts and Humanities Act of 1965 and to
extend authorizations for highly impor-
tant programs under the act for 3 years.

The *“declaration of purpose” under
this historic legislation includes formal
recognition by Congress that a Nation's
position in world leadership should in-
clude leadership in the realm of ideas
and of the spirit. A vital new direction
in national policy was established in the
original enactment of this legislation,
with the finding and declaration by Con-
gress:

That a high eivillzation must not limit its
efforts to science and technology alone but
must give full value and support to the other
great branches of man’s scholarly and cul-
tural activity in order to achieve a better
understanding of the past, a better analysis
of the present, and a better view of the
future.

The National Endowment for the Arts
and the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities, served by a point administrative
staff, have compiled an impressive rec-
ord of accomplishment in carrying out
this policy with very Ilimited funds.
Chaired respectively by Miss Nancy
Hanks and Dr. Ronald S. Berman, and
provided with excellent guidance by their
26-member private citizens councils, the
endowments have made greal progress
in making the benefits of the arts and
humanities available to all our citizens,
in maintaining the criteria of quality and
excellence, and in providing essential as-
sistance for independent research and
creativity. It is clear that Federal funds
have been a major stimulus for State
matching funds and for private support
for these programs. But it is also clear
that the higher authorizations provided
for in this bill are fully merited, partic-
ularly in light of the great number of
applications of high quality which the
endowments are unable to support.

The Minnesota State Arts Council has
effectively utilized grants received under
the Endowment’s Federal-State partner-
ship program over the past 2 fiscal years
to provide support for a tour by the Min-
nesota Orchestra in States of the Upper
Midwest, for the Dance Coordinated Res~
idency Touring program, and for various
community arts programs. Promising
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writers have received fellowships; more
audiences have been enabled to enjoy the
annual Bach Festival; support has been
given for an exhibition entitled “Ameri-
can Indian Art"”; the Minneapolis Society
of Fine Arts has been helped to take art
collections to the people; the St. Paul
Civic Philharmonic Society has launched
a college residency program and carried
through its concert orera project; nota-
ble opera productions in Minneapolis
and St. Paul have been made possible;
and the Children’s Theater Co. in Min-
neapolis has received support for per-
formances throughout the metropolitan
area.

These are only some of the highlights
of exceptional accomplishments in Min-
nesota as a result of Endowment grants.
In addition, the Guthrie Theater Co.,
whose producztions have achieved nation-
wide recognition, has received major sup-
port undzr this program. Recently, the
company’s traveling production of John
Steinbeck’s “Of Mice and Men” returned
from a 10-week tour of the Upper Mid-
west that took it to 15 cities in six States.
Its performances reached 66,000 people.
And these performances were supple-
mented by educational programs, semi-
nars between company members and stu-
dents at local schools, and creative drama
sessions.

The Minnesota Humanities Commis-
sion, chaired by Mr. Russell W. Fridley,
director of the Minnesota Historical So-
ciety, has made more than 40 grants, on
a matching basis, to colleges, libraries,
educational television stations, museums,
historical societies, and community orga-
nizations to share with the public at large
the insights of humanists. These can in-
clude relating the humanities to public
issues, encouraging open discussion about
basic questions of social values, govern-
ment and law, and so forth, where the
philosopher, the historian—the human-
ist exercising his discipline—can make
a vital contribution toward promoting
voluntary joint decisions and collective
action on current problems. It is my con-
viction that such programs must con-
tinue to be carried out in an atmosphere
of independence and innovation if they
are to be a catalyst for effective coopera-
tion.

The National Endowment for the Hu-
manities has taken imaginative steps to
broaden public exposure to the vital im-
portance of these disciplines. Beginning
April 12, the Humanities Film Forum,
made possible by a grant from the en-
dowment, has been presenting 10 out-
standing films to television viewers across
the United States—some of which are
cinematic translations of great literary
works, and others providing new insights
into major historical events and develop-
ments, This fall, newspaper readers in
over 125 communities will be able to take
a college-level course in American studies
over a 20-week period under an extension
program, called “Courses by Newspaper,”
launched by the University of California,
San Diego.

The report from the Senate Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare, accom-
panying S. 795, raises important ques-
tions with respect to the involvement of
the respective endowments in the Na-
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tion’s Bicentennial Celebration, and the
principles enunciated by the committee
should be regarded as constituting basic
legislative history for guidance on this
important matter. I also support the
committee’s recommendations respect-
ing individual grants, the renovation and
construction of facilities, council mem-
bership, matching fund requirements for
State arts agencies, and compliance with
basic labor provisions. And I am in accord
with the recommendation that State
humanities programs should continue to
develop in a cooperative manner, rather
than by mandating the designation of
State agencies, and with the further rec-
ommendation for legislative steps to as-
sure that adequate support is continued
to independent research libraries
throughout the Nation.

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to act
favorably on this legislation to demon-
strate our national commitment to pro-
mote the freedom to create and to re-
flect—to strengthen the esthetic and
ethical values and the resources of basic
knowledge that are vital to a better
civilization.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, May 1, 1973, he presented
to the President of the United States the
enrolled bill (S. 1494) to amend section
236 of the Central Intelligence Agency
Retirement Act of 1964 for certain em-
ployees to limit the number of employees
that may be retired under such act dur-
ing specified periods.

SPECIAL PROSECUTOR FOR WATER-
GATE INVESTIGATION—SENATE
RESOLUTION 105

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the vote by
which Senate Resolution 105 was agreed
to be reconsidered.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD, Mr. President,

reserving the right to object, will the.

Chair indulge us for a moment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Certainly.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I re-
new my reguest.

Mr. PELL. Will the Senator explain his
request?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object—and if necessary, I
shall object—I only wish to enable the
author of the resolution, the Senator
from Illinois (Mr. PERCY), t0o come to the
floor of the Senate. Then he can take care
of the matter himself. If the Senator
from Nebraska insists upon pressing his
request, we should have the Senator from
Illinois here. Otherwise, if it is in order,
I shall suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. CURTIS. I decline to yield.

Mr. President, I hold in my hand a let-
ter from the Senator from Illinois, stat-
ing that he planned to submit a resolu-
tion calling upon the President to ap-
point a special prosecutor for the pur-
poses of investigating and prosecuting
any crime relating to illegal acts asso-
ciated with the Presidential campaign of
1972.

This is a procedure that does not re-
flect credit on the U.S. Senate. The reso-
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lution was never printed. It was called up
during the noon hour, when only five
Senators were present.

Mr. AIKEN. Not over five.

Mr. CURTIS. The resolution purports
to convey the sense of the Senate. The
letter implies that the resolution would
not be called up today. The letter reads
in part:

If you would like to join me as a cosponsor
of this resolution, a copy of which is enclcsed
plea-e call me or have some member of your
staff contact John Childers (Ext. 57916)
today, if possible.

The next sentence says that “be-
tween 12:30 and 1 p.m.” there would be a
discussion of the matter.

Mr. President, when one is invited to
become a cosponsor and to get his answer
back today, if possible, the implication
is that the resolution would be submitted
today. In the ordinary course of business,
that implies that the resclution would be
printed. But it was agreed to during the
noon hour, without notice to Senators
generally—I dare say without notice to
the cosponsors.

My objection to the resolution is this:
It expresses the sense of the Senate that
the President appoint a special prosecutor
with reference to the Watergate case.
Judging by the use of the word “prosecu-
tor” instead of “investigator,” the reso-
lution bars the appointment of former
Senator John Williams. I submit that
John Williams is better capable of in-
vestigating the Watergate incident than
any other person in the country. Why?
Because he is free from the accusation
that he would use the investigation to ad-
vance himself politically. He has retired
from politics. He is one of the most skill-
ful and distinguished investigators ever
in the Senate. His character is unim-
peachable. The press has absolute con-
fidence in John Williams.

This morning, when I made by state-
ment suggesting this, several members
of the majority party, not all those on
the record because they could not get
here, said it would meet with their
approval, that they thought it would go
unanimously—and I think it would, too,
because he is a man who is well respected.

Now, it is true that we could go out-
side public life and pick many thousands
of honest and dependable people to do
the job, but,they would be unknown to
the public. If John Williams made this
investigation and he said these men were
guilty but this man was innocent, there
would be no feeling that it was a coverup,
no feeling that partisan politics had been
played, and no feeling that someone was
conducting an investigation to advance
himself.

All I wanted was the chance to amend
the resolution so that John Williams
would not be barred. But here, without
notice, an unprinted resolution is called
up during the noon hour.

Mr, President, I renew my request, and
ask unanimous consent that——

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Nebraska yield?

Mr. CURTIS. As soon as the Chair
rules.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the vote by which Senate Reso-
lution 105 was agreed to be reconsidered.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I object.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER
JoHNsTON) . Objection is heard.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President——

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I ask to
be recognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont is recognized.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I have been
informed that the principal sponsor of
this resolution is on the way over here
now and that it would be only an act
of courtesy to withhold any statements
or action on the motion of the Senator
from Nebraska until he gets here.

Let me say for the record that at least
95 of us were not extended the courtesy
of knowing when this resolution was to
be submitted and when it was to be acted
on by the Senate.

It is well known that both rarties were
having a luncheon conference at the
time, and I do not know how many were
left on the floor, between two and five
people, and yet what they did was repre-
sented as the unanimous action of the
Senate.

It is one of the most reprehensible
operations that I have seen during my
long period of service in the Senate.

I think that the Senate, the country,
and the President deserve an apology
from those responsible for doing this.
I do not know what the motive was, but
the effect is to harass and condemn the
President of the United States—the
same President who got our troops back
from Vietnam, the same President who
has done more to restore peace in the
world than anyone has done for many
vears; yet, this unexpected action by two
or three or not over five Members of this
body has the effect of condemning him.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Vermont yield?

Mr. ATKEN. I did not know about this
resolution until after the luncheon. I go
to my office and there it is, inviting me
to become a sponsor. It passed this body
while most of the Members were at a
preannounced luncheon. The motion was
made to reconsider and that motion was
laid on the table with nearly every Mem-
ber of the Senate knowing nothing about
it. That is pretty low politics in my book.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Vermont yield?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Vermont yield to me?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield to the Senator
from New Hampshire.

Mr, COTTON., Mr. President, I should
like to say to the Senator from Vermont
that I must concur in what he has said—
not quite with all of his expressions, but
nearly all of them; but certainly in the
sentiments that he has expressed in his
characterization of the result of what
happened.

Mr. AIKEN. It was known that vir-
tually every Member of this body would
be absent from the floor at the time this
resolution was submitted and immedi-
ately acted on.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Vermont yield to me?

Mr. AIKEN. I yield to the Senator from
New York, without losing my right to
the floor.

Mr. JAVITS. Yes. The Senator from
Vermont retains his right to the floor, of
course,

(M.
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Mr. President, it should be made clear,
so far as I am concerned, that I was not
on the floor either when this resolution
was agreed to, although I am a cospon-
sor, as are others. But I protect the right
of a Member to come here and defend
himself.

Mr. AIKEN. I agree with that.

Mr. JAVITS. That goes, of course, for
the two distinguished Senators from Ver-
mont (Mr. AikeNn) and Nebraska (Mr.
CURTIS) .

Mr. President, now that the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois (Mr.
Percy) is in the Chamber, Senator
Curtis is at liberty to renew any mo-
tion that he wishes and I shall certainly
not interfere.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, it is well to
give the prinecipal sponsor of this resolu-
tion the courtesy which was not extended
to 95 Members of the Senate earlier
today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is
the will of the Senate?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

Mr, COTTON. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object to the Senator's
request, if the purpose——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
JOHNSTON) ., The Chair would inform the
Senator from New Hampshire that de-
bate is not in order during a quorum call.
The Senator would have to object to the
withdrawing of the quorum.

Mr, COTTON. The Senator from Illi-
nois asked that the order for the quorum
call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Illinois?

Mr. ATKEN and Mr. COTTON objected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objection
is heard. The clerk will continue to call
the roll.

The second assistant legislative clerk
continued the calling of the roll.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I should
like to explain, for the benefit of my
colleagues, exactly what I had in mind,
to assure them that if there is any con-
cern in their minds about this, I would
be very anxious to take into account their
feelings. I have a very high regard for
their judgment; but in using the pro-
cedure we used today, I used a procedure
for which there was precedent.

The question of Vietnam and the Pres-
ident was mentioned by the distinguished
ranking member of the Committee on
Foreign Relations. At the time the Presi-
dent addressed the Nation on October
7, 1970, and requested and offered nego-
tiating terms that for the first time ap-
peared as though a major breakthrough
could be made in establishing a negotiat-
ing base for settling Vietnam, I talked
to the President the night of the speech.
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He asked for help as quickly as he could
have it in connection with the presen-
tation he had made to the Nation.

That night, I prepared a resolution
commending the President for the initia-
tive he had taken. I discussed it with the
majority and minority leaders and asked
what was the fastest method we could
use to see that the sense of the Senate
resolution was put on the record by the
Senate as early as possible. It was sub-
mitted that day, end that day it was
unanimously adopted, by a unanimous
consent agreement. I followed the pro-
cedure of contacting both sides of the
aisle.

In this case, after hearing Secretary
Rogers yesterday and his comments on
a special prosecutor, and his express con-
cern that delay might be the endanger-
ing factor in this kind of case, I assured
him that the Senate could move with
dispatch when it seemed appropriate and
necessary.

For that reason, I prepared the letter.
I delivered a speech on the floor of the
Senate yesterday and indicated my in-
tention to submit the resolution. I had
discussed it with a number of my col-
leagues, but I indicated at that time that
I would not submit the resolution until
we had an opportunity—all of us—to
hear the President last night.

I indicated that Representative Jorn
AnpeErsoN, of Illinois, would submit a
resolution in the House: but the House
had also decided to withhold by 1 day
the submission of the resolution.

After hearing the President describe
last night that he had authorized Secre-
tary Richardson, Attorney General-des-
ignate of the United States, to appoint a
special prosecutor—I am not certain of
the exact words he used, but he sug-
gested that if he felt that it was neces-
sary, he could go ahead and do so—it
seemed that there was a community of
thought now moving in generally the
same direction.

This is not a new idea. The President
of the American Bar Association has
called for it; leading newspapers all over
the country have called for it. It is not
in any way implicating or showing a lack
of confidence in the President of the
United States. It simply follows a pro-
cedure which in 1924 President Coolidge
followed, after both the House and the
Senate passed a resolution at that time
calling for an independent special prose-
cution in connection with the Teapot
Dome affair.

There has been a correlation between
these two matters, from the standpoint
of the seriousness to the country, and
the question is whether or not the execu-
tive branch properly should investigate
itself in this matter, when every one in
the Nation is concerned. It is to add
credibility to the prosecution. It is to
share responsibility. It is to fulfill our
constitutional function of confirming
the nominations of all officers of the
United States who are appointed by the
President, except those “inferior officers,”
as chapter 2, article II of the Consti-
tution provides that Congress determines
need not be confirmed by the Senate.

This is not an inferior office. This is a
major office. If we confirm the nomina-
tion of a second lieutenant when he is
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promoted to first lieutenant, certainly
tens of thousands of confirmations indi-
cate that the Founding Fathers felt that
officers of the United States should be
subject to the check and balance of the
legislative as well as the executive.

Taking into account that all of us
want to move with dispatch in this mat-
ter, I prepared a letter last night, after
hearing the President, had it delivered
by hand to 100 Senate offices this morn-
ing, and invited my colleagues fo join
me. At the very time that the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska was
speaking this morning, I joined him in
indicating that a man of the caliber of
John Williams would add a great deal to
this particular investigation or prosecu-
tion. It was my feeling at the time that
John Williams was a lawyer. I had al-
ways thought that he was a lawyer. 1
now have determined that he is not a
lawyer. For that reason, he would not be
eligible, I do not presume, to assume a
position of a prosecutor, but he certainly
could be an investigator.

My own feeling is that the Senate has
provided for an investigation. We have a
bipartisan committee that has been es-
tablished for that purpose, fully em-
powered by the Senate.

The President has conducted his own
investigation. We probably do not need
more investigations. But I have no ob-
jection to accepting the amendment of
my distinguished colleague if he feels
that the amendment would add some-
thing to this matter and if it would have
his support rather than his opposition.

The Senator from Illinois did what he
felt in his judgment was the right thing
to do from the standpoint of finding out
what the procedure would be to carry
this matter forward at the earliest pos-
gible time. After checking with the Par-
liamentarian, I advised the majority and
the minority leadership that at the time
designated for my remarks, between
12:30 and 1 p.m., I would ask unanimous
consent for immediate consideration. If
that unanimous consent had not been of-
fered, as I understand the parliamentary
procedure, it would have been laid over
until the next day but would have been
taken up as business tomorrow. I have
no objection to taking this matter up
tomorrow or the next day. As the minor-
ity leader has said, this matter could be
debated at any time, but it was his gen-
eral feeling that it would be passed by
the Senate.

I would accept the amendment if this
would answer the questions in the mind
of the distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska.

I have checked with one of the prin-
cipal cosponsors, Senator Javits, who
sees no objection. I would like, of course,
to have been able to check with all 15
Senators who are now cosponsors of the
resolution before accepting the amend-
ment, but I will take upon myself the re-
sponsibility, because of the strong feel-
ings that have been expressed by my dis-
tinguished colleagues, for accepting the
amendment, because I feel that it does
not in any way impair what we are at-
tempting to accomplish.

