
. J  89/l

93- 50 0 N E  SIX-Y EAR PRESIDENTIAL TERM %
GOVERNMENT

Storage CUMEN’ o
FEB 2  4  1975

K A N S A s t T t T ^ k T v Z X u H E A R I N G

BEFORE THESUBCOMMITTEE ON CRIME
OF THE

COMMITTEE ON TH E JUD ICIARY 
HOUSE OF RE PRESEN TA TIV ES

NINE TY -TH IRD CONG RESS 
FIRST SESSIO N

ON

ONE SIX -YEA R PR ES ID EN TIAL  TERM

SE PT EM BE R 26, 1073

Serial  No. 50

Print ed  for  the  use of the  Committee on the Ju dic iary

38-700
U.S. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE 

WASHINGTON : 1974



* V*

COMMITTEE ON THE  JUDICIARY
PE T E R  W. RO DINO , 

HA RO LD  D. DO NO HU E, M as sa ch us et ts  
JA CK  BR OO KS , Tex as
ROBER T W. KAST EN M EI ER , W isc on sin  
DON  ED WAR DS , Cal ifor ni a 
W IL LI AM  L. HU NG AT E,  M isso ur i 
JO HN CO NY ER S, J r., Mi ch iga n 
JO SH UA EIL BERG, Pen ns ylv an ia  
JE ROM E R. W ALD IE , C al if orn ia  
WAL TE R FL OW ER S,  Alaba ma 
JA MES  It. MAN N, So ut h Car ol in a 
PA UL S. SA RB AN ES . M ar yl an d 
JO H N  F. SE IB ERLIN G. Ohio 
GE OR GE  E. DA NI EL SO N,  C al if or nia  
RO BE RT  F. DR INAN , M as sa ch us et ts  
CH ARL ES  B. RA NG EL , New Yo rk 
BA RB AR A JO RD AN , Tex as  
RAY  TH OR NT ON , A rk an sa s 
EL IZ ABET H HO LTZM AN , New York 
WAYNE  OW EN S, U ta h 
ED WAR D MEZ VINS KY , Io wa

J r ., New Je rs ey , C ha ir m an
ED WAR D HU TC HI NS ON , Michig an  
RO BE RT  Mc CL OItY, Il linois  
HE NR Y P.  SM IT H II I,  New York 
CH AR 1.E S W. SANDMA N, J r., New  Je rs ey  
TOM RA IL SB AC K,  Il linoi s 
CH ARL ES  E. W IG GI NS , C al if or ni a 
DA VI D W. DEN NIS , In d ia n a  
HA MILTO N FIS H , J r., New York 
W IL EY  MAYNE , Iowa
LA WRE NC E J.  HO GA N, M ar yl an d 
W IL LIA M  J.  KE ATI NG, Ohio 
M. CA LD WEL L BU TL ER , V ir gin ia  
W IL LI AM  S. CO HE N,  Maine  
TREN T LO TT , M issi ss ip pi  
HA RO LD  V. FRO EH LIC H , W isco ns in  
CA RLOS J.  MO OR HE AD , C al if or ni a 
JO SE PH  J.  MAR AZ ITI, New Je rs ey

J ero me  M. Zeif m a n , G ener al C ounse l 
Garner  J.  Cl in e , A sso c ia te  G en er al C ounse l 

H er be rt  F u c h s , C ounse l 
W illiam  P.  Sh a ttuck , C ounse l 

H.  Ch r is to ph er  Nolde , C ounse l 
Alan  A. P ar ke r, C ounse l 
J am es  F.  F alc o, C oun se l 

Mauric e A. B arboza , C ounse l 
Dan iel L. Co h en , C ounse l 
F ra nk lin G. P olk , C ounse l 

T ho mas  E. Mooney, C ounse l 
M ic hael  W. B lo mmer , C oun se l 

Alexander  B. Cook, C ounse l
Cons ta nt in e J . Gek a s , C ou ns el  
Alan  F.  Co ff ey , J r., C oun se l

Subcom m it te e on  C rim e  
JO HN CO NY ERS, J r ., M ichiga n,  C ha ir m an

PA UL S. SA RB AN ES , M ar yl an d 
CH ARL ES  B. RA NG EL , New  York 
RAY’ TH OR NT ON , A rk an sa s 
WA YN E OW EN S, U ta h

HA MILTO N FIS H . J r., New Yo rk 
W IL LI AM  J.  KE AT IN G,  Ohio 
W IL LIA M  S. CO HE N, Maine  
HA RO LD  V. FRO EH LIC H , W isco ns in

Mau ric e A. B arboza, C oun se l 
Alex ander B. Coo k, A sso c ia te  C ounse l

d i)



CONTENTS

PageText of—
House Join t Resolution 70___________________________________ 2
House Joint Resolution 127_________________________________  3

Testimony of—
Chamberlain, lion. Charles E., a  Representa tive in Congress From the

State of Michigan________________________________________  19
Prepared statem ent______________________________________  28

Frenzel, Hon. William, a Representative in Congress From the State
of Minnesota_____________________________________________  30

Prepa red statement_______________________________________  31
Sorensen, Theodore C., former special counsel to President John F.

Kennedy________________________________________________  4
Prepared statem ent_______________________________________  10

Additional statements—
Broomfield, Hon. William S., a Representat ive in Congress From the

State of Michigan________________________________________  37
De La Garza, Hon. E, a  Representative in Congress from the State of 

Texas___________________________________________________  3
Oparil, Richard J __________________________________________  44
Quie, Hon. Albert H., a Representative in Congress From the State  of

Minnesota_______________________________________________  37
Sikes, Hon. Robert L. F., a Representative in Congress From the State

of Florida______________________________________________  39
Communications—

Good, Josephine L., convention director, Republican National Commit- 
tee, lette r to Richard J. Oparil, October 5, 1973_________________  41

Koltun, Abraham, lette r with enclosure to Maurice A. Barboza, counsel 
to Subcommittee on Crime, December 13, 1973_________________  39

Rodino, Hon. Peter  W., Jr., lett er to Richard  J. Oparil, October 18,
1073_________ ____ __________ _______________

“The Case Against the Single Six-Year Presidential Term,” by Thomas 
E. Cronin, former White House Fellow and staff member of the
Brookings Inst itu te_______________________________________  40

Additional mater ial—
Limiting 1 enure of 1 uture Presidents,” extra cts from newspaper 
columnists_ „______ 4 i

( I I I )





ONE SIX-YEAR PRESIDENTIAL TERM
W E D N E SD A Y , S E P T E M B E R  26 , 19 73

H ouse of R epresentatives,
Subcommittee  on Crime 

of ti ie  Committee on ti ie  J udiciary,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:25 a.m. in room 
2237, Rayburn House Office Building, the Honorable  John Conyersy 
Jr . [chairman of the subcommittee] presiding.

Pres ent:  Representatives Conyers, Thornton, Owens, Fish. Keat­
ing, Cohen, and Froehlich.

Also present: Maurice A. Barboza, counsel, and Alexander B. Cooky 
associate counsel.

Mr. Conyers. The subcommittee will come to order.
Today this subcommittee opens its first hearings on constitu tional 

amendments which would lim it the t erm of office of the President of  
the Uni ted States to  a single 6-year term.

One of the resolutions pending before this subcommittee is House 
Joint Resolution 76, introduced by Congressman F de la Garza , which 
provides for a single 6-year term for the President and Vice Presi­
dent and restric ts anyone over the age of 70 from being elected to  
either office. This resolution is identical to House Resolution 251, in ­
troduced by Congressman Bill Frenzel, and House Joint Resolution 
601, introduced by Congressman Robert Sikes.

Another resolution before this subcommittee is House Joint Reso­
lution 127, in troduced by the gentleman from Michigan, Charles K. 
Chamberlain, which provides for a single 6-year term for the Presi­
dent and Vice President. This resolution is identical to House Jo int 
Resolution 606, introduced by the gentleman from Michigan. William 
Broomfield, and House Jo int Resolution 635, introduced by Congress­
man Albert Quie.

None of these resolutions would prohib it a Vice Presiden t who 
succeeds a P resident from election to a later term as President.

Fo r almost 200 years the issue of a single 6-year term has been 
smoldering in the legislative fires. Tn 1875, and again in 1912, the 
distinguished House Judicia ry Committee, favorably repor ted 
amendments providing a single 6-year Pres idential term. In  1913. the 
Senate passed a resolution provid ing for a single 6-year Presidential 
term of office. However, the House of Representatives failed to act on 
the measure.

The validi ty of this issue was vigorously debated in the Cons titu­
tional Convention, and right up through the present time, over 160 
resolutions have been offered in the Congress to change the Presi­
dential term from 4 to 6 years. The majo rity of these proposals, if 
enacted, would make the President  inel igible for reelection.

(1)
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Xow more recently, a Senator from India na, Birch Bayh, who Chairs  the Senate Jud icia ry Subcommittee on Constitutional Amendments, held 2 days of hearings  during the 92d Congress on a proposal introduced by Senators Mansfield and Aiken, which would have provided for a single G-year Presidential term. Both Senator Mansfield and Senator Aiken have reintroduced th eir proposals in the 93d Congress.
Wh at this subcommittee intends to accomplish during its hearings is simila r to what has been done in previous Congresses regarding this proposal ; tha t is, to evaluate the single 6-year term in the context of existing circumstances.
This issue, before us today, then, is whether or not existing  circum­stances have titled the delicate balance between arguments favor ing a single G-year term and those opposing it  far enough in either direction to compel the Congress to submit this proposal to the people or again retire  it for another Congress.
I think that  it is appropria te to begin our hearings by reading to you briefly, an excerpt from the report  of 1912 of the House Ju di ­ciary Committee on a single G-year term proposal. That report stated in pa rt th at, and I  quote:
Our committee believes that  it is wise to (1) limit the  tenure  of office to one te rm ; th at  it is also wise, (2) to extend the  period of one term  from fou r to six years. The Pre sident  should  be ineligible to a second term, because being ineligible , the re will be no tem ptat ion improperly  to use the  powers  and pa ­tron age  of th at  e xalt ed office. The limitat ion  to a single term  will, in the opinion of our  committee, tend  to improve the  adm inistration of the  laws generally, and  to increase  the  non-partisan and  business like efficiency of the Executive de­par tme nt. It  will tak e away from the Pre sident  any inducement to building up a polit ical mach ine instead of atte nding  to his  dut ies as Chief Ma gis trate of the  Republic. Such a limitat ion  will prevent the too freq uen t practice of mak­ing appointments for  mere pa rti san or selfish pol itica l purposes. It  will make  the  Pre sident  the  Chief Executive  of the  whole people and  not  the lead er of a mere  faction, or th e chief of a pol itical party .[The following joint resolutions were considered durin g the course  of these  he ar in gs : H.J . Res. 76 by Mr. de la Garza , Janu ary 3, 1973 which is iden tica l to H.J . Res. 251 by Mr. Fren zel,  Janu ary 29, 1973, and  II. J. Res. 601 by Mr. Sikes. .Tune 6, 1973; and  H.J. Res. 127 by Mr. Cham berla in, January 3, 1973, which is iden tical  to H.J.  Res. 606 by Mr. Broomfield, Jun e 8, 1973, and H.J.  635 by Mr. Quie, Jun e 22, 1973. The tex ts of H.J.  Res. 76 and H.J.  Res. 127 follow.]

[H.J. Res. 76, 93d Cong., fir st sess.]
JOINT RESOLUTION proposing an amendment to the Con stitu tion  of the United Sta tes  to provide an age limit and  a single six-year term for the  Pres ident

Resolved by the  Senate and House of Representat ives  of the United Sta tes  of America in Congress assembled (two -thi rds of each House concurring there­in ),  Th at  the  following  a rtic le is proposed as an amendmen t to the  Constitu tion of the  United States,  which sha ll be valid  to all inte nts  and purposes as pa rt  of the  Constitu tion  only if ratif ied by the leg isla ture s of three- fourths  of the  seve ral Sta tes  within seven years af te r the  date of its  submission to the  Sta tes  by the C ong ress:
“Article—

“Section 1. No person  who has attain ed the  age of seven ty years shall  be eli­gible for  election to the  office of Pre sident  or Vice President.“Sec. 2. The term of office of the  Pre sident  and  Vice Pre sident  shall  be six year s, and  no person  shal l be elected to the  office of Pre sident  more than  once.“Sec. 3. T his art icle shal l firs t apply to term s and  to persons elected for term s beginning at  the exp irat ion  of the Pre sident ial  term  within which thi s art icl e is rat ified.”
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[H .J . Res. 127, 93d Cong., fir st sess .]

JO IN T RESOLU TION pro posing an  am endm ent to  the Co ns tit ut ion of the Un ite d St at es  
re la tin g to the ter m o f office o f Pr es iden t an d Vice Pr es id en t of the Un ited St at es

Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States  
of America in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each House concurring there­
in) , That  the following artic le is proposed as an amendment to the Constitution 
of the United States, which shall be valid to all intents and purposes as par t 
of the Constitution when ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths  of the several States :

“Article—
“Section 1. The term of office of the President and the Vice President of the 

1 nited States  shall be six years. No person shall be eligible for election for 
more than one term as President or Vice President. A person who has been elect­
ed as Vice President  for any term shall be eligible for election as  President for 
a late r term. A person who has been elected as Vice President for any term, 
and  who during tha t term has  succeeded to the office of President, shall be eligible 
for election as President for a la ter term.

“Sec. 2. This article shall take effect on the 1st day of February following its 
ratification, except that this article shall not affect the duration of the term of 
office of President and Vice President in which such day occurs.

“Sec. 3. This artic le shall be inoperative unless it shall have been rati fied as 
an amendment to the Constitution by the legislatures of three-fourths of the 
States within seven years from the date of its submission to the States  by the 
Congress.”

Mr. Conyers. I enter at this  time a statement by K ika de la Garza, 
the distinguished member of Congress from Texas who introduced 
House Jo int  Resolution 76, that  proposes the constitutional amendment 
to be considered, and asks tha t his statement be spread across the 
record.

[The prepa red statement of Hon. E de la Garza follows:]
Statement by IIon. E (Kika ) de i.a Garza, a Representative in 

Congress From The State of Texas

Mr. Chairman, I introduced H.J. Res. 76, the proposed constitutional amend­
ment now being considered by your Committee, because I feel strongly that the 
American people have a righ t to decide whether the President of the United 
States should be limited to a single term of six years’ duration.

The question of finding a satisfactory method of electing the President pro­
voked heated and prolonged debate during the Constitut ional Convention of 
17S7. During the grea ter pa rt of the Convention most delegates expressed pref­
erence for a six-year term. After  more than  sixty ballots had been taken, the 
four-year term with no restrict ion on election was approved. This solution ob­
viously was a compromise between delegates who favored a single term of the 
President and those who supported an unlimited tenure  of office.

After that momentous decision of 1787 was made, our Nation functioned under 
the  provisions of Article Two of the Constitution until  1951. In tha t year a con­
stitu tional amendment placed a two-term limit on the President’s tenure.

During the period from 1787 to 1951, although the constitutional provision did 
not change, debate over presidential terms continued, particularly  afte r Presi ­
dent  Franklin D. Roosevelt broke the two-term tradition. Most of the proposals 
put forward from time to time would have changed the term from four to six 
years, with a grea t major ity of the proposals making the President ineligible 
for reelection.

I am convinced tha t it is time to give th is important question new considera­
tion.

It  is a striking fact  that the only constitutiona l restrict ions on qualifying for 
the biggest job in the world is tha t the President must be a U.S. citizen not 
below the age of thirty-five years. Are these sufficient nowadays? Should we 
expect more? What standards are  necessary for a person actually to qualify for 
being President of the United States?
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Su ch  qu es tion s as  th es e of fer so m et hi ng  fo r al l of  us to  th in k ab out se riou sly.  In  my  op inion, pro  an d eon  deb at e on a nati onal sc ale of  th e is su es  invo lved  in my  pr op os ed  am en dm en t to  th e  C onst itution  wo uld le ad  to  a de ep er  kn ow led ge  am on g th e peop le ge ne ra lly  of  th e pr es id en cy  as an  in st it u ti on . T h a t wo uld  be a ll  to  th e  good.
O ur  ne ig hb or  to  th e So uth, th e  Rep ub lic of  Mexico, has a six year te rm  fo r Pre si den t,  and he  ca nn ot  be re el ec ted— I hav e ob se rv ed  th a t it  lia s wor ke d well.I kn ow  th a t 1 re peat w hat  has of ten been  sa id , but it  is w or th  re pe at in g.  I f  th e  P re si den t ca nn ot  succeed him se lf  yo u do not ha ve  al l of  th e  re-e lec tio n,  po­li ti ca l de cision s th a t m ust  of ne ce ss ity  be  m ad e by th e  P re si den t.  We ha ve  see n ho w th is  ca n de te ri o ra te  to  su ch  an  ex te n t th a t it  en dan ger s th e  office it se lf —b ut if  we  begin  w ith  th e cl ea r unders ta ndin g  th a t th e P re si den t has a de fini te  te rm  and th a t is  al lj  th e od ds  a re  th a t th e pur el y pol it ic al  ac tion  of  th e  P re si den t wi ll di m in is h— he  wi ll become,  no t an  im po te nt  lam e du ck , as  some  wo uld sugg es t, bu t an  el der  st a te sm an in  hi s ow n te rm , w ith no one to  qu es tion  hi s ac tion s due to  po li tica l co ns id er at io ns .
Mr . Cha irm an , I mig ht  add her e w ith your pe rm ission —al th ough it  is no t p a rt  of  th is  hea ri ng  bu t ce rt ai n ly  w orthy  of  you r co nsi der at io n—t h a t th e  office of  Vice P re si den t be ab ol ishe d.  I t  se rv es  no  us ef ul  pu rp os e.  Anyone ca n pre si de ov er  th e Se na te — th is  Vic e P re si den t li as  pr es id ed  only tw o per ce nt of  th e tim e. W e ha ve  seen  how ridi cu lo us  an d po li ti ca l th e se lect io n of a Vice P re si den ti a l no minee  has  been, w ith  no th ought mos t of  th e  tim e to  th e be st  in te re st s of  th e co un try,  bu t of  ba la nc in g th e tick et . T his  I su bm it sh ou ld  not be th e  w ay  to  se le ct  a pe rs on  wh o could  be  Pre si den t.  I will  ha ve  mor e to  say on th is  an d wi ll in trod uc e appro pri a te  legi sl at io n to ac co mpl ish  th is  in th e  n ear fu tu re .Mr . C ha irm an , I ap pre ci at e th e oppor tu ni ty  of  ap pe ar in g be fo re  you r Com ­m it te e on beh al f of  H .J . Re s. 76. I re sp ec tfully re ques t you r fa vor ab le  co nsi der a­tion  of th is  p ropo se d co nst it u ti onal am en dm en t.
Than k you .
Mr. Conyers. The C hair takes note of the fact tha t tlie subcommit­tee members present are the rank ing minority member from New York, Mr. Fis h; the gentleman from Maine, Mr. Cohen; the gentle­man from Wisconsin, Mr. Froe hlich; the gentleman from Arkansas, Air. Thorn ton ; and the gentleman from Utah, Mr. Owens.We are pleased to welcome as the first witness th is morning, a very distinguished former member of  the Government. He was an assistant  to the late Senator  John F. Kennedy, during the years 1953 to 1961. li e was special counsel to the late Presid ent John F. Kennedy through the years 1961 to 1963. He has partic ipated in the Government process at various othe r high levels.
He has commented and written  extensively on our Government and the problems of a democracy in the 20th century. He has authored at least three books “Decision Making in the White House,” “Kennedy,” and “The Kennedy Legacy.”
T refer  to Attorney Theodore C. Sorensen, who we are pleased to have with us as a leadoff witness. We have his  s tatement, which will be accepted into the  record, and he will be per mitted to  proceed in any wav he chooses.
Welcome, Mr. Sorensen.
TESTIMONY OF THEODORE C. SORENSEN, FORMER SPECIAL 

COUNSEL TO PRESIDENT  KENNEDY
Mr. Sorensen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
My statement is rela tively brief,  and if there is no objection, I will quickly go through it.
My name is Theodore C. Sorensen. I am presently engaged in the practice  of law as a member of the New York  and Washington firm of Paul , Weiss, Rifk ind,  Wharton  & Garrison.
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I very much apprecia te your invita tion to testify on the recurring  
proposal for a constitu tional amendment that would provide  for a 
single 6-year Presidentia l term, introduced in this Congress in this 
body by Congressmen de la Garza, Frenzel, and Chamberlain.

From the earliest beginnings of our Nation this and simila r pro­
posals have been put  forward under very distinguished sponsorship 
and for very th oughtfu l reasons. Presidents, ex-Presidents, Senators, 
Congressmen and commentators in g reat  number from every political 
point  of view have from time to  time favored  the  concept of a single­
term Presidency, as did in fact a substantial number of members of 
the original  Constitu tional Convention; and this recommendation has 
generally included a lengthening of the present 4-year term. While  a 
proper respect for the genius of both our Constitu tion and those who 
devised it forbids careless experimentation with the amendment proc­
ess. tha t char ter's  remarkable durability depends in part upon our 
willingness to consider changes deemed necessary in the ligh t of 
experience.

It  is thus fitting  tha t your committee today considers anew a pro­
posal intended to limit the aggrandizement of Presidentia l power by 
preven ting a second term for the Presiden t. Those members of both 
parties who have over the years advocated this amendment in order  
to diminish the role of reelection polit ics in the  White  House, and in 
order  to curb the abuse of Presidentia l might  for political ends, can 
now—and I am sorry to say—find in the revelations of recent months  
ample confirmation of the ir wors t fears.

For  this Nation now knows that, solely to fur the r the reelection of 
the President, the laws of this land were violated, the righ ts and p ri- 
vacv of opposition leaders were infringed, law enforcement agencies 
and courts as well as the Congress and public were deceived and denied 
essential facts, large corporations  were intimidated or encouraged to 
purchase influence, and the political processes and ethical standards 
of this country were warped and distorted as never before by  acts of 
political sabotage and espionage financed by unprecedented amounts 
of secret cash. All of this  appears to have been undertaken  with the 
knowledge, consent and to a certain extent partic ipation and direc tion 
of those in the White House, with the explicit  role of the President 
himself still to be determined by an examination of evidence thus far  
withheld.

Because these events have rig htly  been deplored by members of both 
partie s, it is understandable tha t renewed consideration is now being 
given to proposals such as th is as a way of limit ing the Presidency, 
making it less necessary for  any futu re incumbent to mix polit ics with 
public duty, and banning any future “Committee To Re-elect the 
Pres iden t.”

But in that context the proposed amendment is, in mv opinion, a 
mistaken solution based upon a mistaken premise. For , frankly speak­
ing. the collection of sorry  and scandalous episodes now lumped under 
the all-embracing label of Watergate  reveals serious flaws not  in the 
Presidency b ut in the  Presid ent ; and -whenever the Congress concludes 
in this or any o ther instance t hat  Executive misconduct is so grievous 
as to strike at the very heart  of our system, then the remedy is to 
change not the  Presidency but the  President. No constitu tional amend­
ment is required to preven t or correct malfeasance on the p ar t of any 
President  from any party.

38 -700— 75------2



6

Moreover, with or without Watergate, I would be strongly opposed to the proposed constitutional amendment for the following reasons:Fir st,  this proposal, contra ry to the intentions of some of its backers, does not curb the power of the President—it curbs the power of the people.
Support  for the notion that this measure would curb Presidentia l powers comes not only from its proponents but  also its opponentsr  who often express the fear  tha t it would render every President im­poten t by giving him a “lameduck” status from his first day in office. But  this  alleged weakness of lameducks—at least unti l the ir final months in office, a fter the selection of a successor—is, in my opinion, greatly exaggerated. A one-term P resident will still  have all the  pow­ers given him by the Constitu tion and Congress in conducting foreign affairs, in o riginating budget and legislative items, in controll ing ap­pointments and patronage, in  appealing di rectly to the  people, in lend­ing or withholding his political  support  from other candidates and in influencing his own party ’s choice of a successor.
Indeed there is reason to believe th at the opposite danger is more re al : tha t a President  not subject to the healthy democratic disci­pline of facing the electorate again, who takes office free from any review of his stewardsh ip by the people, will be too powerful and independent, too unresponsive to the public needs and interests and too irresponsible in his exercise of power.
For example, suppose P resident Nixon had known after winning reelection last November th at the possibility of another race for the Presidency was still open to him;  suppose he had though he migh t face the voting public again. Would he then have so readily engaged without public explanation in the intensive Christmas bombing of North Vietnam ; would he then have continued the bombing of Cam­bodia without congressional authorization long aft er our forces were withd rawn from Vietnam; would he have stretched the doctrine of Executive privilege to unprecedented limits in the defiance of con­gressional and grand jury  requests; would he have sought to dis­mantle programs mandated  by the Congress for the  public good ; would he have avoided the press for so extrao rdina rily long a period this  spr ing and summer?
I  do not know. No one knows. This is not a question of  party, for a Democratic P resident placed in tha t same posture might  also feel less obligated to act “with the  consent o f the governed” ; and I use M r, Nixon as my example only because no Democrat has been reelected to a second full term since the two-term limita tion was enacted. But the point I  am making  is th at no futu re President, Democrat or Republi­can, should be tempted from his very first day in office onward with the knowledge that  he too will be in a s imilar position of public unac­countabili ty, t ha t he too can exploit the ambiguities of the Consti tu­tion free from electoral review, because he will not  be allowed another term.
Even placing a President in tha t position under  our present system by virtue of the  22d amendment, once he is reelected for a second term, is dangerous enough; but at least that President  is more likely to be restra ined by the patterns  and precedents he sets in his first review- able term, and at least t he public is given 4 years to observe him in
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office and to decide as best it can whether  he can be entrus ted with 
tha t second unreviewable term.

That is why a one-term Presidency, far from curbing the abuses 
of Pres ident ial power, may only increase them. The power of the 
people, on the other hand, would be clearly and significantly curbed 
by this amendment. It  would deny them the rig ht they have now to 
retu rn a good President to office for a second ter m; and i t would deny 
them the right they have now to get rid  of a bad President  aft er 4 
years in office. The two-term limitation  imposed by the 22d amend­
ment already places one curb of doubtful  necessity upon the power of 
the electorate ; and fur the r restric tion in tha t direction  would be not 
only unnecessary but undemocratic. Moreover, the passage of  time has 
not altered the wisdom of the Consti tutional Convention’s decision, 
which was the result  of intensive deliberation by its members, tha t 
less than  4 years is too short  for a good Pres iden t and more than 4 
years is too long for a bad one.

Second, this  proposal, contrary to the intentions  of some of its 
backers, does no t reduce the role of politics in the White  House—nor 
should th at role be reduced.

I t is said by some backers of this amendment t ha t a President e ligi­
ble for reelection is required  to consider the public’s view of certain 
difficult decisions he must mak e; t ha t he is required to t ake time out 
from his office to travel among the people soliciting th eir opinions and  
support ; and that he is required to undergo hostile attacks  and ha r­
assment from the Members of the Congress, the opposition and the 
press who are seeking his defeat at  the polls. All tha t is perfec tly tr ue ; 
and all th at is healthy.