We are simply saying that we have a
responsibility to share in this matter, to
give every appearance to the whole coun-
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try that we are working with the Presi-
dent in assuming responsibility and
standing behind the investigation or
prosecution, whatever it may be, that
would be carried on in what the Presi-
dent termed last night a sordid affair.

I would be happy to yield fo my dis-
tinguished colleague.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, my ob-
jection here is to the procedure of the
Senate. I have no objection to the reso-
lution in general. I am serving notice
now that there is no one in the leader-
ship that has authority to waive for me
the clearance of the consideration of a
resolution that is not printed, during a
noon hour when both parties are having
a caucus, and in connection with which
I have a letter in my hand which reached
my office at 11:30 this morning which
clearly implies the matter would not be
called up today. I read this paragraph
from the letter:

If you would like to join me as a cosponsor
of this Resolution, a copy of which is en-
closed, please call me or have a member of
your staff contact John Childers (Ext.
57916) today, If possible.

If I know anything about the English
language it means you have several days
to do it. Then, the letter goes on to state:

Senator Domenici and I have reserved 30
minutes on the floor this afternoon between
12:30 and 1:00 p.m. to discuss this matter.
Should you wish to discuss this matter your-
self, I will be happy to yleld you time at any
point,

Now, here is a letter that goes out that
infers Senators have all day to become
sponsors. That letter arrived at our offices
after most of us had gone to committee
meetings. I had gone to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry where we
are marking up an agriculture bill. T did
not see this letter until late today, but
that is probably my fault for not going
back to my office. The letter arrived at
11:30 a.m.

Now, we are setting a precedent that
will do this Senate no good: Pretend to
the world that this is the sense of the
Senate and the Senate does not even
know it has been passed. What sort of
procedure is that?

My objection to the resolution is this.
What is it we want? We want fo have the
Watergate cleared up for all time. If a
message is to be sent to the President to
ask someone to do that, I do not want
the name of John Williams barred from
consideration, and the passage of this
resolution does that. It calls for a special
prosecutor, and to prosecute one would
have to go into court and practice law
and one cannot practice law without a
license.

I believe that whoever is to go to the
bottom of this and get all the facts
should be outside of Government. John
Williams meets that test. He should be
someone who would not engage in
partisan politics. Those who know John
Williams know he would not do that. He
has taken his place in this Chamber and
investigated matters that were against
his party, as well as against the interest
of any other party. It should be a man
who is a skilled investigator. I submit
there is not a more skilled investigator in
the country than John Williams. It calls
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for someone in whom the press has con-
fidence. There never has been an investi-
gator in connection with the Senate that
has received higher acclaim from the
press than John Williams.

Furthermore, when all is said and
done, we want a job done by someone in
whom all of the American people have
confidence. John Williams meets that
test. You do not want an investizator or
prosecutor, even though his motives are
pure and his conduct is pure, who is try-
ing to build himself politically. John
Williams has served his time on the track
and he has retired and he has refused
to run.

I have no right and this Congress has
no right to force the President to do any-
thing or to pick out a man for him. I have
sent a letter to the President asking him
to consider John Williams.

But I de object to the manner in which
a resolution was passed in this Senate
that would bar former Senator John Wil-
liams from taking a leading role in refer-
ence to this very important matter.

Mr. President, should I renew my re-
guest that this bill be reconsidered, I
would not want it reconsidered tonight.
I do not feel that this matter, having
gone this far, should be considered un-
less the membership knows the time anc!
place when it is going to be brought up.
If it is reconsidered I expect to offer an
amendment relating to section 1, in the
first sentence, after the term “prosecu-
tor” I would put “or investigator" and in
section 2, after “prosecutor” I would put
“or investigator.”

This would leave it open so the Presi-
dent could consider the one man in the
country who could do a better job than
anyone else. But I will not make my re-
quest to reconsider if we are forced to
do it tonight because here it is 6:30 in the
evening and we would be indulging in
the same procedure to which I object, and
1 believe most of the Senate would object
to the procedure that has brought us to
this point.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the vote by which Senate Res-
olution 105 was agreed to be reconsidered,
and I ask further unanimous consent
that after consent is granted and it is
reconsidered, that the matter be made
the pending business on a day later than
this, upon due notice to all Members.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
ProxMIRE) . Is there objection?

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, would the distin-
guished Senator amend his unanimous-
consent request so that we could have a
vote at a time certain tomorrow?

Let me explain what literally hap-
pened here. In checking on the parlia-
mentary procedure, one objection would
have been sufficient today to set it aside.
I fully expected there would be an ob-
jection and that this would be considered
on the calendar the following day. That
is what I wanted to protect and insure.
I found no objection., In fact, I found
support for it from the leadership. I did
not check with every Senator. That is
true. I would be perfectly willing to either
accept the distinguished Senator’s
amendment now and ask for unanimous
consent for that purpose, or I would not
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object if the amendment, if the unani-
mous-consent request were amended so
that we could have a vote at a time cer-
tain tomorrow which would then give us
adequate time to debate it, discuss it,
and then vote.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, is my
understanding that if I correct my re-
guest merely to ask that it be considered,
and if that were agreed to, then the mat-
ter could be called up at a later date as
might be determined later? My parlia-
mentary inquiry is: Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I am ad-
vised by the Parliamentarian that if the
Senator asks unanimous consent he have
permission to enter a motion to recon-
sider, that that would be in order, if that
is granted, the motion would be entered
on the Calendar. It could be called up at
a future time.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, in a mo-
ment I shall ask to restate my unani-
mous-consent request, and in so doing I
will inform the Senate that if it is
granted, I shall not call this matter up
today.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the vote by which Senate Res-
olution 105 was agreed to be recon-
sidered.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, two
wrongs do not make a right. We have
here a question of very delicate and far-
reaching implications. Last night the
President of the United States spoke to
the American people and stated that he
had named Elliot Richardson as Attor-
ney General, having accepted the resig-
nation of his predecessor, as a person of
unquestioned integrity, to take the steps
necessary to clear up the so-called
Watergate matter, and that he had dele-
gated to the Attorney General the privi-
lege of naming a special prosecutor if he
deemed it necessary.

This matter is a paramount matter in
the press and in the public mind.

This morning—and I do not impute
to the distinguished Senator, my friend
from Illinois, who is a person of tran-
scendent integrity, any intent to play
grandstand politics, but the fact re-
mains—within far less than 24 hours
after the President of the United States
had made a statement to the American
people, action was taken on the floor of
the Senate, with, I understand, only five
Senators present, with the Republican
Senators in their policy meeting, and
I believe the Democrat Senators in their
policy meeting, which could well be in-
terpreted, and will, in my opinion, be
interpreted in many quarters and in
many segments of the press, as a vote of
no confidence in the President of the
United States, and it appears as a unan-
imous action of the Senate.

Now here we have, by my count, eight
members on the floor, and it is suggested
that we reverse that action and reopen it
with only eight Senators.

This matter having been reopened, no
matter how it comes out—I admire John
Williams—I would like to have the op-
portunity to say a word for Elliot Rich-
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ardson, whom I have known for many
years and in whom I have great con-
fidence. This should not be done without
full debate.

I would like to see two things. I would
like to see this unanimous-consent re-
quest made with a quorum of the Senate
present, and I would like to see if there
is a single United States Senator on
either side of this aisle who will stand up
and object to this matter being re-
opened—this action which was taken
with only five Senators present. I do not
think there is a Member of this body who
would object, but I think it would be good
to demonstrate the desire to have this
matter aired thoroughly, and then, after
the mattér is reopened, that we have a
full opportunity to debate it, because the
action of the Senate, if it was not signifi-
cant this morning, has become signifi-
cant tonight. I hope that we will not take
another step with only eight Members
present. I would be disposed, unless it
goes over to tomorrow, to insist on a live
quorum before this unanimous-consent
request is acted upon.

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

Mr, COTTON. I do not have the floor.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore (Mr. MgercarF). The Senator will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. PERCY. Who has the fioor?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. A unanimous-consent request is
pending. In the regular order, it is not
debatable. The Senator from Nebraska
has the floor. The Chair is inclined to be
lenient and have Senators address the
Chair, but the Senator from Nebraska
has the floor, If he asks for regular order,
the unanimous-consent request will be
propounded.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I am
going to ask to restate the unanimous-
consent request. In so doing, I want to
inform the Senate that if this particular
unanimous-consent request is granted,
nothing would be done today and noth-
ing could be done without a vote of the
Senate, because this unanimous-consent
request, instead of asking that it be re-
considered, would be—which I will pro-
pound in a moment—that it be in order
to enter a motion to reconsider the vote
by which the resolution was agreed to.
Then, instead of a handful taking action
tonight, we would merely preserve the
right to do it by motion tomorrow, and
then there can be a rolicall or any pro-
cedure they wanted to take.

So my request, instead of being as I
first stated it, that the vote be recon-
sidered, is that it be in order—and I am
informing the Senate that I do not mean
today, but I mean at a later time—to
offer a motion to reconsider the vote by
which the resolution (8. Res. 105) was
agreed to.

So with that explanation, I now make
this request: I ask unanimous consent
that it be in order to enter a motion to
reconsider the vote by which the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 105) was agreed to.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

Mr. PERCY., Mr. President, reserving
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the right to object, a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. PERCY. What would be the effect
of this motion from the standpoint of this
resolution being able to be taken up by
the Senate, and would it be placed on the
Calendar and would it be in order to take
it up as the pending business tomorrow?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair has been advised by the
Parliamentarian that if the unanimous-
consent request is agreed to, then the
motion goes on the calendar under “Mo-
tions for reconsideration,” and can be
taken up at any time. The Senator from
Nebraska has not named a time certain
in his unanimous-consent request, and so
it would just go on the calendar and be
a part of the motions to reconsider.

Mr. ATEEN. Mr. President, a parli-
amentary inquiry.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. If a motion to reconsider
is made, then is debate on the resolution
itself permissible without any time
limit?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct. If a motion
to reconsider is made, that is a debatable
motion.

Mr. AIKEN. Then debate can be had
on the resolution-itself, as to its merits
if any and the demerits also.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont is
correct.

Mr. ATKEN. That is what I meant.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. It is debatable on its merits or
demerits.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, I wanted
to be sure that a live quorum was avail-
able at the time.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
if the unanimous-consent request which
has been read by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Nebraska is agreed to, the en-
try of the motion to reconsider would go
on a special calendar and at such time as
the Senator or some Senator wished to
proceed thereon, would the following not
be the situation? There would first be
a motion to proceed to consider the mo-
tion to reconsider.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia
is correct. There would have to be the
motion that the Senator suggests.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
there would really be two steps. First
there would be a motion to proceed to
consider the motion to reconsider. That
motion to proceed to consider the mo-
tion to reconsider is debatable.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The motion is debatable.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. And once the
motion to proceed is agreed to, then the
motion to reconsider is debatable.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia is
correct on both counts.

Mr, ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I thank the Chair.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator will state it.
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Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, if the Sen-
ator from Illinois objects to the pend-
ing motion, as I understand it, on the
resolution that was agreed to by the Sen-
ate this morning by a voice vote, if a mo-
tion were made to reconsider and that
motion was tabled, with the objection of
one Senator, the motion that is now of-
fered would fail and the resolution
agreed to by the Senate would in effect
prevail.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Illinois is cor-
rect. A single objection would prevent a
motion for reconsideration.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I have a
great desire to accommodate the Senator.
However, having participated in endless
debates that had no objective other than
to delay and frustrate the Senate from
coming to a vote—bills such as the con-
sumer protection agency bill, which died
because of a filibuster such as we are now
experiencing with the voter registration
bill—I do not feel, in light of the fact
that we had a wide spectrum of support
for the resolution today, 15 Senators in-
cluding Senators Casg, JaviTs, MATHIAS,
METCALF, GOLDWATER, BUCKLEY, and
many other distinguished Senators, and
in view of the fact that they, as cospon-
sors, had the feeling that this matter had
been agreed to and they probably are not
available to consult with at this time, I
would not feel that I could undertake the
responsibility to them to have this reso-
lution put in such a position that it
might never be acted upon.

Mr. President, I am quite willing to
subject this resolution to full and thor-
ough debate. However, the principle is
an established prineciple that has prece-
dent in the action of the Senate, and I
had printed in the Recorp today all of
the proceedings from 1924 in which the
Senate acted in a similar manner.

The matter has been discussed at great
length over many months.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I call
for the regular order,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Regular order has been called for.
Is there objection?

Mr. PERCY. I object.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Illinois yield
for a question?

Mr. PERCY. I am happy to yield for
a question.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The floor is open. The Senator
from Virginia has the floor if he will
address the Chair.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, if the dis-
tinguished Senator from Virginia would
permit a short comment, I would then
be happy to yield the floor.

The Senator from Illinois would be
quite willing—although I do have an en-
gagement in Baltimore, Md., with one of
our colleagues tonight—to stay on the
floor until the matter is equitably,
amicably, end fairly resolved. There is
no attempt to try to railroad something
through the Senate.

I am trying to protect the sponsors of
the measure. It is my own deep convic-
tion that what we did was right, proper,
and fair,
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Many times the Senator from Illinois
indicated that there is no impugning of
the Secretary Elliot Richardson as At-
torney General or any lack of confidence
in him. However, we wish to share the
responsibiltiy for the prosecution that
will be underway, and we would want
to assume that responsibility through the
normal confirmation proceedings, with
the consent of the Senate.

I would be happy to stay here and work
this out. I do not mean to shut this off,
although I realize that one Senator can
do so, as we have learned. However, I
would be happy to yield at this point,
making that point clear, that the Senator
from Illinois will stay here until we can
have the matter resolved. f

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I would like to get an understand-
ing from the Senator from Illinois as to
exactly what the resolution would do.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, the reso-
lution is in three parts. It is a sense-of-
the-Senate. resolution. Part one indi-
cates that the President should immedi-
ately designate an individual of the high-
est character and integrity from outside
of the executive branch to serve as a
special prosecutor.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, would that special prosecutor serve
as an official at the Department of Jus-
tice? Would he be a subordinate of the
Attorney General? Would he be inde-
pendent of the Attorney General?

Mr. PERCY. This would be something
that would have to be determined by the
confirmation process. There is a great
deal of leeway in the resclution. The
resolution provides that someone outside
of the executive branch of the Govern-
ment should be appointed by the Presi-
dent.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am inclined to favor the resolu-
tion. However, I want to understand it. It
seems to me that before we adopt the
resolution—although I understand that
it has already been adopted—we ought
to determine whether such a man would
be subordinate to the Attorney General,
would be independent of the Attorney
General, or exactly how he is going to
operate and to whom he will report.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I think the
answer fo the questions posed by the
Senator from Virginia will be found in
paragraph 3 which provides that the
President shall submit the name of such
designee to the Senate and request ap-
proval thereof. That is the time for the
Senate to determine what procedures
will be followed by the special prosecutor.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, if I vote in favor of the resolution,
if I have an opportunity to vote for it,
am I voting for an individual who will be
independent of the Justice Department
and can act on his own or am I voting
for someone who will be a subordinate
of the Attorney General? Both of those
questions are questions that should be
answered.

Mr. PERCY. In the judgment of the
Senator from Illinois the former pre-
sumption is correct, that the Senator
from Virginia would not be voting for
a resolution that would provide for an

May 1, 1973

individual to be appointed who would
be a subordinate of the Attorney Gen-
eral, as 1s the case now with the Assistant
Attorney General who is prosecuting the
case. He is subordinate to the Attorney
General.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi-
dent, as of last night, the President said
that Mr. Richardson will have the re-
sponsibility for the investigation.

Mr. PERCY. I think this is the shading
of difference that I would have, respect-
fully, with the President. I do not feel,
so long as the special prosecutor is sub-
ordinated to a politically appointed At-
torney General, that the investigation
could have the appearance, no matter
how impeccable the credentials of the
individual, of being free from the in-
fluence of the Justice Department and
the Attorney General.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I do not
disagree with that at all. As a matter of
fact, I am inclined to the same view as
expressed by the Senator from Illinois;
but I am just trying to understand. If the
Senate does adopt this resolution, then
does the prosecutor call on the personnel
of the Justice Department, and operate
through that independent of the Attor-
ney General? If so, is that a feasible way
to operate?

Mr. PERCY. Paragraph 2 provides
broad authority. It simply states that the
President shall grant such special pros-
ecutor all authority necessary and proper
to the effective performance of his duties.

What I would envision is that the Pres-
ident would provide that the special
prosecutor could call upon all agencies of
Government for personnel, for assistance,
for help, for physical facilities, for cleri-
cal assistance, for lawyers—whatever
that special prosecutor might need.
There should be no bounds; if we have
confidence in the man who is appointed
and confirmed, we should have no bounds
to keep that man from being free in any
way to move ahead with what the Ameri-
can public would consider to be un-
tainted, unpolitically influenced investi-
gation that would, once and for all, con-
vince everyone in their minds, as they
are not convinced teday, that this in-
vestigation is thorough, complete, and
final, and will end up in whatever indict-
ments the facts may prove and bring
forth.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. It is very
important, I think, that the American
people do reach that conclusion.

Mr. PERCY. I think it is essential.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. We must
restore confidence in Government. And
in order to do that, as I see it, the Ameri-
can people must be convinced that what-
ever investigation is undertaken, it is
thorough, impartial, and objective, and
that it goes to the bottom of all the prob-
lems connected with the main problem,
and that all the facts are disclosed. It is
vitally important that the American
people have confidence that that is being
done when such an investigation takes
place——

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Will Senators use their micro-
phones? The Chair cannot hear.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. (continu-
ing). When such an investigation is
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undertaken. I have been in Virgina today,
and I have been asked many time, “Was
it wise for the President to appoint Mr.
Elliot Richardson full authority to handle
this matter?”

My reply was, “Frankly, I don't know.
I céo not know whether it was wise or
no ‘ll

Mr. Richardson is a very able individ-
ual, in my judgment, though I do not
know him too well. He is very smart. He is
an able lawyer. He is a man of the highest
integrity.

On the other hand, he has handled
three top positions prior to this for this
administration in the last 4 years. In the
public mind, is he going to be an objective
prosecutor? That is the point that con-
cerns me about the appointment of Mr.
Richardson as Attorney General, and
giving him the authority and the direc-
tion to get to the bottom of the case.

Mr. PERCY. If the distinguished Sena-
tor will yield, this is exactly what the
Senator from Illinois and all of the co-
sponsors of the resolution have in mind.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. That is
what I thought the Senator had in mind.

Mr. PERCY. We are attempting to pro-
tect the President.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I want to
understand now, though, how it will work
and what the mechanics are to make it
work, because I am inclined to the same
view the Senator has.

Mr. PERCY. The mechanics, of course,
will have to be worked out. The Presi-
dent suggested in his address to the Na-
tion last night that Mr. Elliott Richard-
son as the Attorney General designee
would have his authority to appoint—I
am not sure of the term he used, but let
us say a special prosecutor.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Yes. That
raises this point: If he does that, here is
what we will have: We will have the
President saying, in effect, “This is out
of my hands, I am turning it over to Mr.
Richardson,” and Mr. Richardson say-
ing, “This is out of my hands, I am turn-
ing it over to Mr. So and So."” Mr. So and
So may turn it over to a committee, and
then what do we have?

Mr. PERCY. All the resolution asks of
the President—it does not have the force
of law, for the simple reason that I did
not want it to have the force of law. I
simply wanted the Senate to express its
feelings, as eloquently expressed by the
Senator from Virginia, and expressed to
me from all over the country as the feel-
ings of the American people, that this
matter should be investigated.

The President has not disagreed at all
in principle. All we have here is a pro-
cedure to say that the President, last eve~-
ning, made it very clear indeed that he
assumes the responsibility for this mat-
ter, and thus assumes the responsibility
for selecting and designating a public
prosecutor.

I say that it is impossible, within the
Justice Department, to find anyone to
be assigned and connected with this mat-
ter who did not in some manner have
some relationship with some of the per-
sonalities who may have been involved,
so that the President should designate
someone outside the executive branch of
the Government and submit that name
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to the Senate. The Senate could accept
that name or reject it, but once we ac-
cept it, we have assumed the responsi-
bility and put our stamp of approval be-
hind the investigation.

I think that is paramount. It is rec-
ognized so widely now by the fourth
estate that the President is to be com-
mended, last night, for bringing this
matter to a head, that I feel it is in the
best interests of the country, and I know
it is in the best interests of the electoral
process, that the confidence of the peo-
ple be restored.

The procedure is very simple, and the
details of it can be brought out at the
time the name is sent to the Senate, be~
cause under the procedures the Senate
would follow, we could then question the
special prosecutor as to how he would
carry out his responsibilities.

Would he feel that he had to report to
anyone? Would he feel that he had to
destroy, on orders from anyone, any evi-
dence that might be brought to his at-
tention? Does he feel that he may be
intimidated, or politically motivated? All
of those questions would be questions
that should be brought out in proceed-
ings such as we have followed in this
country for 200 years now, and wisely so.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Yes, but the
matter the Senator from Virginia wanted
to establish is that it is the view and
the intent of the several sponsors of the
resolution that this prosecutor should be
separate and aside from the Justice De-
partment and not subordinated or re-
sponsible to the Attorney General.

Mr. PERCY. That is correct.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. And that
he be completely separate from the At-
torney General and from the Justice De-
partment.

Mr. PERCY. Would the Senator yield
for just a brief explanation as to why
I feel this is so crucial?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield.

Mr. PERCY. We have a grave problem
in this country now involving law and
order. We had a tremendous problem in
Collinsville, Il1l.,, a few days ago, when
narcotics agents broke into family homes
by mistake and terrorized Illinois fami-
lies. A grand jury will be called and con-
vened by the United States attorney in
Springfield on that particular incident,
which strikes at the heart of what Amer-
ica is all about. These are Gestapo fac-
tics that are being used. Certainly that
case should have the attention of the
Attorney General of the United States.

We have problems of drug abuse that
are tearing this country apart from the
standpoint of the crime it motivates. We
have the problem of organized crime, of
morale in the FBI and morale in the
whole Justice Department, and the dis-
tinguished Attorney General-designee
should spend his full time on those
matters.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. But this
will not help the morale of the Justice
Department or the morale of the FBI to
say, in effect, that the Justice Depart-
ment cannot handle the matter but we
have to get an outside investigator,

Mr. PERCY. The precedent for that is
clear. It is not impugning any of the in-
tegrity or the capability of any individ-
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ual there. What is simply says is that
everyone that has touched this problem
has become consumed by it. We are con-
sumed by it. It is impossible for any of
us to engage in any activity—even Willy
Brandt this afternoon—without being
asked a question on Watergate.

The President said last night that we
must get about the business of the Na-
tion. Let us set this investigation up sep-
arate and give the prosecutor all the
power he needs and designate that power
from the President himself. But let us
not bog down the Attorney General, who
has just been designated and who will be
going through his confirmation proceed-
ings, with this particular problem.

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. He has got
to go through the confirmation proceed-
ings so it will not save any time. My con-
cern about Mr. Richardson, and I give
him high marks for being a clever and
an able individual, but my concern about
him is that it just appears to me it is
not going to suggest to the publie, rightly
or wrongly—and I do not say it is cor-
rect—but rightly or wrongly, it might
not suggest to the public that the in-
vestigation will be as objective as it
should be.

The other thing that concerns me
about the Richardson appointment is
that he has only been Secretary of De-
fense for 4 months and the Armed Serv-
ices Committee had to delay its proceed-
ings for 3 months until he could famil-
iarize himself with what was being in his
Department so that he could come before
the committee and discuss it. Now he is
being taken away from that job and put
into another job under circumstances
that perhaps leave something to be de-
sired.

Mr. PERCY. Will the Senator from
Virginia yield for a question?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. I yield.

Mr. PERCY. Because I would be guided
by the distinguished Senator’s judgment,
who has been in the Senate a great deal
longer than I have, My judgment is that
if this matter is left as it now is pending,
the Secretary-designate Richardson
would have the authority to appoint the
special prosecutor if he so chose, and
that question would consume a tremen-
dous amount of time in his confirma-
tion proceedings.

If the question were removed and the
issue were removed from the Justice De-
partment and an independent prosecutor
set up, it is my judgment that he would
be confirmed with due deliberation by
this distinguished body, but with con-
siderable speed, in contrast to the pro-
ceedings that would be undertaken if he
is left with the responsibility for in-
vestigating Watergate. Is that the judg-
ment of the distinguished Senator from
Virginia?

Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. The Sena-
tor from Illinois is probably correct in
that view. As a matter of fact, I do not
see how it is practical for him to set up
a special investigator because then we
do not have any responsibility. The Pres-
ident says that Richardson is responsible
and Richardson says that so-and-so is
responsible, so where does the responsi-
bility lie? That is what concerns me
about that aspect of it. That is why I
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am inclined to support the proposal of
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I have
listened to the colloguy here with some
amazement and, I must confess, with
some apprehension. If there was any-
thing needed to confirm the fact that
hastily, without more than 5 Members of
the Senate being on the floor in this
Chamber, an act has been performed
and formal action taken by the Senate
which is, indeed, a vote of no confidence,
not only in the President of the United
States but also in Elliot Richardson who
has been designated by the President as
Attorney General, without any opportu-
nity for careful debate and careful con-
sideration, all we needed was to listen to
the colloquy of the last few moments to
know that that is true.

In the first place, the able guestion-
ing by the distinguished Senator from
Virginia (Mr. Harry F. B¥Rp, JR.)
brought out that this resolution that was
so hastily adopted with 5 Senators pres-
ent, is very loosely drawn.

It is not for the Senator from Illinois,
able and sincere as he is, to interpret
his resolutions. His resolution is now
passed. It is now a fact. There is noth-
ing he can do about it because it has
been agreed to, the motion to reconsider
has been laid on the table, and the Sena-
tor has objected to a unanimous-consent
request that would vitiate it. So it is a
fait accompli.

But that does not end the debate or the
discussion of the matter, I can assure the
Senator from Illinois, because I do not
know that it is not a good idea to vote
first and debate afterward. Then we
cannot be accused of filibustering. But
much will be said on the floor of the
Senate in the next few days concerning
this action by the Senate.

When we talk about restoring the con-
fidence of the people of the United
States in their Government, it is not
going to restore their confidence by an
e:g:ression of no confidence by the Sen-
ate.

I was interested in the comments made
by my friend from Illinois, for whom
I have the highest regard, concerning
what he unconsciously revealed. He
seemed to indicate that the resolution
which has been adopted by the Senate,
and irrevocably adopted, unless a unan-
imous-consent request changes it, was
loosely drawn, but he also indicated that
it would be interpreted—by what? By the
questions that would be asked of the
designated special prosecutor by a com-
mittee of the Senate.

Then the Senator named some other
questions. One of the questions was this:
that the special prosecutor would be
asked whether it was his intention to
destroy any evidence. If that remark
was not about the worst slap in the face
of the President of the United States
and of the Honorable Elliot Richardson
that could possibly be made, I cannot
conceive of anything more ridiculous.

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

Mr., COTTON. I will yield in just a
moment. I am sure the distinguished
Senator did not mean to say that. It
might be called a Freudian slip. I will
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yvield in just a moment. The time is late.
Reconsideration has been objected to,
and the action is over.

I have known Elliot Richardson since
he was the administrative assistant to
former Senator Leverett Saltonstall.
That was when I first came to the Sen-
ate. I have known him as U.S. district
attorney in Massachusetts. I have known
of his enforcement, his prosecutions, and
his investigations in that capacity.

But I know of his thoroughness and
of his rugged, unflinching honesty. I
have known him more recently as Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
dealing with the Subcommittee on Ap-
propriations for that department. I know
of his fearlessness and of his forthright-
ness in his service in that capacity.

I want to say here and now that all
this suggestion that Mr. Richardson is
contaminated because he was appointed
to two Cabinet positions by a man who
has been twice elected President of the
United States is so far-fetched that I
cannot sit silent under such insinuation.

I do not know who this paragon of vir-
tue would be. It might be John Williams.
He is honest, I am told, because he is
not a member of the bar; so undoubtedly
he is more honest than lawyers. But I do
not know who this great paragon of vir-
tue would be who would be selected and
would prove satisfactory to the Senate.

I am not sure that anybody the Presi-
dent should name would be satisfactory
to the Senate in its present mood, or that
any filibuster that ever took place in this
body would last as long as the interroga-
tion of whoever this independent agent
would be.

But I do know one thing: The Presi-
dent was elected by the American people.
I regret some of the developments. I think
that he was guilty of misplaced confi-
dence and perhaps delay. I do not claim
that he is not human and subject to er-
ror. But he was elected by the people of
the United States.

Mr. Richardson was named by the
President as Attorney General of the
United States. As Attorney General, un-
der the Constitution, he is the chief pro-
secutor and the chief investigator of the
Federal Government. I can testify, as
one Member of the Senate, that there
may be many other men in this country
as honest and as forthright and as con-
scientious as Elliot Richardson, but there
are none who exceed his honesty, his in-
tegrity, and his forthrightness.

This act has been done. We have
adopted a loosely drawn resolution, with
five Senators on the floor; and when we
tried to reopen the matter, the Senator
from Illinois objected to it, and that
stands in the Recorp. The deed is done,
but the repercussions are not over. No-
body in the Senate, except perhaps five
Senators on the floor at the time, ever
had an opportunity to debate this mat-
ter. Nobody in the Senate had an op-
portunity to answer the questions that
the distinguished Senator from Virginia
has been asking. Nobody had a chance
to analyze just what was being done. The
fact that 15 Senators, some of whom may
be described as on the extreme left and
others on the extreme right, cosponsored
the resolution does not indicate that it
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should not be subjected to the scrutiny of
the Senate and that the rest of us should
not have opportunity to examine it.

Here we are, It is time to adjourn. The
resolution was brought up; and it was
adopted, as the record will show, by voice
vote, which means unanimously, with
five Members of the Senate here and
95 elsewhere upon their duties, We tried
to reopen it. We tried for an opportunity
to debate it. We tried for an opportunity
to examine it. We tried to see that the
Senate should not act hastily in this mat-
ter or that what was done without the
careful consideration of the entire Sen-
ate could go out as a vote of no confi-
dence in the President or in the Attorney
General-designate.

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

Mr. COTTON. I yield.

Mr. AIEEN. I might add that it ap-
pears to me to be a vote of no confidence
in our Federal court system, which has
already convicted seven persons for
breaking into the Watergate and has un-
der investigation and in the courts no-
body knows how many others. I think we
should have a little more confidence in
our Federal court system and the De-
partment of Justice than this resolution
would indicate.

Mr. COTTON. If we have as little con-
fidence in our courts and in our Depart-
ment of Justice and in our elected Chief
Executive as this resolution would indi-
cate, then God save the United States of
America.

I now yield to the distinguished Sena-
tor from Illinois. I

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Illinois.

Mr. COTTON. I did not yield the floor.

Mr. PERCY. I appreciate the distin-
guished Senator yielding for two pur-
poses.

The first purpose is to explain fully
what the Senator from Illinois had in
mind in response to a question by the
Senator from Virginia, when he asked
about certain details as to how this job
would be set up and what would happen
in the confirmation proceedings.

The Senator from Illinois is not a
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. The Senator from Illinois, there-
fore, is not proposing or propounding
any question that it was his intention to
ask.

What the Senator from Illinois had in
mind was proposing the kind of ques-
tions the Senator from Illinois presumed
would be asked by members of the Ju-
diciary Committee when the designee for
the position of Attorney General was be-
fore them for confirmation or the desig-
nee or the special prosecutor was before
them, if the President acted in accord-
once with the spirit of this resolution.

I mentioned this particular point sim-
ply because there has been tremendous
public discussion about the fact that
certain evidence was destroyed on the
suggestion of or with the approval of—
some have indicated by the order of, but
I have no evidence that orders were giv-
en for that—but evidence was destroyed.
It is only logical to assume that ques-
tions of that type, then, which have ade-
quate precedent in the sordid matters
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that have occurred in the recent days
and weeks, would occur.

So that this is an attempt to explain
what the Senator from Illinois had in
mind, though it would not be his inten-
tion to offer such questions, because the
Senator from Illinois would not even be
engaging in the confirmation proceed-
ings.

I ask the Senator to consider this pos-
sibility: The Senator from Illinois is
very anxious to let this matter stand on
its own merits; but the Senator from
Illinois is unwilling to undo and request
by unanimous consent that the prior ac-
tion of the Senate be undone—it was
supported by 15 distinguished colleagues
on both sides of the aisle—when by so
doing it might frustrate the ability of
this matter to be brought to a vote by
the Senate at any foreseeable time in
the future.

For the record, it is perfectly clear that
when the vote was taken at approxi-
mately 1:05 p.m. today, the Senator from
Illinois did not ask, considering that
there was no objection heard from any
quarter at any time to the resolution,
for a reconsideration of the vote. It was
a cosponsor of the amendment, the act-
ing majority leader at the time, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama (Mr.
Sparkman), who suggested to the Sena-
tor from Illinois that it would be in the
best interests of the resolution to have
a request for reconsideration made. That
request was made, and the acting ma-
jority leader asked that the motion be
tabled, which was the action of finality.
It was the thinking of the Senator from
Illinois that this settled the question.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. PERCY. I am happy to yield.

Mr. COTTON. I have the floor.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for a correction
only?

Mr, COTTON. Certainly.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I believe it
was the Senator from Alabama (Mr,
SPAREKMAN) who moved to lay on the
table the motion to reconsider.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator is correct.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, may I
say to my friend from Illinois that the
Senator from New Hampshire did not in
any way even suggest that his motives
were not of the highest or that he con-
sciously tried to what we ordinarily refer
to as “put something over.” But the ef-
fect was exactly that and the fact re-
mains, and I am sure the Senator from
Illinois realizes this, that whoever was
designated under this resolution as the
special prosecutor would not be the su-
preme arbiter in determining his au-
thority. The courts might have something
to say about that and members of the
Committee on the Judiciary could ask
him questions until Judgment Day about
what he conceives to be his duties, how
he plans to carry them out, what au-
thority he thought he had, whether he
should report to somebody or whether he
should not report to somebody, whether
he was below or above the President or
the Attorney General, and it would not
change the facts one iota.
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The facts would be in the resolution
and it would be for the courts to inter-
pret it if there was any question.