For this country decided long ago th at  an  appointed  President, no 
mat ter how statesmanlike and bril lian t he m ight  be, would not be as 
successful in tha t office as an elected President—one who knows how 
to deal with politicians, how to mobilize support, how to s tay abreas t 
of public opinion, how to debate his adversaries, and how to  organize  
his energies and resources for an exhausting campaign. For  th at  same 
reason it  is highly desirable th at our President be a pol itician, tha t he 
worry about his reelection and  that he be subject to all the  same vicis­
situdes of politics to which the Congress and other elected officials are 
subject.

li e  should be the head of his party , not above party . The two-party 
system in this  country needs to be strengthened, not weakened (as 
this  proposed amendment would do). It  is sad that  Waterga te has 
caused some people to turn away from par ty politics. Fo r it was not 
the Republican Pa rty  or the Republican National Committee that 
broke the locks and the law a t W aterg ate but a separate  Presidential 
committee tha t kept its efforts and funds largely  aloof from other 
campaigning Republicans. That is not  su rprising, nor is it  ir relevant 
to th is proposed amendment. Fo r a national p arty tha t knows i t must 
go back to the public t ime and time again for support is more likely 
to maintain a lawful and responsible posture than a candidate who 
knows he will never face the voters again. Pa rty  responsibil ity helps 
build stabi lity and continuity in our political system; and I would 
hope tha t every futu re President, without neglecting his obligations 
to the  nationa l interest, will recognize his role as the head of the par ty 
which put h im forwa rd and not  be encouraged to d isrega rd it.
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But in tru th this amendment would not diminish politics either in the White House or in congressional-Executive relations anyway. It  might only increase them. Today, du ring  the first few years of  a Pres i­dent’s first term, the amount of political maneuvering in the legisla­tive branch and elsewhere with an eve to succeeding him is ord inarily nonexisten t within his own p arty and relatively subdued in the op­position. But were he forbidden to seek a second term, the  maneuver­ing in both parties  would begin immediately upon his inauguration , continue until his successor was chosen, and still continue w ithout re­spite in both parties upon tha t new Pres iden t’s inauguration  for his one term. Meanwhile, the President himself, even withou t the need to ’worry about his own reelection, would still be engaged in politics on a wide scale in order to influence the passage of his legislative  pro­grams, the success of his party in the midterm elections and the  choice of his successor.
In short, Mr. Chairman, I regard the proposed amendment as the worst of ideas offered wi th the best of intentions. I do believe that  our politica l system is in serious need of reform, part icularly  our election and campaign finance laws. I  also believe tha t the imbalance between Pres ident ial and congressional powers must be righted, prim arily  by the Congress more fully asserting its own powers. In this whole area of political institu tions and arrangements,  there is much to be done, the ir are many problems to be solved, and there are many solutions to consider. But the pending amendment cannot solve any of our prob­lems and could instead make them worse.
I hope i t will be soundly rejected by your committee.Mr. Conyers. Thank you for a perceptive statement  tha t b rings to bear a considerable amount of experience in the Government. We ap­preciate  your coming before this committee to  begin anew this dis­cussion.
Mr. Sorensen. Thank you.
Mr. Conyers. Mr. Sorensen, would you agree with the observation that there is really nothing inherently sacred about  two 4-vear terms, that it is first of all a matte r of political judgment  as to what length of  time a Presiden t should be allowed to perpetuate himself in office?Mr. Sorensen. Th at is exactly correct, Mr. Chairman. The fact of the matt er is, most Presidents in this century did not serve two full terms.
Mr. Conyers. Well, is it not true , also, th at those Presidents who sought second terms were frequently, almost always, reelected to a second term ?
Mr. Sorensen. No.
Mr. Conyers. Is that not a correct  statement of fact?Mr. Sorensen. Tha t is correct.
Mr. Conyers. I  suppose it is fai r to say then, from your response, tha t most Pres idents who sought a second term were defeated or were not otherwise successful ?
Mr. Sorensen. We will have to count the instances rather  carefully. Pres ident  Ta ft sought a second term and was defeated. President  Coolidge decided not to seek a second term. President  Hoover sought a second term and was defeated. Also, Presiden t Roosevelt decided not to seek a second full term.
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So that  President  Wilson, President Roosevelt, Presiden t Eisen ­
hower, and President  Nixon were the only ones who did  seek a second 
term and were successful.

Perhaps I shouldn’t say “most,” but the statist ical patt ern  is cer­
tainly not all one way.

Mr. Conyers. The heart of the mat ter involved in examining the' 
single 6-year term would be the elimination of reelection campaigns 
to the Presidency. The President would be motivated to act. as the' 
saying goes, not like a politician but more like a statesman. li e  would 
be able to preside in that  office free from the ever present shadow of 
seeking reelection.

Is there any redeeming m erit in tha t notion? I think  it goes to the- 
heart of the proposition  of a single term—freedom from reelection 
encumbrances ?

Mr. Sorensen. You are correct, t hat  is the heart of the notion, and 
I would be reluctant to say it is utter ly without  redeeming social 
value. But  the fact is t hat  the Presiden t is still going to be p laying 
politics with respect to his successor, with respect to his legislative 
program, with respect to his pa rty ’s fate in midterm elections, and 
the Congress is going to be playing politics at an enheightened scale 
because from his first day in office, they will know he is not eligible 
to succeed himself.

Moreover, tha t so-called shadow hovering over him is healthy. I t 
means he has to consider what the public thinks about his prog ram. 
It  means he has to go out and solicit their  support and advice. T ha t 
is all to the good.

Mr. Conyers. Would you consider the possibility tha t if the late  
President  Kennedy had been serving, for example, a one 6-year te rm 
Presidency, tha t he might  have proceeded in the Vietnam involve­
ment in a different way ?

Mr. Sorensen. That is h ighly speculative, Mr. Chairman. I don’t 
see how tha t would have made any difference. No.

Mr. Conyers. I would like to yield now to the gentleman from 
Arkansas, for any questions he would have of the witness.

Mr. Thornton. T hank  you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Sorensen, I want to thank you for your very perceptive and 

thorough presentation.
I would like to explore with you some thoughts  which came to  my 

mind as I listened to your presentation .
I have been very concerned with what seems to be a mistrust of 

democratic processes and efforts under  the label of removing from 
politics decisions of Government. In my own State  a couple of m ajor 
commissions, highway commission, game and fish commission, have  
been removed from politics by constitutional amendments.

Is having  a single 6-year term an effort to remove or insulate the  
Presidency from the  politica l process?

Mr. Sorensen. So its backers say. And while I wouldn’t want to 
compare the Presidency with the Arkansas Game and Fish Commis­
sion, I think tha t the Presidency must be a political office. It  should 
be a political office.

Mr. Conyers. Would the gentleman yield at this point?
Air. Thornton. Yes, sir.
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Air. Conyers. One of  the  growing number  of problems tha t Amer­
ica has is that it is too political.  We are all aware, Air. Sorensen, that 
the Presidency is a political office. Unfo rtunately , tha t has been 
brought to our attention quite too frequently . I would imagine—and 
we have yet to hear from the authors of these proposals—tha t the 
notion would be tha t it would be health ly to depoliticize the office 
somewhat.

Air. Sorensen. I disagree with tha t, Air. Chairman. It  is not the 
fact tha t it is a political office tha t has caused problems in recent 
times. There has been abuse of the process of politics. But politics does 
not mean the breaking of the law, it does not mean breaking and 
entering,  it does not mean the kind of deception and manipulation to 
which we have been t reated. And tha t has been t rue to some extent 
under two administrations, not only the incumbent administration.

So tha t I don’t believe th at we would solve the problem by ta king 
the Presidency out of politics, if tha t were possible, which I don’t 
think  it is.

Air. Conyers. Well, might I make clear on mv par t, tha t I didn’t 
mean to suggest that political activity and criminal activity  are synon­
ymous terms, although tha t is a confusion that could be understood 
at times. I  am referrin g to the fact tha t the necessity of indulging in 
politics at a ll, or to at least a large extent, might  not be a healthy  con­
sideration. There may be times when frequently many questions of 
national and interna tional  significance don’t need anybody to indulge 
in political activities. We need to bring nonpolitical judgments to 
many of the important  questions tha t the most powerful office in the 
world is confronted with.

So it is in tha t sense that I would not only distinguish between 
criminal and illegal activities which may be political in nature , and 
the fact that  we may not need any political spirit involved in the 
decisions tha t the President has to make.

Air. Sorensen. I know th at even the opponents of this amendment 
have in the past testified tha t we can rely upon Presidents to avoid 
politica l considerations and make statesmenlike decisions on these 
grea t issues. F rank ly, I don’t believe th at for a minute. AVe can rely 
upon them to make nonpa rtisan  judgments, but to say they are going 
to exclude politics from the ir minds, exclude where public opinion 
stands on a pa rticular issue, where the Congress stands on a particular  
issue, the long range  interes t of the country, how it is going to be 
affected by an issue—I think tha t is very unrealistic.

Air. Conyers. I thank the gentleman from Arkansas for yielding
to me. . .

Air. T iiornton. Alay I continue with another couple of questions?
Air. Conyers. Please.
Air. Thornton. Aloving to the national scene, certain bureaucratic 

institu tions on the  nationa l scene are rather  removed from being re­
sponsive to the people. The Office of Alanagement and  Budget is one 
that  we are concerned about. It  is difficult to affect the ir decisions. Is 
it your thought tha t the people of this country really want the ir 
Government to be responsive to their  will rath er than removed from 
politica l control ?

Air. Sorensen. Obviously, lines have to be drawn. I am told that the 
technology of communications has now developed to the point where 
the President could go on television and say “All those who favor
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the  bombing of North Vietnam, press thi s button  twice, and all those 
who oppose it,  press it once.” I would be very much agains t the in­
troduction of such a system. I  don’t believe the American public really 
wants tha t kind of rule by public opinion. But they do want govern­
ment tha t is responsive.

They do want government by the consent of the governed. And  we 
can have managers at the city and county level who are appointed, 
who are nonpolitical,  who are technocrats, and who do the best job 
,as the political  leaders who appoint them direct them to do. But I 
don 't believe we can have an appointed  manager for the Nation.

Mr. Thorton. In  that light,  I wonder if any information can be 
gained from history  as to whether Presidents during the ir second 
4-year terms were less political  in the ir decisions than  they were in 
the ir first 4-year terms.

As you know, our country is now bound to that rule. However, un til 
the time of Franklin  Roosevelt, it was bound by the  Washington deci­
sion not to seek a third term by trad ition, which was almost as strong, 
and it was assumed tha t the second 4-year term was the last.

Can any lesson be drawn  there?  Were indeed the second-term Pres i­
dents less political in thei r attitudes than  f irst-term Presidents?

Mr. Sorensen. I see no evidence of the fact that any Pres iden t in 
his second term, knowing tha t he would not face the voters again, 
askewed politics as a result. Woodrow Wilson in his second term was 
as po litical as he was in his first term. The same is true  o f Fra nkl in 
Roosevelt in each of his  terms. President Eisenhower showed no dim­
inution of political interest; indeed, I  always had the feeling he was 
becoming more interested in politics the longer he stayed in the White 
House. And there is some indication tha t President Nixon thus f ar in 
his second term has been political.

Mr. Thornton. Thank  you.
Tha t is all the questions I have, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Conyers. The C hair  recognizes the gent leman from New York, 

Mr. Fish.
Mr. F ish. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you, Mr. Soren­

sen, for appearing  before us and for your excellent s tatement.
1 guess it is fai r to say from your testimony tha t in balance you 

feel the advantages of having an admin istrat ion reviewable in tha t 
4-year period and face the electorate outweighs the disadvantages 
argued by proponents  of a single 6-year term?

Mr. Sorensen. Correct.
Mr. F ish. Are you fami liar  with  the experience in other democratic 

nations regarding the term of office of the Chief Executive?
Mr. Sorensen. I can’t say I am intimately familiar  with it. Aly 

law practice takes me to a good many countries where I have ob­
served a wide variety  of traditions. Some of them, the term seems 
to be for life.

Air. F ish . I was wondering, because I  th ink we can all benefit from 
a study of comparative government, whether in your travels  you had 
come to any conclusion tha t there was a success rate in countries t ha t 
had a one-term Chief Executive.

Air. Sorensen. I would be loath to draw judgments from th at, Con­
gressman Fish. I thin k we make a mistake in try ing  to apply our sys­
tem to other countries or their experience to us.
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Mr. F ish. Do you have any thoughts on the length of the  congres­
sional term, eithe r leaving the Presidency as it  is. a 4-year term with 
option to renew, or in the event that a 6-year term is adopted?

Mr. Sorensen. Yes. F rank ly, I think  4 years would be a more ap­
propriate  term for Members of the House of Representatives.

Mr. F ish. Would you have tha t coincide with the term of office of the President or the' congressional reelection fall halfway between?
Mr. Sorensen. I can’t claim-----
Mr. F ish. In other words, perhaps one of the solutions to this— and you talked in terms of responsiveness, et cetera—is something 

closer to a parliamenta ry system, in which the House would come up 
for elections with the President on a routine basis.

Mr. Sorensen. Yes. I would favor that.
Mr. Keating. Would you yield for jus t a question?
Mr. F isii . Certainly.
Mr. K eating. You are suggesting that  the House come up for elec­

tion at the time of the President. Am I correct tha t you are saying 
you would not favor staggered terms, if you went to 4-year terms for the House Members, but rather tha t all of the House Members would 
stand for election every 4 years when the President does?

Mr. Sorensen. I think  so. To tell you the tru th,  I can’t claim I have 
given this a great  deal of thought , but it seems to me for  exactly the reason suggested bv Congressman Fish,  tha t our nationa l political 
machinery might work more smoothly and more responsively if all Members of the Congress and the President were elected at  the same 
time.

Mr. Keating. I yield back. Thank you. Mr. Fish.
Mr. F ish. I take it from your testimony that  you don’t agree with the argument th at a President is a lameduck, either in his second term 

or if he has just one term.
Mr. Sorensen. Not in terms of weakening his powers. The prim ary 

effect of lameduck status  is to increase the amount of political maneu­
vering going on in his party and in the opposition par ty in the Con­
gress.

Mr. F istt. One final area, Mr. Sorensen. I am refer ring  to an issue 
tha t the chairman raised, and I do so only because of your high posi­
tion in the Kennedy administration.

The chairman referred to the hearings held in October of 1971 be­
fore the Senate Committee on the Judiciary . An article by Kenneth O’Donnell from Life magazine. August 7, 1970 was inserted in the hearing record. On page 41 of the hearing trans cript, a meeting in 
1963 between President  Kennedy and Senator Mansfield is discussed, 
during which the, President had had second thoughts about Mans­
field’s argument for complete milit ary withdrawal from Vietnam 
and agreed with the Senator’s th inking. And this is a quote. “ ‘Rut I 
can’t do th at until 1965, after I ’m reelected.’ Kennedy told Mansfield.”

Now, I assume th at our chairman was pointing out the possibility 
tha t if the President  had not had the 19G4 election facing him. he 
might have acted differently. He might have followed the thinking  of Senator Mansfield at tha t time, and had a withdrawal from Viet­
nam in 1963 o r 1964, which certainly  would have changed history.

I was wondering if you had any comment on the accuracy of the 
statement, or were you privy to it-----
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Mr. Sorensen. Let me make the following comment. I  was not privy  
to it, I had no idea as to its accuracy. Senator Mansfield, I  believe, 
has sa id he knows of no explicit  sta tement to th at effect made to him.

I think we should bear in mind, without getting into a long debate 
over Vietnam war history, tha t President Kennedy refused, rejected 
the advice of those who said he should put  combat troop divisions in 
Vietnam and bomb North Vietnam.

It  is very possible that he fe lt certain decisions should be taken in 
his second term, not because they would affect his reelection, but be­
cause he hoped at tha t time to have a broader  and stronger mandate 
from the public and larger margin  in the Congress.

I know of at least one other decision which he fe lt ought to be put  
off until he could have a wider margin  of support in the Congress. 
And if he made such a statement as is quoted, it may very well be he 
had tha t in mind with respect to Vietnam.

So tha t had he been the incumbent in a single 6-year term, elected 
by two-tenths of 1 percent of the vote, with a bare majority of his 
own pa rty in both Houses of Congress, tha t only would have made it 
more difficult if not impossible for  him to take those difficult actions.

Air. Fish . Thank you very much for your answer.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Air. Conyers. Before I  recognize the gentleman from Ohio, Air. 

Keating, let me ask you why would that have been more difficult, Mr. 
Sorensen, if President  Kennedy were on a one 6-year nonreelectable 
term ? It  seems to me it logically would have made it  infinitely easier.

Air. Sorensen. No, because as I said, he fel t, as Jefferson said, grea t 
decisions cannot be forced on slender majorities. He was elected with 
less th an 50 percent of the vote, and by plurali ty of two- or three- 
tenth s of 1 percent. Twenty-one members of his own par ty in the 
House went down to defeat and the Democratic program in the  House, 
in 1959 and 1960, had la rgely met with defeat. He therefore felt  th at 
he needed an opportun ity in his first term to prove himself to the  pub­
lic, to win a l arge r m andate from the public, to win a la rger  margin  
of support in the House, and then he could move ahead more effec­
tively.

Air. Conyers. I see. Well , of course, the issue of A îetnam wasn’t 
before the American people in 1960, as I  recall, no r was it before the 
Congress. We never declared war as we should have, or tha t, at least 
is my understanding.  So that  whether he had a majori ty in the Con­
gress or not, could i t not  be argued, would have no bearing on an Ex­
ecutive decision in the first place. It  wasn’t up to Congress to deter ­
mine whether the President  should authorize a few thousand troops 
for  the Vietnam war as it  began, or  a few advisers which led to a few 
thousand troops, which in tur n led to one of the most questionable 
wars in our history. So whether  he had a majo rity or a minority in 
the Congress political ly, could not one argue that this  would have 
had no bearing at all on his own decisions as the Chief Executive 
Officer ?

Air. S orensen. That  might be true  of a Chief Executive Officer who 
intended to bypass the Congress and not to involve it in the  great deci­
sions. But President Kennedy discovered, for example, in the area of 
civil rights , that his Executive proclamations, even though  they 
were not matters on which the Congress was required  to vote, nover-

38-700—7! 3
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theless had a considerable impact upon bis support within  the Con­gress. And I think he may very well have felt tha t a decision on Viet­nam that  the Congress was unwill ing to support would hamper bis legislative program in that body.
Mr. Conyers. Thank you.
The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Ohio. Mr. Keating.Mr. Keating. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, T would like to vield to the gentleman from Maine. Mr. Cohen.
Mr. Conyers. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Maine. Mr. Cohen.
Mr. Cohen. Thank you. Mr. Keating, for yielding.T would like to follow up that last line of questioning, thank ing you first for your testimony which was energetically delivered as well.
Much has been made about Kenneth O’Donnell’s statement that  President Kennedy would have pulled the troops out of Vietnam if he had not had to face reelection, and therefore would have saved thousands of American lives and Vietnamese lives.It  seems to me President Johnson retired  from the office because of the tremendous public outcry against the  war. at least tha t is the maior speculation, and had he not had to face reelection, could we plausibly argue he would have continued the war. Would you agree with that?Mr. Sorensen. No. I  th ink tha t by 1968. President Johnson was fed up with the recommendations fo r continuing  and escalating the war. Tie realized that  it was an impossible track tha t he was on. He also was looking for ways of turn ing  i t around, regardless of whether he sought reelection or not.
Mr. Cohen. But he was also very concerned about the public out­cry against the war at tha t p articular point.
Mr. Sorensen. Yes, because he felt it had some affect upon the credibi lity of our war machine.
Mr. Coiien. An issue which you have touched upon in your state­ment deals with Congress’ reassert ion of its constitutional powers and prerogatives. Perhaps you are familiar with Jack  Valent i’s statement concerning the 6-year term. Let me just  quote the last sentence, where he suggests, “In short, a President needs to be freed from any major pressures tha t might  divert him from his prim ary function as our leader.”
Tt seems to me. inherent in this pa rticula r argument, is the presump­tion tha t there is an overwhelmingly strong Executive in tha t situa­tion, who can ignore or be free from public pressures. If  you have a strong President free from political pressures as such, Congress has a choice of either adopting his  proposals, in which instance they could just be labeled a rubber stamp; or No. 2, continue to oppose those which it feels are inconsistent with  the needs of the public and thereby be labeled irresponsible partisans.
Do you agree tha t imbalance could be created by a 6-year term of the Presidency?
Mr. Sorensen. Yes, I do. I  am very much for a strong  President and a strong Congress. And I thin k the two working togethe r can best provide the leadership tha t this country requires. There is no reason why the President  should not be subject to the same kind of public pressures as the Congress is subject to.



15

Mr. Cohen. One of the arguments I understand will be offered by 
subsequent witnesses is that many programs over the years become 
ingrown or deeply ingrained in our system, and  they have become so 
deeply rooted tha t special interests would perpe tuate them well beyond 
their  usefulness. With  a G-year term the President  has the  flexibility 
and freedom to make vast changes without fear  o f retalia tion at the 
polls.

The question I would ask you is, could a President  even with a 6- 
year term accomplish this objective while Congress is elected, or the 
House of Representatives is elected, every 2 years?  In your opinion, 
could th at be possible ?

Mr. Sorensen. I doubt it. I agree there are many ingrained pro­
grams protected by special interests. The fau lt there lies largely  in 
our electoral system and  our campaign finance laws, and no President, 
whether his term is G years or otherwise, is going to be able on his own 
to get rid of those ingrained programs.

Air. Coiien. As long as Congress is elected every 2 years, because 
they have to be fa irly  close to the people, they would not be as eager 
say to diminish medical service programs or cut  off public health serv­
ices, because they do have to face the public every 2 years; is that  cor­
rect ?

Mr. Sorensen. I  am not necessarily agreeing with the examples you 
cite, Congressman.

Mr. Cohen. But you agree with the proposition.
The next  question I  would have then, why would you support an ex­

tension of the House of Representat ives to a 4-year term? It  seems 
to me tha t gets Representatives away from the people they represent , 
and it may allow them the freedom to be removed from those same 
pressures for another 2 years. Isn ’t tha t inconsistent with the notion 
tha t we should stay close to the people ?

Mr. Sorensen. The question is where is the line to be drawn. We 
could say that the President would be even more responsive if he were 
elected every 2 years. T don’t happen to believe th at is true. I think a 
Congressman who must face the voters every 2 years finds himself 
campaigning for office constantly, unable to devote himself to the ex­
tent  th at he would like to his duties, to a careful study of some of the 
programs we are  talking about.

Mr. Cohen. W hat  is your opinion about the other portion of this 
bill, which would put a 70-year age limita tion on office?

Mr. Sorensen. I s tha t on Presidents only ?
Mr. Cohen. There is legis lation, also, which would apply to Sena­

tors and Representatives. 'Would you support tha t as well ?
The reason I ask is t hat  the thrust of your argument  seems to he 

there is inherent in this suggestion we remove Presidents from poli­
tics, the notion we can’t trust the public’s judgment, and this also ob­
tains  to the argument we should have limitation upon those who seek 
office or who hold office. Do you agree the public is really the final and 
best judge of when the Representative or Senator fails to effectively 
represen t them.

Mr. Sorensen. My general posture is one of agains t limita tions on 
the public’s r ight to choose whomever they wish for public office. I 
think there have been occasions in the past where individuals have 
held on to office well past  the age of the ir effectiveness, b ut I  would 
doubt very much I would set that at age 70.
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Mr. Cohen. One final question, if I might, Mr. Chairman.Ih e chairman suggested in his line of questioning that perhaps  we should have nonpolitical judgments being exercised by th is powerful office. This isn’t par ticularly germane to the b ill we are  discussing, or perhaps to your testimony, but there has been a great deal of specula­tion, 1 must add often unfair speculation, about the possibilities of Vice Presidentia l succession. The same argument , it seems to me, is being made along tha t line tha t we should have a nonpolitical care­taker as Vice President.
I take it from your statement tha t you disagree with  that?Mr. Sorensen. I want to again draw the distinct ion between the words nonpolitica l and nonpartisan. I doubt very much th at it would be either possible or appropriate to have a nonpoiitical Vice Pres ident, one who did not know about and did no t care about politics and polit­ical machinery in this country. Tt is possible, I suppose, to have a non­part isan Vice President.
Mr. Coiien. But the notion of a nonpolitical or nonpartisan care­taker is somewhat inconsistent with your notion of the office i tself.Mr. Sorensen. Bear  in mind that the duties of the Vice Presiden t are considerably different from the duties of the President.Mr. Coiien. For the time being, but it may be transform ed rath er immediately.
Mr. Sorensen. Yes.
Mr. Coiien. I have no other questions.Mr. Conyers. Are there  any fur the r questions from subcommittee members ?
If  not, I want to thank you on behalf of this subcommittee, Mr. Sorensen. Your testimony, as was expected, has been very helpful to us all.
Mr. Sorensen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.[The prepa red sta tement of  Mr. Sorensen follows:]

Statement of Theodore C. Sorensen
Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, my name is Theodore C. Soren­sen. I am presently engaged in the practice of law as a member of the New York and Washington firm of Paul, Weiss, Rifkind, Wharton & Garrison.I very much appreciate  your invita tion to te stify on the recurring proposal for a Constitutional Amendment tha t would provide for a single six year Pres i­dential  term, introduced in this Congress in this body by Congressmen de la Garza, Frenzel and Chamberlain.From the earliest beginnings of our nation this and simila r proposals have been put forward  under very distinguished sponsorship and for very thoughful reasons. Presidents , ex-Presidents, Senators, Congressmen and commentators in grea t number from every political point of view have from time to time favored the concept of a single term Presidency, as did in fact a substantia l number of members of the original Constitutional Convention; and this recommendation has generally included a lengthening of the present four year term. While a proper respect for the genius of both our Constitution and those who devised it  forbids careless experimentation with the amendment process, tha t charter ’s remark­able durabil ity depends in part  upon our willingness to consider changes deemed necessary in the light of experience.It  is thus fitting tha t your Committee today considers anew a  proposal intend­ed to limit the aggrandizement of Presidentia l power by preventing a second term for the President. Those members of both pa rties  who have over the  years advocated this amendment in order to diminish the role of reelection politics in the While House, and in order to curb the abuse of Presidential might for political ends, can now—I am sorry to say—find in the revelations  of recent months ample confirmation of their worst  fears.
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For this nation now knows that,  solely to fur the r the reelection of the Presi ­
dent, the laws of this land were violated, the rights and privacy of opposition 
leaders were infringed, law enforcement agencies and courts as well as the Con­
gress and public were deceived and denied essential facts, large corporations were 
intimidated or encouraged to purchase influence, and the political processes and 
ethical standards of this country were warped and distorted as never before by 
acts of political sabotage and espionage financed by unprecedented amounts of 
secret cash. All of this appears  to have been undertaken with the knowledge, 
consent and to a certain extent  participation and direction of those in the White 
House, with the explicit role of the President himself still to be determined by 
an examination of evidence thus  fa r withheld.

Because these events have rightly  been deplored by members of both parties, 
it is understandable tha t renewed consideration is now being given to proposals 
such as this as a way of limiting the Presidency, making it less necessary for 
any future  incumbent to mix politics with public duty, and banning any futu re 
“Committee to Re-elect the President.”

But in tha t context the proposed Amendment is, in my opinion, a mistaken 
solution based upon a mistaken premise. For, frankly speaking, the collection 
of sorry and scandalous episodes now lumped under the all-embracing label of 
Watergate reveals serious flaws not in the Presidency but in the Pre sident ; and 
whenever the Congress concludes in this or any other instance tha t executive 
misconduct is so grievous as to strike at the very heart of our system, then the 
remedy is to change not the Presidency but the President. No Constitutional 
Amendment is required to prevent or correct malfeasance on the pa rt of any 
President from any party.

Moreover, with or without Watergate , I would be strongly opposed to the pro­
posed Consti tutional Amendment for the following re asons:

Firs t, this proposal, contrary to the intentions of some of its backers, does not  
curb the power of the President—it curbs the power of the people.