I am sure the Senator from Illinois
realizes that, and that is the reason I
say it is, as indicated by the questions
of the Senator from Virginia, a loosely
drawn resolution which simply says, “No,
let’s not do it. Let’s take this away from
the President and away from the Depart-
ment of Justice, and away from the
courts, if mecessary, and put it in the
hands of some independent holy soul
who will be the arbiter of this whole
matter.”

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate very much the comments made by
my distinguished colleague, the Senator
from New Hampshire.

The Senator from Illinois once again
would like to state that it would be his
intention to see that this resolution was
judged on the basis of ifs own merit.
It was his feeling based on inquiry and
following customary procedure, when this
was not, a bill creating a law, establishing
a statutory position; it was simply a res-
olution, a sense of the Senate resolution
asking the President to do something—
that following those procedures, there be-
ing no objection, that the matter could
be resolved without further delay today.

However, because the Senator from Ill-
inois has high regard for his colleagues
who are engaged in this colloguy in the
Senate this evening I would like to say
that I would consider making a unani-
mous-consent request now to reconsider
this resolution at 1 p.m. tomorrow. I ask
my colleagues if there would be objection
to that unanimous-consent request.

Mr. AIKEN. Yes. Six of us are on the
floor now. We have done enough legislat-
ing with five Senators on the floor. I do
not think that six Senators would qualify
us. I think we should have a quorum he-
fore taking action.

Mr. PERCY. The Senator from Illinois
is anxious to see that there be full op-
portunity for debate of every aspect of
this sense of the Senate resolution.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a quick question?

Mr. PERCY. I yield.

Mr, COTTON. This could well deter-
mine the action of the Senator from New
Hampshire, whose mind is not closed on
this matter. Does the Senator from Illi-
nois or does he not have confidence in
the integrity of the President?

Mr, PERCY. The Senator from Illinois
has expressed himself publicly time after
time with respect to this matter—that I
have full confidence in the integrity of
the President of the United States.

Mr, COTTON. Today?

Mr. PERCY. Today and every day.

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. PERCY. And I deeply appreciate
the actions taken by the President. But
when the Founders of the Republic pro-
vided in the Constitution that all officers
appointed by the President should be
confirmed by the Senate, they were not
expressing a lack of confidence in the
President of the United States but sim-
ply saying that this is a government of
checks and balances. As the distin-
guished Senator from New Hampshire

13799

well knows, the process that has worked
so well through the years has insured
people of high quality, greater integrity,
greater character and ability than any
other procedure that could be adopted or
by providing that they should be ap-
pointed solely by the executive branch
of Government.

It is for this reason, following that pro-
cedure and the procedure established in
the same kind of unusual circumstances
the country found itself in in 1924, that
this body on February 1, 1924, passed a
resolution and as I recall the date, on
February 2, 1924, the House passed a
comparable resolution, and President
Coolidge followed the advice of the Sen-
ate and the House in this respeet and
appointed two distinguished special pros-
ecutors in that matter.

The Senator from Illinois has no doubt
that the purpose of making the resolu-
tion general is to provide the greatest
leeway for the President to establish
the necessary procedures for following
this action. But if 1 day’s considera-
tion would be enough, Mr. President,
I would like to simply indicate that the
Senator from Illinois would consider
making a unanimous consent request to
reconsider the resolution at 1 p.m., or at
any other designated time on Thursday
of this week, if that would be satisfac-
tory to my colleagues remaining on the
floor of the Senate. Would there be ob-
jection to this request or any counter
suggestion so that the Senator from Illi-
nois could simply protect the action
taken by the Senate in accordance with
the procedures of the Senate and embody
the express wishes of 15 distinguished
colleagues of the Senator?

Mr. ATKEN. I say that inasmuch as
the Senator from Nebraska is absent
and he is the one who first recommended
undoing the work of the five Senators
earlier in the day, I think the only court-
esy to him is not to take any further
action until he is on the floor. Further
than that, we should have more Senators
present. We have eight Senators present
now. We are gaining. It would take a
greater number of Senators present.

Mr. PERCY. As the Senator knows,
that is far more Senators than we have
on the floor to do business many times
and it is unusual for this particularly
late hour.

The Senator from Illinois has the floor
and I am happy to yield to the Senator
from Alabama.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the Senator. I
wonder if it would not be a better course,
and a course I feel the Senator from
Nebraska would agree, to agree at this
time that the resolution, the passage of
the resolution be reconsidered, but in
order that the distinguished Senator
from Illinois would be assured of a vote,
an expression of the Senate on this res-
olution, to set it for a vote at a time
certain on the next legislative day, or the
following legislative day. Then that
would not leave the passage of the res-
olution under the circumstances that
have been alluded to outstanding over
the evening.

Mr. PERCY. The suggestion of the
Senator from Alabama is perfectly ac-
ceptable to the Senator from Illinois.
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Mr, ATIKEN. Does the Senator from
Alabama feel it might be sacrificing the
voter registration bill?

Mr. ALLEN, That would not worry
the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. ATKEN. There may be other Sen-
ators who are not here who might be
worried about it. I think this should
go over until fomorrow so we may take
rational action.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I am
amazed that the Senator from Alabama
has now joined the Senator from Illinois
in this horrible fear of what used to be
known as the filibuster. That is what
the Senator from Illinois is afraid of—
that if it is reopened, it will be talked
to death. I do not have that fear. I do
not think any Senator has. But before
we take that step, before we listen to the
appeals and to the eulogies in behalf of
our beloved former colleague, John Wil-
liams, and before we listen to a defense—
and there would have to be a defense—
of Elliot Richardson, and before we
listen to the attacks and defense of the
President of the United States—and
there would be attacks and a defense of
the President of the United States—I
think that if we tried to crowd that into
an hour, we would not be getting
anywhere.

As far as the Senator from New Hamp-
shire is concerned, this thing was done.
It was done this noon when almost every
Senator in this body was closeted in his
party caucus. It was done with five Mem-
bers on the floor. The motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table. It is a fact.
It has gone out to the country. It was an
ill-considered action. Nobody in this
country with any sense, when he knows
the facts, will attach any great moral
significance to it.

The effort was made to reopen it. It
was objected to by the Senator from
Illinois. I am sure he would like to co-
operate if he could be sure we could
crowd it into a limited period of time.
I think, let the chips fall and let it lay
where it has—a shining example of what
the Senate ought not to do.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I hope that
is not an implication that Senators
should never have lunch. The distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska was well
aware of the fact, and every other Sen-
ator was well aware of the fact, that this
matter was going to be discussed. The
leadership on both sides were well aware
of the fact, as was the chairman of the
Policy Committee. As I recall my con-
versation with him, I had cleared it with
both the majority and minority leader-
ship. There was no objection, and be-
cause there was no objection, I said I
intended to ask for immediate considera-
tion, in accordance with the rules of the
Senate. Now, the Senator——

Mr. COTTON. Not one word was
said

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Illinois has the
floor.

Mr, COTTON. I am sorry.

Mr. PERCY. I will be happy to yield
to the Senator when I finish this one
comment. The Senator from New Hamp-
shire has said this action has been taken.
It is gone. It is finished. The Senator
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from New Hampshire very well knows
that by unanimous consent the Senate
now can vitiate this action.

To be certain that the Senator from
Tllinois still protects the rights of the co-
sponsors of the resolution who are not
here tonight and were not notified that
this matter would be brought up for re-
consideration, but to be certain that
every last mile has been gone to try to
find a way to equitably and fairly re-
solve this matter, having accepted the
proposition of the Senator from Ala-
bama, the Senator from Illinois has one
further thought: The Senator from Illi-
nois would consider asking unanimous
consent to vitiate the action of the Sen-
ate that has been taken today and would
ask unanimous consent that this matter
be brought to the Senate at a time cer-
tain that would provide reasonable time
for debate and discussion, but a time cer-
tain to insure that a vote would be taken,
so that this matter would not, like so
many other matters the Senate has been
engaged in in this Senator's experience
in the Senate, be filibustered to death.
The Senator from Illinois would feel he
had protected the interests of those who
had solemnly resolved that, in their judg-
ment, this resolution represented the best
thing for the United States of America,
for the President, the loyalty of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Arizona (Mr.
GoLpwaTeR), the chairman of the Re-
publican National Committee, Senator
Doig, the distinguished Senators from
New York (Mr. BuckLEY and Mr. JaviTs),
men of that caliber and quality, whose
intentions could not be impugned at all.
Nor would they feel that the Senator
from Illinois had not protected their in-
terest so long as they would be assured
that a time certain could be taken to
have this matter reconsidered. The Sen-
ator from Illinois would consider request-
ing unanimous consent to vitiate the ac-
tion of the Senate today if that would in
any way resolve this maftter and enable
the Senate to get about with its business,
and have the feeling that every effort
had been made to find a proper resolu-
tion of this matter.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. PERCY. I am glad to yield for a
question.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I appreciate
the Senator yielding to me. I would
hope he would request unanimous con-
sent to rescind the action of the Senate.
Speaking only as one Senator, I had no
idea this resolution was going to be voted
on today. I did receive the distinguished
Senator’'s letter to all of his colleagues
indicating he was going to bring this
matter up. I was aware, from the tele-
vision program yesterday, that he was
interested in bringing the matter up, but
I just assumed it was something that
would be referred to the appropriate com-
mittee and that hearings would be had.

I am not in agreement with the resolu-
tion and have no hesitancy in saying so,
but that is immaterial. I believe that
every Member of the Senate should have
been aware of the action that was going
to be taken and have had an opportunity
to vote on it and express his opinion, be-
cause I do not believe the will of the Sen-
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ate has been expressed today, and I
believe the distinguished Senator would
want the will of the Senate to be ex-
pressed on that resolution,

I appreciate the Senator yielding.

Mr, PERCY. I very much appreciate
the comments of our colleague, who has
expressed them very forthrightly.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, there
should not be the slightest objection to
the Senator from Illinois’ making that re-
quest at the beginning of the session
tomorrow, but I do think, so long as all of
us agreed to extend the courtesy to the
Senator from Illinois not to take any
action at all until he came on the floor,
that we should give the same courtesy to
the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. CURTIS).

Mr. PERCY. Mr, President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

Mr. COTTON. I object.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection is heard. The clerk will
continue to call the roll.

The legislative clerk resumed the call
of the roll.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATORS BELLMON, GRIFFIN, AND
ROBERT C. BYRD TOMORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that on tomor-
row, Immediately after the two leaders
have been recognized under the standing
order, the following Senators be recog-
nized, each for not to exceed 15 minutes
and in the order stated: Senators BELL-
MON, GRrIFFIN, and RoserT C. BYRD.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro fem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR THE TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS TO-
MORROW

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that at the con-
clusion of the special orders for the rec-
ognition of Senators on tomorrow, there
be a period for the transaction of routine
morning business with statements there-
in limited to 3 minutes, the period not to
extend beyond the hour of 1 p.m.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR LIMITATION OF TIME
ON PENDING AMENDMENT TO NA-
TIONAL FOUNDATION ON ARTS
BILL

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
I ask unanimous consent that at the hour
of 1 pm. tomorrow, the Senate resume
its consideration of the amendment
which is now pending to the bill with
reference to the National Foundation on
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the Arts and Humanities, that there be
a limitation of 1 hour for debate on that
amendment, the time to be equally di-
vided between the mover of the amend-
ment and the manager of the bill, and
that a vote occur on that amendment no
later than 2 p.m. tomorrow.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

ORDER TO TEMPORARILY LAY
ASIDE THE UNFINISHED BUSINESS
UNTIL DISPOSITION OF PENDING
AMENDMENT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that the unfin-
ished business on tomorrow be laid aside
temporarily and remain in a temporarily
laid aside status until the vote on the dis-
position of the amendment to the now
pending measure.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

SPECIAL PROSECUTOR FOR WA-
TERGATE INVESTIGATION

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, taking into
account the schedule on the calendar on
tomorrow, it would be the intention of
the Senator from Illinois to be on the
floor of the Senate at the beginning of
the morning hour. If my calculations are
correct, that would be approximately be-
tween 12:30 and 12:45.

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr, President,
the Senator is talking about morning
business.

Mr. PERCY. I am talking about morn-
ing business; the Senator is correct.

It would be the intention of the Sena-
tor from Illinois at that time to ask for
unanimous consent that the vote of the
Senate taken on Senate Resolution 105
today be vitiated and that the resolution
be made the pending business of the
Senate at some designated time that
would fit into the calendar of the Sen-
ate, taking into account that such unan-
imous consent would provide for adequate
time for discussion, but a time certain
for a vote.

The Senator from Illinois would be
willing to have a voice vote or a rollcall
vote. I so serve notice.

The Senator from Illinois is extremely
sorry that this matter could not be re-
solved this evening. The Senator from Il-
linois is willing to stay on the floor of the
Senate until a solution can be found
that would be equitable and fair to all
of the various interests represented. This
procedure I have enunciated seems to be
the only procedure now remaining to the
Senator from Illineis, taking into ac-
count the rights of the cosponsors of the
resolution and also the desires of dis-
tinguished colleagues to have an ade-
quate opportunity to express their opin-
ions on the sense of the Senate resolution.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, I am sur-
prised at the remarks of the Senator
from Illinois because the Senator from
New Hampshire insisted on a live quo-
rum. At the request of the distinguished
acting majority leader, the Senator from
New Hampshire agreed to withdraw his
insistence on a live quorum at this time
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on the agreement, as the Senator from
New Hampshire understood it, that there
would be no more discussion of the mat-
ter we have been discussing—namely the
resolution of the Senator from Illinois—
tonight. It was understood that it would
not be kicked around any further.

I do not blame the Senator from Illi-
nois for not wanting to go to bed to-
night without getting himself out from
under the situation of not having this
thing settled, and objecting to reconsid-
eration. However, he did not do this. He
is perfectly right in doing it in the future.
However, it was with the distinect under-
standing, and it was my understanding,
that the Senator from Illinois agreed that
I would withdraw my insistence on g live
quorum if this matter was not going to
be discussed or kicked around any more.

It so happens that the Senator from
New Hampshire may not be able to be
present. However, if he can be present
when this request is made on tomorrow,
there will be an objection because there
are engagements this week that make it
necessary if this thing is going to be
thrashed out that it should be done next
week, rather than this week.

Furthermore, in view of the fact that
the Senator from Illinois has seen fit
after our understanding to take the floor
and give notice of his intention, I will give
notice of my intention. My intention is
that this thing stay where it is, passed,
and a motion to reconsider laid on the
table and an effort to resurrect it ob-
jected to by the Senator from Illinois. It
will stay where it is or we are going to
have full freedom to discuss this matter.

And there will be no agreement—the
Senator from New Hampshire can be
present or have someone represent him—
for limited time. So if the Senator from
Illinois thinks he is going to resurrect
this matter and get out from under the
situation as it now lies, and give us an
hour to discuss a reflection on the integ-
rity of the President of the United States
and the Attorney General designee, I will
not disillusion him, there will be an ob-
jection. We are either going to bring this
thing to life fully, just as it was formed,
with no abortion, or we are going to let
it lie where it is in its grave, and let the
worid read the tombstone.

PROGRAM

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
the program for tomorrow is as follows:

The Senate will convene at 12 o'clock
noon.

After the two leaders or their desig-
nees have been recognized under the
standing order, the following Senators
will be recognized, each for not to exceed
15 minutes under the order stated: Sena-
tors BELLMON, GRIFFIN, and RoOBERT C.
BYRD.

There will then be a period for the
transaction of routine morning business
with statements limited therein to 3 min-
utes, the period not to extend beyond the
hour of 1 p.m.

At 1 pm. the Senate will resume its
consideration of the Proxmire amend-
ment presently pending to the bill on the
National Arts and Humanities.

There will be a 1-hour limitation of
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debate thereon and at no later than the
hour of 2 p.m. a vote will occur on that
amendment.

Immediately upon the disposition of
the pending amendment, the Senate will
resume consideration of the unfinished
business.

Yea-and-nay votes may occur in the
course of the afternoon.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President,
I move that the Senate stand in adjourn-
ment, in accordance with the previous
order, until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and at 7:51
p.m, the Senate adjourned until tomor-
row, Wednesday, May 2, 1973, at 12
o’clock noon.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate May 1, 1973:
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Elliot L. Richardson, of Massachusetts, to
be Attorney General, vice Richard G. Klein-
dienst.

SpeEciAL ActioN OFFICE FOR DRUG ABUSE
PREVENTION

Robert L. DuPont, of Maryland, to be Dep=-
uty Director of the Special Action Office for
Drug Abuse Prevention, vice Paul Louis
Perito, resigned.

IN THE Navy

The following-named Naval Reserve offi-
cers for temporary promotion to the grade
of captain in the line subject to qualifica-
tion therefor as provided by law:

Acosta, Willlam

Acton, James Barnes

Adams, Henry R.

Adams, William Harry

Albertson, Richard C.

Allmon, William B.

Anderson, Emmitt Edwin, Jr.

Andes, Paul Gowdy

Angzilotti, Vincent J., Jr.

Arado, Joseph E,

Arment, Duane R.

Asmus, Rodger W.

Baker, Sidney J.

Ball, Robert O.

Balo, Harold A,

Bell, Lawrence D.

Benson, Harold Wesley

Berg, Richard Conrad

Berwick, Robert L.

Beskind, Robert Letaw

Billerbeck, Frederick W., Jr.

BElethen, Lawrence P,

Bonnett, John S.

Boone, Wilkerson

Bouldin, James A.

Boyland, Jack I.

Brenner, Joseph C.

Bridges, Glee E.

Brooks, William Earl

Brown, Gordon V.

Brown, Wilbur A.

Bulger, Willlam W.

Burgess, Robert Edward

Burton, James D,

Butcher, Richard E.

Callo, Joseph F., Jr.

Campbell, Joseph Evan, Jr,

Campbell, John F.

Carney, John F.

Chakmakian, Carl

Clark, Frank Taylor

Clark, John P.

Olingenpeel, William Arnold

Cobern, James C.

Cohen, Marvin H.

Cone, Charles N, Jr.
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Tonger, Clayton Ned
Connor, Thomas C.
Conover, James A., Jr.
Cooper, Jack

Coussons, John Stanford
Couture. Raymond R.
Cox, Herbert W.

Curran, John F,, Jr.
Danaher, James William
Davan, Clarence F., Jr.
Davidson, Harry H.
Davles, Edward T.
Davlis, Ozro L., Jr.

Deacon, Benjamin Harold, Jr.

Decordova, Noel, Jr.
Delling, Leonard Verne
DeSoto, Leroy Edwin
Dixon, Thomas Monroe
Dosland, William B.
Drehoff, John J., Jr.
Duff, Joseph W.
Dugal, Gordon E,, Jr.
Dunne, James Robert
Earl, George S.
Ebbert, Donald G.
Eilers, Robert D.
‘Ellexson, Stanley Edgar, Jr.
Elliott, Buddy
‘Espeseth, Robert D.
Fairbanks, John W.
Finlay, John D., Jr.
Pischer, G. Jack
Fiscus, Willlam S.
Flynn, Gordon L.
Frainier, Richard J.
Frankel, Donald D.
Frith, Robert L.
Frudden, Carl R.
Gall, Edward E.
Gallagher, Daniel D.
Gallagher, John E., Jr.
Galvin, Timothy F., Jr.
Garcia, Andrew Lawrence
Garner, Welford E., Jr.
Garrison, Richard L.
Gasche, Arnold C.
Gaudette, Roland E.
Gibbons, Floyd E.
Golden, Roger F.
Goldy, Donald C.
Goloway, Edward D.
Gorham, Alden B., Jr.
Gorman, Irving X,
Gray, Donald E.
Greenwald, Marvin
Grogan, Robert F.
Grubb, John R.
Gunwall, Gordon L.
Haest, Martin Jerome
Hagan, Harold T., Jr.
Hagelin, Ronald M.
Hahn, William B.
Hall, James R.

Hagzel, Isadore

Hamre, Roger A.
Hanley, Terence
Hansen, Robert C.
Hansen, Whitney
Hanson, Marlo W.
Harris, Edwin F.
Harris, Richard N.
Harvill, Robert W., Jr.
Hatley, Pear] O,, Jr.
Hagzel, Gerald V.
Henry, Lee Leverne
Hess, Jacob P,, Jr.
Hilke, James L.

Hill, Edmond H.
Hinnant, Wallace P.
Hobbs, James Norman
Hodge, David M.
Hugghins, Gordon L.
Hurt, Alfred B., Jr.
Ingraham, John H.
Inman, Wayne Dewald
Iverson, Shelmer O.
Jackson, Oris F.
Jahnke, Fred R.
Jamison, Robert E.
Jenkins, Willlam C.
Jensen Arthur M. I.
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Johnson, Don N.

Jolley, John M.

Jones, Arthur Daniel, Jr.
Jones, Rolland R.
Karnes, Robert D.
Kenney, John Joseph
Keyes, Samuel W.
Klernan, Peter L.

Kline, James Willard
Enight, Peter L.

Koch, Edgar J.

Kost, Don O.

KEraft, Edwin E.

Euhn, Richard A.
Kullman, Thomas B.
Kulp, Darlington R., Jr.
Laffoon, Louis M.

Lavan, Robert E.

Leber, William S.
Leonhardt, John J,
Levy, Ted

Lewlis, Robert E.
Lindquist, John R.
Littleton, Vance Crockett J.
Locke, Kenneth L,

Lotz, Jack C

Lowry, Robert C.

Lutts, Raymond J,
Malone, James E., Jr.
Marsden, Norman H., Jr.
Marsh, Frank E., II
Marshall, Roderick
Maynard, James H., Jr.
McBee, James L., Jr.
McCoy, Thomas W,
McGervey, John T.
McGinn, Frank L.
McGucekin, Benjamin Floyd, Jr.
McQuinn, Jack H.
McSally, Bernard J.
Meeker, Harmon 8., Jr.
Melton, Chancellor G., Jr.
Merritt, Croft S.
Michie, Harold W.
Mighell, Eenneth J.
Miller, Willlam J. D,
Moeller, John W.

Moran, Joseph M.
Morgan, Arthur F.
Morris, John F.
Morrisey, John D.
Mueller, Robert Leon, Jr.
Murphy, Garrison Edmund
Murphy, Richard T., Jr.
Myers, Edwin L., Jr.
Nelson, Donald

Nelson, Roy E.
Nicholas, John Robert
Noble, James Eendrick, Jr.
Nordmeyer, Philip James
Norris, John C.
Oberholtzer, Nelson C., Jr.
O’Brian, Henry J.
O'Connor, Dennis Edward W.
Olson, Maurice A.
Pappas, Sophocles G.
Parker, James W., Jr.
Patterson, George Jr.
Patterson, Don L.
Paule, Philip A.

Paylor, John W., Jr.
Payne, George Patrick
Peterson, Harry J.
Petzinger, Thomas V.
Pflugheber, Edward G.
Phillips, Wendal Lee, Jr.
Phinizy, Robert B.
Piscitelll, Peter A.
Plessas, Gus P.

Poelstra, Ray E.
Pruessner, Robert D.
Punzelt, David Lum
Purcell, Robert C.
Pyron, John E., Jr.
Rabun, James Rudolph
Radford, Robert J.
Ramsey, Selwyn P.
Rankin, Charles A.
Ream, James W.

Reap, James B,

Regan, James F.
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Reynolds, David A.
Rindin, James A.
Roberts, John E.
Robinson, William H.
Rodgers, Vernon P.
Rolka, Harry

Rose, Guy P., Jr.

Rosnes, Bruce H.

Rouse, Robert G., Jr.
Ruppel, Robert W.

Ryals, Willard G.
Sandberg, John Eilnar
Sands, Richard E.

Sayer, George C.

Schaaf, Alfred Norman
Schwendeman, Joseph Raymond
Scott, Sumner T, Jr.
Semcken, John Henry, Jr.
Shafer, Mark L.

Shaver, Henry M., Jr.
Shaw, Ray M.

Shields, John D.

Shupp, Raymond W., Jr.
Siebert, John Carey
Simmons, Glenn B., Jr.
Sims, Lloyd Hampton, Jr.
Bims, Thomas S.

Smith, Francis N.
Smith, Howard Woodruff
Smith, Paul W.

Smith, Selden K.

Smith, Willlam E.
Snyder, Willlam C.
Spillis, James P.

Stacey, James W.
Standiford, David Millard
Stehr, Willlam F.
Stelnmann, Bruce B.
Stern, Phillp H.

Btoffer, Maurice H.
Straub, James S.
Sullivan, Robert G.
Butherland, Carl F.
Sweeney, John J.
Taylor, Robert Hayward
Taylor, Willlam N.
Teaford, Richard L.
Thalman, Robert N.
Thomas, Carl H., Jr.
Thomson, Peter W.
Thorla, Arlin E.
Tlernan, Robert P,
Tigert, Marion A.
Tillman, Temple H.
Tremant, Robert A.
Tyler, Warner W.

Utt, James W.

Vadnals, Henry A., Jr.
Vandenheuvel, Robert E.
VanHouten, James F.
Vincent, Dwight Harold
Vogler, Willlam H.
‘Wahler, Joseph Leo
Walker, James Lafayette
Wallace, Thomas C.
Walmsley, George W.
Wanamaker, Warren A,
Warhola, Joseph G.
Wasserman, David B.
Watson, Warren R.
West, Frederick Power, Jr.
Whisler, William C.
White, Charles E.

White, Joseph Murray
Wilcox, Leonard A.
Williams, Earle A, Jr.
Williams, Gerald P.
Williams, Tyler E., Jr.
Wilson, David A., Jr.
Wood, Fred M.

Wryllys, Donald E.
Yarborough, Gordon T.
Yohe, John M.

York, Avin Huey
Youngstrom, George A.
Zerda, Kenneth V.
Zeithaml, Donald Paul
Zimmerman, James Arthur

The following-named Naval Reserve officers
for temporary promotion to the grade of com=-
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mander in the line subject to qualification

therefor ag provided by law:
Anderson, Harold Eugene
Anderson, Robert Michael
Augenstein, John E.
Avery, Francis Albert
Barrett, Curtis Leo, Jr.
Baynes, Gerald Taylor
Beavins, Robert Cornell
Best, John Wesley, Jr.
Bingham, Tad Howard
Blanton, Eugene W.
Bowles, Howard Anderson, Jr.
Boyle, Thomas Joseph
Brakke, Bernhard Alf
Brewer, James J.
Brooke, James Franklin, ITI
Browne, Henry Willlam, Jr.
Bruce, Marian Levl
Bunn, Gerald Andrew
Burch, Jesse Cleo
Burger, Francis Joseph, IIT
Burroughs, Robert Peters
Carlo, James N.
Carter, Jere Singleton
Cecere, Anthony Michael
Christie, Duane Lester
Clark, James F.
Coyle, Francis Xavier
Cushing, Robert Peter
Dabbs, Sidney Charles
Damm, Bruce A.
Daniels, Richard Owen
Diehl, Russell Claire, Jr.
Dittrick, Alfred Sadler
Doolittle, John Beecher
Doughty, Arthur R., Jr.
Draney, Jerald Lee
Duxbury, Richard B.
Eade, Robert McElroy
Ellis, Howard Boynton, III
Emmons, Francis A.
Evatt, Harmon P.
Finerty, Gary Thomas
Foley, Carl Owen
Ford, John Willlam
Fox, John Francis
Gallo, John J., Jr.
Gauld, Edwin S.
Gillesple, Richard I.
Goodwin, Don Fielding
Gordon, James Allen, Jr.
Greer, Charles Roller
Grevstad, Bennard Ingvald
Gustaveson, Robert E,
Hager, Robert Marshall
Hargadon, Edward Wade
Hathorne, John Edward, Jr.
Haynes, Terry Kay
Heisel, Lawrence Leonard
Henkel, Elmer T.
Hensley, George L., Jr.
Howell, Lembhard Goldstone
Hutchinson, Samuel F.
Janes, Gregory Henry
Joslin, Ivan Lumsden
Kadingo, Edward Patrick
Kalil, Charles Jeffrey
Eelly, Willlam C.
Kerrebrock, Robert A.
Keske, Carl David
King, Michael James
Enox, Ronald Warren
Lagueux, Paul Bernard
Larson, Glenn Allyn
Leslle, Willlam Hunt
Lockett, Tyler Charles
London, J. Phillip
Longton, Joseph Nelson
Lyons, Richard Broderick
Malcolm, Lawrence D.
Martella, Alex Anthony, Jr.
McGlasson, Bruce
Mentzer, Ray Galen
Mihaly, Donald George
Mills, Michael T.
Miner, Theodore R., Jr.
Mitchell, Owen N.
Moberger, William Harold
Myers, George Dalton, IT
Nicholas, Jack Robinson, Jr.

O’'Neil, Jay Richard
Osborne, Jerry Clay
Palermo, Norman Anthony
Pettit, John Thorpe, Jr.
Polutnik, Francis Leonard
Purring, George Albert, Jr.
Rasmussen, John Peter
Rasor, Eugene Latimer
Reeves, Donald Joseph
Regan, James Dennis
Reutter, Walter Edward
Ricker, Charles T., Jr.
Rieger, Jon H.

Rimbach, David G.
Ritmire, Eenneth Dwaln
Roberts, Michael Merritt
Rogness, Ronald Melvin
Rufe, Robert William
Rynerson, John W.

Bage, Clarence Eugene
Banchez, Willlam A.
Schlang, Lawrence Harold
Sclacqua, Robert Vincent
Shanahan, Vincent Joseph
Shannon, James Otto
Sharp, Stanley Edward
Simonson, Gerald Leroy
Smith, Canie B.

Smith, Carl T.

Sommer, Robert W.
Spence, Stuart Breary
Spilios, George Bill
Btroud, Lisle Arthur, Jr.
Taylor, Donald S.
Thompson, Bobby Camp
Tye, Clifford Franklin
Vogel, James M.
Vunkannon, James Carl, Jr.
Webster, Richard Gill
Welch, Eenneth John
Wilner, Arthur Ira

Woods, David Lyndon
Zanin, Norman Roy
Zickrick, Jerome Leon

The following-named Medical Corps officers
of the U.8. Navy for temporary promotion to
the grade of commander in the Medical
Corps subject to qualification therefor as
provided by law:

Addison, Robert Graham
Aucoin, Edsel Joseph
Balch, Steven Aggeler
Billings, Kenneth Josep
Buedingen, Richard Paul
Carlson, Richard Edward
Casey, John Michael
Cloutier, Charles Theod
Criswell, Francis Mario
Cupples, Howard Palmer
Donnell, Robert Leslie
English, Roger Wesley
Evans, Earl Foster, Jr.
Fassett, Richard Lee
Folkerth, Theodore Leon
Gay, Charles Curtis
Graham, Gary Clifford
Heffner, Dennis Knight
Henrichs, Walter Dean
Jones, Merwood Morris
Jurezak, Dennis Michael
Eaminsky, Howard Hugh
Eandler, Paul Alfred
Eorbelak, Robert Mitchel
Lench, Joel Barry
Majewski, Paul Louis
Mannarino, Francis Gene
McAllister, Clyde Hamilton
McDonald, Bruce Michael
McGinn, James Sylvester
Miller, Douglas Allen
Murphy, William Martin
Nelson, Norman Dorr
Nelson, Ralph Arthur
Newman, Cyril

Peterson, Douglas Wayne
Rubel, Lawrence Richard
Sanford, Harold Woodlif
Scutero, James Vincent
Slocum, Carl W.

Btetson, Robert Ellsworth
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Stout, Rex Allen

Tredway, Donald Ray
Tuten, Carroll Stewart
Utterback, Thomas Duncan
Vogt, Philip John Walter
Warden, James Richard
Welham, Richard Thomas
White, Marshall William
Zorn, Dale Tisdale

The following-named officers of the U.S,
Navy for permanent promotion to the grade
of lieutenant (junior grade) in the line and
stafl corps, as indicated, subject to qualifica-
tion therefor as provided by law:

LINE

Aasen, Roy Vernon

Able, Guy H., III

Achenbach, Dale A.

Acton, Richard L., Jr.

Acuff Lucian Mark

Adams, Charles Robert

Adams, Janice H,

Adams, John H.

Adams, Michael E.

Adams, Robert Ellison

Adams, Roger Clinton

Adams, Ronald Eugene

Addison, Christopher L.

Adkins, Harvey John

Adkins, Joseph Harold

Adkins, William Kenneth, Jr.

Agnew, William Mar

Ahern, Lawrence Raphael

Ahern, Thomas Joseph, Jr.

Ahern, Timothy Michael

Aichele, Stephen Sadler

Alken, Joel W.

Airgood, Robert P.

Akerson, Daniel Francis

Albright, George Ernest, ITT

Albright, James Clifford

Albus, Johnny Patrick

Alden, Robert Eeith

Alesso, Harry Peter

Alexander, James Charles, Jr.

Alexander, David J.

Alexander, Douglas Baker

Alexander, Steven R.

Alfieri, Paul A,

Algilers, Michael Anthony

Algoso, Donna Jean

Allen, Barbara H.

Allen, Charles Edward

Allen, Corson Lee

Allen, James Stanford, Jr.

Allen, Michael Anthony

Allen, Phillip Eenneth, Jr.

Aller, Charles C.

Allphin, James A.

Allsopp, Ralph Stanley, Jr.

Almony, Joseph Robert

Altman, David Harvey

Altmann, Raphael Jerome, ITL

Amidon, Robert B.

Ammerman, Larry R.

Ammons, Andrew Everett

Amundson, Robert J.

Andersen, Harold

Andersen, Richard F.

Anderson, Cralg Griffith

Anderson, Dennis J.

Anderson, Ferdinand A. 8., Jr.

Anderson, James Douglas

Anderson, Jay Wendell

Anderson, Jonathan Lee

Anderson, Leroy

Anderson, Lyle Allen, ITT

Anderson, Marc Eric

Anderson, Richard Earl

Anderson, Terence L.

Anderson, Thomas Edward

Anderson, Thomas P,

Anderson, William J., Jr.

Anderson, William R, Jr.

Anderton, James Dorsey

Angstead, Donald E.

Anton, William Max

Angzelon, Judy M.

Arbiter, Jerome L.