Support for the notion that this  measure would curb Presidential powers comes 
not only from its proponents but also its opponents, who often express the fear  
that it would render every President impotent by giving him a “lame-duck” sta­
tus from his first day in office. But this alleged weakness of lame-ducks—at least 
until  thei r final months in office, after the selection of a successor—is, in my 
opinion, greatly exaggerated. A one-term Pres ident will sti ll have all the powers 
given him by the Constitution and Congress in conducting foreign affairs, in orig­
inating budget and legislative items, in controlling appointments and patron­
age, in appealing directly to the people, in lending or withholding his political 
support from other candidates and in influencing his own par ty’s choice of a suc­
cessor.

Indeed there  is reason to believe tha t the opposite danger is more r ea l: tha t 
a President not subject to the healthy democratic discipline of facing the elec­
tora te again, who takes office free from any review of his stewardship by the 
people, will be too powerful and independent, too unresponsive to the public 
needs and intere sts and too irresponsible  in his exercise of power.

For example, suppose President Nixon had known after winning reelection 
las t November tha t the possibility of another race for the Presidency was still 
open to him; suppose he had thought he might face the voting public again. 
Would he then have so readily  engaged without public explanation in the inten­
sive Christmas bombing of North Vietnam; would he then have continued the 
bombing of Cambodia without  Congressional au thorization long after our forces 
were withdrawn from Vietnam ; would he have stretched the doctrine of execu­
tive privilege to unprecedented limits in defiance of Congressional and Grand 
Jury  reques ts; would he have sought to dismantle programs mandated by the 
Congress for the public good; would he have avoided the press for so extraord­
inarily long a period this spring and summer? I do not know. No one knows. 
This is not a question of party, for a Democratic President placed in tha t same 
posture might also feel less obligated to ac t “with the consent of the governed 
and I use Mr. Nixon as my example only because no Democrat has been reelect­
ed to a second full term since the two-term limitation  was enacted. But the 
point I am making is  tha t no future President, Democrat or Republican, should 
be tempted from liis very first day in office onward with the knowledge tha t 
he too will be in a similar position of public unaccountability,  tha t he too can 
exploit the ambiguities of the Constitution free from electoral review, because 
he will not be allowed another term.
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Even placing a President in tha t position under our present system by virtue of the 22nd Amendment, once he is reelected for a second term, is dangerous enough ; but at least t hat  President is more likely to be restrained by the patterns and precedents he sets in his first reviewable term, and a t least the public is given four years to observe him in office and to decide as best it can whether he can be entrusted with th at second unreviewable term.That is why a one-term Presidency, far from curbing the abuses of Presidential power, may only increase them. The power of the people, on the other hand, would be clearly and significantly curbed by this Amendment. It  would deny them the right they have now to return a good President to office for a second te rm ; and it would deny them the right they have now to get rid of a bad President after four years in office. The two-term limitation  imposed by the 22nd Amendment a lready places one curb of doubtful necessity upon the power of the electorate;  and further restriction in tha t direction would be not only unneces­sary but undemocratic. Moreover, the passage of time has not altered the  wisdom of (he Constitutional Convention’s decision, which was the result  of intensive deliberation by its members, tha t less than four years is too short  for a good President and more than four years is too long for a bad one.Second, this  proposal, contrary to the intentions of some of its backers, does not reduce the role of politics in the  White House—nor should tha t role be reduced.

It is said by some backers of this Amendment tha t a President eligible for reelection is required to consider the  public’s view of certain difficult decisions he must make;  tha t he is required to take time out from his office to travel among the people soliciting thei r opinions and support; and tha t he is required to un­dergo hostile attacks and harra ssment from the members of the Congress, the opposition and the press who are seeking his defeat at the polls. All tha t is perfectly t ru e: and all th at is healthy.For this country decided long ago that an appointed President, no matter  how statesmanlike and brilliant he might be, would not be as successful in tha t office as an elected President—one who knows how to deal with politicians, how to mobilize support, how to stay abreast of public opinion, how to debate his ad­versaries, and how to organize his energies and resources for an exhausting cam­paign. For tha t same reason it is highly desirable tha t our President be a politi­cian, tha t he worry about his reelection and tha t he be subject to all the same vicissitudes of politics to which the Congress and other elected officials are subject.
He should be the head of his party,  not above party. The two-party system in this country needs to be strengthened, not weakened (as this proposed Amend­ment would do). It  is sad tha t Watergate has caused some people to turn  away from par ty politics. For it was not the Republican P arty  or the Republican Na­tional Committee that broke the locks and the law at Watergate but a separate Presidential committee th at kept its efforts and funds largely aloof from other campaigning Republicans. That  is not surprising, nor is it irrelev ant to this proposed Amendment. For a national party  tha t knows it must go back to the public time and time again for support is more likely to mainta in a lawful and responsible posture than a candidate who knows he will never face the voters again. Par ty responsibility helps build stabil ity and continuity  in our political system; and I would hope tha t every futu re President,  without  neglecting his obligations to the national interest,  will recognize his role as the head of the party  which put him forward and not be encouraged to disregard it.But in tru th this Amendment would not diminish politics either in the White House or in Congressional-executive relations  anyway. It  might only increase them. Today, during the first few years of a President’s fi rst term, the amount of political maneuvering in the legislative branch and elsewhere with an eye to succeeding him Is ordinar ly non-existent within his own par ty and relatively subdued in the opposition. But were he forbidden to seek a second term, the maneuvering in both partie s would begin immediately upon his inauguration, continue until  his successor was chosen, and still continue without  respite in both parties upon tha t new President’s inaugura tion for his one term. Mean­while. the President himself, even withou t the need to worry about his own reelection, would still be engaged in politics on a wide scale in order to in­fluence the passage of his legislative programs, the success of his party in the mid-term elections and the choice of his successor.
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In  short, Mr. Chairman, I regard  the  proposed  Amendment as the  worst of 
ideas  offered with the  best of intentions. I do believe th at  our  polit ical system 
is in serious need of reform, particular ly our  election and  campaign finance 
laws. I also believe th at  the imba lance  between Pre sident ial  and  Congressional 
powers  must be righted, primarily  by the  Congress more fully asserting its 
own powers. In thi s whole area  of pol itica l ins tituti ons and arra ngemen ts, 
the re is much to be done, the re are  many  problems to be solved, and there are  
many solutions to consider.  But the  pending Amendment cann ot solve any of 
our problems and  could instead  make them  worse.

I hope it  will soundly be reje cted  by your  Committee.
Mr. Conyers. Our next witness is the distinguished gentleman from 

Michigan, Mr. Charles Chamberlain, who has been in the Congress 
since the 85th session. He is a gentleman with whom I personally am 
acquainted. He has served with grea t distinction on the Ways and 
Means Committee, and is himself a member of the bar. We have his 
prepared statement which will be made a pa rt of the record.

On behalf of the committee, we welcome you and we invite you to 
proceed in your own way.

TESTIMONY OF HON. CHARLES E. CHAMBERLAIN, A REPRESENTA­
TIVE IN  CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

Mr. Chamberlain. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you part icu­
larly  fo r your kind words.

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. I great ly appreciate 
this oppor tunity  to speak in support of an amendment to the Consti tu­
tion which would limit the terms of the office of the President and Vice 
President to one term of 6 years.

I first introduced this proposal in Ju ly 1971, feeling that because of 
the tremendous responsibilities of the Presidentia l office, the time had 
come to reexamine the fundamental question of whether any Pre sident 
can fulfill his duties as head of sta te if he is preoccupied with the de­
mands of  reelcction. Clearly, the events of the past year point  up the 
prudence of th at concern and the dangers of White House preoccupa­
tion with election politics. We can no longer postpone serious bip art i­
san debate of the one-term proposal.

You will recall tha t in 1947 Congress passed the 22d amendment, 
subsequently ratified in 1951, to limit our Presidents to two terms in 
office. I believe passage of th at amendment was wise, both for  the sake 
of representa tive democracy and for the benefit of  the man who must 
shoulder the burdens of tha t office. Yet our experience over the past 
20 years suggests to me, and others as well, th at we need to go further.

One of the popular ways of viewing the President is to think of 
him as a leader who wears many h at s: tha t of l eader of all the  people, 
tha t of administrative head of the Government, tha t of legislative 
leader, that of chief foreign policymaker, tha t of Commander-in-Chief 
of all our mili tary  forces, and that of par ty leader. In considering 
these manifold areas  of responsibil ity which directly  affect world peace 
and domestic well-being of every American citizen, the legitimate 
question has been raised as to whether a President can devote the full­
est measure of his time and talents to the pressing duties of state i f he 
must be preoccupied with the concerns of reelection. The problem has 
been well stated bv former Presidential  assistant, Jack Valenti, who 
has written—and I believe this may be a quote that was alluded to 
ea rli er:
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The man who holds tha t office has to deal with problems so monstrous, so disruptive, so resis tant  to permanent solution tha t the reelection process is no longer suitable. The President cannot be allowed to he diverted from his hard duties and even hard er decisions by the so-called normalcies of politics and reelection.
While the demands on the modern Presidency make the need for  a change in election procedure tha t much more pressing, interest in a 6-year term for the Chief Executive actually dates back to the early days of our Republic. Considerable discussion of a 6-year term took place at the Constitutional Convention in 1787, and well over a hundred amendments have been offered to achieve tha t purpose since the Con­stitut ion became operative. Dur ing his Presidency, Thomas Jefferson declared himself in favor  of a single 8-year term, while Presidents Jackson, Polk, William Henry H arrison, Andrew Johnson, Cleveland, and Taft, at one time or another,  advocated the  6-year, nonrenewable term.
In  1912, the House Committee on the Jud icia ry reported  a resolution to amend the  Constitution to provide a single, 6-year term. In  i ts re­port to the House, the committee stated in pa rt :
The President should be ineligible to a second term, because being ineligible there will be no temptation improperly to use the powers and patronage of th at exalted office.
And f ur th er :
It  will make the President the Chief Executive of the whole people and not the leader of a mere faction or the chief of a political party.
Considering 4 years an inadequate period of time in which a P resi ­dent may act to realize the goals of the platform on which he was elected, the committee felt that  “6 years, coupled with the freedom from anxiety for reelection, would give sufficient opportunity to the President  to proper ly organize his admin istrat ion and to bring about real accomplishments within the bounds of his duties and powers under the Constitu tion.” In  conclusion the committee wro te:
This amendment, if submitted and ratified, will increase the efficiency of the admin istration of the Pre sident ; will remove the temptation to build up a poli­tical machine by the abuse of patronage and power; and will save the President from the humiliating necessity of going to the stump to repel assaul ts made upon him.
It  is equally interesting to note that in 1913 the  Senate actually ap­proved a proposed constitu tional amendment for a 6-year term, but since President Woodrow Wilson objected, the measure died in the House Judicia ry Committee.
With the passage of time, the powers and responsibilities of the Presidency have, of course, increased dramatically. We all know that. If  there were reason and justification fo r considering such a course of action 60 years ago, how much more justified we are in proposing a 6-year term today when the burdens of that  high office have multiplied to previously unimagined complexity. As Washing ton columnist, Marquis Childs, has w rit ten :
The difficulties facing a President today are so enormous, so complex, so riddled with partisanship  that no Chief Execut ive can emerge at  the end of four years with the prospect of a m ajority  of the electorate.
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I find that  judgment to be sound. In  the ligh t of Watergate, we know 
tha t the Pres iden t would bo better able to direct his energies both to­
ward the admin istrat ion of the Government and the implementation 
of his programs were he accorded a longer term and relieved of the 
part isan  political concerns involving reelection to office. We know that 
the pressures on a  P resident are tremendous. While I do not suggest 
that the office of the Presidency be made immune to the legitimate 
problems of state, I do th ink tha t removal of the concern over reelec­
tion "would pe rmit a President  to act more efficiently in what is best 
for the country.

I fully  realize that the proposal for a 6-year term for the President 
is not without risk or reasons for doubt, and certainly  there are p ert i­
nent questions to be considered with respect to any new limitations 
placed upon tha t office. And I am certain this committee will probe 
deeply into these. But we have already accepted a time limitation with 
the passage of the 22d amendment  and arguments against creating a 
“lameduck” Presidency lose much of the ir validi ty when we realize 
tha t a Pre siden t is already a “lameduck” for his ent ire second term of 
4 years. While  I  have no illusions tha t a 6-year term will be a panacea, 
I am satisfied th at this is a mat ter tha t should be carefully  reviewed 
and studied and  tha t we should seriously ask ourselves if such a change 
would not fur the r improve our system of government.

Mr. Chairman,  I  commend you personally and each of the members 
of your committee for scheduling these hearings and direc ting atten­
tion to what I regard as a most important problem. I urge tha t this 
proposal receive your approval and th at the House of Representatives 
has an early oppor tunity to consider such a change in our Constitution.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Conyers. We are grate ful for your statement. I would like to 

examine th is question with you, in view of your extended experience 
in the  Congress. . . .

Do you give any credence to the notion tha t Presidents  are in politics 
to begin with, so that any attempt  to diminish the politica l aspects 
of the office of the Presidency cannot be accomplished by a one-term 
of office?

Mr. Chamberlain. No, I don’t think  wo are ever going to remove 
the President  of the United States from legitimate political concerns. 
It  is a po litical office, and the Pres iden t should very well be occupied 
with politica l matters. But what I am saying is th at I feel we should 
be try ing  to minimize his participa tion in part isan  political  affairs 
aft er he becomes the Presiden t of the  United States.

Now, if I may, I  would like to answer your question bv a lluding to  
my own personal situation. This is my ninth term in the Congress. 
However, I have decided th at I shall not seek reelection for another 
term.

I feel, insofar as political matters are concerned, a lot different t han  
I  did la st year when I  knew tha t in 1972 I  would be campaigning for 
reelection. Now, I  can take  every vote tha t comes before the House and 
weigh only one thing —what is good for the country, in my judgment.

This is not to say it is not well I  be responsive and that all members 
should be responsive to the people at home, or tha t the President  
shouldn’t be. But  I feel tha t we have arrived at that  point  in the

38-700—75- 4
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history  of our country with  all of our technological advances, with our atomic bombs and instant  communication and satellites and every­thin g else, when we should minimize the political activities of our President afte r he has taken his oath of office, and have him motivated by just  two basic concerns: (1) to do the best job he can as President and find his place in history , and (2) to make his peace with his maker and not have to be concerned about “how will I  get reelected.”Mr. Conyers. I appreciate the intensely personal observations which you bring  before this committee.
Finally, might I  ask you if you feel that the  late President Kennedy would have reacted to the Vietnam war differently had he been elected on a single 6-year term? Do you feel that the late President  Johnson would have reacted differently and perhaps caused a different his­torical result with respect to Vietnam. Do you feel tha t the present officeholder of the Presidency of the United States  would have a different outlook had he not been forced to seek reelection. And was that , in any way, a consideration in your offering this measure before us, Mr. Chamberlain?
Mr. Chamberlain. Mr. Chairman, I have very strong  feelings about the question you have asked.
Mr. Conyers. I have no hesitancy to withdraw the question if  i t is in any way embarrassing to you.
Afr. Chamberlain. Oh, no, I would like to answer it, as I have strong feelings indeed about it.
The reason for any hesitancy a t all is that  both of us, you and myself, and the other members of the committee, when we delve into this, engage in highly speculative and hypothetical, so-called Sunday quarterbacking. How could any of us really know. And I don’t want to attribute  to anybody but the best of faith  in the decisions tha t have been made in the past.
Rut at the same time, Mr. Chairman, this is perhaps the motivating factor tha t has caused me to introduce th is amendment, back in 1971, and to be pursuing it with you right now.It  was a privilege, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, to serve on the Armed Services Committee for many years. I was on the Armed Services Committee during the Eisenhower adminis tration. That was pre-Vietnam. I  sat  on tha t committee and watched the whole Vietnam conflict unfold. As a matter of fact, I left  the  committee be­cause I was disillusioned, by 1969, with the course of Vietnam. It had become a deep political problem rather than  a military problem. I could see that the milit ary was being chastized fo r the fa ilures of Viet­nam and I felt tha t T could do no more to contribute  to the solution of t ha t problem on the Armed Services Committee, and when the op­portunity presented itself to go to the  Ways  and Means Committee, I felt that  I  should accept it.

T p refer not to respond to th at portion of your question as to P resi­dent Kennedy. I  really don’t have any basis for knowing, what course of conduct he may or may not have pursued. T rea llv don’t know. But I have a stronger feeling with reference to Presiden t Johnson’s and President Nixon's administrations.
I feel th at when President Johnson was elected—when he first took office in 1963, at  the death of the late President  Kennedy, the whole
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problem of Vietnam was put in neu tral for about a year,  if you recall. 
From November 1963 unti l November 1964 we weren't going to become 
involved. And then afte r the election in 1964, we did become more
involved. . .

I think  tha t the President ’s conduct in that  1 year was guided very 
materially by his desire to be reelected. I also feel from 1964 and 1968 
he pursued a course of conduct th at he felt would cause him to be re­
elected, this did not materialize and he did not run for reelection.

In  fairness, 1 must also say tha t I feel that  President Nixon in his 
first term conducted himself ,‘so fa r as the war was concerned, with the 
intentions  of being a candidate  for a second term himself.

Now, I can’t tell you what either of these Presidents might have 
done differently, I really don’t know. But I think  that  we all must 
recognize the fact tha t they did have their  eyes on the calendar, tha t 
the decisions tha t they made did have thi s one element in them, each 
of them. And I say tha t when we have gone through the ordeal tha t we 
have gone th rough  for these many years, the longest war our Nation 
has ever been engaged in, and its many complex aspects, and the 
greatly increased duties of the President, 1 feel that it is well that we 
try to minimize his political concerns.

Mr. Conyers. The gentleman from Arkansas , Mr. Thornton.
Mr. T hornton. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chamberla in, I would like to join the chairman in thanking 

you for your thoughful and obviously deep and sincere sta tement in 
support of  this proposal.

I was very impressed at the attitude tha t you reflect with regard to 
the freedom to vote your convictions. I  am sure th at you followed tha t 
throughout the time that you have been serving in Congress, although 
it may be somewhat easier not looking over your shoulder at the elec­
torate at this time.

I believe Kierkegaard said a man is free when he decides to be. Is n't  
that  basically the s ituation?

Mr. Chamberlain. I think you are right.  I  don't mean to in fer tha t 
in my past years  I  have sensed any deep conflicts. I really haven’t. But, 
nonetheless, I  th ink most every Member of the  House would look for­
ward to his last term, if we could plan it that way.

Mr. T hornton. At some distant day in the future.
Mr. Chamberlain. Yes.
Mr. T hornton. I would like to go for a moment into the presenta­

tion you made. It  seems to me the thrust of your presentation is th at 
with the complexities of government which now exist, the tremendous  
bureaucracy, the difficulty in finding effective means to affect the gov­
ernmental process, tha t a 6-year term is needed to enable the President 
to cope with these complex ploblems. I s that  a fai r description?

Mr. Chamberlain. Yes, indeed. I will subscribe to that.
Mr. T hornton. And following that , the thought is tha t this would 

strengthen the Presidency in his ability  to cope with these govern­
mental processes.

Mr. Chamberlain. I think so. To the extent t ha t he will not be con­
cerned with these political considerations.

Mr. Thornton. The next thought which occurs to me is whether 
indeed in m ainta ining  the balance of power between the executive and
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legislative branch, whether a stronger Executive is what  is needed today in the democratic system ?
Mr. Chamberlain. Well, I think tha t we have been going through this debate for  the last year or so, particular ly with the  Congress itself reassert ing some of its authority. And I don’t quarrel  with  this at all. I  think th at we should. I think we have abdica ted ou r responsibil­ity in many areas and given it  to the President. I  don’t see how the re­assertion of the powers th at belong to the Congress arc going to  alter attitudes certainly my attitude toward a G-year term. I would still think it would be consistent.
We want a s trong President for our country. We have always looked to him for leadership but tha t doesn’t mean we should abdicate our own prerogatives.
Mr. T iiornton. Certainly I  agree the course for the Congress is to reassert its responsibility  in various areas. The point  I am really getting at is whether there  has not been in modern years a tendency to glori fy the office o f the Presidency and to identify that office as being the office that can do no wrong, tha t stands  above the other branches of Government, and whether tha t is desirable.Mr. Chamberlain. Well, we do have three coequal branches, but there is no doubt about it, the Presidency is the focal point of our Government and always has been. And the reason Presidents  get a ll of the publicity is because this is where the ultima te decisions are made on so many grea t issues, and the press and everybody else, concen­trate s on the office of the President, no m atter  who is there. This has always been so and I presume i t will continue. So I  don’t know how we can change that, even with any length  of the term.But again, I share your view tha t we certainly  have the duty to perform our full responsibilities under  the Constitution and in some respects, I feel we have been a bit negligent.Mr. Thornton. I thank you for your responsive and thoughtful  responses to my questions.
Mr. Chamberlain. Thank you.
Mr. Conyers. The Chai r recognizes the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fish.
Mr. F isti. Mr. Chamberlain, thank you very much for your most thou ghtful presentation.
T wonder if you could address  yourse lf to the principal argument of the prio r witness, Mr. Sorensen, because I think this is a rather  chal­lenging expression by him. He mainta ins the proposal for a single G-year term, contrary to the intentions of some of its backers, does not curb the power of the President, but rath er curbs the power of the people.
And he goes on to say th a t:
A President not subject to the healthy democratic discipline of facing the electorate again, who takes office free from any review of his stewardship hy the people, will be too powerful and independent, too unresponsive to the public needs and intere sts and too irresponsible in his exercise of power.
Mr. Chamberlain. Well, this is not a new argument , and I believe tha t I alluded to it in my own sta tement, when I  said  t ha t the first I must concede, Air. Fish, is tha t a President that  is reelected for his second 4-year term is a lameduck fo r 4 years, and so every argument tha t has been made against the single G-ycar term is applicable to the second 4-year term. Everyone of  them.
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Now, fo r me to try  to say th at the extension of the Presidentia l term 
for two additional years does not in fact  remove the P resident to tha t 
extent from the people, I  readily concede tha t a valid argument just 
can’t be made agains t it. Should we extend the term of the President 
we remove him from the people to that extent. But  there comes a time 
when you must balance the pros and cons. This is the decision your 
committee is going to make.

Now, as to accountabil ity and conceding tha t a G-year te rm would 
free the President  from many political pressures, I suppose in pure 
theory t ha t the a rgument you suggest could be made. But more realis ­
tically,  I thin k any President, no matte r who he is, or of what party , 
is going to want to leave th at  office with a favorable impression on the 
people of the country.  He  is going to want to  be loved and have history  
treat him well and he can’t do this if he is going to ignore public 
opinion and his  own commitments th at he has made, his own responsi­
bilities to his party, and all up and down the line.

I am not frigh tened  by th is. I really am not. I thin k t ha t we have 
to weigh the  advantages and the disadvantages, and to me—and 
this isn’t to say others will not differ—but to me, I think the  advan­
tages of the extension of the term outweigh the disadvantage tha t you 
mention.

Mr. F isti. Could I  ask you, sir, why in your legislation—and this is 
true  of most of the bills before us—the single term is set a t 6 years and 
not 5 or 7 or 8 ?

Mr. Chamberlain. Well, I certain ly wouldn’t want to sav there is 
any magic in G years. If  your  committee, in its wisdom and the House 
wanted to work its will and say 5 or 7, tha t would be agreeable with 
me.

I question, however, t ha t we would want to accept a 4-year limi t 
and just  say a President  shall only have one 4-year term. I  don’t think 
that t ha t would be in the interes t of the country at the  present time.

So if  you want to make it 5, 5l/>, all righ t. But the 6 kind of fits in 
with the calendar and the senatorial, and the House terms. I think 
it could probably be woven into our election fabric a little more easily.

Mr. F ish. If  we did  have a single 6-vear term, would you recom­
mend any changes in the terms of either U.S. Senators or Members of 
the House ?

Mr. C hamberlain. I  think not. I wasn’t here to hear all of what Mr. 
Sorensen had to say, I came in late, I was in committee meet ing my­
self—but I  did  hear some comment that he made on the 4-year term.

I  differ w ith him. As a Member of the House of Representatives, I 
think we would all prefer, if possible, to be elected for life. Now, if 
we couldn’t have it, maybe a 10-year term or 8, or anything would be 
bette r personally, because we all know of the a rduous work that goes 
into performing  our role in the elective process.

But when you say 4-year term, it is going to take the pressure off 
the Members for an added 2 years before they have to  face the elector­
ate. We hear our colleagues in the o ther bodv speak of  having 5 years 
off and 1 year to campaign, and maybe th at is good, they can be states­
men du ring  the 5-year per iod, tha t was the theory. But it is said tha t 
you people in the House are runn ing for election al l the while. You 
don’t have time to do your work, to consider the legislation tha t is 
coming before the Congress.
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And there is a measure of validity  and merit to th at argument, but this is precisely, in my judgment, what our Founding Fath ers wanted. They wanted to have one House of this Congress here  tha t was im­mediately responsible to the will of the people. And how is that going to be unless you are going to keep the pressure on and  have them run­ning for reelection all the while.
And you members of the committee are going home weekends to your districts,  you are holding office hours, you are performing  your function in the high tradi tion of the Constitution, so tha t the Ameri­can people do have an input in legis lation policy.
Now, one thought came to mind as I was listening to the prio r wit­ness, and tha t is the  4-year term tha t coincided with the President ’s term. This would be very helpfu l in terms of partisan policy, Republi­can or Democrat. Hopefully, for all partisans, the Congress would be of the par ty of the President . But I recall the election of 19G4 when President Johnson won by a very heavy majori ty. I  believe, Mr. Chair­man, you were serving in tha t Congress with me, too, and we had 140 Republicans in the minori ty, we had 295 Democrats in the majority.Now, if we had had a single 4-year term, there would have been a better than 2 to 1 majori ty in the House for a 4-year period. If  you recall, we had the Great Society programs before the  Congress at t hat  time. And for 2 years we were very prolific in our legislative activity. In 1966, the House of Representat ives went back to the  people and the people blew the whistle on the Great  Society, and 47 additional Re­publicans were elected. That changed the lineup considerably in the House.
I don’t mean to be partisan about this at  all, gentlemen. I  am trying to be just as  objective as I can, saying tha t it  is good to have two sides.I th ink i t is well the people have this input.
Now, ge tting back to what Air. Fish had  to say, the  Presiden t being removed from the people for this 6-year term. Certainly  the people are going to have this oppor tunity to express themselves with the Congress every 2 years, and if things get too far  out of line durin g this 6-year term, the Congress is going to have its say. The people are going to be electing their House of Representatives, unless we change it, of course. But  in answering the question that was pu t to me, I thin k the 2-year term, as hard as it is on the Members is best for  the country. I would not urge its change.
Mr. F ish. Thank you.
One more question, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to talk a littl e about the Vice President in this context, because if my memory is right , we have had several Presidents who were first Vice Presidents.
In your testimony, you tell us tha t you favor the 22d amendment which limits the  term of office to two terms, and from the testimony o f the previous witness we heard testimony th at actually only one Presi­dent in this century has served more than two terms, anil not many have served even two terms, bu t have been defeated or decided not to run.
It  would seem to me inherent in your proposal is a possibility of an 11-vear term for the President, in tha t a Vice President who be­comes President in the first year of his administration has a r igh t to seek reelection. And he would be seeking reelection for the full 6-year term after serving a 5-year term.
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If  the process is to squeeze it down from 8 to 6 years, aren't  we open­
ing up the possibility tha t one man would have a term considerably 
longer than 6 years ?