Archambo, Hubert E., Jr.
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Archer, Dennis Lee
Arcuri, Louis Edward
Arfman, John Frederick, Jr.
Armstrong, David John
Armstrong, Eelth Stuart
Armstrong, Andrew Adams, ITT
Arndt, Stephen Alan
Arneson, Dennis Calvin
Arnette, Clyde E., Jr.
Arnold, Andrew J.
Arnold, James Clyde
Arnold, Raymon Dykes
Arthur, Marvin L., Jr.
Arthur, William Charles
Artls, Herbert

Artus, Stephen Charles
Arwood, Patrick E,
Ashby, Donald A,

Ashton, Richard Arthur
Atkinson, Byron Craig
Atwell, Robert William
Auckland, John Stacy
Augustine, Sullivan
Auriemma, John C.
Averett, Gregg H.

Averill, Jeffrey Briggs
Avery, Robert Bruce
Ayers, Richard Francis
Axtell, Robert D.

Ayres, Steven E.

Baarson, Robert Fulton
Babb, James A.

Babetgz, Jeffrey Dale
Babington, William R., Jr.
Babyak, Edward Eugene, Jr.
Bachtell, Charles Ray
Backes, Douglas Allan
Backlund, Bruce E,
Bacon, Willlam Redding
Baeder, Robert Arthur
Bafus, Guy Raymond
Bagley, David Worth, IT
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Roy, Allan Harold
Ruedisuell, Robert Louis
Rufner, Richard K.
Rugen, Sanford Longstreet
Rugg, Daniel Maltby, III
Ruhe, Barnaby Seiger
Rundall, David Glen
Runnerstrom, Eric
Runstrom, Earl J.

Rusch, Preston Godfred
Rusczyk, Richard Stanley
Russell, Thomas Gordon
Rutherford, Louise Margot
Rutter, Richard Way
Ryan, Dennis Leo, IIT
Ryan, Dennis Michael
Ryan, Franklin T.

Ryan, Stephen Edward
Saavalainen, Mark I.
Sachon, Peter Anthony
Salewske, Michael R.
Saltenberger, William Mark
Bamuel, Gary Bright
Samuels, Arthur Michael
Sandberg, Larty A.
Sander, Doyne Mack
Sanders, James T.
Sanders, John Russell
Banders, Penelope L.
Sanders, Thomas William
Sandknop, John Benjamin
Sansom, Byron Paul
Santille, David Michael
Sara, George S.

Sassen, Grant William
Satoris, Frank K.

Bauer, George Emery, III
Savage, Carter Dow
Bavidge, Patrick John
Savory, John R.

Sawyer, David Robert
Scamihorn, Marvin Ross
Schack, Robert Paul
Schaefer, Charles A.
Schear, Larry Robert
Scheiwe, David Arthur
Schellhorn, Charles Willlam
Schempf, Peter William
Schepman, Dennis Wayne
Schilhabel, Larry A.
Schilling, John Harding, Jr.
Schimmers, John N.
Schlosser, Helen Ann
Schmermund, William Henry
Schmidt, Donald Roger
Schmidt, Dorothy Jean
Schmidt, Edwin Alexander
Schmidt, George Michael
Schmidt, Hubert Francis
Schmidt, Joseph Dunn, Jr.
Schmidt, Robert Henry
Schmidt, Willlam Richard
Schnaars, Carolyn James
Schnelder, James Eugene
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Schobert, Frederick G., Jr.
Scholz, Harvey L.

Schott, Jeffrey Michael
Schrader, Frederick Denis
Schrang, Peter A.
Bchreck, Harley Carl, Jr.
Schreiber, Willard C., Jr.
Schrobo, Stephen Michael
Schrock, Joseph A.
Schroeder, Milton David
Schroeder, Philip Michael
Schrot, John Robert
Schukis, Francis J.
Schultz, James Calvin
Schwab, John Borden
Schwab, Stephen Taylor
Schwaller, Gregory Anthony
Schwartz, Harold Wayne
Schwartz, Robert Wendell
Schwechten, Robert J., IT
Scott, Gary H.

Scott, Jefl Charles

Scott, Lawrence W.

Scott, Willlam Andrew
Scott, William B,, Jr.
Scott, William R.

Seaman, Richard Curzon, Jr,
Sedgwick, Gordon Lee
Beekins, Steven Selden
Seeley, John Richard, Jr.
Segur, Gregory Vincent
Seitz, Thomas Alan
Sellers, Ronald Edward
Bellman, Robert Lee
Seltzer, David Stephen
Bemko, Paul Scott

Berhan, Marvin Thomas
Serotta, Michael David
Berwich, Thomas Gregory, II
Seskl, John Edward
Bessler, Gregg Frederick
Setzekorn, Robert Ray
Sewall, Terry J.

Seward, John Wesley, Jr.
Sexton, James Stanley
Sexton, Ralph John
Shaddy, Martin Andrew, Jr.
Bhaffer, John Nevin, Jr.
Shannon, John Timothy
Shapiro, Alan J.

Sharer, Kevin Woods
Bhaughnessy, Daniel
Bhaughnessy, Ruth C.
Bhaw, David Reginald
Shaw, Robert Edward
Shaw, William Royal
Sheehan, Timothy O'Grady
Sheldon, Mark Nye

Sheller, Lawrence Edward, Jr.

Shelton, Diana Claire
Shelton, John R.

Shelton, Randolph W.
Shepard, David Bruce
Shepard, Scott Holman
Shepherd, Richard Dewitt
Shepherd, Wilbur French
Sheppard, Dennis Dean
Sher, Thomas Stewart
Sherer, Charles Thaddeus, IT
Bherfesee, Louis, IIT
Sherm, Gerald Frederick
Shickle, David Lester
Shields, John Thomas, ITT
Shinn, Steven Cralg
Bhirely, Edwin R.

Shonk, Merwyn Roop
Shorts, Chester Arnold
Shoudy, Peter N.

Shower, William A., Jr.
Shown, Ronald Jay
Shrock, Steven D.

Bhuff, Allen Ray

Shultz, John A, ITT
Shumaker, Karl C.
Shumlas, Stephen Stanly
Shutt, Michael David
Siegel, Dan Allen

Slemon, Douglas Henry
Sigler, William F.

Siler, Virgil R.
Silverthorne, Cralg William
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Simmons, Edward J.
Simmons, John Wallace, IT
Simmons, Michael Leroy
Simpson, Gary Michael
Siple, Roy Crane

Sitz, Willlam Wynn
Skahan, Michael William
Skaling, Kathleen Dell
Skerbec, Joseph Frank, Jr.
Skiles, Rolland W.

Skille, Alan James
Skinner, Howard Arthur
Skolds, Charles Richard
Bkrief, John N.

Slaght, Eenneth Duncan
Slaton, Steven Gregory
Slattery, Patrick John
Sledge, Loyd D.
Slonecker, Michael L.
Slowik, Robert Louis
Smedberg, James Eric
Smethers, James R,
Smith, Audrey Lorraine
Smith, Barry Lee

Smith, Carl Chester, Jr.
Smith, Carl Macon, Jr,
Smith, Dallas T.

Smith, Donald 8.

Smith, Douglas Vaughr.
Smith, Earl Ramon
Smith, Gordon K.

Bmith, John V., Jr,

Smith, John Walter
Smith, Eenneth Larry
Smith, Eenneth Warren
Smith, Paul Donald
Smith, Phillips Guy
Smith, Randal E.

Smith, Richard Charles
Smith Richard T.

Smith, Robert Emmett, Jr.
Smith, Ronald Clark
Smith, Roy C.

Smith Sandra Ruth
Smith, Stanley Harold
Smith, Thomas Holton, Jr.
Smith, Thomas Earl
Smith, William G.
Smitherman, Robert Emerson
Smoot, Arthur Eugene, Jr.
Snapp, Paul Thornton
Snell, Dean Allan

Snell, Dennis Arthur
Sneller, Milton L.

Snelson, Jack Alvin
Snowden, Ernest Maynard, IX
Snyder, Ronald John
Snyder, Thomas Frederick
Bonger, Steven Michael
Soo0, Robert L.

Spangler, Gary Gilbert
Sparks, Carroll Bennett
Sparks, Mary Christine
Spaulding, Robert Parish, Jr.
Specht, Robert David
Spencer Jerome F.
Spenser, KEenneth Vaughn
8pong, Mark Edward
Sprague, Perry Edward
Springer, Richard Samuel
Sprinkles, Leonard Daniel
Sproule, Robert Harvey
Staehell, Bruce W.
Btaehll, Christopher Paul
Stahl, Dale Edward

Stahl, Lawrence O,
Stampelos, John George
Standish, Leslie Clement
Stanfield, Eenneth R,
Stanga, Robert D.
Stankowskli, Barbara J.
Stanley, Jeffrey Dean
Starnes, Eathleen Maria
Stasl, Frank Anthony, Jr.
Staslowskli, James Michael
Statuto, Mark Arthur
Staudt, Gilbert Mark
Stolalir, Kenneth Halcom, Jr.
Stearns, Richard Charles
Stearns, Richard A., IIT

Steelman, Barry Lee
Stefkovich, Daniel Stephen
Steiner, Gerard Royal
Stender, Robert G.

Stentz, Robert Gail
Stephens, Ben Franklin, Jr.
Stephens, Grant Schneider
Stephens, William B., Jr.
Steussy, Willlam Howard
Stevens, James Douglas
Stevens, Robert Frederick
Btevenson, Robert W.
Stevinson, Floyd Samuel, Jr.
Stewart, John Merlin
Stewart, Michael McAlister
Stiles, Gregory Allen
Stites, Robert Thomas
Stockhaus, Daniel Quen
Stockho, William Louis
Stoddard, David Victor
Stone, John L.

Storer, David Gene

Stott, John Joseph

Stout, Charles Minor
Strait, Chester Edwin
Stratton, Larry Rodger
Streeter, Bruce Allen
Stribling, Ronald Anthony
SBtrickland, Leroy Hickman
Strohaker, John G.

Strong, David George
Stroud, Charles Glayton
Strzemienskli, Stephan Josep
Btubbs, Gary W.
Subalusky, Willlam Thomas J,
Suhr, James William
Sullivan, John James, Jr.
Sullivan, Martin Dennis
Sullivan, Paul Francis
Bullivan, Timothy Finbar
Sullivan, Walter Francis
Sullivan, Willlam Daniel
Sulzner, Bruce Elliott
Summerlin, Michael Don
Summers, Jack McConnell, Jr.
Sutter, Ellis Dee, ITI
Sutton, Harry W.

Sutton, William Glenn
Bvoboda, John Michael
Swah, Samuel Ryan
Swartzell, Robert Dale
Swenson, Carl F.

Swigart, John Jacob
Swofford, Mark Dudley
Bwoope, James Paige
Symington, Donald L.
Synowiez, Peter Mortimer
Tabb, Henry Edmund, IIT
Tabing, Mark Dana
Talipsky, Richard Willlam
Tallardy, Thomas John
Tamburini, Robert
Tauber, Richard J.

Taylor, Allen Griffith, Jr.
Taylor, Arch Edward
Taylor, Eugene Warren
Taylor, James Langdon
Taylor, John McClellan
Taylor, Jonathan P,
Taylor, Richard H.
Tazewell, John Parks, Jr.
Teel, Jesse E,, Jr.

Teetz, Willlam R.

Teller, Thomas Lee
Tempero, Thomas Lucas
Tennant, Douglas Melville
Tente, Dennis Joseph
Terrible, Joseph Anthony
Tettelbach, Gary John
Thacker, Richard L.
Thaeler, Leigh MacQueen, Jr,
Thayer, Paul Luke
Thomas, Danny Ray
Thomas, David William
Thomas, Mark Alan
Thomas, Michael Charles
Thomas, Nauman Scott
Thomas, Richard Howard
Thomas, Stevén Edward
Thompson, Benny Edward
Thompson, Charles Edward
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Thompson, Clayton Herbert J.

Thompson, Douglas Scott
Thompson, George Albert
Thompson, James Jay

Thompson, Robert Bennett, Jr.

Thompson, Richard Allen
Thompson, Sharon Eay
Thomson, James Stuart
Thornhill, Arthur Nelson
Thornhill, Daniel Bruce
Thornton, Sydney D.
Tierney, Glenn Patrick
Timberlake, William Archer
Timmester, Terry Wayne
Todorich, Charles Martin
Townsend, Ronald David
Tracey, Patricia Ann
Tracey, Willlam Patrick
Treichler, John Robert
Trenka, Harold Norman
Trenker, Gary Carl

Tripp, Mark Steven
Trytten, Dean Orville
Tsaggaris, Alexis

Tuck, James Allen

Tucker, Benjamin William, Jr.

Tucker, Eugene Frank
Tucker, Malcom Richard
Turbeville, Anthony Michael
Turner, Prescott K,, Jr.
Turville, William Charles J.
Twyman, William Earl
Tyer, Joseph E,

Tyler, Bobby Dale

Tyler, Gary L.

Tyler, Robert Jeffrey
Tyson, Robert Karl
Uffenorde, George D.
Ulmer, Lynne Ellen
Unruh, Howard Kirk, Jr.
Unser, Theresa Anne
Urbanek, Thomas Ray
Ustick, Theodore M., III
Uthe, David Harley
Tttich, Richard Michael
Uzenoff, Ronald James
Valdivia, Richard Stephen
Valeche, Hal Robert
Vanamringe, Jon Eric
Vance, Thomas Coates
Vanderbosch, Steven William
Vandusen, Peter
Vanhoften, James D. A,
Vantassel, Paul Franklin
Vantine, Kirk Kelso
Vantrease, Cameron Kent *
Vaughn, David Joseph
Vechinski, Gregory Joseph
Venes. Jonn William, Jr.
Vercher, John Buford
Vessey, Robert Douglas
Vetsch, Willlam Joseph
Vine, Gary Lee

Vines, Geran C.

Vines, Larry Paul, Sr.
Viney, Robert Michael
Vining, Raymond D.
Vinson, James W., Jr.,
Vinson, Rebecca Gurley
Visco, Dominick Wayne
Vitek, Michael F.
Vizzini, Frank Alfonso, Jr.
Vogel, Paul H.

Voight, Thomas C.
Volkart, Bruce Ray
Vonlintig, Richard David
‘Waddell, James B
Waddle, James Michael
Wade, James Michael
‘Wahl, Frank Bernard, Jr.
Waicker, George Joseph, IIT
Waite, Lynn Lewis
Walker, David Russell
Walker, Jon B.

‘Walker, Mary Anne
Walkky, Kenneth James
Wallace, David Kitts
‘Wallace, Harold Boyette
Walling, Kenneth E.
‘Walmsley, Stephen Earl
Walt, Douglas Orville

Walters, Ronald Wayne
Walton, Jerry Eugene
Ward, Robert Earl Eugene
Waterman, Marc Norris
Watkins, John Bruce
Watkins, Eenneth Stratte, Jr.
Watkins, Val E.

Watkins, William Allen
‘Watson, Anthony John
Wavle, Gordon Radford
Weaver, Lloyd Rollin

Webb, Stephen Eugene
Webb, Wayne Patrick
Webb, Willlam Jennings, Jr.
Webb, William Francis
Weber, Betty J.

Weber, Douglas E.

Weber, William Lloyd, III
Weborg, Gene M.

Webster, Edward Mullender J.

Webster, Eirwin 8.
Webster, Michael Thomas
Weeks, John Linton, ITI
Weeks, Stanley Byron
Weeks, Stephen B.

Weigel, Jay Ellis

Well, Thomas Eliot, Jr.
Weinewith, Mary A.

Weir, Marshall R.
Welscopf, Carl Eugene
Welch, Benjamin Harrison, IT
Wellborn, Richard Bowen
Welling, Ronald L.

Wells, Carl Stanley

Wells, John Timothy
‘Wenchel, George F.

‘West, Edward M.

West, James Clyde, Jr.
West, John G.

West, Linda Lou

Westcott, Gerald Michael
Westcott, Richard Elliott
Westfleld, Donovan Earle
Westfall, John C.

Wharton, Roger L.
Wheaton, Martha Jane
Wheeler, Harold Nelson
Whilden, Francis Covington
Whitaker, Charles Henry, Jr.
Whitaker, Clayton Edmund
‘White, Bradley Thomas
White, John Thomas

White, Oakley Francis
White, Richard Dehaven
‘White, Robert D.