Mr. Chamberlain. I  would have to concede tha t t ha t is so, th at we 
are doing that.  Unless, of course, your committee or the Congress in 
its wisdom altered or made some changes in the Vice Pres idency, or 
would possibly provide tha t he might not be able to succeed himself. 
Tha t be done, too.

But in any event, Air. F ish, tha t man is going to have to go to the 
people again at some time for reelection if he is to have his term beyond 
6 years. Should he seek the Presidency again he must give an account­
ing of his stewardship and the people will have to make the judgment 
as to whether or not they want to renew his contract. And if they say 
“yes," it would be because they did in fact t rus t him.

The other aspect of this, too, I would think, is tha t the pressures 
of this office are tremendous. We all know that.  They are really beyond 
our comprehension. Perhaps only the President himself may have a 
full realization of the weight and the loneliness of tha t office. But 
I think there would perhaps be an awful lot of self-discipline on the 
part of th at individual if he had in fact assumed the Presidency afte r 
a short period as Vice Presiden t, say within the first year of a new 
term of the President. And having had it  for  5 years, I th ink he m ight 
say—do I want to go another 6 at this  time.

Mr. F ish. Thank you. No furth er questions.
Mr. Conyers. The Chair  recognizes the gentleman from Maine, Mr. 

Cohen.
Air. Cohen. Thank you, Air. Chairman. Just a couple of questions.
Kierkegaard  was quoted earl ier, but I believe, also, Edmund Burke 

pointed out the role of an elected official was not simply to give you 
his energy but also his judgment.

One of the things which you talked about during your testimony 
was the tradi tional dilemma tha t faces all  of us, and tha t is voting 
your conscience rath er than  for your constituents; you find the two 
are not  necessarily compatible on every issue.

It seems to me tha t is a dilemma we all face and one tha t is healthy 
in our system. I don’t see any substantia l benefit to remove that  dilem­
ma from a Presiden t any more than from a Senator  or Representative.

I also note in your  statement that  you quote from Jefferson? support­
ing the longer term. But he also retracted that later on, and in a lette r 
back in 1805, he sai d:

I orig inally supp orted the  position of e lectin g a President  for seven yea rs and 
who was forever inelig ible the rea fte r. I have since become sensible * * * seven 
yea rs is too long to be irrem ovable and there should  be a peaceable way of with­
draw ing a man in midway who has  been doing wrong. Service for eigh t years 
with power to remove af te r the  f irst fou r comes close to my principle * * *

Air. Chamberlain. I  certainly stand corrected.
Air. Coiien. He d id take tha t position initial ly, he then changed his 

mind, b ut it leads to another facet of mv question. You quoted from 
Jack Valenti, who supports the 6-year term. I would like to get your 
impression of his s tatement in criticizing Air. Clayton Fritchev, who 
is opposed to it. Let me preface that a bit.

Watergate somehow has stirred the ashes of our interest  in this 
par ticu lar legislation. I question seriously whether Watergate should
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have  any be ar ing on th is issue  whatsoev er, bu t ma ny  peop le, pro and con, are p oint ing to i t.
Mr . Va len ti tak es  th e opposite positi on of  F ri tc he y when he s ays:
Watergate cries out as the importan t reason in favor of a six-year term. Water­gate became a cancer not in its breaking-and-entering but in its cover-up attempts . There would have been no reason to cover up had there  been no need (as cam­paign aides saw it) to re-elect the  President. Presidential aides in thei r zeal to guaran tee reelection pursued an activity tha t would have never been imagined if tha t damnable re-election campaign wasn’t in full bloom. Thus, Wate rgate presents itself as Exhibit A in the case for the six-year term.
Would you su bscribe  to t ha t lin e of re aso nin g?
Mr . Chamb erlain. I  don’t th in k th at du ring  th e cu rren t de lib era ­tio ns  o f th is com mit tee you can fu lly  disa ssocia te yo ur  consid era tions  fro m t he  W aterga te  issue. I t  is  here , it  i sn’t going  to go away,  i t is in th e back of  p eop le’s m ind s, an d we hav e to  a ccept it. But  at  t he  s ame  tim e, I  d on’t feel th at  i t is pa ramou nt  o r con tro lling . Ce rta inly,  n ot  in  my case. I int roduced  my bil l back in Ju ly  1971. T hat  is a m at te r of  record , and th at  was long  before  W aterga te . Non e of  us would  have acc epted W aterga te  in a fict ion book at  th a t tim e. So as to my own  mo tivations, I  add ressed  t ha t issue a bi t ea rli er  whe n I spoke of  some of  my  at tit ud es  w ith  re ferenc e to  Vie tnam.
Nfr. Cotien. I t  ju st  comes bac k to the po in t I  tr ie d to make abou t Je ffe rso n’s comm ent,  the re  must be some more imme dia te w ay o r peace­able way to remove a Pr es iden t, and he suggested it  come at  the end of  th e 4-y ear  term.  I f  you  take  the al te rnat ive of  a 6-year  term  wi th  no reelection, the n you do br in g up  the spe cte r, and it  is no t exact ly a desirab le one fo r ma ny of  the Congressmen, of  impeach me nt pr o­ceedings as the  on ly oth er alt erna tiv e.
Mr . Chamb erlain. Very  t raum at ic  and  I  c an’t take  issue wi th  w ha t you  say. You  h ave  indeed  po int ed  u p the  othe r side  o f t he  coin.Mr. Coiien . T hat  is all  I  have.
Mr . Conyers. Ag ain,  on be ha lf of  the subcom mit tee,  yo ur  stat e­ment and pa rti cu la rly  yo ur  experiences and yo ur  decis ions  in yo ur  own  ve ry l ong and disti ng uis he d caree r in the Congress,  w ill be cause  fo r reflection as we continue to  st ud y th is pro posed  legis lat ion . W e a re  gra te fu l to  you fo r comin g be fore  the'eommit tee .
Nlr. Chamberlain . Mr . Ch airm an , I  am gr at ef ul  to  you fo r yo ur  courtesy  and in ter es t, an d ag ain  I  comm end th e com mit tee fo r its  ad ­dressin g th is  very im po rta nt  problem to  ou r co un try .Tha nk  you.
[T he  p repa red sta teme nt  of  Hon. Ch arl es  E . Ch am berla in fo llo ws:]

Statement of H on. Charl es E. Chamberlain , a R epresentative in  Congress F rom th e State of Mich iig an

Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee, I appreciate this opportunity to speak in support of an amendment to the Constitution which would limit the terms of the office of the President and Vice President to one term of six years.I first introduced this proposal in July 1971, feeling that because of the tre­mendous responsibilities of the Presidential office, the time had come to reex­amine the fundamental question of whether any President can fulfill h is duties as head of sta te if he is preoccupied with the demands of reelection. Clearly, the events of the past year point up the prudence of tha t concern and the dangers of White House preoccupation with election politics. We can no longer postpone serious bi-partisan debate of the one term proposal.
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You will recall tha t in 1947 Congress passed the 22nd Amendment, subsequent­
ly ratified in 1951, to lim it our Presidents to two terms in office. I believe passage 
of tha t amendment was wise, both for the sake of representative democracj’ 
and for the benefit of the man who must shoulder the burdens of th at office. Yet 
our experience over the past  twenty years suggests to me, and others as well, 
tha t we need to go further.

One of the popular ways of viewing the President is to think of him as a 
leader who wears many ha ts:  that of leader of all the people, tha t of admin­
istra tive head of the government, tha t of legis lative leader, tha t of chief foreign 
policymaker, tha t of Commander-in-Chief of all our military forces, and tha t 
of party leader. In considering these manifold areas of responsibility which 
directly affect world peace and the domestic well-being of every American citizen, 
the legitimate question has been raised as to whether a President can devote the 
fullest measure of his time and talen ts to the pressing duties of s tate  i f he must 
be preoccupied with the concerns of reelection. The problem has been well 
stated  by former Presidentia l assistant, Jack  Valenti, who has writ ten:

“The man who holds that  office has to deal with problems so monstrous, so 
disruptive, so resis tant  to permanent solution tha t the reelection process is no 
longer suitable. The President cannot be allowed to be diverted from his hard 
duties and even harder decisions by the so-called normalcies of politics and 
reelection.”

While the demands on the modern Presidency make the need for a change in 
election procedure tha t much more pressing, interest  in a six-year term for the 
Chief Executive actual ly dates back to the  early days of our Republic. Con­
siderable discussion of a  six-year term took place a t the Constitutional Conven­
tion in 1787, and well over a hundred amendments have been offered to achieve 
tha t purpose since the Constitution became operative. During his Presidency, 
Thomas Jefferson declared himself in favor of a single eight-year term, while 
Presidents Jackson, Polk, William Henry Harrison, Andrew Johnson, Cleveland, 
and Taft, at  one time or ano ther, advocated the six-year, non-renewable term.

In 1912, the House Committee on the Judic iary  reported a resolution to amend 
the Constitution to provide a single, six-year term. In its report to the  House, the 
Committee stat ed :

“The President should be ineligible to a second term, because being ineligible 
there will be no temptat ion improperly to use the powers and patronage of that 
exalted office.”

And fu rthe r:
“It  will make the President the Chief Executive of the whole people and not 

the leader of a mere faction or the chief of a political par ty.”
Considering four years an inadequate  period of time in which a President may 

act to realize the goals of the platform on which he was elected, the Committee 
felt that “six years, coupled with the freedom from anxiety for reelection, would 
give sufficient oj>portunity to the President to properly organize his administra­
tion and to bring about real accomplishments within the bounds of his duties and 
powers under the  Constitu tion.” In conclusion the Committee wrote:

“This amendment, if submitted  and ratified, will increase the efficiency of the 
administration  of the Pres iden t; will remove the temptation to build up a 
political machine by the abuse of patronage and power; and will save the Presi ­
dent from the humilia ting necessity of going to the stump to repel assau lts made 
upon him.”

It  is equally interesting to note tha t in 1913 the Senate actual ly approved a 
proposed constitutional amendment for a six-year term, but since President 
Woodrow Wilson objected, the measure died in the House Judiciary Committee.

With the passage of time, the powers and responsibilities of the Presidency 
have, of course, increased dramatically. If there were reason and jus tification for 
considering such a course of action sixty years  ago, how much more justified we 
are  in proposing a six-year term today when the burdens of th at high office have 
multiplied to previously unimagined complexity. As Washington columnist 
Marquis Childs has written  :

“The difficulties facing a President today are so enormous, so complex, so 
riddled with parti sansh ip tha t no Chief Executive can emerge at the end of four 
years with the  prospect of a majority of the electorate.”

I find tha t judgment to be sound. In the light of Watergate, we know that the 
President would be bet ter able to direct his energies both toward the administ ra­
tion of the government and the implementation of his programs were he accorded 
a longer term and relieved of the parti san political concerns involving reelection
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to office. We know tha t the pressures  on a President are tremendous. While I do 
not suggest tha t the office of the Presidency be made immune to the legitimate 
problems of state, I do think tha t removal of the concern over reelection would 
permit a President to act more efficiently in what is best for  the country.

I fully realize tha t the proposal for a six-year term for the President is not 
without  risk or reasons for doubt, and certainly there are pertinent questions 
to be considered with respect to any new limitat ions placed upon that office. But 
we have already accepted a time limitation with the passage of the 22nd Amend­
ment and arguments against creating a “lame duck” Presidency lose much of 
their  validity when we realize tha t a President is already a “lame duck” fo r his 
enti re second term of four years. While I have no illusions tha t a six-year term 
will he a panacea, I am satisfied tha t this is a mat ter that should he carefully 
reviewed and studied and t hat  we should seriously ask ourselves if such a change 
would not further  improve our system of government.

Mr. Chairman, I commend you and your Committee for scheduling these hear­
ings and directing attention to what I regard as a most important problem. I 
urge tha t this proposal receive your approval and tha t the House of Representa­
tives has an early opportunity to consider such a change in our Constitution.

Mr. Conyers. Our next witness is the gentleman from Minnesota, 
Mr. William Frenzel, who has been with us since the 92d term of 
Congress. lie  serves on both the Banking and Currency  Committee 
and the Committee on House Administra tion, and has introduced 
one of the several proposals now pending before thi s subcommittee.

We are delighted to have you here. We have your statement which 
will be included in the record. You may proceed in your own way.

TESTIMONY OF HON. WIL LIAM FRENZEL, A REPRES ENT ATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

Mr. F renzel. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 1 want to  thank 
you also for beginning deliberation on what I think is an important 
concept and I hope that  it is one that  will be passed.

My part icul ar bill is House Joint Resolution 251, introduced on 
Jan uar y 29, but like the previous witness, my first House resolution 
on th is subject was introduced early in 1971, sho rtly afte r I got here. 
I felt tha t the idea had merit  then, and regardless of what has hap ­
pened since, I think some of those arguments still hold.

Mr. Chairman,  I am not going to go through the materia l tha t I 
have presented to you, except to say tha t it "was wri tten as an article 
originally for the American Legion magazine. I believe at tha t time I 
was the only Member of Congress to be found who would stand up for 
the 6-year single term. My position was defeated 4 or 5 to 1 in the 
Legion mail ballot.

Shortly before that , I was the only Member of  Congress who could 
be found to take  the same position on a television program called the 
Advocates. They have a post card or telephone system, also, and I  think 
I was clobbered about 5 to 1 on that one, too.

So T have the idea this may be a proposition whose time has  not yet 
quite arrived. Nevertheless, I am delighted that the committee has 
taken it upon itself  to hold these hearings.

Let me speak to two ideas. The first one is the thought  of depoliticiz- 
ing the Presidency. Most of the criticism of the single 6-year term 
seems to concentrate on the argument  that it will remove the President 
from politics, and since we have a political system, th at is not a very 
good idea.
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I think that  my thinking in this regard  is that  it will remove the 
President from the personal side of the politics. Since the President, 
whoever he may he, will be a political creature, it can’t remove him 
from politics completely. He will want  to see his programs furthe red, 
he will want to see his proteges have the ligh t shine upon them, and 
certain ly he will be political. But. he will be removed from the thought 
of personally promot ing himself, and more than  th at, his bureaucracy 
and his assistants and his White House staff won’t have tha t compul­
sion to do or  to be suspected of doing things to reelect him th at should 
not necessarily be done.

The o ther point I would like to talk about is that  6 years is too long 
in office. During my li fetime, Mr. Chairman, only one Presiden t who 
sought a second term has been denied it. ITis name was Herb ert Hoover, 
and his denial came before this country really had developed its elec­
tronic. media. President  Roosevelt was the first P resid ent to make use 
of radio very effectively. Since then, of  course, we have seen the domi­
nation of  the television media.

In my judgment, it is going to be almost impossible to defeat an 
incumbent, and indeed it  has been impossible since Herbert. Hoover to 
defeat, an incumbent who wants to run again. So you are in fact giving 
a man when you elect him the first time, an 8-year operation. Therefore, 
I don’t think the 6-year proposition will give anybody anything. I 
think T am t aking it away from them. It. would be my guess tha t in the 
ensuing couple of years, or  couple of generations, tha t under  a 6-year 
term there would be less service on an average bv any President  tha n 
you would have under the present setup.

With respect to the gentleman from New York’s question of whether 
or not a person could get 11 years under this proposition, the answer 
is yes, but you could under the current setup, too. For a Vice Presiden t 
could get 3 of his predecessor’s 4 and 8 of his own—also 11 years. To 
be sure, he would have to stand one more election, but if you accept my 
assumption that  an incumbent is almost undefeatible, and given our 
media situation now, it really doesn't make anv difference.

Mr. Chairman, you have heard wonderful testimony by people 
much smarter and more experienced than  T, so T am going to terminate 
now, and if you have any questions, I  would be glad to comment.

[The prepared statement of Hon. William Frenzel follows:]

Sta tem en t  by  H o n . W il l ia m  F ren ze l, a R ep res en ta ti ve in  Con gr es s 
F rom  t h e  S ta te  of  M ic h ig a n

Mr. Chairman, thank you for allowing me to appear  here today in favor of 
the concept of the single six-year term for President, and specifically for my 
own House Join t Resolution 251 of January 29, 1973. I am pleased tha t you 
are considering it, and I hope it will be passed.

In 1787, the “Fram ers” of our Constitution, afte r much debate, chose a mul­
tiple-term. four-year Presidency rather than  a six-year term. In 1951, the 
Congress wisely chose to l imit the Presidency to two terms.

Neither in 1787. nor even in 1951, did anyone envision a $250 billion govern­
ment, employing millions and rendering “cradle to grave” services in a complex 
society of over 200 million people. I think the  times now call for another  change— 
the single-term, six-year Presidency as provided in my House Join t Resolution 
251 of January 29,1973.

For a President, these are  the advan tages:
1. Insulation from personal, pa rtisan attac ks by Members of Congress (the n at­

ural competitors for his job). A single term forces criticism away from per­
sonalities and back to policies.
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2. Relief from pressures to use the office for re-election. Every first-term President is thought to be acting “politically”, no mat ter what he does. The single term can’t take any President out of politics, but it will elevate him from the suspicious level of personal politics.3. Better ability to control a now almost unmanageable bureaucracy. Libera­tion from re-election concerns will allow tota l concentration on running the country.
4. Needed lead time to develop, operate, evaluate  and modify legislative pro­grams. Two extra years is an advantageous trad e for a possible second term.5. Easie r recruitment of high-level personnel. A single term requires no indefi­nite commitments.
For Congress, some of the advantages are  :1. Improved program consideration. A President’s party would not have to hurry to pass his doubtful programs. The opposition need not be afraid  to endorse his good ones.
2. Reduced Presidential th re at : A single-term President has meager coattails for friends and poses minimum dangers for enemies at election time.3. Reduced fixation on President’s re-election. There would be one-third fewer election-year legislative doldrums. Senators (except actual  candida tes) could safely re turn  to senatoring again.
President Wilson was right in saying tha t four years is too long for a bad President and not long enough for a good one. But, given the enormous advantages of incumbency and our increasing reliance on electronic media, the single term will probably give us shorte r overall tenures than the present system.I believe tha t the net effect of the single six-year term would be a more effec­tive, credible President, a stronger policy role for Congress, a more manageable bureaucracy and a healthier Executive-Legislative relationship.Constitutional changes should not be taken lightly. Nevertheless, the benefits of the single six-year term are so important that this Constitutional Amendment should be considered now.
Two years ago I was the only House Member actively supporting the single six-year Presidential term. Since Watergate, interest has increased. I hope that this is an idea whose time is coming.
Mr. Conyers. Not only is your s tatement helpful to this subcommit­tee, but your own additional views based on your li stening to the  pre­vious witnesses, I think, have been extremely helpful to us.I would like to recognize the gentleman from Arkansas fo r any ques­tions he may have.
Mr. Thornton. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The. only question I have is a quick one, and t ha t is with  regard to the election for  second term. I  wonder if  Lyndon Johnson would likely have been reelected had he chosen to run for a second term. Do you have any feel on that?
Mr. Frenzel. I really don't. I can 't read the hearts  and minds of a Kennedy or a Johnson or a Truman, or anyone who gave up the oppor­tuni ty or had it snatched from them. I would rather not comment on their thinking .
Mr. Thornton. Th at is the only question.
Mr. Conyers. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fish.
Mr. F ish. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Our attention has been directed, Mr. Frenzel, to a New York  Times’ article of June  of 1973. The headline reads. “Only 30 percent of the Poll backs 6-year term.” So I  guess the experience th at you were put  through a few years back is only now nearing a 3-to-l position.Mr. F renzel. All I can say is we are gaining,  Mr. Fish. We are creeping up on you, watch out.
Mr. F ish . I  don’t mean to express any opinion one way or another on this legislation.
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I think what you have said  has been very appropriate, and 1 wonder 
if you would care to comment a little fur the r on this question of the 
power, the opportuni ty to become too powerful and independent  since 
a P resident would not have to go back to the people at tne end of one 
term.

Mr. F renzel. I would adm it that  the single 6-year term idea is sub­
ject to valid criticism from the standpoin t tha t any person elected 
under it has 6 years  w ithout  recall, except by impeachment, which, as 
all of us know, has never been accomplished in the history of our 
country.

I would agree that tha t gives me pause and I  would agree with those 
who say it is a risk. On the  other hand, I  will restate my original idea 
of an automatic 8-year te rm in our society dominated, as it is, by the 
large media and instantaneous communications.

I would also say tha t with the power of the Presidency and the 
changes in the last three or four decades, G years is not too long for a 
President to take to put  his  programs in place and to be actually able 
to tell whether they are working or not. Things are so different. The 
country has changed in addition to the media change I pointed out. 
Things have gotten so complicated tha t you need almost more than 4 
years to see whether what  you are doing is working and to either con­
tinue i t or change it.

My committee works with devaluation. We know it takes almost 2 
years before you begin to feel the effects with respect to trade.  We 
know that it takes twice t ha t long at least before you begin to feel the 
effects of the capi tal movements.

The same is true of anything  tha t you do in the  economy. When you 
push the pin in over here, you don’t know what happens over there fo r 
quite a while. So it  seems to me there  is a risk of increasing the term. 
On the other hand, it is balanced by the risk inherent at the present 
time giving an 8-year term when you think you are only giving a 
4-year term.

Mr. F ish. Thank you very much.
Mr. Conyers. The Chair recognizes the  gentleman from Maine.
Mr. Cotien. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I was jus t going to make a point tha t during the summer months, I  

was fortunate enough to play in a congressional baseball game and 
had the good privilege of pitching to the gentleman before us now, 
Congressman Frenzel. And I am happy the situa tion has been reversed 
and he is now back here throwing the ball at us, and I  must admit with 
grea ter accuracy tha n I threw it d uring the summer months.

I was slandered by the Washington Pos t ar ticle which accused me of 
being wild, and I  notice Congressman Frenzel. in my few months serv­
ing in Congress, has always thrown it pret ty stra ight , no curve balls.

I want to touch on one point,  and tha t is the thing tha t troubles me 
about the entire issue of overconcentration of power in the executive 
branch. It  is something  tha t has been much talked about, and a great 
deal of ink has been spilled on the subject over recent years.

George Reedy in his recent book was analyz ing some of the difficul­
ties we have with our institutional systems and suggested th at  the con­
centration of power, not only in this administration but over the past 
few years, several terms of Presiden ts, power generally leads to iso­
lation, tha t isolation leads in tu rn to arrogance, and ar rogance in turn 
leads to abuse of power.
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It seems to me we could have th at situat ion in this country and it always looms as a potential th reat. And i t raises the problem when you have a G-year term, with no need to be responsive to public needs or desires or even outcries, that you increase or enhance tha t risk  of abuse.What  troubles me, if you eliminate the reelection aspect of the P resi­dential term, then the only remedy, as we keep talking  about here, is tha t of impeachment and the danger to our political system if we should turn  to impeachment with the ease or facility  of t rying to curb Presidential actions.
For  example, it would not merely have to be the commission of crimes tha t could lead to impeachment, it could be a disagreement over Executive policy, such as impoundment, such as the termination  of programs or policies, of any one of these o ther factors that  we have witnessed in recent, years. A single 6-year term may well enhance the occurrence, or the risk of impeachment proceedings being brought against  a Presiden t because of  political  reasons rather than any im­peachable crime or offense as such.
Tha t hazard  really has me troubled. I think we are at a part icular point in our history when the very motion of it becomes much more easy to talk about. We hear a great  deal of ta lk about it  now and I am I roubled by that aspect.
Air. Frenzel. I don't disagree th at there is risk here and I said th at a number of times in my testimony. Nevertheless, our system is pretty well balanced and if the Congress is the weakest link of the balance now, as many of us allege, that is the Congress problem and i t has lots of th ings to do to put its house in order to become an equal partner.On the other hand, I believe tha t this proposal will help the Con­gress to regain some of its st rength, s imply by tak ing its eye off a ball which is in some cases frivolous.
When I put this bill in the first time in 1971, I  was absolutely dis­mayed by what was going on in the other body between the President and 20 or 30 Senators, all of whom were contenders to be President.And the debate, discussion, the mudslinging, or whatever it was, centered largely on politics, on the prospect of the P resid ent’s running again, rath er than on any kind of policies. A t tha t time, in my judg­ment, the Senate had no policy. I don’t think it has one today, but that's its problem. But it seems to me it could have, and tha t the Con­gress could have had a policy.
But a t tha t time we were so tied up in reelection of a President th at no matter  what he did, a whole flock of Senators  had to be agains t it— good, bad or  indifferent. And when the President did some things, that maybe should have been taken back, there was no room to retreat or admit mistake because here was an election coming.
T think we could remove a lot of that.  I don’t want to remove all of i t : I don’t want to take politics out of the election process, but I think we can concentrate on other things that  are more important.If  I  d idn 't believe this would strengthen both the Executive and the Congress, I wouldn’t be presen ting it, but I do not deny that  there is risk.
Mr. Cohen. If  Congress is true  to its announced intentions of re­asserting  itself, which I think it should, wouldn’t it  upset the balance to have a President who is elected for 6 years, and Representat ives for 2 years, who have to remain rather  close to the people and what they want—responsive to what they feel is necessary, as opposed to what



35

the President or maybe the  Office of Management and Budget might 
dictate as in the best interest of the country ?

Doesn’t it  put the Congress in the position of having the two alt erna­
tives I mentioned before, e ither acting  as a rubber stamp to what the 
President wants, or opposing what he wants because it is being respon­
sive to the people and therefore being branded  irresponsible 
legislators ?

L see t ha t as a tremendous imbalance in terms of power of the two 
offices.

Mr. Frenzel. I think the political power of the President has a 
grea t deal to do with the reelection process. Every President who is a 
candidate for reelection, if you accept my original assumption, is a 
favorite  to be reelected. He holds tha t over the Congress in some re­
spects, because we run a t the same time he does and he can either smile 
at us or frown on us and we will lose or gain  some votes.

Some Presidents have more coattails  than  others, some have more 
clout than others, bu t it  seems to me tha t under the single  6-year term 
he loses tha t because he doesn’t run again. He is no t going to carry  
people with him on a new mandate and therefore either wipe out the 
Congress or  reestablish his friends  in the Congress. I think  it takes 
away some of tha t and enhances the statu re of the  Congress.

But cer tainly, there are other thoughts such as ours.
Mr. Cohen. Thank you very much.
Tha t is all I have.
Mr. Conyers. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Wisconsin.
Mr. F roeiilicii. No questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Conyers. Your candor in response to some very difficult ques­

tions has been very helpful . We are going to fur the r hearings on these 
amendments and your statement and your views will be kept in con­
sideration. Thank you very much for joining us.

Mr. F renzel. Could I make one more statement, Mr. Chairman? 
Other witnesses have been asked about the 2- and 4-year term for the 
Congress. And although it may be irrelevant, I strongly support a 
retention of the 2-year term.

Thank you.
Mr. Conyers. You are more than welcome.
The subcommittee stands adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the  subcommittee adjourned.]





ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS AND COMMUNICATIONS

Statement by IIon. William S. Broomfield, a Representative in Congress 
From tiie State of Michigan

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank the committee for holding these hearings 
on the proposed Constitutional amendment calling for a single, six-year Presiden­
tial  term. As you know, I have  proposed similar legislation, and I  whole-heartedly 
support this bill, H.J. Res. 76.

The case for  a single, six-year term is not new by any means. Many members of 
the Constitutional Convention of 1787 favored such a proposal. P resident ial sui> 
port for the six-year term goes back to Thomas Jefferson. Never, Mr. Chairman, 
has the need for such an amendment been more evident than at this time.