White, Stephen McConnell
Whitman, David Robert
Whitmire, Dewey Laland
Whitney, Darrell Emerson
White, Ervin Bishop, Jr.
Whitten, George Brine, III
Whitworth, John Burton, III
Wick, Carl Eric

‘Widener, Lynn Harbour
Wiedeman, David Blair
Wiens, Leonard Arnold
Wierzbickl, Gregory Thomas
Wiggins, Bryan Douglas, Jr.
Wilder, Hubert Boone, ITI
Wilkins, Thomas William
Williams, Arrena Sue
Willlams, Bruce Warren
Williams, Charles Baxter
Williams, Charles Leroy
Williams, David M.
Williams, Douglas Henry
Williams, Elmer Eugene
Williams, Galbraith Denny J.
Williams, James S.
Williams, Lillian Ann
Williams, Pharis E.
Willlamson, Edward Hughes
Willis, Thurman Lamar
Wilson, Bryan Paul

Wilson, Charles Howard
Wilson, Dennis Alan
Wilson, Paul Abernathy
Wilson, Phillip Robinson
Wilson, William Burton
Wing, Edward Grant, Jr.
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Winge, Donald E.
Winger, Phillp Gray
Winowicz, Stanley Joseph, Jr.
Winslow, Robert Michael
Winston, Bruce Howard
Winterstein, Willard J,, Jr.
Wirkkala, Richard Earl ' |
Wise, John Roy
Withaker, Dwight V., III
Witte, Thomas Michael
Wittkamp, Thomas Michael
Wittmann, William Warren
Wilodarczyk, Edward
Wojtkowlak, Daniel L.
Wolf, Peter Thomas
Wolf, Terry Lee
Wolfe, Danie! Thomas
Wolfe, Theodore Sheffer
Wolfe, Wayne Leonard
Wolpert, William Lee
Woo, Robert Anthony
Wood, Don Alan
Wood, Nancy Elizabeth
Wood, Stephen Murray
Wood, Susan Crosby
Woodall, Jonathan Hill
Woodard, John Houghton
Wozniak, John F.
Wright, Brian Earle
Wright, David Neil
Wright, Gerrit Lee
Wright, Herbert Rawson, IIT
Wright, John Thomas
Wright, Jon Robert
Wright, Larry Clinton
Wuest, Mary E.
Wurst, Frank Leonard
Wurgel, David Lawrence
Yash, Charles Joseph
Yerick, Martin Rudolph
York, Willlam Joe
Young, Charles Bruce
Young, Gregory Carl
Young, Eerry Alan
Young, Thomas R,
Young, Wendell Richard
Young, William Fielding
Yunker, John M.
Zaborowski, James Joseph
Zackary, Fort Arthur, Jr.
Zahner, Carl John
Zambernardi, Paul Anthony
Zasadni, Veronica
Zavadil, Stephen Wayne
Zboyan, Roy Warren
Zell, Willlam Beigler, Jr.
Zeola, John Patrick
Zetes, John Arthur
Zgolinski, Albert George
Ziebel, Donald Robert
Zlelinski, Leon John
Zielinski, Margaret Mary
Zimmerman, Paul Lawrence
Zimmerman, William Lee
Zins, Michael James
Zitzelman, Philip Wayne
Zmich, Arlene Sharon
Zogby, Reagan J.
Zweerink, James E,
Zysk, Thomas Stephen
SUPPLY CORPS

Anastasl, Richard
Andrew, Michael R.
Asselin, Andre S.
Beckett, John C,
Bishopp, Weller Stephen
Bleier, Frederick Leo
Blood, Roger John
Bohannon, Donald Clyde
Bollman, Terry Lee

Bolt, Steven Douglas
Bradley, Richard Edward
Brian, James Sanford
Brooks, Ted Edward
Brunderle, Peter Patrick
Burdett, James Randall
Burgess, Roy H.

Burke, Dennis P,

Bush, Stephen Alan
Byard, Robert D.
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Camp, Robert Thomas
Campbell, Thomas A.
Cardinali, Henry Albert, Jr.
Carlson, Cary Paul
Carlson, James Henry
Carter, David Maxon
Cascone, Carl Vincent
Casey, Michael Wayne
Chitty, Frederick C.
Conklin, Michael Douglas
Cook, David Michael
Cornelison, Gary Alan
Cote, James Raymond
Cotton, Robert Lee
Davis, Peter McCoy
Davis, Thomas, III
Denning, Steven Aaron
Dickey, Thomas Edward
Dickson, Robert Monroe
DiFranco, Steven Joseph
Elder, Jeffrey J.

English, David Floyd
Evanoff, Richard A.
Faubell, Paul David
Faucher, David Paul
Felle, Robert Eugene
Ferris, William Michael
Finnell, John Kinsella
Fitzsimmons, Joseph James
Flanagan, John Edward, Jr.
Flick, Arthur B.
Foerster, John Michael
Frary, Charles Marmon
Fulton, Daniel Stuart
Gaither, Roderick
Gallagher, Stephen B.
Garner, Darrell William
Gilbart, Gordon J.
Gilbert, Dale Alton
Gillette, Robert Corcoran
Gillum, Virgil David
Greene, Alan Robert
Griffin, James Howard, IIT
Gronifein, Jerome Bruce
QGrove. Jerome Paul
Hanson, Ryan Lewis
Harder, Larry D.

Harris, Richard A,, Jr.
Hartman, John M.
Hassenplug, John Eeith
Hauxhurst, Jack M.
Hawkins, Paul Russell
Heimlich, Ralph Edward
Hemmy, Victor H. J.
Hinson, Kenneth Earl
Hirsch, Arthur F.
Hodges, James V.
Hodgkins, Henry A., Jr.
Holbach, James Henry
Huber, David Lee
Hudock, Steven A.
Huefner, James Howard
Jackson, Willlam Andrew
Jenkins, Michael Lynn
Johnson, Earl Winslow, Jr.
Johnson, Jay Carter
Johnson, Mark Scott
Johnson, Terrence Bateman
Jones, Samuel Lynn
Jordan, Larry J.

Joyce, Robert Joseph
Kamel, Mohsen
Kawakami, Clarke Kiyoshi
Kelley, Eevin P.

Kimmel, Charles Bryan, Jr.
Klase, Kenneth Allen
Krey, Russell Warren
Kwiatkowski, William, Jr.
Lafaucl, Roger John
Lamb, James H.

Law, Robert F.

Lawton, James Patrick
Lee, Burton J.

Leenstra, Richard B.
Lombardi, John Ray
Lydolph, Paul Newcomb
Lynch, John Francls
Lyness, James Douglas
Machado, Bruce Mervin
Madalo, Paul Frank
March, Earle Bovell, Jr.
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Marchetti, Ronald Andrew
Marini, Michael Adair
Marquex, Ernest B., IT
Martin, Walter Francis, Jr.
Masters, Merlyn M.
MecCarthy, Justin D.
McCray, James Elburn, II
MgcCulloch, John William
McDermott, Thomas Ward
McGowan, James Hewlitt
McNaughton, Paul Thomas
McQueen, Thomas W.
Meredith, Clarke Henry
Merrell, Thomas Orin
Merritt, Karl William
Miner, Kenneth Harold, Jr.
Mitehell, Colonus, Jr.
Moeller, William Griswold
Morgan, David

Morgan, Steven Robert
Morrell, Dennis Lee
Morton, George Henry E., IIT
Mumma, Donald Charles
Murphy, Robert Emmet
Murray, William M.
Noble, Mark Raftrey
Nolan, Richard T.

Nyland, Stephen Carel
Paul, Robert

Pearce, John Frederick, IIT
Peck, Robert Winshy
Pendarvis, Daniel, IIT
Perry, Keith M.

Peterson, Carl Raymond, Jr.
Pew, Curtis Ernst

Phelps, Richard P.

Pllcher, James Robert
Pollock, Willlam J,

Pope, Michael Stanley
Post, Stephen Edward
Price, Samuel Russell Dow
Pulliam, Stephen C.
Purdy, Kenneth Coburn
Ramsey, Phillip Grayson
Randall, Thomas Edward
Reese, James M.

Relsinger, Steven Andres

Reutemann, Edward Charles J.

Rich, Lyle Vernon
Rinaldo, John Charles
Robinson, Scott
Rodenbarger, Syd W.
Ryan, Robert Joseph
Schimpf, Barry J.
Schneider, Larry James
Schreiber, Thomas Joseph
Scott, Douglas Thompson, Jr.
Sellers, Benjamin R.
Shaw, Mark C.

Shelton, Billy R.

Shock, Richard William
Simmers, Walter William
Smith, Charles S.

Smith, Emmett Wilson
Smith, KEerry Jon

Smith, Robert Coleman
Snyder, Michael John
Spratlen, Nicholas Lynn
Stanger, Thomas Joseph
Stankeivicz, David P.
Stephens, Jan Braven
Stokes, David Vose
Strolle, John Richard
Tarver, James Edward
Bugermeyer, Robert Storck
Tempesta, Edward Carlo
Thomas, Michael

Thorpe, Grant William
Tinker, William M,
Tissler, Robert Joseph
Trainor, Michael B.
Treado, Leroy Michael
Turpie, James Alasair G.
Vogelsang, James Edwin
Walker, Allen Warren
Walsh, Robert Arthur, IT
Walsh, Thomas Michael
Warner, Paul G.
Watkinson, Lyle Patrick
Webb, James Arrington, III

Wells, Robert Stanley
‘Wieczorek, Richard Joseph
Wilhite, Bernard Lee
Willis, Roger Allen
Wilson, Richmond D.
Winslow, Dennis Maurice
Wood, Stephen Joseph
Young, Jeffrey A.
Young, Robert Wright
CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS
Bleakley, Robert Lockwood J.
Borowski, Casimir Jan, Jr.
Braddock, Robert L,
Burke, William F., IIT
Bussey, Dennis R,
Butler, Jerry B.
Cahill, Patrick Joseph
Cambron, George Eeith
Carpenter, Ronald Gary
Ching, Clayton Y. K.
Christensen, Thomas Holm
Collins, John P.
Congdon, Douglas E.
Corsano, Arthur
Crouch, Charles Edgar
Dalton, Howard Griffin
Deluca, John, Jr.
Delunas, Leonard James
Erickson, Stephen F.
Ferch, Robert Edmund
Ferguson, John Owens
Filson, James V.
Fincher, Thomas O.
Gmerlich, Robert Russell
Green, Gerald L.
Gregory, Ronnie Rae
Hanley, John Timothy
Johnson, Michael Ray
Key, Thomas Scott
MacCaferri, Don A.
Marsh, Donald Robert
Mondoux, William Joseph, ITI
Nettesheim, Richard David
Newton, Willis Gerald
Pilie, Joseph Maurice, Jr.
Rabold, Bernard Louis, Jr.
Rockwood, Thomson Whitin
Rowett, Henry Matthew
Samuelson, Gene Roy
Schramer, Mathias C,, IIT
Shern, John William
Smith, Earl Lee, Jr.
Smith, Louis M.
Spore, James Sutherland, IIT
St. Peter, Harold Bruce
Teater, Richard Michael
Thomas, Kenneth Wilson, Jr.
Thompson, Stephen Ray
Tomlak, Walter W.
Vogt, John Fredric
‘Wade, Richard Louls
Walley, James Marvin, Jr.
Walsh, David Frank
Wenck, Stanley Erlin
Williams, James Randolph
Wright, James Christopher
Yankoupe, George W.

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS

Martin, Thomas L.
Wells, Lisalee Anne
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS
Arnold, Anthony Ray
Bowman, Jeffry Stephen
Crafton, Lonnie Dale
Dotto, KEenneth Michael
Fendler, Kermit James
Girod, Walter Allen
Grimes, Thomas Abner
Hanrahan, James Edward
Lamar, Steven R.
Lobaugh, Larry Gene
McClintock, Thomas W., Jr.
Mitchell, Michael L.
Mitchell, Troy Gene
Seible, Lawrence George
Smith, Richard Lee
Spillane, Dennis
Swales, George Aloysius
VanRollins, Michael
Yacovissi, Robert
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NURSE CORPS
Ames, Ervin Lyle
Breeding, Patricia Ann
Brown, Donaid William
Carey, Susan Ann

Chick, Carole L.

Cox, Robert Leroy, Jr.
Derney, Ann M.

Devries, Christine Ruth
Fitzsimmons, James W,, III
Garrison, Richard Allen
Guy, Bruce David

Head, Walter Weller, Jr.
Hohon, Henry Pete

Jung, James Wyland
Lefort, David Michael
Mainous, Paul David
Marostica, Marilyn K.
McBurney, Richard Ellwood
McPherson, Robert Carter
Monahan, Jeanne S.
Peske, Lorelel Sue
Phillips, Martha Marshall
Pickens, Connie Lynn

The following named Naval Reserve officers
for permanent promotion to the grade of cap-
tain in the line and staff corps, as indicated,
subject to qualification therefor as provided
by law:

LINE

Allen, Alfred H.

Arndt, Edward K.

Aydelotte, Charles W., Jr.

Belleville, Robert C., IV

Blake, Robert H.

Boydston, Edward A.

Bub, Laurence M., Jr.

Cohen, Harvey R.

Cook, John F,

Cucullu, Irwin L.

Dangler, Edward

Dotson, Bennie F,

Dunbar, Bruce R.

Ehrlich, Clarence L.

Eidemiller, Donald I.

Fellows, Dean R.

Fernandez, Joseph

Francis, George H.

Friel, James T.

Gerdes, Ronald M.

Glusini, Arnold V.

Gray, James W, Jr.

Gregg, Willlam Alford, IV

Hamlin, Charles R.

Hepp, Donald Frederick

Hoppe, Harold W.

Howery, Norman K.

Hubacker, Earle F.

Jackson, Franklin P.

Jones, Talmadge C.

Kelly, Joseph T.

Laidlaw, Willlam Robert

Lamere, James R.

Long, James D,

Ludi, Leroy H.

Maloy, William L.,

Marsh, Albert B.

MecNamara, Richard W.

Meyer, Robert H.

Miller, Everett L.

Miller, Robert D.

Milleson, William W.

Montgomery, John D.

Muller, Richard F,, Jr.

Niesse, John E.

Oprea, George W., Jr.

Palmatier, Philip F.

Peacock, Charles A.

Pechulls, John J.

Powell, Samuel Franklin, IIT

Reticker, Edward D.

Roop, Howard

Russell, Edgar F.,, Jr.

Stout, Harry R.

Swenson, Eric H., Jr.

Udovin, Bertram A. C.

Walsh, Thomas Raymond

Wiedmaler, Harry O.

MEDICAL CORPS
Balley, William T., Jr.
Barsoum, Adib Hanna
Brooks, Benjy F.
Currerl, Gino Anthony
Duncan, Richard G.
Farrell, George R.
Fountain, Freeman Percival
Griggs, Walter C.
Kirk, Thomas A., Jr,
Lawton, Alton Clinton, Jr.
Mitchell, Shelby W.
Murphy, Stephen Paul
Perry, Harold O.
Ryskamp, James Jay, Jr.
Rosborough, James Fears, Jr,
Bavarese, Charles Joseph, Jr.
Spratt, John 8., Jr.
Weeth, John B,
York, Ellthu

SUPFLY CORPS

Bleck, Robert G.
Edson, Bruce W.
Harper, Robert A.
Hogan, John E.
EKemper, John Q.
Eopotic, Robert P.
Negri, Robert J.
Waffle, Gareth R.
CHAPLAIN CORPS
Cansler, James O.
Collin, Thomas L. H.
Euhn, Gerald E,
CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS
Brockway, George R.
Costello, Robert B.
Jones, Paul H.
Weinberg, Norbert W.
JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS

Foster, Robert Watson

Mur, Raphael

Behlegel, E. Bernard
DENTAL CORPS

Anderson, Frank H.

Bailey, Robert M.

Friedenberg, Frederick Floyd

Geiges, Charles K.

Eovacs, William Beritl

Lamermayer, Richard Nickolas

Lawrence, Vernle Clyde, Jr.

Lewandowski, Anthony

Trowbridge, Henry O.

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS

Gibbs, Clarence J., Jr.

Lang, Gideon L., Jr.

The following-named Naval Reserve of-
ficers for permanent promotion to the grade
of commander in the line and staff corps,
as indicated, subject to qualification there-
for as provided by law:

LINE

Allen, Alfred H.

Arndt, Edward K.
Aydelotte, Charles W.,, Jr.,
Belleville, Robert C., IV
Blake, Robert H.
Boydston, Edward A.
Bub, Laurence M., Jr.
Cohen, Harvey R.
Cucullu, Irwin L.
Dangler, Edward
Dotson, Bennile F.
Dunbar, Bruce R.
Ehrlich, Clarence L.
Eidemiller, Donald I,
Fellows, Dean R.
Fernandez, Joseph
Francis, George H.
Gerdes, Ronald M.
Gregg, Willlam Alford, IV
Gray, James W, Jr.
Hepp, Donald Fredrick
Howery, Norman K.
Hubacker, Earle P.
Jackson, Franklin P,
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Jones, Talmadge C.
Kelly, Joseph T.
Lamere, James R.
Long, James D.
Ludl, Leroy H.
Maloy, William L.
Marsh, Albert B.
Miller, Everett L.
Miller, Robert D.
Milleson, William W.
Montgomery, John D.
Niesse, John E.
Opera, George W., Jr.
Palmatier, Philip F.
Peacock, Charles A,
Pechulls, John J.
Powel, Samuel Franklin, IIT
Reticker, Edward D.
Roop, Howard
Stout, Harry R.
8wenson, Eric H., Jr.
Udovin, Bertram A, C.
Walsh, Thomas Raymond
Wiedmaler, Harry O.
MEDICAL CORPS
Duncan, Richard G.
Fountain, Freeman Percival
Griggs, Walter C.
Mitchell, Shelby W.
Spratt, John 8., Jr.
Weeth, John B.
SUPPLY CORPS

Edson, Bruce W.
Hogan, John E.
Negri, Robert J.
Waitfle, Gareth R.

CHAPLAIN CORPS
Cansler, James O.
Collin, Thomas L. H.

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS

Brockway, George R.
Weinberg, Norbert W.

JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL’S CORPS
Schlegel, E. Bernard
DENTAL CORPS

Anderson, Frank H.

Geiges, Charles K.
Lamermayer, Richard Nickolas
Lewandowski, Anthony
Trowbridge, Henry O.