When the Constitutional Convention decided upon the four-year term, our 
nation was relatively small and mostly rura l. Running the government, while not 
an easy chore, was relatively  uncomplicated. Now, as we approach our 200th 
birthday our society has become highly technical and complicated, and the job of 
running  the government has become equally complicated.

To stay  on top of such a complex office, a President must devote his full atten­
tion and energies, all the time. Yet, under our present system, after four years in 
office the P resident must assume the added burden of running for reelection. This 
leaves a President with two alternatives—devote less time to his Presidential 
duties, or delegate authority  for the campaign to his subordinates. As we have 
seen, ne ither option is acceptable.

It has become apparen t that four years is jus t not sufficient t ime to propose, 
enact, and make operational programs large enough to benefit significant numbers 
of people. In terms of operational efficiency, the six-year term would allow a 
President ample time to efficiently implement his programs while removing the 
burden of disrupting the administrat ion aft er four years to run a campaign.

Changing to a single, six-year term would help free the  Pres ident of this  purely 
political task, and enable him to devote his time to the demanding task  of serving 
as Chief Executive of all the  people. The job of President is an enormous and 
complicated one, Mr. Chairman, and the burden of campaigning for reelection 
merely adds unnecessary pressures to it.

There is also an economic factor to consider in regards to the six-year term. 
The cost of Presidential campaigns has increased at a rather  alarming rat e in 
recent years. If the trend continues, and we have campaigns every four years, 
the resul t could be the financial collapse of our national parties . Having cam­
paigns every six years would certainly help to ease this financial burden.

A six-year term will not remove a President from politics, as many have argued. 
As a political person, a President naturally  will be interested in the success of his 
party.  What the six-year term will do, however, is remove the worry of personal 
political survival from the President and allow him to make decisions free from 
the temptation of political expediency.

The time has come, Mr. Chairman, for Congress to act on this proposal and 
give the people of the 50 states  an opportunity to be heard on this matte r. I urge 
the committee to act promptly and favorably on this  legislation, and send i t one 
step closer to the  American people for final decision.

Statement of Hon. Albert H. Quie, a Representative in Congress From the 
State of Minnesota

Mr. Chairman, I welcome the opportunity to discuss legislative proposals rela t­
ing to the  extension of the term of office for the President and Vice President.

Our structure  of government contains methods by which i t is allowed to change 
to meet new challenges. Using this process, I have introduced H.J. Res. 635, a 
Constitutional  amendment calling for a single six-year term for the Office of 
President and Vice President. Th is proposal ought not to be considered a panacea 
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designed to cure all of the  ills of the presidency, hut it will g rant the President six full years to exercise g reater  care in the discharge of his duties, and serve to streamline the operation of government, holding the President and the Congress more accountable to the people.
The debate over the length of the presidential term has never been laid to rest. During the Constitutional Convention in 1787, it became the most hotly debated issue. Since 1787, more th an 300 proposals limiting the President and Vice Presi­dent to single six-year terms have been submitted to the Congress.In his 1929 autobiography, President Calvin Coolidge, although an opponent of the single-term concept, gave an  excellent reason fo r its  adop tion:“It is difficult fo r men in his office to avoid the malady of self-delusion. They are always surrounded by woshippers. They are constantly, and fo r the most par t sincerely, assured of their  greatness. They live in an artificial  atmosphere of adulation  and exalta tion which sooner or later impairs their  judgment. They are  in grave danger of becoming careless and arrogant. The chances of having wise and faith ful public service are  increased by a  change in the Presidential office afte r a moderate length of time.”
Now, and without  assessing blame, the atmosphere surrounding the 1972 presi­dential campaign has  sparked renewed and appropriate interest in th is proposal. It  is an atmosphere which makes the need for adoption much more clear.A single six-year term would remove some of the inherent weaknesses in the present system. With all of the s tress on the office, it is intolerable tha t a Presi­dent eager to run for a second term must begin campaigning in the first. Yet this is the si tuation . Re-election places yet another burden on a President whose time should be occupied with  guiding the Ship of State, executing its  laws, and steer­ing legislation through Congress. Clearly, the Chief Executive should not be forced to abandon worthwhile proposals during the  last  two years to campaign for another four.
Outside his election circle he is saddled with requests by incumbents and new­comers, all of whom have their  say. Members of Congress obsessed with Oval Office aspirations seek to destroy his re-election chances. As a consequence, White House decisions are  made not for the benefit of the Nation, but for the benefit of survival. Inside his election circle, he is surrounded by adm inistra tive personnel whose positions of tru st depend upon the President’s surviv al; persons whose main duties during election time are  to “sell” the President, not to  serve him.My bill, H.J.  Res. 635 is aimed at  correcting these weaknesses. Passage of this amendment means tha t the President and his aides can devote six full years to tend to the matte rs of the country. Implementing presidential policy is slow ; often it cannot be done in four years. Extending the term to six years should (1) greatly increase the probability of legislative passage, (2) improve the efficiency of the President and his staff, and (3) boost consistency in government policy. For Members of Congress it means concentrating on legislative work rathe r than trying to prevent the re-election of the President.
Some believe a single six-year term will effectively remove the President from politics, somehow elevating him to a higher position where he would be above the influence of the people and unaccountable to the Congress.
Mr. Chairman, I believe this argument has little, if any merit. Knowing that he will not be subject to the political pressure of campaigning, it is probable th at the exact opposite will be true. Our trip art ite  Constitutional  system insures a strong Congress reponsive to an informed elec tora te; we are  inherently protected against abuses of power on the par t of the  Chief Executive by the checks placed on him by the Congress.
In order to make the President more responsive to all of the people, I believe it is also time to seriously consider another  amendment calling for a national pri­mary system, allowing voters in every state  the opportunity to participate in the nomination of thei r President. As Congress seeks to modify and expand the  presi­dential term, and as pressure is brought to bear to produce legislation opening up the selection process, a national primary must be considered an essential link.The amendment should be designed to encourage candidates to stalk all 50 states, not jus t 21 (as in the 1972 campaign).  The amendment establishing a national primary would directly involve more people, not j ust  a powerful few. I t would restore  confidence in the democratic process in general and our democratic system in particular .
Mr. Chairman, the amendments face us, ready for scrutiny. The Founding Fath ers meant for the Constitu tion to be amended. Properly, i t is a long, involved, complicated process. Adopting these amendments, one for a six-year term for the
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office of the President and Vice President, the other for a national primary sys­
tem, is one of the  most im portan t changes our government could undergo. I t is an 
important and proper step for the Congress to take in order to insure government 
of the people, by the people, and fo r the people.

Statement of Hon. Robert L. F. Sikes, a Representative in Congress From 
the State of Florida

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before your distin­
guished Committee today in support of H.J. Res. 76, a bill which proposes to 
amend the Constitution of the  United States to provide an age limit and a single 
six-year term for the President. As you know, I am the sponsor of H.J. Res. 601 
which is simi lar to H.J.  Res. 76.

The suggestion tha t presidential terms be limited to one of six years has merit 
and it deserves more consideration than  it has received. It  is generally accepted 
tha t an incumbent President, concerned about his  reelection, is less effective as a 
leader than a man who knows he need not be political in his actions. He spends 
too much of his first four years seeking to be reelected. It  is only natural tha t 
his decisions be weighted at  least in p art  with political considerations.

Recent revelations tend to support this hypothesis. Watergate would not have 
happened if some of those around the President had been more concerned with 
what  was right than with w hat was politically expedient.

When the framers of our Constitution established the presidency, there  was no 
limitation as to the number of terms he could serve, bu t tradi tion dictated  over 
the years tha t two four-year terms would be the rule. I t was only in this century 
that tradi tion was broken, and then by only one President, F rank lin D. Roosevelt.

Congress later approved an amendment limiting presidential service to no more 
than  two terms, largely to avoid the establishment of a political machine which 
the people could not overturn a t the ballot box. I believe th at was a wise decision, 
but we must change with the times. The founding fathe rs were seeking an ideal 
situation . They had few7 precedents. We have the benefit of experience. Other 
nations have successfully tested the concept of one six-year term. Mexico is a 
good example. Few governments in modern times have been as  stable.

Mr. Chairman, it is w’orthy of note tha t President Nixon has endorsed the 
suggestion for one six-year term. A constitu tional amendment is required and 
this in itself is a slow process. It  is time for a beginning. For the good of our 
political system and our nation, I urge this Committee to favorably report this 
legislation.

Thank you.

Little Neck, N.Y., December IS, 1973.
Mr. Maurice A. Barboza,
Rayburn House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Barboza : Some time ago, I wrote to Mr. Pe ter Rodino to express my 
views on the question of the six-year presidential term. He was kind enough to 
suggest t hat you might want to include my piece in the record being compiled by 
the committee for w7hich you are  counsel.

Enclosed herewith are my thoughts on the subject. I hope tha t you will find 
them useful.

Sincerely yours,
Abraham Koltun .

Yes, We Do Want a Six-Year President

The question under consideration is, “Do We Want  a Six-Year President?” My 
answer is YES, loud and clear. My reason: I prefer a six-year president  to an 
eight-year president.

The reasons for continuing the four year renewable term are fami liar to all. 
In a textbook sense, they are persuasive. The trouble is th at it jus t doesn’t w7ork 
out tha t way. To all  intents and purposes, when we elect a president he can look 
forw ard to eight years in the White House. Since Grover Cleveland lost his bid
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for re-election in 1888—at that, he gained a majori ty of the popular vote—only one incumbent has been turned out of office. Tha t was Herbert Hoover in 1932, and i t took a depression of catastrophic proportions to do it.Even under the best of circumstances, an incumbent enjoys almost insuperable advantages:

(1) He is viruta lly assured of renomination at a convention featured by a well-orchestrated outpouring of support and approval. By contra st, his challengers in the opposing party must survive a bloodbath tha t not only spli ts the party wide open but often provides the incumbent with all the ammunition he needs for  the campaign that follows.
(2) The president’s name is a household word. The challenger must spend millions just  so that people can learn who he is.(3) The incumbent enjoys high visibility, usually at public expense. He travels wide ly: he entertains visiting heads of st at e; he welcomes return ing military heroes and POW’s and congratulates winning athle tes ; he speaks to men walking on the moon. Whether he accomplishes much or little, he is seen by millions of Americans with whatever frequency he desires.(4) Aside from his ceremonial activities, the President can command prime time on the broadcast media to make political speeches disguised as  non-partisan messages. His opponents seldom if ever obtain equal time for  rebuttal.(5) The president is so important to the media t hat top reporters a re assigned to cover his every move. Even on days when he does nothing, his inactivi ty is considered as newsworthy as his opponent’s activity.(0) A great many officeholders owe their employment to the incumbent. They constitu te the  nucleus of the re-election effort and they, in turn, recru it campaign workers who are  beholden to them.
(7) The incumbent can take credi t, deserved or not, for all legislation lie signs. Nixon fought the increase in social security benefits proposed by a  Democratic Congress but when it  was passed over his opposition, he addressed a message to recipients posing as the author of this largesse.
(8) Most important of all, the office of the president has acquired an aura tha t make any criticism of him, to many voters, a sign of disloyalty to the nation. In the last campaign, this feeling was shrewdly and cynically exploited. Banners and slogans exhorted people to “Re-elect the President.” Nixon, who commanded littl e affection or admira tion—and his campaign committee knew this well—was seldom mentioned by name.
When the incumbent is less than  completely scrupulous, he commands an ad­vantage whose extent can only be surmised—or uncovered af ter  lengthy investi­gation. Fo r example, he ca n:
(1) Amass a tremendous war  chest by means tha t may either include or border on extortion.
(2) Use government agencies—the Attorney General’s Office, the FBI, the CIA, the IRS, among others—to int imidate and hara ss his pol itical enemies.(3) Develop a secret staff, at public expense, to serve his political ends by engaging in spying, breaking and entering, and other covert operat ions.(4) Intimidate the media by thre ats to licensees, wiretaps on reporters, and FBI  investigation.
(5) Invoke the specter of national security whenever it  suits his political purpose.
With the incumbent’s re-election all but  assured, the Campaign serves no useful purpose. To the contrary, the continuance of political invective under such cir­cumstances only divides the nation and creates unnecessary animosities. A fa ir election is the finest manifestation of democracy in action. An election where the cards are stacked in favor of the incumbent is a mockery; it destroys faith in democratic institutions.
Having littl e or no chance to win. the losing party  suffers grievous wounds. This del ights the incumbent but hu rts the country. A “sweeping mandate” earned at the expense of an impotent challenger encourages the president  to become contemptuous of those who did not support him. When the losing party still controls Congress, effective government grinds to a halt.The money spent on an unnecessary campaign—over $100,000,000 in 1972—■ represents an indefensible waste of our resources when urgent needs go begging. But waste is not the tota lity of ev il: the limitless resources make all kinds of chicanery possible.
Changing anything as basic as the presidentia l term of office will not come easily. Witness the small number of amendments to the Constitution. But state
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legislatures chose United States  senators for more than  120 years—and who would 
advocate tha t procedure today? It  takes courage and vision to recognize when a 
tradi tion has become antiquated. If  the 1972 campaign taught us anything, it 
should have been this.

Republican National Committee,
Washington, D.C., October 5, 7973.

Mr. RicnARD J. Oparil,
Syracuse, N.Y.

Dear R ichard : It  is always gratify ing to hear from young people like yourself 
who are eager to learn about political parties  and our system of government.

In your recent let ter you ask the  opinion of the Republican National Committee 
on the m atter of a six year term for the President of the United States. There is 
no mention of th is in the  Platform  adopted by the 1972 Republican National Con­
vention : therefore, we do not have an official position to give to you at this time.

The Members of Congress will have varied views on th is subject and I expect 
there  will be great differences among the Members of both parties. If  this pro­
posal becomes a strong issue, i t will no doubt be considered in the deliberations 
on the Platform for the 1976 Republican National Convention unless the Con­
stitu tion has been amended by tha t time, which I doubt will be the case since th is 
is normally a very slow process.

Since you are  prepared to testify  before the Judiciary  Committee of the House 
of Representatives, I think you should not be influenced by any party position but 
make up your own mind. If  you keep up with Congressional activities you are 
probably conscious of the position taken by leaders of both political parties  in the 
Congress.

We hope th at you will continue to take such a keen in terest  in the affairs  of 
our Nation.

Sincerely yours,
J osephine L. Good, 

Convention Director.

Statement of R ichard J.  Oparil

Mr. Chairman, I am honored to have this opportunity to submit th is statement 
for the hearing  record, to express my views on House Join t Resolution 76. A 
Join t Resolution proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United 
States, providing for a single six-year term for the President, and an age limit 
of seventy years.

Before I begin to outline the reasons why I support this Join t Resolution, I 
would like to tell you something about myself. My name is Richard J. Oparil, and 
I reside at  419 Craddock Street, Syracuse, New York 13207. I ’m thirteen years old, 
and am very interested  in law and the United States Congress.

It  is my firm belief tha t this Subcommittee should report favorably on H.J. 
Res. 76.

The American people have witnessed in the past few weeks and months how 
political ambitions in the White House can litera lly bring the government to a 
standstill. We are at  the climax of a great  constitu tional confrontation, the 
Executive vs. the Legislative and Judicial Branches. However, if this amendment 
were in effect, we would have none of this.

In preparation for the submission of this statement I ’ve wri tten to the White 
House, Democratic National Committee, Republican National Committee, AFL- 
CIO Legislative Department, and the Distr ict of Columbia Bar  Association. I 
have only heard from, however, the Office of the White House Press Secretary, 
and the Republican National Committee. I have hereto attached as Exhibit No. 1, 
a letter from Josephine L. Good. The Republican Convention Director.

I also attach a lette r from the Chairman of the House Judic iary Committee, 
Peter W. Rodino, giving me permission to file this s tatement, as Exhibi t No. 2.

A proposal of this type was recommended to the Congress in 1837 by President 
Andrew Jackson. He said, “the Chief Magist rate should be limited to a single 
term of either four or six years.” I might also add as a footnote th at in 1861 when 
the South formed the Confederate States of America, they included a clause in 
the ir Constitution providing fo r a single six year term for the President.

Turning now to a related  subject. I suggest tha t the Subcommittee on Crime 
attach an amendment to H.J. Res. 76 which would extend the term of Members of 
the House of Representatives to four years. As you well know Representat ives
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run for re-election every o ther year. They must he constantly campaigning. This 
puts a tremendous burden on the Member, financially, as well as politically. To 
quote from Lyndon Johnson: “To strengthen the work of Congress, I strongly 
urge an amendment to provide a four  year term fo r Members of the House. . . .” 
Continuing, “The present two year term requires most members of Congress to 
divert enormous energies to an almost constant  process of campaigning. . . . And 
a longer term will serve to att rac t more men of the highest quality  to political 
life.”

Mr. Chairman, I can not express to you, and to the Members of the Subcommit­
tee on Crime of the Committee on the Judiciary, my gratitude for allowing me 
to express my opinion on this very important issue. I urge all of you to support it, 
as amended.

Committee on the J udiciary.
House of Representatives. 

W as hi ng to n,  D.C., Oc tob er  18, 7,973.
Mr. Richard J. Oparil,
Syracuse, N.Y.

Dear Richard : Thank you for your lett er concerning H.J. Res. 76, a bill pro­
posing an amendment to the Constitution of the United States to provide for a 
single six-year term for the President.

The Subcommittee on Crime, to which this measure has been referred, held a 
day of hearing on H.J. Res. 76 and related bills on September 26. Additional 
hearings are being contemplated by the Subcommittee, but at  this time no fur­
ther ac tion has been scheduled.

Should you wish to submit an expression of your views on a  single six-year 
Presidential term for the record, please feel free to do so, and direct it to the 
atten tion of Maurice A. Barboza, counsel, Subcommittee on Crime, B-351B 
Rayburn House Office Building.

I commend you for your interest in national affairs and for your efforts to 
improve the effectiveness of the Presidency.

With all good wishes, la m  
Sincerely yours,

Peter W. Rodino, Jr., Chairman.

Thomas E. Cronin—The Case Against the Single Six-Year 
Presidential Term

(Center Visiting Fellow Thomas E. Cronin, a former White House Fellow and 
staff  member of the Brookings Institution , has taught at Stanford and the 
University of North Carolina at  Chapel Hill. Author of numerous articles on 
the presidency and national politics, he is the co-author and editor of The 
Presidential  Advisory System (1969) and co-editor, with Rexford G. Tug well, 
of The Presidency Reappraised, which will be published early in 197.'/.)
One of the more persistent remedies in discussion of  the presidency, in light 

of the Watergate scandals, is th at presidents  should be removed from “politics.” 
The assumption is tha t once elected, presidents should provide leadership for all 
people and cast aside parti san calculations. He should do what is “right” even 
if this means that his pa rty might lose votes, his friend suffer financial losses, or 
his own political future be damaged.

Those who want to take the pol itics out of the  presidency usually want to de- 
emphasize the divisive aspects of both electoral politics and partisanship and 
somehow elevate the presidency above selfish ambitions. Implicit is the hope 
tha t the dignity of the office can be enhanced by encouraging presidents to act 
so as never to favor one party over another, one region over another, or one 
class over another. The verdict  is rendered tha t the roles of politician and s tates­
man are incompatible. Critics voice disapproval when presiden ts appoint well 
known party  workers or campaign contributors to key admin istration or am­
bassadorial posts. Appointments, critics say, should be made on merit alone, 
above poli tics! Then, too, presidents look unstatesmanlike to some when they 
appear at fund raising dinners or intervene in state  and congressional political 
elections.

The proposed Constitutional amendment championed by Senator Mike Mans­
field (D-Mont.) and George Aiken (R-Vt.) in the 92d and 93d Congresses and
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suggested by President Nixon in the wake of the Wate rgate scandals, would extend the term of a president to six years but make presidents ineligible to run 
a second time. Such a change, it is hoped, might give a president greater courage 
and freedom in the exercise of his responsibilities. Arguing that  we must liberate the presidency from “unnecessary political burdens,’’ Mansfield says tha t i t is in­
tolerable that a presiden t “is compelled to devote his time, energy and talents to what  can be termed only as purely political tasks. . . .  a president facing reelec­
tion faces . . .  a host of demands that  range  from attending the needs of political 
office holders, office seekers, financial backers and all the rest, to riding herd on the day-to-day developments within the pedestrian part isan arena.”

The six-year term proposal ia supported by those who feel the country’s chief 
executive should be more businesslike and tha t reducing his political activities  would assu re more time and energy for  p lanning and systematic program imple­
mentation. Some hope, moreover, that it would enable a president to overcome his deference to special intere sts and the timidity tha t result s from having to keep 
his eye on the forthcoming election. Several former White House aides have given support to the concept of a six-year term and offer this type of r ationale : From a former adm inistra tive aide to Lyndon Johnson :

“I would favor one six-year term for the presidency. I don’t th ink the president should be concerned and involved with politics and the considerations of becom­
ing elected for  another term. The president’s obligations should be devoted to a whole nation and not to any one section of it.”

A Nixon foreign policy aide offered this view :
“I am in favor of a six-year term because we frankly don’t have enough time to get going as it  is. We a re working on several things now tha t a re j ust develop­

ing and will have to be dropped this year or next because of the political rest rain ts 
involved in the election . . . there can be some excellent re sults if we keep push­ing. But we are being held back—some of the president ’s political aides are already sending us memos to th at effect.”

And a  former national security counselor to President Johnson writ es :
“The four-year presidential term with its tremendous pressures on the  incum­

bent to lay the groundwork for his reelection inhibits . . . long-range nonpartisan political thinking. . . . We have seen all too much of White House pressures for 
drama tic quick fixes on the grounds tha t “the president needs something fas t 
before he comes up for reelection.” The single six-year term would seem to pro­vide an atmosphere in w’hich . . . long term planning and less par tisan solutions might have a chance to flourish.”

Support for a six-year te rm without reelection also came from President John­
son, himself, who fel t th at four years Is not long enough for a president to develop and carry  out major reform programs. From the day a new president assumes 
office, he is racing against an almost impossible time schedule. National budgets are made a year  and a half, or two years, in advance and even then uncontrollable 
fiscal and political factors  prohibit a new president from significantly reordering 
national pr iorities. Johnson and several former aides argued tha t the most needed reforms take more than four years to formulate, pass, fund, and implement. The case for this reform, said Johnson in 1971, is stronger now than ever before: “The 
growing burdens of the office exact an enormous physical toll on the man himself 
and place incredible demands on his time. Under these circumstances the old belief tha t a president  can carry  out the responsibilities of the  office and at the same time undergo the rigors of campaigning is, in my opinion, no longer valid.”

While the proposal’s adoption at this time is unlikely, it does have beguiling aspects. Its  likely consequences are, however, far  less attra ctive than they may seem at first. Woodrow Wilson offered this trench ant perspective:  “The argu­ment is not tha t it is clearly known now just  how long each president  should 
remain in office. Four years is too long a term for a president who is not the true spokesman of the people, who is imposed upon and does not lead. I t is too shor t a 
term for a president who is doing, or attempting a great work of reform, and who has not had time to finish it.

To change the term to six years would be to increase the likelihood of its being too long, wi thout any assurance tha t it would in happy cases, be long enough. A 
fixed constitutional limitat ion to a single term of office is highly arb itra ry and unsat isfactory from any point of view.”

The proposed divorce (between the presidency and politics) presupposes a sig­
nificantly dif ferent type of political system than ours, which is glued together in large measure by ambiguity, compromise, and the extensive sharing of powers. In 
light of the requisites of democracy, the presidency must be a highly political 
office, and the president an expert practi tioner of the  ar t of politics. Quite simply, 
there  is no other way for presidents to negotiate favorable coalitions within the



count ry, Congress and the executive branch , and to gathe r the auth orit y needed to tran slate ideas into accomplishments. A president who remains aloo f from poli­tics,  campa igns, and p artis an alliances  does so at the r isk of becoming the prisoner of events, special  interests, or his own whims.Most of the men who have  been effect ive presidents have  also been high ly po lit ical : they knew how to stretch the limit ed resources of the office, they loved politics and enjoyed the responsibilities  of party leader ship. The nation  has been well served by sensitiv e polit ician s, discipl ined by the general  thru st of partisan and public  think ing. Many of the least polit ical presidents were also the least succe ssful  and seemingly the least  suited  temper amentally to the rigors  of the office. The best have been those who liste ned to people, who responded to major ity as well as to intense mino rity sentiment , who saw tha t pol itica l parti es are often the most impor tant vehicle for comm unicat ing voter preferences  to those in public office, and who were attentiv e to the dive rsity  and inte nsity  of public attitu des, even as they attempted to educate and to influence the directio n of opinion.President  N ixon  told the nation  d uring h is Wa terg ate  cr isis tha t the presidency had to come first and p olitics second. T his , he said, is why he did not involve him­sel f in the 1972 election campa ign. Th is is a pleas ing posture, of course, but its  impli cations are misle ading and in large measure wrong. Eve ryt hin g a president does has polit ical consequences, and every poli tica l act by a president has impli ­cations  for  the state of the presidency. As a nation we migh t just  as well grow up to the fu ll recognition tha t presidents will  and must be poli tica l and they ought to be vigorous  p artis an leaders as well. Bip artisanship  rare ly has served us well. Jam es Mac Greg or Burns aptly  notes that, “A lmost as many  crimes have  been c ommitted in the name of mindless bipa rtisa nshi p as in the name of  mind­less patriot ism.” Recog nition  of the reality  of presidents  as par tisan polit ical leaders migh t also serve to underscore the seriousness of the la ck of an opposition par ty tha t can challenge a president’ s program, challenge the presidential estab­lishment, and that  is eager and able to proclaim alte rnative  nati ona l prior ities .I f our nati ona l leaders  do become isolated or insulated from the mood of the public, then electi ng our presidents for  longer  terms would only encourage this tendency. Frequent  election s necessarily  remain a chi ef means of  moti vatin g responsive and responsible behavio r. An apo litical president , disinterested in re- election , motiv ated by personal prin ciple or moralist ic abstr actio ns, and aloo f from the concerns of our pol itica l parti es, could be a highly  irresponsible presi­dent. Elec tion s custo mari ly force an assessment of presidential perform ance. Elections  are welcomed when promises have  been kept and feare d when perform­ance has  been unsatisfactory. Is  it a mere coincidence, or were Presid ent Nix on’s troop w ithdrawa l rates aimed toward the election of 1972, or  the  Joh nson- Humphre y bombing ha lt of 1968 aimed toward tha t elect ion?  President Nix on’ s significa nt economic "game  plan ” reversal in 1971 and President Johnso n’s vain efforts at peace negotiations in 1967 and 1968 unm istak ably  were related  to the actio n-forcing character  o f American elections .Though  impor tant national  policy chang e is a slow process, it does not neces­sari ly follow tha t a six-y ear term is an appropriate remedy. Freq uently policy changes which  have frus trated  the Wh ite  House have come slowly  because they have been highl y controversial and support was not adequ ately  assembled. Mob ili­zation of support is jus t as much a president ial responsibility  as procla iming  t he need, and support would be no less cru cia l with  a seven-year or even eleven-year term. Only  a shrewdly poli tica l president who is also his party ’s leader , sensitiv e to pol itica l moods, and allied  with dozens of polit ical and party elites, can build the coali tions  tha t can bridge the separa tion of powers in  Washington, and offset strong forces  bent on thwartin g progress.Often, when the Whi te House is frustra ted in attem pting  reform,  the proposed changes hav e not been adequ ately planned or tested. In the case of the Johns on administ ratio n it is now well known that  too many policies were pronounced pre mat urely: sometimes policy  was “m ade”  by press release and the adm inistra­tion acted as though bill-s ignin g ceremonies were the culm ination of the policy­mak ing process. The John son administr ation  also was frus trat ed in its attempt to implement  sweeping domestic policy  changes precisely because too much em­phasis  was  placed on “ getting the l aws on the books” to the neglect  of developing the man agerial  and bureaucratic organi zations necessary  for  ima gina tive  admin­istra tion of thes laws . A Whi te House tha t becomes overly transf ixed with a legi slative  box score or tha t succumbs to the unquenchable thir st for  q uick pol iti­cal credit may, at least for a while, appear to be accom plishing grea t innovations. Bu t transl ating paper victo ries into genuine policy accomplishments requires fa r more th an monopolization of the legislative  process.
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In the early history of the  presidency, presiden ts who were unable to mobilize 
support within Congress were also unable to maintain reasonable support within 
thei r own executive branch. Keeping in the good graces of a president, who had 
parti sans of his own in Congress, became politically prudent for cabinet members 
w’ho had program or political ambitions of the ir own. According to political 
scientist  James S. Young, presidential effectiveness depended in large measure 
on political-partisan leadership skills.

What was true in the pas t remains true tod ay: effective national leadership 
requires w hat the  Constitution tried  to discourage, th at a party  or faction disperse 
its members or it s influence across the  branches of government. A president under 
normal circumstances who ignores this or retr eats from these parti san and 
political responsibilities is unlikely to achieve much substantive policy innovation. 

Favor changing to six-year  presidency?
_____ Percen t_____
Yes No

1936_______________________________________________  26 74
1939_______________________________________________  24 76
1045_______________________________________________  27 73
1969________________________________________________ 19 81
1973_______________________________________________  30 70

Source: The Gallup Opinion I ndex  (Ju ly 1973).
Moreover, as Clark Clifford, a former counselor to three presidents  put i t : 

“A president  who can never again be a candidate is a president whose coattail s 
are permanently  in mothballs.” A president elected to a six-year term with 
reelection forbidden would be a presiden t inescapably confronted with a bu­
reaucracy of the permanent government, as well as his senior political appointees 
even less responsive to him than now. Even when presidents are both popular 
and eligible for reelection their  dependence on the senior and mid-career services 
of the permanent government can never be overestimated. This is well summed 
up in a wonderfully wry, albeit  overstated, Washington observation tha t the 
“bureaucracy eats presidents for lunch.” When i t is known th at a chief executive 
is to leave by a certain  date, bureaucratic enterpreneurs suddenlj’ enjoy wider 
degrees of discretion and independence. Used or not reeligibility is a potentially  
significant political resource in the hands of a president, and denying that re­
source will diminish the leadership discretion of futu re presidents who desire 
to be activis t policy initia tors. It  could have the same effect as the Twenty- 
Second Amendment; though, to be sure, this is not a propitious time to expend 
much energy on repealing the Twenty-Second Amendment; it w’as, in enactment, 
a massive vote of no-confidence in the political judgment of fu ture generations. 
As Henry Steel Commander once put it, “We subst itute our judgment for theirs  
on the crucial matte r of electing a President.”

One may sympathize with President Johnson’s predicament in 1968, when he 
was losing popularity , when the American public was disi llusioned with his war 
policies, and his domestic programs were running into a myriad of implemen­
tation difficulties. Many of his domestic efforts had become controversial,  many 
were underfunded or not funded at  all, and those tha t received funding often 
foundered on the  shoals of Johnson’s Vietnam-generated inflation or from inte r­
governmental obstacles not anticipated by White House domestic program 
architects . It  is doubtful, however, tha t much would have been diffe rent under 
a Constitutional  six-year term.

A six-year term might induce some otherwise timid presiden t to propose more 
courageous and far-reaching policies. But tha t was hardly  a Johnson deficiency. 
A six-year term might make those who are overly concerned with party pat­
ronage and par ty machinery less so. But this was clearly not a Johnson preoc­
cupation. A six-year term might permit a grea ter degree of program follow- 
through, monitoring, and evaluation. But this apparently was never a personal 
Johnson interes t. Nor would a six-year term have been any guarantee tha t much 
of the Watergate scandals would not have occurred anyway.

The idea of a set single six-year presiden tial term is the  last gasp of those who 
cling to the hope tha t we can separa te national leadership from the crucible of 
politics, or of those who contend tha t our presidency is overly beholden to the 
workings of a patronage or spoils system. Neither is the case: the former re­
mains an impossibility while the lat ter  is a problem whose time largely has 
passed. So, too, the notion t ha t intense conflicts over policy choices can be some-
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how removed from the presidency is undesirable. The conflicts th at  surround the  presidency and require  a  pres iden t to act as public  m ediator mir ror exis ting  and potentia l conflicts over values  in the society a t large . If  o ur pres iden ts were  not  asked to resolve political conflicts they would not be fulfill ing those responsi­bilit ies which right ly are  associated with democratic  lea dership.



ADDITIONAL MATERIAL

Limiting Tenure of Future Presidents

The Speaker pro tempore. Under a previous order of the House, the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. Chamberlain) is recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. Chamberlain. Mr. Speaker, several years ago, because of my deep concern 
about the division within the Nation over Vietnam, and afte r giving the  matte r 
much thought and study, I introduced an amendment to the Consti tution to limit 
the tenure of fu ture  presidents of the United Stated to one term of 6 years. On 
the opening day of this 93d Congress, J anuary 3, 1973, I reintroduced the same 
amendment which is House Join t Resolution 127.

Much has happened since th at time to strengthen immeasureably the case for 
such a change.

Today, I would ask my colleagues, on both sides of the aisle, to reflect again 
on the  merit of th is proposal. And in doing so, I would ask tha t you take both a 
long view and a short view of American history.

Certainly, Mr. Speaker, the idea is not at  all new. In fact, it is a very old sug­
gestion. But being an old proposition does not necessarily make it a bad one. 
Indeed, the fact tha t i t keeps coming back for reconsideration from time to time 
and is debated a t intervals of a few decades shows tha t it att rac ts the a ttention 
of succeeding generations. I t refuses to die.

As you may well know, the single 6-year term was debated a t the constitu tional 
convention of 1787. Considerable discussion of its merits took place a t tha t time, 
and I think it is quite signitlcant tha t well over 100 amendments to p ut it into 
effect have been offered since the Constitution became operative.

The suggestion has been supported by notable names in our history. Presiden t 
Jackson, President Polk, P resident William Henry Harrison,  President Andrew 
Johnson, President Cleveland and President Taft all endorsed it at one time or 
another.

In 1912, the House Judiciary  Committee recommended a single 6-year term. In 
its report it s tated  :

“The President should be ineligible to a second term, because being ineligible 
there  will be no temptation improperly to use the powers and patronage of that 
exalted office.”

The report also said :
“It  will make the President the chief executive of the  whole people and not the 

leader of a mere faction or the  chief of a political party .”
And in conclusion the committee commented:
“This amendment, if submitted and ratified, will increase the efficiency of the  

admin istration of lhe Pre sident ; will remove the temptation to build up a political 
machine by the abuse of patronage and pow er; and save the President from the 
humiliating necessity of going to the stamp to repel assaults made upon him."

A year later, in 1913, the  Senate actually approved an amendment for a 6-year 
term, but President Woodrow Wilson objected to it, and i t died on this  side of the 
Capitol.

With the passage of time, the {lowers and responsibilities of the presidency 
have, of course, increased dramatically. If  there  were reason and justification for 
considering such a course of action 60 years ago, how much more justified we are 
in proposing a 6-year term today when the burdens of tha t high office have multi­
plied to previously unimagined complexity.

Several years ago, the m ajority leader of the  Senate, Senator Mansfield, joined 
the Republican dean of t ha t body, Senator* Aiken, to make an eloquent plea for 
such an amendment. In 1971. Senator Mansfield told a Senate subcommittee:

“It is just  intolerable tha t a President of the United States—any President, 
whatever his party—is compelled to devote his time, energy and talen ts to what 
can he termed only as purely political t asks.”

He added at a later po int :
(47)
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“Surely this amendment does not represent a panacea for these ills which have 
grown up with our system of democracy. But it would go far, I think, in unsad­
dling the presidency from many of these unnecessary political burdens tha t an 
incumbent bears.”

One of the arguments frequently advanced agains t this proposition is a stat e­
ment tha t it would make the President a “lameduck”—a person on his  way out 
and with no political future, and supposedly, therefore, without incentive to do 
a good job.

At the outset let me reject such misuse of the label of “lameduck.” By definition 
and generally accepted usage, a "lameduck” is an officeholder who has sought 
reelection and failed to win it. So the term is a misnomer when used in  this par ­
ticu lar context.

However, to answer the argument, let us use the term loosely. To those who 
have doubts about a single 6-year term for that reason, I would suggest tha t 
second-term Presidents are already “lameducks.” This we did when we adopted 
the 22d amendment limiting the President to two terms. Therefore, it  seems to me 
tha t the benefits of such an amendment would outweigh whatever we might lose 
by having so-called 6-year “lameducks” instead of 4-year “lameducks” as they 
may be called in their second terms.

Such a  change would give our President more time to attend  to his immeas­
urable and ever-growing duties—Chief of State, administrat ive head of the ex­
ecutive branch, Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces, arch itect of our foreign 
policy, as well as of the domestic programs to assure  the well-being of the sta te 
of the  Union, and the political head of his party. These are  tremendous responsi­
bilities in a world made more dangerous by intercontinental  nuclear missiles and 
radically shrunken by je t airc raft,  fantastic  communications, and our recent 
space exploits. I believe that today, more than ever before, i t is absolutely essen­
tial to minimize political demands on the President, so that he can devote his 
full attent ion to the affairs of sta te.

The amendment would minimize or remove a lot of uncertainly—for the Presi­
dent, for the Nation, and for the na tions tha t deal with us.

Let us briefly examine another argument raised against  such an amendment, 
some object to the proposal as removing the Pres ident from public accountability, 
making him unresponsive to a public which he will not have to face in  another 
election. This is a valid concern, but not, I think, a real danger.

Any President wants to succeed in the office and to succeed he must not only 
win, but he must have wide popular support for his recommendations and pro­
grams. Every President needs support in Congress which he cannot get if he 
alienates himself from tire people. Every President desires the continued success 
of his  political party and the philosophy it  represents. This, too, requires popular 
support. Most Presidents  will want to have some influence on the choice of thei r 
successors, and this, too, requires popular support. Finally, any President—being 
human—desires to be well thought of by his countrymen. He wants to be liked. 
All of these considerations will insure tha t a President, even under a single-term 
limitation , will be sensitive to the needs and wishes of the American people.

Then there  is the notion that one 6-year term would “freeze in” poor Presidents 
by lengthening their term by 2 years.

It  is my view tha t such an amendment would shorten, not lengthen the tenure  
of Presidents since in actual practice the term of the Presidency has become a 
usual 8 years.

For more than  40 years, every American President, save one, has  served more 
than 4 years in office. The one exception was President Kennedy, who was assas­
sinated  in his third  year in office, and I am sure tha t most observers would 
readily concede that he would have been reelected for a second term.

What  is known as “the power of the incumbency” is  well exemplified in our 
presidency. Most Presidents want  two terms and most Presidents get two terms. 
Their  names become household words. They are followed by a press corps from 
throughout  the  Nation and the world. On short notice, the ir faces and thei r st ate­
ments go into tens of millions of homes via television.

They become almost unbeatable. Their challengers have no such platforms un til 
jus t weeks before the election date.

At this point in our history, it might be well to speculate on how different 
things might have been for the late  President Lyndon B. Johnson and our 
incumbent President who succeeded him, Richard M. Nixon, had they been elected to single 6-year terms.

President Johnson, afte r winning election in his own right in 1964, promoted 
the “great society” as his major domestic program while the U.S. involvement
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in Vietnam stea dily  increased. The  result ing  combination of Fed era l spending 
set  up tremendous economic pressures.  Yet he refused, because of poli tical  con­
side rations , to call for  a tax increase  to provide the  revenue to meet those 
expendi tures. Today we are sti ll suffer ing from inflationary  pressures  th at  have 
ensued.

Indeed,  one can go beyond domestic  policy and build a strong case th at  the  
conduct of the  wa r itse lf might well have gone differently and might have  been 
concluded earl ier. The intrans igence  of Hano i would not  have been buoyed by 
many of the  unc erta inties, inclu ding the  possibility of a change of leade rship .

Mr. Johnson, af te r he was  out of office, in dica ted he had given a lot  of thought 
to a single term  and  tha t he leaned th at  way. Here is  w ha t he sa id in a televis ion 
interview of 1972 with  W alter Cronk ite of CBS N ew s:

“I believe th at  if a man  knew th at  he ju st  had  one term  and  he had to get 
ever ything through in six years , th at  he didn’t have  to play to any political 
group and he didn’t have to sat isfy any segment of our society and thi s was the 
only chance  he was going to have and he couldn’t pu t it  off, I think it  would 
probably—and  I say probably—be in the  best  i nte res t of the  Nation.”

Mr. Speaker , let  us now t ur n to a President  of my own p arty , Pre sident  Nixon, 
whose possible impeachment is und er study by the Jud ici ary  Committee of this 
House.

Had  he been e lected to a single  6-year term, I feel sur e the re would have been 
no Watergate.  Cer tainly the re would have  been no CREEP. There  would have 
been no one raising campaign funds—legal or otherwise—for  his reelection . 
The re would have been no “poli tical adole scent s,” in the phraseology of Vice 
Pre sident  Gerald Ford, run ning the  campaign and  car rying out  illegal and  un­
eth ical acts.

Mr. Nixon would have been in a much bette r position to follow up on the bri l­
lia nt  ini tia tive he made wi th China and the  Soviet Union. In  addit ion,  he would 
have  had  much more time to devote to his domest ic programs  and to work  with  
the  Congress in solving the multitu de of problems we have rig ht her e at  home.

We improved the  Con stitu tion, in my opinion, when we adopted the  22d amend­
ment and limited our P res ident to two 4-year terms .

We made a fu rth er  improvement when we adopted the  25th amendment which 
was exercised for  the  f irst  time las t December in filing the Vice-Presidency. And 
in th at  amendmen t we also  provided for  the Vice Pre sident  to become Acting 
President  should the  need arise—as it did ari se with  Pre sident  Wilson  and  
Pre sident  E isenhower, among others.

Th at is progress. Th at is giving substance to the  oft-heard sta tem ent  th at  our  
Constitu tion  is a living document th at  can  be  changed to accommodate the  needs 
of the times.

Bu t it  is not  as much prog ress  as  the  Congress is capable of providing, or ns 
much as I believe the  American people w ant  and are  ready to accept.

The Senate has  enacted ra ther  sweeping  proposa ls to strengthen  t he  laws gov­
erning campa ign financing. Th at is all  very well, and in due course  I am sure 
thi s House will consider them and  work i ts will. But as to the  Pre sident ial con­
test , it  is my contention  th at  these proposals trea t the  symptoms while  ignoring 
the illness.

The Nat ion’s needs and  our  recent tra um as  clearly indicate th at  we should 
abolish second term  President ial  elections. When we do that , and only then,  will 
we be on the  clear pa th tow ard  the  urge ntly  needed and  fun dam ental improve­
ment in the  highest po litica l office in the land.

We need to g et reelec tion act ivity out  of the  W hite  House—and  we need to get  
the  W hite House ou t of reelec tion activity . And I mean really get it  out, root and 
branch, just  as  much and ju st  a s soon as we possibly can, ra ther  th an camouflage 
it  by sending it  a  few doors up Pennsylvania Avenue or over to the  offices of  th e 
nat ion al poli tica l committees.

The time  to move is now—while  so much th at  is wrong un der  the  presen t system  
is app arent to all and  while the country  not  only is eager—but is, in fac t, de­
manding, genuine election reform.

Now I  am not advocat ing th at  ther e is any magic in the  concept o f one t erm  of 
6 years. As I view it , 6 yea rs i s simply a compromise between 4 years  and 8 years. 
If  the Congress, in i ts wisdom, concluded that  a single  term  of 4 years, or  5, would 
be be tter,  that  would be acceptable  to me. My point is only thi s—th at  it  is time  for 
actio n—time  to get some movement  rolling.

Bu t the  principle t ha t should  not be compromised is the  ending of all  reelect ion 
act ivi ty by the  Pre sident  of the  United  States.  In  brief,  and I would hope that
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there would be broad agreement on this, what I would like to do is to get the President down off the stump and give him more time to work on his job and in the inte rest of the country and of all our  citizens.
The need is grea t The time is right. It  is my hope t ha t we can get some action 

star ted yet this year.
Mr. Speaker, we owe it to the Presidency, but more importantly , I feel it  is our 

obligation to the country.

[From  the Wall Str eet  Journa l, May 16, 1973]

W atergate Spur s Cam paign  R eform  Moves ; N ixon Bac ks  One  6-Year 
Term  for P re sid en t

Washington.—The Waterga te scandal is prompting a rash of ideas for cleaning up election abuses, including a proposal tha t could change the presidency' itself.President Nixon is ini tiating par t of the  reform effort, reviving an idea that has been kicking around Congress for ye ar s: a constitutional amendment limiting the President to a single six-year term, with no eligibility fo r reelection.Senate Democratic Leader Mike Mansfield of Montana and George Aiken of Vermont, the Senate’s senior Republican, are veteran sponsors of the six-year-term idea, but it  has gone nowhere. Yesterday, Sen. Mansfield said Mr. Nixon “indicated tha t he approved i t” du ring a discussion of campaign-reform proposals with con­gressional leaders at the White House.
The idea of a single six-year  term has been opposed by many political scientists on the ground it would cut the President’s clout by making him a “lame duck” from Inauguration Day award. Sen. Mansfield and other supporters argue it would remove unwholesome political pressures from the presidency, including the temptation  to use the government’s machinery to help the incumbent get reelected.The White House will propose today the creation of a 17-member commission to make recommendations by next December for new election laws. According to a White House spokesman, the commission will study the wisdom of the six-year single presidentia l term along with other reform proposals. He said Mr. Nixon doesn’t want to “dictate” the committee’s recommendations, but he didn’t dispute Sen. Mansfield’s report tha t the President favors the six-year term.
The commission also will study a proposal by Senate Republican leader Hugh Scott of Pennsylvania for the establishment of a permanent new election-monitor­ing agency to take over from the Justice  Department the job of enforcing the law requiring public disclosure of the source and use of campaign money. The Justice  Department has been criticized for failing to prosecute individuals involved in campaign-financing law violations in the 1972 election.
Even before Mr. Nixon, in his April 30 Watergate address, called for elimina­tion of “inexcusable campaign tactics ,” Congress was working on several bills tightening up existing laws. The Senate Commerce Committee is scheduled to consider today a bill sponsored by Sen. John Pastore  (D., R.I.) putting a ceiling on all money spent in elections for federal office. Existing law limits outlays for broadcast and p rint  advertising by a candidate, but doesn’t regulate expenses for such campaign s taples as d irect mail.
Sen. Mansfield said the President made it clear tha t Congress is welcome to work on new election laws this year, even before the recommendations of the proposed commission are made.

[From The Evening St ar  and Dally News, May 17, 1973]
Scandal  R eopen s Debate : One -Term P re siden ci es ?

(By Paul Hope, Star-News Staff Writer)
Another round of debate in the 200-year-old controversy over whether presi­dents should be limited to a single, six-year term has been set off by the  W ater­gate scandal.
President Nixon recommended yesterday tha t an election commission be established by Congress to recommend reform of the political process to elimi­nate  such abuses as have been revealed in the Watergate case and included the possibility of limiting the pres idential term of office.
Senate Democratic Leader Mike Mansfield, long a proponent of the idea, im­mediately introduced an amendment on behalf of himself and Sen. George D. Aiken, R-Vt., to write  the limit into the Constitution.
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The Watergate scandal may provide the basis for a spirited debate. But if 
history is a guide, the Manstield-Aikeu amendment will go the way of about 160 
similar proposals during the past two centuries.

In general, the arguments  for a single, six-year term have been that it  would 
free the President to give his best to the nation  without being const rained by 
political considerations. It  also is argued tha t it would free  the President from 
the demands of planning and carrying out a second campaign.

One big argument against it has been that the President would be a “lame 
duck” from the outset of his term and therefore less effective than  he might 
otherwise be. Another is that  the presidency is immersed in politics and should 
not be divorced from it.

In introducing his amendment yesterday, Mansfield said :
“It  is only by providing a single presidentia l term of six years, I believe, tha t 

this nation will preserve for  future  generations the complete integrity of its 
highest  office. Only with a single term will there  be assured a sufficient degree 
of freedom and independence for the President to function properly and ade­
quately today and in the years ahead . . .

“It  is jus t intolerable that a President . . .  is compelled to devote his time, 
energy and talen ts to what can be termed only as purely political tasks.”

To the usual arguments, Mansfield added another, one tha t touched directly on 
the Waterga te case. He said tha t in addition to a single term, the Congress 
should provide for public financing of presidential campaigns.

“The facts  of w’hat happens when political slush funds are made available 
are  jus t beginning to emerge,” he said. “Spreading the financial stra in over six- 
year interva ls should certainly ease some of the financial burden, but the only 
answer is in a comprehensive public election financing law.”

Presidential tenure  has occupied politicians and scholars since the beginnings 
of the nation. It  was one of the most hotly debated issues in the Constitutional 
Convention of 1787, and required at  least 60 ballots before the method of selec­
tion and the term was settled.

George Washington, in a lette r in 1788 to France’s Marquis de Lafayette dis­
cussing the proposed Constitution, sa id :

“There cannot in my judgment be the least  danger tha t the president  will by 
any practicable intrigue ever be able to continue himself one moment in office, 
much less perpetua te himself in it, but in the l ast  stage of corrupted  morals and 
political dep ravity; and even then there is as much danger that any other 
species of domination would prevail.

“Though when a people shall have become incapable of governing themselves, 
and fit for a master, it is of littl e consequence from what  qua rter  he comes. 
Under an extended view of this par t of the subject, I can see no propriety in 
precluding ourselves from the service of any man, who on some great emergency 
shall be deemed universally most capable of serving the public.”

Thomas Jefferson favored a single, seven-year term but late r came to accept 
the four-year term, with the tradi tion established by Washington of accepting 
only two terms.

In the Federalist Papers, Alexander Hamilton argued for a long term, asking 
if peace and stabili ty would be served by having a half  dozen former presidents 
“wandering among the people like discontended ghosts and sighing for a place 
they were destined never more to possess.”

Since the Constitution was adopted, proposals offered in the Congress to 
change the term have ranged from a low of one year to a high of eight, and most 
of them have recommended the President be ineligible for re-election.

The first proposal for a six-year term was offered in 1826 by Rep. Joseph 
Hemphill of Pennsylvania,  a Jacksonian Democrat.

President Andrew Jackson (1829-36) advocated a single term of four or six 
years in each of his eight annual messages to Congress.

The Southern Confederacy adopted the single term of six years for Its 
president.

The Whig pa rty platform in 1844 asked for a single term. The People’s party  
in 1888 and 1892 and the Democratic par ty platform in 1912 favored a single 
term without specifying a length. The Prohibition party in 1912 and 1916 
favored a single six-year term.

The Senate passed a constitutional amendment providing for a single, six- 
year term in 1913 but it died in the House after opposition from President-elect 
Woodrow Wilson.

Since 1926, about 40 proposals for six-year terms have been introduced in the 
Congress. Mansfield offered one in 1968 and again in 1971 together  with Aiken.
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Until 1940, Congress didn’t get overly excited about presidential tenure. But 
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s election to a third term tha t year and his election to a 
fourth term in 1044 led to the 1947 amendment tha t now limits presidents  to two, 
four-year terms.

The two-term limit was passed by a Republican Congress, and Democrat Harry 
Truman, President at  the time, said he never thought much of it. Dwight D. 
Eisenhower, the first President affected by the limit, called i t “unwise” but later  
opposed repeal saying Congress should see how it works for a few years.

President Lyndon B. Johnson, in his memoirs “The Vantage Point,” said tha t 
a single, six-year term might strengthen the federal machinery.

In a January 1972 televised interview with Walter Cronkite, Johnson said:
“I would like to see us t ry it, a lthough I don’t think we’re likely to do i t right  

now, bu t I think it’s worth exploring.
“I believe tha t if a man knew tha t he jus t had one te rm and he had to get 

everything through in six years, tha t he d idn’t have to sa tisfy any segment of our 
society and this was the only chance he  was going to have and he couldn’t put it 
off, I think it would probably—and I say probably—be in the best interests of 
the nation . . .

“I think tha t we’re all inclined to pu t off the hard ones and postpone them 
sometimes because we think, Well, we’ll have another term, or if we can’t get it 
all done before the  sun goes down today, we’ll get to it tomorrow.”

Johnson also said tha t every public servant is concerned with his reelection 
and “has to think of th at from the day he takes  the oath.”

But some of Johnson’s closest associates spoke against a single, six-year term  
during 1971 hearings on the Mansfield-Aiken amendment before a Senate Judici­
ary subcommittee headed by Sen. Birch Bayh, D.Ind.

Clark M. Clifford, former secretary of Defense and long-time politica l int imate  
of Johnson, said : “I find the notion that a President should be above politics 
inconsistent with our system of government . . .  I believe we denigrate ourselves 
as an enlightened people, and our political process as a whole, in imposing on 
ourselves still further  disability to reta in tested and trusted leadership.”

George Reedy, Johnson’s press secretary, also opposed i t. But  two other top 
aides, Joseph A. Califano and Jack Valenti, supported it.

Thomas (Tommy the  Cork) Corcoran, a confidant of Franklin Roosevelt and a 
Washington insider  ever since, told the Bayh committee tha t it  “is impossible 
to take politics out of politics.”

He capped his argument agains t the limitation by saying, “When in doubt, 
don’t.”

[From the Wash ing ton  Po st , Ju ne  27,  1973]

The  Undemocratic L ogic of a S ix-Year Term 
(By George Will)

Not the  least  alarming aspect of the W aterga te debacle is t hat it has loosed a spirit  of reform, including constitutional reform.
This has comic aspects, like the antic bravado of Air. Nixon—whose idea of a 

good lawyer is Herbert Kalmbach—suggesting improvements on James Madison’s 
handiwork. Mr. Nixon’s most significant suggestion (which has the implicit 
purpose of preventing future  Nixons) is tha t all futu re presidents should be 
restric ted to a single six-year term.

It  is, of course, true  tha t we would not have had the Watergate re-election 
scandal if we did not have re-elections. Similarly, we would not have election 
scandals if we did not have elections. And tha t extreme “solution” flows from 
the anti-democratic logic of the argument for  a single six-year-term.

That  argument radia tes dist rust  of the voters. It, like the 22nd Amendment, 
rests on the idea tha t the voters must have thei r opinions severely restricted lest 
they become irrationally  addicted to a president or lest they be endlessly manipu­lated by an incumbent scoundrel.

In addition, and somewhat contradictorily, the argument for a single six-year 
term implies tha t the electorate is a lurking, dumb impediment to the  inscrutably 
subtle statesmanship most presidents yearn to practice. The implication is tha t 
presidents cannot perform thei r duties well, or would perform them better i f they 
could ignore i rrelevant distractions l ike voters.
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Such di strust of the people got today’s President, and the presidency, into the  
current pickle. By 1971, Mr. Nixon’s men held in uneasy equipoise two silly ideas t 
Mr. Nixon is all tha t stands  between the republic and perdition and the voters 
cannot be trusted to side with Mr. Nixon in a fair  orthodox contest with the 
perfidious Democrats.