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS

Gibbs, Clarence J., Jr.
Lang, Gideon L., Jr.

The following named officers of the U.B.
Navy for temporary promotion to the grade
of lieutenant (junior grade) in the line and
staff corps, as indicated, subject to quali-
fication therefor as provided by law:

LINE

Ahlers, Norbert Anthony
Akins, Olen Charles
Anderson, J. Quinton
Arion, Ellsworth Eugene
Ashworth, Robert Arthur
Aversano, Anthony Joseph
Bailey, Defort

Baldwin, Robert Lee
Barclay, Ray Franklin, Jr.
Barker, Harvey Ward
Bartholomew, David Lynn
Bartke, Harrold Lincoln
Benning, Vale Jean
Billick, Dan Richard
Binion, John Isaac, Jr.
Black, James Douglas
Blanchard, Gary Franklin
Bobo, Harold

Bobo, Billy Joe

Bobo, Jerry Lyn

Boon, John Edward
Borgmann, Frederick William
Boyle, David John
Braswell, Wallace Edwin
Brattain, Herbert Keith
Brooks, Edgar Tearl
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Brown, Richard Arnold
Brown, Robert Edward
Butler, Robert Edmund
Campbell, Donald Leo
Carey, John Dale

Caton, Robert Nelson
Chandler, Frank Lee
Chitwood, Orvis Hugh, Jr.
Clabaugh, Ronald Stephen
Cloutier, Lawrence Paul, Jr.
Cooper, Willlam Jackson
Crain, Robert Levan, Jr.
Crowder, James Dunn
Cudia, Davii Timothy
Daniel, Jess Michael
Davis, Robert Lee
Deinhardt, John Joseph
Dekart, Donald Frank
Delancey, James Douglas
Delaney, Donald James
Deutsch, Joseph King
Doehring, Robert Franklin
Donnellan, David Francis
Dougherty, Thomas James
Drier, Melvin Franklin
Driscoll, Richard Francis
Driver, John Edward
Edwards, Bernard Darriel
Edwards, Raymond Lewis
Emswiler, Robert Byers
Enevoldzen, Jack

Eney, Nellson, Eugene, Jr.
Etten, Gary Albert
Fetter, Norman Leonard
Fisher, Glen Andrew
Foss, Harry Carson, Jr.
Friiell, Robert Allen
Fuller, Emil Andrew
Gates, Richard Wesley
Gepford, Richard Donald
Germany, Charles Joseph
Goerg, Frederick Clarence
Gordon, Harold Leroy
Goss, Marlin Earl

Graff, Clinton George, Jr.
Gregory, Thomas

Grimes, David Allen
Haffner, Guy Allen
Hagensick, John Richard
Hale, Douglas Alma

Hall, Richard Wendell
Haller, Bernard Joseph
Hambley, James Gllbert
Harris, Thomas Eugene
Harry, Robert Meade
Haupt, Lloyd

Havenstein, Gene Leon
Held, Rene

Heuchert, Richard Herman
Hill, Robert Wallace

Hine, Jerry Gordon
Hobbs, Hurshell Benton, Jr.
Hollon, Maurice Calvin
Horsfall, William Edward
Howard, Donald Reed
Howard, James Elijah, Jr.
Hoyt, William Henry
Huffman, Karl Howard
Husted, George Gerald
Irby, Eldon Elmore
Jackson, Robert Burns
James, Bobby Campbell
Jensen, Gordon Mark
John Paul Maret
Johnson, Thomas Scott, Jr.
Johnston, Darrell Edwin
Johnston, James Edward
Johnston, Wilford Paul
Jones, Carlos

Jordan, Boykin Bristow
Kellum, William Clayton Jr.
Kenyon, Larry Lee
Lawrence, James Ross
Lechtenberg, Richard Clem
Lentz, Joe Blane
Lighthart, Lloyd Willlam
Locke, Gary Winfred, Jr.
Long, Homer Richard
Lopez, Clyde Cecll
Loranger, Richard George
Lormor, Eugene Harold
Lovejoy, Jay Edward
Lowe, Walter Robert

Lucero, Seferino

Lyon, Scott Roler
Majchrowicz, Edward John
Malone, Robert Grant
Markle, Donald Franklin
Marsh, Robert Dean
Marshall, Leo Roy
Massettl, Ennlo
Mathews, Carl Leon
McCleer, James Lawrence
McElroy, Fred Carl
McGuire, David Nelson
Michielson, Dennis Clark
Miller, Paul Howard
Miller, Roy Allan
Milligan, Donald Ray
Mitchell, Elmer Ray
Nassar, Albert Nicholas
Nechvatal, Charles James
Neste, Carl Alfred

New, Melvin Roger
Nichols, Paul Malcolm
Oehler, James Christ
Olsen, Frederick Lee
Olson, John Theodore, Jr.
Page, Alfred Leonard
Palmer, Charles Frank
Parker, James Arren
Parsons, James Franklin
Parteslus, John Ecott
Pelletier, Ronald Wilbrod
Peters, John Wesley

Phillips, William J’oseph,, Jr.

Puhl, Matthew John
Popikas, Charles Frederick
Rakfeldt, Harry Ottomar
Rand, Verl Allen

Rawls, Robert Sherwood
Reed, Frank Guy
Reindehl, Phillip Wells
Richardson, Billy Earl
Robertson, Bernard Lee, ITI
Robinson, Frank Jeffrey
Rodgers, Carl Todd
Rogge, John Arthur
Ross, Albert James, Jr.
Rudden, Francis Arthur
Ruth, Herbert Merton
Salter, Jesse Earl
Schaffer, Lawrence Carl, Jr.
Scheierman, Robert Leroy
Scheine, Murray
Scherzer, James David
Schmidt, Curtis John
Shaul, Michael C.
Skipper, John William
Smith, Herbert Merrill
Smith, Kenneth Fiesco
Smith, Kenton Leroy
Smith, Robert Emmet
Snyder, Ralph Osecar
Sparks, Howard Frank
8pear, Earl Jay

Spears, Tommie Edward
Speh, Warren Glenn
Spronce, Frank Thomas
Stanek, David Monroe
Stewart, Lowell Thomas
Stiffier, James Willlam
Strong, Franklin Eugene
Stuck, James Roland
Swanson, Raymond Peter
Talbot, Ronald Eugene
Tanner, William Earl
Tarter, Arlan Gilmore
Terry, Robert Joseph
Thomason, William Rex
Thompson, Robert Miller
Tibbs, John William
Treadway, Alton Glen
Tudor, Tommy Neal
Tuttle, Donald Eugene
Uptegrove, Edwin Wayne
Vanhee, Richard Charles
Vanhoose, Ronald
Vettese, Anthony

Vick, Don Allen
Villemalre, Albert Joseph
Vsetecka, Leonard John
Walker, Arthur Thomas
Watson, Donald Reed, Jr.
‘Weaver, Sterrie Leon, Jr.
Weeks, Bill Frank
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Welch, Leslie Corley, Jr.
Wenter, Gary Earl
Wertz, Bruce Neal
Whalen, Regis Emmett
Whiteley, Willlam Burton
Will, George Frederick
Willlams, Thomas Yeaman
Wilson, James Orville
Wood, Ronal Dewey
Woods, Gerald Bishop
Wyatt, Thomas Verden
Zoglmann, Paul Samuel
SUPPLY CORPS

Black, James Leroy

Bothe, James John
Burbridge, Robert Lee
Coats, Daniel Michael
Cormier, Edward Norris, Jr.
Cubbedge, Carlon Bugene
Dowell, Billy Ray

Farlow, Roger Kent

Flahiff, Daniel Edward
Loney, James Eldredge
Lowdermilk, Richard Francis
Pearrell, Larry Willlam
Ritzel, Charles James
Siemers, Uwe

Walter, Frederick Sebastian
White, John Philip

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS

Becker, Raymond Herbert
Headrick, Jay Clark
Hisey, Howard Alan
Martin, Norman Richard
Schraud, Hanry Frank

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS

Berkley, Roy Lee
Criseitiello, Joseph John
Donchue, Edwin Allen
Dumais, Gary Wayne
Dunaway, Floyd James
Enright, Charles Allen
Ferda, Robert

Hardy, Frederick Charles
Hora, Charles Donald
Kraft, John Edward
Marolf, Walter Keithley
Mitchell, Michael Lenard
Mumford, William Maxwell
Surratt, Colonel Ogburn
Terry, Lynn Marion
Williams, Ralph Thomas

The following-named women Naval Reserve
officers for permanent promotion to the grade
of captain in the line subject to qualifica-
tion therefor as provided by law:

Grant, Margaret E.
Holmes, Melanie A.
Holmes, Peggy R.
Jewett, Ann E,
McCabe, Ellen C.

The following-named Naval Reserve officers
for temporary promotion to the grade of
captain in the staff corps, as indicated, sub-
ject to gualification therefor as provided by
law:

MEDICAL CORPS

Dollinger, Armand L.
Haslup, Allen L.
Heggle, Alfred Dineley, Jr.
Jofko, John
Kleh, Thomas Robert
Lesock, Willlam John
Mauroner, Norman Lee
Moore, Charles Leslie
Oleinick, Samuel R.
Parkinson, Leonard Spencer C.
Scott, Danlel Joyner, Jr.
Smith, Gardner W.
Tierney, Ralph Charles
Vanorden, Lucas S.
Wintrich, Herman Peter
SUPPLY CORPS

Broz, John J.

Butler, William B.
Carney, Thomas R.
Cunningham, Joseph C.
Dawkins, Samuel D., Jr.
Fogle, Grover D.
Haldet, Walter R.
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Jones, Maximilian B.
Nardi, Francesco P.
Paden, David L.
Potts, William E.
Ranlieri, Walter R.
Snipes, Wilson C.
Sullivan, Gerald C.
Whiteman, Ralph E.
Winslow, John A,

CHAPLAIN CORFPS

Angus, Robert C.
Bergsma, Derke P.
Cooper, William David
Floyd, Emmett Owen
Kloner, William

CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS

Barber, Ralph Edward, Jr.
Bentley, Donald R.
Hickey, Leo Alfred, Jr.
Johnson, Wendell P,
Maddock, Thomas S.
Martin, Arthur H.
Nutter, John M.
JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL’S CORPS

Banks, Myron C.
Benjamin, Julian R.
Chazen, Bernard
Cristol, A. Jay

Jones, Robert E,
Kennedy, Willlam H.
EKenney, William J.
Kitchirgs, Atley Asher, Jr.
Lamere, Robert K.
Law, John M.

Redd, Gordon L.
Sams, Marion A,
Stich, Frank J., Jr.

DENTAL CORPS

Armen, George Krikor, Jr.

Jackson, Clyde Raymond

Kornblue, Edwin B.

Miller, Barry G.

Perlitsh, Max Joseph

Vanort, David Paul

‘Williams, Claude R.

Yamanouchi, Haruto W.
MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS

Brownson, Robert Henry
Capps, Daniel William

NURSE CORPS

Shanks, Mary D.

The following named Naval Reserve officers
for temporary promotion to the grade of
commander in the staff corps, as indicated,
ls;'ul:lljem: to qualification therefor as provided

y law:

MEDICAL CORPS

Boyd, Gerald E.

Downing, John Edward
Duren, Craddock Paul
Ewing, Charles Willilam
Felsoory, Attila

France, Thomas Douglas
Gansa, Alexander Nicholas
Gondring, William Henry, IIT
Greene, Charles Abraham
Holder, James Bartley, IIT
EKayye, Paul Thomas
Eendall, Harry Ovid
Klenk, Eugene Leslie
Mitchell, James C., III
Robinson, Ralph Gaylord
Rowe, Stephen W.
Stewart, Edgar B.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Swan, David Stephen

Thomas, Jerry Lynn

Tucker, Samuel Hopper
SUPPLY CORPS

Birnbaum, Leonard G.
Doddridge, Benjamin F.
Farmer, David R.
Russell, Sanford H.
Soine, Jon C.
Uhlhorn, Carl W.
CHAPLAIN CORPS
Dwyer, Martin James
Pickrell, John W.
CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS
Gaal, Philip L.
Harris, John R.
Hensgen, Oscar Eugene
Meisner, Walter Theodore, Jr.
Papineau, Daniel Armand
Paradies, Gilbert Ernst
JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL’S CORPS
Began, William D.
Carnes, Conrad Dew
Erit, Bartholomew
Falbo, Gerald Anthony
Hoge, William R., Jr.
DENTAL CORFPS

Bass, Ernest Brevard, Jr.

Belinski, Edward J.

Brown, Will M.

Cunningham, Peter Richard IT.

Donoho, Donald Hugh

Eng, Wellington Raymond L.

Foley, James Patrick

George, Chester Leroy

Girolami, John James, Jr.

Hall, Danliel Lee

Hera, James David

Hohlt, Willlam Frederick

Marsalek, Daniel E.

Morrison, George Clement

Nickelsen, Dale Charles

Niebuhr, Robert M.

O'Malley, George Charles

Ronning, George Arnold

Stende, Gregory W.

Thomas, John Philip

Triftyshauser, Roger Wayne

Uveges, Alfred Charles

Williams, Terry Charles

MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS

Ginn, Robert William

KEnisely, Ralph F.

NURSE CORPS |

Stevens, Peggy J.

Wolford, Helen Gurley

Comdr. Wilma H. Bangert, Supply Corps,
U.8. Naval Reserve, for permanent promotion
to the grade of captain in the Supply Corps
subject to gualification therefor as provided
by law. i

Comdr. John A. Looby, Jr., Judge Advocate
General's Corps, U.S. Naval Reserve for per-
manent promotion to the grade of com-
mander in the Judge Advocate General's
Corps subject to qualification therefor as pro-
vided by law.

Comdyr. Stephen L, Maxwell, U.8. Naval Re-
serve for transfer to and appointment in the
Judge Advocate General’s Corps in the per-
manent grade of commander.

Comdr, David F. Fitzgerald, U.8. Naval Re-
serve for transfer to and appointment in the
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Judge Advocate General's Corps in the fem-
porary grade of commander.

Lt. Comdr, George A. Lussier, Medical
Corps, U.S. Naval Reserve for temporary pro-
motion to the grade of commander in the
Medical Corps subject to qualification there-
for as provided by law.

Lt. Comdr. Nancy H. Baker, U.8. Naval Re-
serve for permanent promotion to the grade
of commander subject to gualification there-
for as provided by law.

Lts. Robert L. Chenery and Hazen C. Rus-
sell, U.8. Navy for temporary promotion to
the grade of lleutenant subject to qualifica-
tion therefor as provided by law.

Lt. Comdr. James F. Harris, Chaplain Corps,
U.S. Navy for transfer to and appointment
in the line of the Navy in the permanent
grade of lieutenant commander.

The following named officers of the U.S.
Navy for transfer to and appointment in the
Judge Advocate General's Corps in the per-
manent grade of lleutenant (junior grade)
and the temporary grade of lieutenant:

Riedel, Charles T,

Shea, John P,, III

Ensign Henry J. Turowskl, U.S. Navy for
transfer to and appointment in the Civil En-
gineer Corps in the permanent grade of en-
sign.

g'I'lm following named officers of the U.S.
Navy for transfer to and appointment in
the Supply Corps in the permanent grade of
ensign:

Bent, Randal T.

Johnson, Jack A.

The following named officers of the U.S.
Navy for transfer to and appointment in the
Supply Corps in the permanent grade of
lleutenant (junior grade) and the temporary
grade of lieutenant:

Hargrove, James E.

Miller, David L.

The following named officers of the Judge
Advocate General's Corps of the Navy for
transfer to and appointment in the line in
the permanent grade of ensign:

Martin, Thomas L.

Mattson, Michael V.

‘Wells, Lisalee A.

Joseph R. Headricks, Supply Corps, u.s.
Navy for transfer to and appointment in the
line of the Navy in the permanent grade of
ensign.

The following named officers of the U,S.
Navy for permanent promotion to the grade
of lleutenant (junior grade) in the line and
staff corps, as indicated, subject to qualifica-
tion therefor as provided by law:

LINE
Francis, Robert M. Marvin, Richard B.
Gardner, Danlel E, Merki, Richard L.

Hallenbeck, Amos E., Muller, David G., Jr.
Jr. Oehler, Michael W.

Jackson, Timothy H. Wood, Nancy E.
SUFPLY CORPS
Robertson, James M., III
CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS

Micheau, Terry W.

Benedetto R. Lobalbo, U.S. Navy, for tem-
porary promotion to the grade of lieutenant
subject to qualification therefor as provided
by law.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Tuesday, May 1, 1973

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Reverend David A. Winslow, Trin-
ity United Methodist Church, Jersey City,
N.J., offered the following prayer:

Isajah wrote these treasured words:
“Listen to Me, My people, and give ear
to Me, My nation; for a law will go forth

from Me, and My justice for a light to the
peoples.”—Isaiah 51: 4.

Almighty God, You have taught us
through example to love one another as
You have already loved us. You have en-
trusted to us not only the ethics of per-
fection, but also the ethic of responsibil-
ity. Inform our minds, through Your love,

so that we can engage in enlightened
debate which yields statutes relevant to
our needs.

Heavenly Father, bless these Members
of the House of Representatives who la-
bor for the welfare of the Nation. Draw
them in faith to Your eternal design.
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