Mr. Nixon’s men considered him the greatest thing since sliced bread. They 
considered the leading Democratic contenders to be among natu re’s gravest 
blunders. Yet they did not trus t the voters to understand this stark, Manichean. 
choice. Rather than rely on persuasion, they ginned up some pretty  rum tricks 
to help win.

Mr. Nixon himself, an intelligent but studiously uncommunicative man, clearly  
believes the American people will not listen to persuasion on behalf of his pol­
icies. For four and a half years he has relied on imagemakers and sloganeers to- 
make his policies “play in Peoria.” So today, when his reputat ion depends on 
his ability  to persuade an understandably skeptical public to believe an unper­
suasive Watergate tale, he finds his powers of persuasion have atrophied.

Yet today a number of people, including Jack Valenti, a former aide to Lyndon 
Johnson, are advocating a constitutional change th at would lessen the need for a 
president  to have confidence in the people or to take them into his confidence.

According to Mr. Valenti, “the biggest asset the six year term brings to the 
Oval Office is the freedom it  gives a president to decide the tough issues without 
fear of burning his re-election bridges.” Mr. Valenti, an incendiary of historic 
dimension, wants to burn the bridges of all future presidents, evidently because 
he thinks it is unrealistic, unfa ir or imprudent to expect presidents to waste time 
helping the voters to unders tand the “tough issues.”

This was the spiri t of Lyndon Johnson’s only presidential campaign. In 1964r he refused to ta lk candidly about anything, including his plans for fulfilling U.S. 
commitments to South Vietnam. It  is worth, remembering tha t it did not take a 
constitutional amendment to keep President Johnson from asking the electorate 
for another term.

Vietnam is the “tough issue” that, before Watergate, raised difficult questions 
about the responsibi lities of presidents and the potentia l for abuse of presidentia l 
power. Thus it is <xld tha t Mr. Valenti tr ies to bolster his argument for a single- 
six-year term by citing a Vietnam-related incident reported by Kenneth O’Donnell,, 
an aide to President Kennedy.

Mr. O’Donnell claims that by 1963 Kennedy had  decided on complete military- 
withdrawal from Vietnam. “But,” Presiden t Kennedy is supposed to have said, 
“I can’t do tha t until 1965, afte r I’m re-elected.” Mr. O’Donnell says President 
Kennedy feared “a wild conservative outcry.”

Even if Mr. O’Donnell’s por tra it of Kennedy courage is accura te (Camelot 
hagiographers have been known to gild the dandelion) it is not evidence that all 
presidents should be barred from re-election. Rather, it is evidence that men like 
President Kennedy, who do not tru st the people, should not be elected at  all.

President Kennedy wanted Americans to commit themselves and take risks for 
more than a year in a cause he did not believe in, and which he intended to 
liquidate a s soon as he could do so without political inconvenience. The intere st­
ing question is: Why did President Kennedy think it would be intolerably incon­
venient to t ry to persuade the voters t ha t withdrawal was correct?

Evidently he believed the voters could not be reasoned with. This idea is fa sh­
ionable. It is implicit in Mr. Valenti’s theory that  “one of the main advantages 
of the six-year term is the elbow room it would give a President to make hard 
choices in the public interest with nagging doubts as to whether his decision 
would affect his re-election chances.”

Three cheers for nagging dou bts ! They do more than the Bill of Rights to 
force politicians to consult the public about the public interest. Democracy is, 
among other things, a way to institutionalize  nagging doubts about whether the 
people are peeved. That  is one reason for  repealing the 22nd Amendment.

Mr. Valenti says “the most valuable asset we have is the unfettered judgment 
of the President.” Unfettered? Surely even before Watergate i t was obvious th at 
the most pressing political task is to find ways to make presidents feel the  effec­
tive pressure of a snaffle.

And this is a political task, not a task  of constitut ional tinkering. I t comes down 
to preserving and exploiting every opportunity the voters have for making in­
cumbents nervous.
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(Fro m the  New York Times, Jun e 29, 1973]

Only 30 Percent in a Poll Back 6-Year Term
Continued disapproval by the American public for changing the term of office o f  the President to one six-year term with no re-election was indicated in a Gallup Poll survey released yesterday.President Nixon recently suggested tha t a commission dealing with electoral reform study a single six-year term for Presidents. However, among those in the lates t survey who expressed an opinion, 70 percent said they were opposed while 30 per cent voted in favor of such a change.Both men and women were almost equally against the change, while adults  under 30 were less in favor of the proposal than were those who are  50 years of age or  older.
The trend in opinions regarding a  six year Presidency has shown a slight in­crease! in support of the idea. In 1936, those in favor totaled 26 per  cent, those opposed 74 per cent. In the l ates t survey those in favor rose 4 percentage points.The findings reported yesterday are  based on interviews with a tota l of 1,552 adults, 18 and older, interviewed in person in more than 300 localities during the period of June 1 to June 4.

A Six-Year Presidency?
(By Jack Valenti)

If the Waterga te mess tells us anything, it is that the re-election of a President is the most nagging concern in the White House and that , given the limits of human nature , it is altogether  possible t hat the first item on the agenda of an incoming Administration is its  re-election. There is really nothing sin ister in this  objective—it’s the most normal thing in our politics.But, at  the risk of stepping on the droppings of shrewder and wiser philoso­phers, I think the time has come for changing the rules by which Presidential politics are played. My proposal is a single six-year term for the President with no re-election eligibility.
Two of the  most respected of all United States senators. Majority Leader Mike Mansfield of Montana and senior Republican George Aiken of Vermont, have both sponsored such an idea. They believe tha t while we ought, not to t inker too much with the constitutional machinery, we can rearrange a bit of the  constitu­tional furniture.

T H E  JU D G M EN T OF  H IS TORY

Consider for a moment the election of a new President under a six-year term. He takes  office knowing tha t he cannot seek re-election, tha t he will make his place in history, for better or worse, on the deeds and achievements of the next 72 months of his stewardship. He has only to do what he thinks is right, with the sure understanding tha t he must heed the people, for they are co-authors of the record he will leave to the historians. It is this judgment tha t most Presidents are keen to ce rti fy; they value it far above the Great Gallup Poll in the Sky tha t measures thei r popularity rath er than thei r legacy.Should taxes  be ra ised? Should rationing be instituted? Should troops be with ­drawn? Should wrongs be righted even though some voters are offended? If  the election is a year or two away, you can mark it down as a Major Truth that a first-term President will carefully weigh the effects of whatever he does on his second-term prospects. Kenneth O’Donnell, JFK’s closest political aide, wrote some years ago of a conversation President Kennedy had with Senator Mansfield in 1963 during which the senator urged JFK  to get the hell out of Vietnam. To which, according to O'Donnell, the President wryly confessed he wanted to do just  that, but he had to wait  until  after the election lest he be swamped at  the polling booths.
Waterga te would never have occurred if Presidential aides were not obsessed with re-election. If they had been comfortable in thei r tenure, knowing t ha t in six years they would lose their  lease—and in tha t short time they must write thei r record as bravely and wisely as possible—is i t not possible t ha t thei r arro ­gance might have softened and the ir reach for power might have shortened?The counter-arguments to the six-year term are (1) the President must no t be freed from considering the political implications of his acts or he becomes iso­lated from the people, and (2) he is a lame duck the day of his election.Let’s consider those two arguments.
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POWER AND POLITICS

Don’t we make the President a lame duck now the day he is elected to his 
second term? Does that hamper him? Of course not. The President has such 
power th at he can wield i t sufficiently and with precision to the las t weeks of his 
tenure. President Johnson signed into law two of the most controversial  pieces 
of legislation of his Adminis tration in the las t seven months of his office, the 
equal-housing and tax  reform acts. The powers of appointment, of veto, of budget 
making, of initiation of programs, of moral suasion—these are all intact, fully 
armed and borne by him unti l his successor is sworn in. Lame-duckism is a myth 
in the  Presidency.

A six-year-term President is not isolated and divorced from the daily political 
marketplace. Any President who wants to pass a bill, build a budget, construct 
a program, implement a  plan, make a treaty, negotiate at a conference must be 
sensitive to the people and the Congress. He must act within the framework of 
the separation of powers; he is powerful, but he is not all-powerful. Common 
sense dictates his actions, and his own sensitivity to his place in history freights  
his every move. Therefore it follows, quite reasonably, that the President who 
would write a durable and measurably valuable record must persuade the Con­
gress and the people.

The Congress and  the Supreme Court (the one answerable often to the voters, 
and the other  secure behind lifetime tenure) have only to exercise thei r power 
under the Constitution and the insensitive  President, opaque to the nation’s 
needs, can be pressured to straighen up and fly right.

We must always remember tha t a President’s noblest stirr ing is toward his 
place in history as a Good, perhaps Great, President. If  we abort his other 
objective, his re-election, we reduce the potent ial for mischief and leave th e better 
angles undisturbed.

We should also factor into our decision the time consumed in the re-election 
campaign. Some two and a half  years afte r a President is inaugurated, the 
elephantine appa ratus  of the Federal establishment moves to provision the re- 
election caravan. Energy, money and time are thrown into the job of precinct 
winning.

Why waste this effort and treasure? We no longer have the luxury of slow 
communications, of ships taking a month to cross the ocean, and the slow seepage 
of political impact. Today wo deal in eight minutes to catastrophe,  or the time 
it  takes a MIRVed missile to hurl itself  across borders. The stakes in the game 
have become too high to indulge ourselves in what seemed all right  a century, 
or even three decades, ago.

The Founding Fath ers understood the possibility of chan ge: they built the 
amendment mechanism into the Constitution. We have used this mechanism 26 
times, mostly to our  great benefit—and we should use it again to bring about the 
six-year Presidency.

A HOST AGE TO EMER GENC Y

Churchill once observed: “The amount of energy wasted by men and women of 
first-class quality  in arriv ing at  their  true degree before they begin to play on 
the world stage can never be measured. One may say that  60, perhaps 70 per cent 
of all they have to give is expended on fights which have no other object bu t to 
get to their battlefield.”

Tha t dusty, wasteful system is no longer acceptable in a world living on the 
nerve edge of disaster. The Presidency today is hostage to emergency. Every 
moment devoted to getting  re-elected squanders the most precious resources of 
the Presidency—and the nation.

Valenti, a former LBJ aide, is president of the Motion Pictu re Association of 
America.

F allacy of One-Term President 
(By Clayton Fri tchey)

Washington.—Reacting to the Watergate expose, President Nixon has called 
for serious consideration of a constitu tional amendment limiting Presidents to 
a single six-year term. But Watergate will also be the death of the  idea.

The prospects for congressional approval of such legislation may momentarily 
look bright, since the  majority  leader, Sen, Mike Mansfield [D., Mont.], immedi­
ately introduced an amendment to carry out the Nixon proposal. Yet the chances 
for final passage are  slim.
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Mansfield acted promptly because he and a senior Republican leader, Sen- 
George Aiken of Vermont, have for years been advocating a single six-year term 
amendment. Despite tlie ir great influence, it  has  made lit tle progress. This year, 
owing to the White House scandals, the climate is even worse for it.

Nixon made his suggestion while calling on Congress to create  a nonpar tisan 
study commission to recommend electoral reforms. No study is needed, however, 
to see tha t the lesson of Watergate is that  nothing could be more dangerous than 
an extended six-year term in the event of a Presidency turn ing sour.

If, for instance, the proposed amendment were a lready in effect, Nixon would 
now be at  the start of a term lasting until Jan. 20, 1979. If Watergate further  
discredi ts and disables him, it will be difficult for the country to survive the last 
three  years of his incumbency, let alone five to six years, had the extended term 
been operative.

Older Americans know from experience the agony of a prolonged failure in the  
White House. During the Great Depression, the country went from bad to worse 
for more than three years as a bewildered and panicky pilot [President Hoover] 
let the Ship of State sink almost to the bottom. When Hoover left  office, anarchy 
and revolution were in the air. It  is doubtful the United States could have sur­
vived another  two years under the  hapless Hoover.

Andrew Jackson was the only incumbent President o ther than  Nixon to advance 
the one-term idea, altho the architects of the Constitution considered it before 
settling  on a four-year term with no limitation on reelection. Altho more than  159 
years of experience confirmed the wisdom of the Founding Fathers, Congress 
nevertheless has continued to tinker with suggestions for change.

In the last 50 years, 40 proposals for six-year terms have been introduced in 
Congress, and once [in 1913] the Senate, but not the House, passed such a bill. 
Finally, in 1947, “in a posthumous revenge’’ against four-term winner Franklin 
Roosevelt, a Republican Congress passed the 22d Amendment limiting the Pres­
idency to two terms.

Up to now the only effect of this was to keep Gen. Eisenhower from a possible 
third term. Considering what has happened since he retired , the country might 
have been better off if he had continued in office. So, if  the present Congress wants  
to do something useful in this area, it could repeal the 22d Amendment and go back to the  original Constitution.

The spurious logic of the one-term limitation is t hat  if  a President cannot suc­
ceed himself he will be “above politics,” and presumably a better chief executive. 
In practice, tho, all of our Presidents, especially the grea t ones, have made their 
reputa tions in their first terms, which may be why near ly all the great ones were 
reelected.

The reason the Founding Fathers decided aga inst a one-term limitation is that 
it was saying, in effect, that the democratic process could not be trus ted, and that  
futu re generations could not be counted on to decide for themselves whether or not 
a President should be retained.

It  is, fundamentally a condescending notion and. happily, one tha t has been 
disproved. On the w’hole, there  could hardly be a better testimonial to popular 
judgment than the Presidents who have been reelected, such as Washington, 
Jefferson, Jackson, Lincoln and, in this century, Wilson. Frank lin Roosevelt, and 
Eisenhower. Perhaps the only better testimonial is the I’residents who have not 
been reelected.

Mansfield and Aiken are  a ttrac ted to the one-term limitation for the same rea­
son. Says Aiken: “A single term would allow a President to wear a t all times his 
Presidential hat  and forget for a while tha t he also owns a po litician’s ha t.” Says 
Mansfield : “We want to help the  President to be President! of all the people all 
the time, politics apa rt.”

The best short answer I know to this comes from Clark Clifford, an adviser 
to several chief executives. He says : “A President immunized from political con­
siderations is  a President who need not listen to the people, respond to majority  
sentiment, or pay atten tion to view's tha t may be diverse, intense, and perhaps at  variance with h is own.”

And A rthur Sehlesinger J r. adds, “The idea of a Presiden t ‘above politics’ is 
hostile to the genius of democracy.”

New’ Terms of Office for th e President and Members of Congress

The Speaker pro tempore. Under a previous order of the House, the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. Fraser) is recognized for 5 minutes.



57

Mr. F raser. Mr. Speaker , today I am introducing  a resolution  to amend the  
Con stitution to provide new term s of office for  the Preside nt and  Members of 
Congress.

The Pre sident  would be l imite d to a single  6-year term under thi s proposal. A 
new trie nnial  Federal  election cycle would replace the  current biennial cycle. 
House Members would be e lected every 3 years . Senator s would re tai n the ir cur­
ren t 6-year term s but ha lf of them would be elected at  every triennia l election.

A SIN GL E 6-YEAR  TERM FOR THE PRE SID ENT

If  noth ing else, the  Wa tergat e affair has  pointed up the  dangers of White 
House  preoccupation with  elec tion yea r pol itics.

We now know that  the  upi>er echelons of the  Whi te House staff were  tota lly 
absorbed in the Pre sid ent’s reelec tion campaign dur ing  the  months leading up to 
Nov ember 1972.

On a public  level, a t leas t, the  reelection campaign was the responsibility of 
a nongovernm ental  organiza tion, the  Committee To Re-Elect the  Pres iden t. Bu t 
the  Watergate hearing s have  shown th at  CRE P was litt le more than  a “fro nt” 
for a small  group of President ial  aides who had  ult imate  control over vir tua lly  
all campaign activ ities .

It  is an oversimplification to say th at  Wate rga te would not  have  occurred if 
I’residen t Nixon had not been running for  reelection. Rut clear ly, the  tem pta ­
tion to use the apparatus  of the Fed era l Government fo r pure ly poli tica l purposes  
would have  been lessened  considerably if the  Whi te House staf f had  not found  
it  necessary to mobilize all ava ilab le resources to aid  the  Nixon reelection effort.

Preside nt Nixon recognized this  problem, himself , when he suggested on May 
16 that  cons idera tion be given to a con stitutio nal  amendmen t limi ting  the Pre s­
ident to a single 6-year term.

Probably the  most succinct argument  in fav or of a single  Pre sident ial  term  
was put  forward by Sen ator George Aiken in a sta tem ent  on the Sena te floor 
dur ing the  early months of the  92d Congress. Senator  Aiken said  at  th at  time 
th a t :

"The amendment would allow a Pre sident  to devote himself ent irely to the  
problems of the  na tion and would free  him from the mil lstone of pa rti san politics . 
A single term  would allow a President  to wea r at  all times his president ial ha t 
and  forget for a while tha t he also owtis a p oli tici an’s ha t.”

Senator  Aiken contended th at  no Pre sident  can give his best to the  Nat ion 
or maintain  our  pres tige in the world  as long as he is constan tly being fired 
upon by those whose main object ive is to keep him from being reelected.

This  is not to say th at  the  Pre sident  should cease being a polit ical leader— 
even in the partis an sense.

Dur ing his single term, (he Pre sident  would be the  chief  spokesman for  his 
party  and the  chief  advo cate  for its programs. While  he would be unable to suc­
ceed himself, he would have some int ere st in seeing th at  his programs  were  
moved forward af te r his term  in office and  that  his par ty continued to hold the  
White House. But  he  would be working  to  pe rpe tua te his party  a nd his programs  
ra ther  th an  hi s personal j>osition of power.

In recent years, we ha ve seen that  a first  te rm Pre sid ent’s p rogram is developed 
in large p ar t to meet his own reelection needs.

In the  case of P resident Nixon’s domestic program , f or example his basic policy 
intere sts  were not revealed unt il the st ar t of h is second term. Why did we have 
to wa it 4 years  to d iscover  the Nixon adm ini str ation’s r eal views about the Great  
Society programs?  Mainly because the  President  knew th at  his basically con­
servative orie nta tion  tow ards soc ial issues, if fully  revea led too soon, migh t ha rm  
his  reelect ion chances.

If  the  circumstances were reversed, we migh t have  found ourse lves with a 
Democratic  Pre sident  who atte mpted  to camouflage his libe ral orientatio n for  
4 year s until he was sure th at  his  libe ral policies wrould not  damage him 
politically.

By giving  th e Pre sident  one term  and e xtending  i t to 6 years , we wTould be pro­
viding him with enough time to develop a program and see it tak e hold. Given 
the  complexities  of nat ional public  policy issues, 4 years is not  enough time to 
work up newr prog rams and then te st  them to see if they  really work. Even if 
a first term  President  is lucky enough to see th e major elements of his legis lative 
program adopted dur ing  his first  2 y ears in office, the  nex t election campaign is 
alre ady  upon him before the programs  have  begun to have an impact.

A single Pre sident ial  term  migh t also help to strengthen our  pol itica l pa rty  
system.
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With the  exception of Eisen hower years, the  pa rty  in pow er in recen t times  has been dominate d almost tota lly by the  man who occupies the  Whi te House. This  was tru e of the Johnson adm inistration and it  is cer tain ly tru e of the Nixon adm inis trat ion .
A f irs t term  Preside nt views his party  almos t solely in term s of his own reelec­tion  needs. Othe r party  objectives,  including the  election of party  members to Congress  and  to Sta te and local ofiice, clea rly ran k near the bottom of the White House’s political agenda.
If  a Pre sident  is freed from the need to concern  himself  wi th his  own ree lection, he will not be tempted to t ake  personal contro l of  his p ar ty ’s organ izat ion—unless he wants  to hand  pick his successor, a risky business a t best.
Once the  President ial election is over, it will be the  new Pre sident 's poli tical  party, not  the Chief Exec utive  h imself, th at  must begin to think about and plan for  the  n ext  election. This is as it  should  be. P olit ical  campaigns  ar e the proper business of polit ical par ties. They should not  become the  preoccupation  of the  White House.
Obviously, a  single term  will not, in itself , puri fy and  reform  Pre sident ial poli­tics. There may still  be po litica l sabotage  and campa ign spend ing abuses. But a t lea st the  chances  a re less that  the power of the  pres idency  will be used for  these negative purposes.
In  draft ing  a constitu tional amendment providing for a single G-year term, we have encountered a practical problem. Unless the  amendment is ratif ied du r­ing the  n ext  2 years—a very unlikely possibility —-it will become entangled  in the- 1976 cam paign if it applies to Pre sid ent Nixon’s successor, And a fter  1976, i t will be difficult if not impossible to l imi t the  term of a Pre sident  who has  been elected und er the  c ur rent  system.
Fo r this reason, the  amendment does not take effect until 1984, th us  giving t he  nex t Pre sident  the opportunity to serve  two 4-year te rms,  a s he can do now un der  the  22d amendment.

A 3-YEAR  TERM FOR HO US E MEM BERS

The establish men t of a 6-year Pre sident ial  term  gives us an opportunity to- deal with ano the r signif icant though less serious problem, the term  of office for  Members of the House of Repre senta tives .
Th is is not a new issue. It  has  been with  us since the  Constitu tional Conven­tion. Then, the  debate rage d between those  who though t t hat  a nnu al terms were  essentia l to a democratic system, and  o thers l ike James Madison who advocated a  3-year  term  so House Members would have enough time to  learn about problems of the v arious States.
Madison’s views sound surpris ing ly contemporary to many  curre nt Members of the House. He was sure th at  Congressmen would spend much of a  1-year term  trav eling back and for th between their dis tric ts and the  U.S. Capitol. Even with a 2-year term,  Madison was convinced th at  “none of the  Representat ives  who- wished to be reelec ted would rem ain very long at  the  sea t of Government.”The 2-year term  was finally writ ten  into  the  Constitu tion  as a compromise between  the  advocates of ann ual  elections and those like  Madison who wanted. 3-year term s in the inte res t of a more effective leg islat ive process.There is nothing magic in the number 2, as President  John son said in a 1966 message to Congress. He proposed at th at  time a 4-year  House term,  saying th at  it was necessary in ligh t of the  complex legis lative demands placed on the House of Representatives.
In the  first  Congress, 142 bills were introduced resu lting in 108 public laws. The 92d Congress, by comparison, introduce d over 17,000 bills, 607 of which were  enacted  into  law. House Members are now required to be knowledgeable about the  broad  range of public  policy issues—from the  complexitie s of wel fare  legi st lation to th e intric acie s of m ilit ary  weapons sys tems.
After serv ing five term s in the  House, I am convinced th at  2 years is not  enough time for a Member to fulfill his legis lative responsibilit ies before he m ust face the  voters again.
In  an ea rli er  period, Congress was able to adjour n in the  spring of elec tion years , thus enabling  House  Members to spend the  summer a nd fal l campaigning  in their dist rict s.
Even with the  new streaml ined  House procedures, sessions are now likely  to extend lat e into the fall  every year . The competing polit ical and  legis lative pres­sures on the incumbent dur ing the  preelection months make  it difficult for  him to be e ith er an  effective leg isla tor o r an  effective campaigner.
A 6-year Pre sident ial term  would let  us ease thi s problem somewhat  by ex­tend ing the  House term  for  2 to 3 years. This  extra  year,  I am convinced, would
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help to improve the legislative effectiveness of Congressmen without a t the same 
time weakening the ir ties to the ir constituents.

We have dealt  with one other institutional problem in this amendment— 
seniority. Under the provisions of the amendment, Congress would have the 
option of setting a mandatory retirement age for its Members and limiting the 
number of terms they could serve. Service in either House could not be limited 
to less than 18 years, however, and the mandatory retirem ent could not be set  
below the  age of 70.

A NE W ELECTION CYCLE FOR TII E  SEN ATE

The new 3-year term for the House poses a special problem for the Senate. 
It  would be possible to reta in the current election cycle for the Senate, a third  
of it s Members elected every 2 years, but this would require  two additional  Fed­
eral elections during each 6-year Presidential term when only Senators would 
be chosen.

In order to eliminate the two “Senate only” elections, we have established a 
new election cycle for the Senate—half its membership elected every 3 years— 
in order to conform with  the new term for the House. Senators would continue 
to serve G-year terms, as they do now.

We have provided the following system for phasing in this new cycle. Those 
States tha t elect a Senator for a regular term in 1984 would proceed with the 
senatorial election under the current  system. The second Senator from the State  
would be elected at  the  new 1987 mid-Presidential term election. This means 
tha t some incumbent Senators running in 1987 would have thei r terms shortened 
by 1 year. Others would have their terms extended by 1 year.

Following the 1987 election, a ll Senators would be back on a 6-year cycle, with 
hal f of them up for reelection in 1990 and the other ha lf in 1993.

CONCLUSION

This amendment represents an admittedly  long-range solution to problems as 
current as today’s headlines. But if we are to alter institutional arrangements 
tha t are nearly 190 years old, we must do so with grea t care.

A 6-year term for the President and a 3-year term for the House will do much, 
I feel, to improve the effectiveness of both branches of Government. Neither 
change can and will be made, however, unless we can deal with these structural 
issues separately from the battl es that now occupy the center stage of the po­
litical arena.

A copy of the resolution is reprinted  below :
HO US E JO IN T RESO LUT ION 58 8

Join t resolution proposing an amendment to the Constitution of the United
States to alte r the process of election of U.S. Senators, Members of the House 
of Representatives, and the President of the United States
Resolved by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United S tates  of 

America in Congress assembled {two-thirds of each House concurring therein), 
Tha t the following article  is proposed as an amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States, to be valid only if ratified by the  legislatures of three-fourths- 
of the several States by December 31, 1983.

ARTICLE—

Section 1. (a) The President and Vice President of the United States shall 
each hold office during a term of six years.

(b) No person shal l be elected to the office of the President more than once.
Sec. 2. The House of Representat ives shall be composed of Members chosen 

every third year by the people of the several States.
Sec. 3. Congress may by law limit service in the Senate and the House of Rep­

resenta tives based on age but no age limitation shall bar service under 79 years 
of age, or by length of service which shall be not less than  18 years in each 
House, and the law shal l be uniform as to both Houses.

Sec. 4. This article shall be effective with respect to those offices to be filled 
for a regular  term in the general election of 1984 and thereafter,  and a person 
once elected to the Presidency prior thereto  may be elected to such office again, 
but a person who could not be elected to the office of President in 1984 or th ere­
aft er under the Twenty-Second Article of Amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States shall continue to be ineligible for such office.



co
Th os e Sat es  which  (w it hou t re gard  to  th is  A rt ic le  of  A m en dm en t)  wou ld have  elec ted a  Sen at or fo r a re gu la r te rm  in 1984 sh al l el ec t a S en at or in th a t year fo r a si x- ye ar  te rm  an d th e seco nd  S en at or from  ea ch  su ch  S ta te  sh al l be  elec ted in  1987 (i n  lie u of  19S6 or  1988, as  th e  ca se  m ay  be ) fo r a si x- ye ar  te rm , w ith  th e im m ed ia te ly  pr ec ed in g te rm  fo r ea ch  su ch  office ex te nded or sh or te ne d ac co rd in gly.  An y S ta te  which  (w it hout re gar d to  th is  A rt ic le  of  Amen dm en t) wou ld no t ha ve  ele cted  a Sen at or fo r a  re gu la r te rm  in  19S4 sh al l el ec t a Sen at or  in 1987 (i n  lieu  of  1986) fo r a si x-y ea r te rm  w ith th e  im m ed ia te ly  pr ec ed in g te rm  fo r ea ch  su ch  office ex tend ed  ac co rd in gly ; and th e  sec ond Sen at or from  ea ch  su ch  S ta te  sh al l be elec ted  in  1990  (in lieu  of  1988 ) fo r si x-y ea r te rm  w ith  th e im m ed ia te ly  pr ec ed in g te rm  fo r ea ch  such  office be ing ex te nd ed  ac co rd ingly.

[F ro m  th e E ve ni ng  S ta r an d Dai ly  News, F ri day , .Tune 1, 1973 ]
Longer T erms M ig ht  P rove Unw is e 

(B y Ja m es J.  K ilpatr ic k)
In  hi s May 16 ra di o ad dr es s,  dea ling w ith re fo rm  of  fe der al  elec tio n laws, P re si den t Nixon  touc he d ligh tly on tw o he av yw ei gh t pr op os al s fo r ch an gi ng  th e st ru c tu re  o f ou r go ve rnmen t.
By im pl ic at io n,  he  ap pe ar ed  to su pport  th e vie w of  “m an y po li tica l sc ie n ti st s” th a t a p re si den t shou ld  be elec ted fo r a sin gle , no n- re ne walde  si x-y ea r te rm . H e al so  re ca lled  th a t he  hi m se lf  long  had  fa vor ed  fo ur- yea r te rm s fo r mem be rs of  th e  Hou se , “w ith  ha lf  of  th e  mem be rs  elec ted  ev er y tw o years .” He su gg es ted th a t hi s prop os ed  17-m em ber Co mm iss ion  on Fed er al  Ele ct io n Ref or m  co ns id er  th e pr op os iti on s.
The se  a re  old  prop os als , m an y tim es  co ns idered , an d as  m an y tim es  re je ct ed .The  idea  of  a sing le  si x- yea r te rm  w as  br iefly  revive d 25 year s ago , in  deb at es  on th e 22nd Am en dm en t, but ta lk  fa ded  whe n ag re em en t w as  re ac he d on a two- te rm  lim it at io n . P o li ti ca l sc ie nti st s st il l may  th in k  high ly  of th e  si x- ye ar  pl an , bu t no  popula r su ppo rt  can be  di sc er ne d.  Th e ob ject ion is we ll ta ke n,  it  see ms  to  me, th a t six years  i s too  long  fo r a poo r pre si de nt , w hi le  ei gh t yea rs  is en ou gh  fo r even  a good one.
Nix on ’s seco nd  pr op os al , th a t mem be rs  of  th e Hou se  be na m ed  fo r fo ur- yea r te rm s,  has a good deal mor e in  it s fa vo r.  The  idea  gat he re d mom en tum a ft e r th e  Civil W ar an d in  1906 wo n ring in g en do rs em en t fro m th e  Hou se  Ju d ic ia ry  Com­m it te e be fo re  th e  re so lu tion  w as  def ea te d on th e floor. Ag ain  in 1923, a si m ilar  am en dm en t go t out. of  co mmitt ee . Lyn do n Jo hn so n st ro ngly  en do rs ed  th e pla n in  1966. Now Nixon has revive d th e de ba te .
Pro ponen ts  of  a fo ur- yea r te rm  ob se rv e th a t th e  wor k of  th e Hou se  has  in ­cr ea se d gr ea tly,  bo th  in co mpl ex ity  and in vo lum e, sinc e th e  tw o- ye ar  te rm  w as  fixed, in  1787. Tt is co nten de d th a t it  ta kes lo ng er  fo r a co ng re ss m an  to  m ast er th e  issu es  be fo re  him . Tn sh arp ly  co nt es ted d is tr ic ts , it  is  ur ge d a mem be r of  th e  H ou se  se rv es  fo r hi s fi rs t yea r an d ca m pa ig ns —e xp en sive ly—in his  second .On e mor e advan ta ge w as  ex pr es se d vivi dl y by  th e Hou se  co m m it tee in 1923. “W ith an  elec tio n ev ery tw o yea rs  th e  po li tica l g ra ft e r who  th ri ves on p art is an  st ri fe  an d on  th e  ne rv ou s uncert a in ty  co nt ro ll in g ca ndid ate s fo r office is ab le  to liv e from  one ele ct ion to  ano th er by  th e  boodle se cu red a t hi s un ho ly  bu sin ess. Th e ad op tion  of  th e pr op os ed  am en dm en t wou ld  re nder it  les s po ss ib le fo r th is  c re a tu re  to  p ly  hi s tr ade .”
Opp on en ts of  th e  fo ur- yea r te rm , in my  own view  ha ve  th e be tt e r cas e. Tt is  un cl ea r, under  th e  Nixon  prop os al,  ho w d is tr ic ts  wo uld be  divide d in th e fi rs t in st an ce , so th a t ha lf  th e  se at s m ig ht  be filled in 1976, th e  o th er ha lf  in 1978. A pp ar en tly  th e  plan  wo uld  giv e us  a fo ur- yea r Con gress in st ea d of  a tw o- ye ar  Co ng res s, an d it  mig tP  m ak e th e Hou se , like  th e Se na te , a “con tinuin g bo dy .”The  mos t se riou s ob jec tio n,  vo ice d bv co ns er va tive  po li tica l ph ilo so ph ers,  sinc e Mason , is  th a t fo ur -v ea r te rm s wou ld de ny  th e peop le th e  po wer  of  re as on ab ly  sw if t re sp on se  to pu bl ic  e vents .
Tf th e prop osed  st udy  comm iss ion  ge ts  in to  t h is  ar ea , it  mig ht, co ns id er  ano th er ho ar y id ea —t he ide a of  pe rio di c in el ig ib il ity.  Ma son fe lt  th a t le gis la to rs  co uld be st  he re st ra in ed  fro m op pres sio n “b y feel in g an d part ic ip a ti ng  th e  B urt hens of  th e Pe op le .” an d he  ur ge d th a t “the y shou ld , a t fixed Per io ds , be  redu ce d to  a p ri vate  Sta tion , an d re tu rn  in to  th a t Bo dy  from  which  th ey  w er e or ig in al ly  ta k en .” The  ide a of  lim it in g  se nato rs  to, say.  th re e  te rm s,  and mem be rs  of  th e  Hou se  t o nine , wou ld s et off a  how l, bu t i t m ig ht  m ak e sen se.
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Mansfiel d Favors a Single  6-Year Term To Separate Presidency F rom 
Politics

(By Mike Mansfield)
The  politi cal processes of America are undergoing a degree of s tres s and str ain 

today , the  likes of which seldom, if ever, have  been witnessed in the  na tion's  
histo ry.

It  is in such an atmosphere, however, th at  I have chosen to rai se anew the 
proposal to chang e the  Constitu tion  so as to lim it the Presidency  to a single 
term  of six years—and have  introduced a reso lution calling for a constitutio nal  
amendment to that  effect.

Without attempting to assess blame or liab ility , it is only in term s of the 
poli tica l circu mstances  in which the  nat ion  now finds itself  that  the  mer its of 
thi s p roposal can be so clearly  viewed.

There  is no more compelling  argu men t for  thi s proposal tha n th at  which says 
every  step  m ust be taken th at  serves  to divorce the office of the Presidency from 
the  a ren a of the poli tical  campaign. A single  te rm of six  years—or five or seven— 
would ass ist  such an end.

Wi th th at  said, I would note th at  in recen t y ears the re have  been a  number of 
signif icant  amendments to the Constitution.

Correcting  the m at ter of pres idential succession and, partic ula rly , ex tend ing the 
franch ise  of the  bal lot to young adult s represent  enorm ous str ide s for ward— 
actions  that,  in my judgment, serve  to pro tect and  enhance the democratic 
processes  of this nation.

It  is in this same c ontext of c ons titu tion al evolu tion th at  I urge a single pre si­
den tial  term  of six years . Such a chang e would preserve  for  fu ture  generat ions 
the complete inte gri ty of th is nati on ’s highes t office.

Though the  sugges tion for thi s constitu tional change has  been receiv ing fresh 
attent ion , i t i s not to be implied that  new ground is  being broken.

Indeed,  the suggestion of a single  six-year term  has  been with us ever since 
the  delegates to the Constitu tional Convention of 1787 thrash ed over the  issue 
of a President ’s term  a nd his  el igibility  f or reelec tion (see table on page 66).

In  this day and  age, it is ju st  into lerable th at  a Pre sident  is compelled to 
devote his time, energy, efforts  and talents to wh at can be characterized only as  
pure ly political campaign tasks .

I do not refer solely to a Pre sident’s own reelec tion campaign. To be sure,  a 
reelection effort a nd all it e nta ils are  burdens  enough.

But a President  facin g reelect ion faces as well a hos t of demands—from  
attend ing  the  needs of politica l officeholders, office seekers, financial backers and 
all  the  rest, to riding  h erd on the  day-to-day developments within the  pede strian 
pa rti san arena .

Sure ly thi s amendmen t does not represen t a panacea  for these ills which have 
grown up with  our  system of democracy. Bu t along with  an effective public  
financing law for  elections,  it  would go far,  I think, in free ing an incumbent 
President  from unnecessary  politica l burdens .

To a gre at extent, such a change would allow the Pre sident  to devote a fa r 
grea ter  measure  of his time to the  enormous task of serv ing the people.

Accordingly, more time would be provided  for  policy-making and policy­
implem enting , for  ini tia ting programs and for shap ing and dire ctin g his  
adm inis trat ion .

More time would be provided as well for  the  kind of expe rimenta tion  th at  a 
successful  Presidency requ ire s; such expe rimenta tion  has come too infrequ ent ly 
in recent years.

Wh at of the arguments  against  thi s proposition? One argument  goes t ha t when 
a Pre sident  is elected for  a single  term  of six year s, he immediate ly becomes a 
lame duck. But. the  same is tru e today as soon a s a Pre sident  has been reelec ted 
to a second term —the 22nd Amendment saw to tha t. And upon exam inat ion it is 
real ly no argument at  all.

Lameness is by no means inherent in a single term. It  rela tes  to the stre ngt h 
and qua lity  of th e man holding the  office.

If  a President  becomes a lame  duck, it  is not because  of any inhibitions imposed 
by a single term. An unlim ited number of term s would not  sus tain  such a man.

On the other hand,  a six-year President  who rises  to his responsibilit ies will 
have sufficient time to organ ize an effective and  success ful adm inis trat ion.

Six year s is not the magic number , to be s ure:  five or seven years will do j us t 
as well. But. conversely, six years is long enough for one man to endure in a 
posit ion filled w ith the  pressures and tensions, the  w orrie s and responsib ilitie s of  
the  Presidency.



With a single six-year term, gone would be the charge, however invalid, tha t a President uses his power to appoint to achieve political ends and to pave the way for  his own reelection.
For tha t matter, too, it would help offset the charge tha t political considera­tions enter into decisions involving such crucial areas  as foreign and economic policy.
Finally, there is the matter of election costs. The money required for a presi­dential  campaign today has skyrocketed beyond all reason—a situation which cannot be tolerated. (The consequences of exceeding the campaign budget are now surfacing in the Watergate mess.)Spreading the financial stra in over six-year intervals should certainly  ease some of the financial burden ; but the only real answer lies, I think, in a com­prehensive public election financing law. Such reform must be considered along with the proposal for a single presidential term.Thus, what my amendment seeks is to place the office of the Presidency in a position that,  as much as possible, transcends parti san political  considerations of whatever nature and source.
Although instituting a six-year term cannot do the reform job completely, its adoption would do much, I think, to streamline  the Presidency—and ultimate ly make it more fully responsive to the concerns of all Americans.

[From the Wa ll St re et  J ou rn al . Ju ne  5, 1973]
Review and Outlook—Six Years Only?

Scandal has so tainted the work of the Committee to Re-elect the President that the Chief Executive apparently now has qualms about its slogan, “Four More Years.” That, at least, is the conclusion one draws from reading tha t Presi­dent Nixon, in proposing a bipar tisan election reform commission, suggested i t seriously consider a single six-year term for the presidency and four-year terms for the House of Representatives.
These ideas, which would require amending the Constitution, have been kick­ing around for a long time, in fact  ever since the Constitutional Convention of 1787 turned them down. The four-year term for Congressmen is meant to relieve them of the burden of running again every second year. It  might indeed improve the ir grasp of public affairs. But the  two-year term was intended precisely to keep the Representatives worrying about re-election, since thei r job, as the Federalist  put it, was to “have an immediate dependence on, and an int imate  sympathy with the people.'*
In a similar vein, a six-year presidentia l term with no re-election would elimi­nate the ugly necessities of a re-election campaign, and, in the present context, the even uglier gratu itous  acts of the Watergate affair. Some of the Founders also thought it would make the President more independent of s trictly  political pressures and would protect the people from usurpation.On this subject as well, we incline toward the opinion of the Federalist, “noth­ing appears more plausible at first sight, nor more ill-founded upon close inspec­tion.” Six years seems too long to let the Chief Magistrate  pass without a popular judgment, but too short  for him to carry  out his program. The ban on re-election might deprive the country of an experienced leader just when he might be needed most.
We have fur the r reservations about the contemporary revivals of these sug­gestions. Too often, they are advanced in a spir it of frivolous tinkering, which fails to acknowledge what an intricate  machine the Constitution created. The length of the President’s term not only affects t he terms of Senators and Repre­sentatives, it was meant to regu late the  distribut ion of power among them. Abuses in election campaigns—thei r inordinate length, for instance—can be corrected without attacking the fundamental balance of the government.And above all, we are disturbed by the circumstances of this  call for an elec­tion reform commission, which to  say the least are inappropriate for discussing constitu tional amendments. If  presidential commissions have not yet been thoroughly discredited, they have certainly done thei r best to be.When a problem upsets the public and no one quite knows how to* make it go away, the White House has gotten into the habi t of appointing a blue ribbon panel of distinguished figures to study it. This panel usually fronts for an obscure team of researchers too detached from the public to embody political wisdom and too pressed by a deadline to produce sound scholarship. The government has



probably  been wise to ignore i ts commission reports  on racism,  pornography, stu-  
■dent unre st and m ari jua na, to name a few.

These  ghosts m ight  have been exorcised by commissions, bu t Wate rga te is some­
thing else again , It  involves a question of criminal  act ivity and  extremely  bad 
persona l judgm ent. Whatev er one m ight say abo ut the White House  staff system, 
tiie re is lit tle  to show that  con stitutio nal  arrang ements were  a t fau lt. In fact, as 
the  televised hearings are clearly showing, the  Senate  rema ins an effective check 
on the  abuses of the  Exec utive  branch .

The proposal for  one more study commission smacks of an attem pt to make  
pol itical ins titu tions' sha re some blame for  an und iluted case of personal wrong­
doing. The petty  frame  of mind th at  produced these burg laries, illegal wire-tap s 
an d what-not was  simply not working at  the level of the  Constitu tion.  As our  
fun dam ental law, the  Constitu tion  should be kep t aloof  from a scanda l which, 
no matt er  how sensationa l or widesp read, is sti ll an individual, not  an insti tu ­
tion al, malfunction.

[From  the  Washington Post , June IS, 1973]

T he  Case for a Six-Year T erm 

(B y Ja ck  V al en ti )

If  ever  an idea  had  a time th at  h as come, the six-year president ial term  is it. 
Both  Mike Mansfield and  George Aiken, two of the Senate’s most though tful  

an d respec ted members, both of whom wear  a specia l badge of objec tivity , have 
endo rsed  thi s plan.  President  Nixon has  called  for  serio us conside ration of the  
six-year term. Pre sident  John son was  very much for  it. It  is not a new idea. 
As fa r back as Pre sident Andrew Jackson, it  has  been sur fac ing  as an idea full  
of good sense and purpose.

The re is no specia l san cti ty about the  four -year term. The Con stitutio nal  Con­
vention in 1787 set tled  on fou r yea rs as  a compromise af te r a good deal of 
backing and  filling. A seven-year term  withou t re-election eligibility  was wob- 
bily decided  on in those  debates, and  then, as  a last minute thing, changed by 
the  convention. The change to the four-year term  was not  the  res ult  of stud ied 
logic or though tfu l re-exam ina tion: It  was changed because  Benjamin Frank lin , 
a man  of considerable influence in the  convention, insi sted  on re-election eligibil­
ity. Frankli n’s idea won because of old-fashioned  personal  persuasion , no t be­
cause a four-ye ar term  was sacred.

The argument  for  the  one-term,  six-year lim it is overwhelmingly simple. At a 
moment in history  when cat ast rop he  here and  abro ad can be so easily ignited, 
when a president  is faced  with so many problems of such mag nitude and sen­
sit iv ity  th at  one misstep , one tiny  err or  of judgment could mean disaster,  a 
president  ought  to be able to focus on his du ties withou t the  dis traction  of 
re-elect ion campaigns. In short, a preside nt needs to be freed  from any major 
pre ssures  th at  might divert  him from  his primary function  as our  leader.

Clayton Frit chey, th at  wise, exper ienced pol itical columnist, wri tes th at  the  
Wa tergat e scan dal is a sound reason for  keeping what we have  since six years 
would shield a preside nt from any remova l (short , of course, of impeachment,  
never an easy course to take ). But Fri tche y overlooks the  cruc ial po int : Wate r­
gate cries out  as  the  important reaso n in favor of a six-year  term. Wa tergat e 
became a cancer not  in its  breaking-and-en tering but  in its  cover-up atte mpts. 
There  would have been no reaso n to cover up had  the re been no need (as  cam­
paign aides saw it)  to re-elect  the  Preside nt. Pre sident ial  aides  in their zeal to 
gua ran tee  re-election pursued  an act ivi ty th at  would have  never been imagined 
if th at  damnable re-election campaign wasn’t in full  bloom. Thus, Wa tergat e 
pre sen ts itse lf as Exhib it A in  the  case for the  s ix-year term.

A counterarg ument  is th at  a pres iden t, in a six year term, becomes a lame 
duck the  day he takes office. But  the  XX II Amendment, which res tricts  a pres i­
dent to no more than  two term s, alread y makes a president  a lame duck the 
day  he is elected  to his second term . Six yea rs is ne ither too long nor  too short. 
I t is brie f enough to discourage arroganc e, which has  a sof ter  b ite when it does 
not  have time to harden. And it  is long enough to allow a president  to do what 
he believes to be righ t, even though he may, for  the  moment, erode his poli tica l 
base.

Indeed one of the  main adv antage s of the  six-year  term  is the  elbow room 
it  would give a preside nt to make  hard choices in the  public in ter es t withou t 
nagging doubts as  to whether his decisions  would affect  his re-elect ion chances.
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On the other hand, critics assert tha t six years is a long time to live with a president who might attempt to disfigure the public weal with coercive de­cisions. But tha t is why we have a Congress and a Supreme Court. Through thei r elected congressmen the people can speak loudly enough and decisively enough to any president who decides he is divinely inspired.But the biggest asset the six year term brings to the Oval Office is the freedom it gives a president to decide the tough issues without fear  of burning his re-election bridges. I am not saying tha t all presidents are totally  swayed by the prospect of re-election to the detriment of the ir clear duty. But a second term is mighty inviting.

In 1970 Kenneth O’Donnell, chief aide to President John F. Kennedy, wrote an article for Life in which he candidly unveiled this dilemma. Here is what O’Donnell had to say about a meeting with Mansfield and President Kennedy concerning Vietnam :
The President told Mansfield tha t he had been having serious second thoughts about Mansfield’s argument and tha t he now agreed with the senator’s thinking on the need for a complete military withdrawal from Vietnam.“But I can’t do tha t until 1965, afte r I ’m re-elected,” Kennedy told Mansfield.President Kennedy felt tha t if he announced a total withdrawal of American military personnel from Vietnam before the 1964 election, t here  would be a wild conservative outcry against return ing him to the presidency for a second term.”Is there a possibility tha t if President Kennedy were serving a one-term six- year presidency, he would have withdrawn from Vietnam before we had lost thousands of American lives and spent so much of our treasure? The possibility exists, and its very presence is powerful motivation to order a six-year term now.It  is never simple to change. It  is far  more simple—and all too human—to accept what we have rath er than to replace it  with an unknown quantity whose mischief or benefit we are  unable to see clearly. But the world and the country are not what they were. Old trad itions and ancient customs are being flouted and ignored, and peril, once contained beyond the open seas, is now a monstrous and unwanted guest in our house.
In the very best of times, a president is besieged by an unending flood of problems. But today the tensions and the stress  are greater than  at any other period of our history. Because the stakes are so high (President Nixon is embarking on crucial decisions with the Chinese and the Soviets that  may well shape the kind of life we will lead in the years ahead) the most valuable asset we have is the unfettered judgment of the president. In times like these, the next president  should not have to spend any time worrying about whether he is going to be re-elected. lie  should be free—for the entire period of his term—to concen­tra te on how this nation can elevate its standards, redress its wrongs and negotiate its way to lasting peace.

Four Reforms—A Guide for the Seventies 
(By William F. Buckley, Jr.)

I attach to this introduction two proposals, or reforms, which I prescind from the others. That decision is arbitra ry, and I do not dwell on the reasons for it. I t suffices to say only th at I wished to deal at lesser length with them. One, so far  as I am aware, is altogether original. The o ther is very old hat, and it is weari­some even to think of rehearsing all the arguments  in favor and all the argu­ments against it, so well known are they. I mean the proposal in favor of a single term for the President of the United States, a term of six years.In recent months the old-time opponents of the Twenty-second Amendment limiting a President to two te rms have spoken out for repealing it, in favor of the status quo ante. They will tell you th at the Amendment in question was a morbid
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bill of at ta inde r aga ins t the  memory of a dead man whom all the  forces  of 
reac tion could not heat  while he was alive. Let us assum e th at  this is the  case, 
withou t conceding th at  because the Amendment was churlish ly motivated, it 
was for that  reaso n unsound. But  surely  the  arguments  favo r going beyond the 
Twenty-second Amendment , ra ther  tha n return ing  in the  other direc tion.  The 
principa l argument for a one-term executive, it seems to me—and  no te once again 
th at  we are  dealing with  a procedural ra ther  tha n a sub stantive reform—is that  
the  power of the  Execu tive, however much everyone from left to right seeks to 
control it in the  years and  decades to come, will remain inordinate unless  such 
organic revis ions of the Constitu tion  are und ertake n as in point of fact,  never  
will he. I t is not  only ins tructive but  amus ing to sit about, as the scholars do a t 
Sa nta Barba ra,  composing models for a very differen t republic . Per hap s if the 
Foun ding  Fa the rs had been separa ted  by more tha n just a few yea rs from the  
opprobrious memory of George II I they would have shown less hos tility to the 
idea of a monarch who, whatev er his powers  two hun dred years ago when kings 
were sure-enough kings and  queens  queens, would by now have been thoroughly 
domestica ted, even as in England, and lef t to perfo rm func tions prim arily 
ceremonial. But  even these  functions  are very important, and august, and en­
hance enormously the  pres tige  and  therefo re the subt le power of the  American 
Pre sident  who perfo rms them. President s are very much conscious of thei r 
sin gul ari ty as, simul taneously,  chief  of government and chief  of sta te. When 
Pre sident  Eisenhow er went  to the  summit in Geneva in 1955 to  meet with Eden, 
Bulganin, and  Fauv re, he declined, when the projected schedule was elab orated 
before  him, to act even as prim us inter  pares. The co-celebrants were  tac tfu lly  
reminded th at  the re exis ted back home a llesh-and-blood Queen of England, a 
Pre sident  of Russia, and a Pre sident  of Fran ce, no one of whom was present at 
Genev a; whereas  the  American was both execu tive and ti tu la r represent ative of 
his count ry, and  should he t rea ted  with app rop ria te diplomatic deference.

These, as I say. are  bygones, and  it  is s imply idle to tal k about reforms in the 
Constitu tion  of a kind th at  would divide  the power of the Presidency  among more 
people. But the re is sen timent for the  moderate  sugges tion to limit the  Pre sident  
to a single te rm ; and not  inconceivably perhaps af te r a Pre sident  dur ing  his 
second term  leaves  a particular ly sour  tas te  (th e incumbent, who endorses the 
reform, might  serve the purpose wel l), a Pre sident ial candidate will include in 
his pla tform a promise to hack an amen dment th at  would lim it his term  to six 
years.

Grant  the  hypo thetical disadvanta ge—tha t dest iny might at  some grea t his­
tor ical jun ctu re vouchsafe us a Peri clea n figure whose continued service we 
would not want to deprive ourse lves of. Bu t even as ma tte rs now stan d, we 
could have Pericles  only for  two more years beyond the  projected six. The 
opposite  argu men t, th at  we would need to wa it six long years before gett ing rid 
of a bad President, is best reduced to size by reminding ourselves th at  we would 
need to wa it only two yea rs more tha n we now have to wai t; and anyway, the 
only two President s in thi s century  who were  defeated  af ter their first  term 
(T af t and  Hoover) could each  have  served ano the r two years with minimum 
dis tress to the  Republ ic, and  possibly with gre at advantage  to  it.

The House of Representat ives  is continuously  there to transc ribe the popu lar 
will (and oblige it on those few occasions when it is tru ly ho rta tory), and 
Congress can tak e action affirmative or negat ive—inc luding action to vit iat e or 
ignore  Pre sident ial initi atives. But the re is the  ins tituti onal arg um ent  for 
encouraging the more strate gic  uses of the  Presidency,  and  I find it  hard to 
und ers tand why the procedure is not slig htly  modified so a s to encourage Pre si­
dents to take the  longer view they cann ot sa fely  take when reelec tion contest lies 
implacably before  them.

S ix -Yea r T er m  L im it  to P res id en cy

Question. Would you fav or changing the  term  of office of the  Pre sident  of the 
United Sta tes to one six-year term with no reelec tion?
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JULY 1973 GALLUP OPINION INDEX 

|ln  percentl

National............. ............... ...............

Sex:
Male....... ......... ........... ..
Female...........................

Race:
W hi te .. .............................. .
Nonwhite ..........................

Education:
Co lleg e..............................
High school.......................
Grade school..................... .

Occupation:
Professional and business
White co lla r. .....................
Farm ers....... .....................
Man ua l.............................

18 to 29 y e a rs .. .............
30 to 49 years.................... .
50 and ove r........................

Religion:
Protestant ......................... .
Catholic............................. .
Jewish................................

Polit ics:
Republican ........................
Democrat ........................
Independe nt. ....................

Region:
East....................................
M id w est. .........................
Sou th.................................
Wes t._______ ________

Income:
$15,000 and ov er ...............
$10,000 to $14,999______
$7,000t o $9,999 ..............
$5,000 to $6,999 ..............
$3,000 to $4,999................
Under $3,000.....................

Community size:
1,000,000 and over............
500,000 to 999,999............
50,000 to 499,999..............
2,500 to 49,999 ..............
Under 2,500, ru ra l.............

June 1-4, 1973

Yes No No opinion-

28 64 8

28 65 7
27 63 10

28 65 7
27 56 17

32 64 4
26 67 7
27 57 16

27 69 4
26 67 7
17 74 9
24 66 10

22 70 9
27 66 7
33 57 10

27 64 9
31 63 6
X X X

29 64 7
25 65 10
32 62 6

25 65 10
30 63 7
25 66 9
33 62 5

29 68 3
28 67 5
24 70 6
28 57 15
32 58 10
27 55 18

29 62 9
30 63 7
30 67 3
28 61 11
24 65 11

Note.—Favor changing to 6-year presidency?_______________________________________________________________

Yes (perce nt)  No (percent)

1936......................................................................................................................................  26 74
1939......................................................................................................................................  24 76
1945...................................................................................................................................... 27 73
1969 ................................................................................................................................... 19 81
1973....................................................................................................................................... 30 70
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