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The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
Let us have grace, whereby we may 

serve God acceptably with reverence and 
godly fear.-Hebrews 12: 28. 

Almighty God, our Heavenly Father, 
we pause before the altar of prayer to 
lift our hearts unto Thee, praying for a 
fresh vision of Thy presence, seeking 
guidance for this day and strength for 
our tasks. 

Increase our desire for clear thinking 
and honest dealing. Decrease in us any 
inclination for deceit and pretense. 
Stimulate us in our efforts to rise above 
the common level of life, to choose the 
hard right rather than the easy wrong, 
to live ever in the light and to serve 
Thee with all our might. 

Bless our Nation with Thy favor. Keep 
her free; and in her freedom enable her 
to foster in the hearts of men a true 
love for peace with justice and good will 
for all. 

In the Master's name we pray. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The Journal of the proceedings of 

yesterday was read and approved. 

MEHSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Arrington, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a joint resolution of the 
House of the following title: 

H.J. Res. 614. Joint resolution authorizing 
the President to proclaim the week of Sep
tember 28, 1969, through October 4, 1969, as 
"National Adult-Youth Communications 
Week." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bil! of the follow
ing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 2315. An act to restore the golden eagle 
program to the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund Act. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF HEARINGS ON 
PREVENTIVE DETENTION 

<Mr. ROGERS of Colorado asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.> 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Speak
er, I would like to announce that Sub
committee No. 4 of the Committee on 
the Judiciary has schedule<! public hear
ings on H.R. 12806, and related meas
ures, providing for the preventive de-
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tention of dangerous persons who are 
accused of crimes. These hearings will 
begin on October 15, 1969, at 10 a.m., 
room 2141, Rayburn House Office Build
ing. 

Those wishing to testify or to submit 
statements for the record should address 
their requests to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, House of Representatives, 
room 2137, Rayburn House Office Build
ing. 

WEST VIRGINIA CONGRESSMAN 
BOOMS JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV 
FOR PRESIDENT IN 1976 

(Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia asked 
and was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.> 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, when the direct election consti
tutional amendment is ratified, the best 
qualified man in the Nation can be 
elected President no matter where he 
lives. West Virginia has a superbly quali
fied man who will make a great President 
after he finishes his present term as 
Secretary of State and then serves either 
as Governor or as a U.S. Senator. I refer 
to John D. Rockefeller IV. I think he can 
be nominated and elected in 1976. 

The only trouble is that although Mr. 
Rockefeller is an accomplished expert in 
Chinese, he does not have a mainland 
Red Chinaman's chance of being nomi
nated under the electoral college system, 
because West Virginia is not considered 
a key industrial State. I think it would 
be a great loss to deprive the Nation of 
Mr. Rockefeller's great talents and in 
effect disqualify him in advance by fail
ing to enact the direct election constitu
tional amendment. 

Mr. Rockefeller has a demonstrated 
capacity for leadership, a great potential 
for future growth, a keen awareness of 
the social problems of our times and a 
quality which inspires the confidence 
of young and old alike. So I hope both 
Houses of the Congress and three-quar
ters of the States will rally to ratify this 
direct election constitutional amend
ment that will enable people through
out the Nation to be considered for the 
Presidency. 

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT 
(Mr. DULSKI asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, because of 
my absence from the Capitol on com
mittee business, I have missed several 
rollcalls. Had I been present and voting, 

I would have voted "yea" on rollcall Nos. 
155, 157, 158, and 162. I would have voted 
"nay" on rollcall No. 161. 

PERMISSION FOR SPECIAL SUB
COMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC DE
VELOPMENT PROGRAMS, COM
MITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS, TO 
SIT DURING GENERAL DEBATE 
TODAY 
Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Special 
Subcommittee on Economic Development 
Programs of the House Committee on 
Public Works may sit during general de
bate this afternoon. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Okla
homa? 

There was no objection. 

DIRECT POPULAR ELECTION OF THE 
PRESIDENT AND VICE PRESI
DENT 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House resolve itself into the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union for the further considera
tion of the joint resolution <H.J. Res. 
681) proposing an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States relat
ing to the election of the President and 
Vice President. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the motion offered by the gentleman 
from New York. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of House Joint Resolution 
681, with Mr. MILLS in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit
tee rose on yesterday, the gentleman 
from New York <Mr. CELLER) had 1 hour 
and 46 minutes remaining and the gen
tleman from Ohio (Mr. McCULLOCH) 
had 2 hours and 6 minutes remaining. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that a quo1rum is not 
present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum 
is not prsesent. The Clerk will call the 
roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 
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[Roll No. 166) 

Abbitt Fallon Nix 
Anderson, Ill. Findley Obey 
Anderson, Foley O'Neill, Mass. 

Tenn. Ford, Gerald R. Ottinger 
Annunzio Ford, Pepper 
Arends William D. Philbin 
Ayres Foreman Powell 
Belcher Fuqua Price, Ill. 
Biester Giaimo Price, Tex. 
Blanton Goldwater Pucinski 
Blatnik Gray Railsback 
Boggs Green, Pa. Reid, Ill. 
Bolling Gubser Reid, N.Y. 
Brasco Howard Reifel 
Brown, Ohio Hungate Rhodes 
Bush Jarman Rostenkowski 
Byrne, Pa. Kirwan Ruppe 
Cabell Kluczynski Scheuer 
Cahill Landrum Shipley 
Carey Lipscomb Sisk 
Clark Long, La. Smith, Calif. 
Collier Long, Md. Smith, Iowa 
Corman Lowenstein Snyder 
Coughlin Lujan Stuckey 
Cramer Mcclory Taft 
Cunningham Mccloskey Teague, Tex. 
Daniel, Va. Marsh Tiernan 
Davis, Ga. Martin Tunney 
Dawson Mathias Ullman 
Delaney Michel Watkins 
Dent Miller, Calif. Whitehurst 
Derwinski Morse Wilson, Bob 
Diggs Morton Wilson, 
Erlenborn Moss Charles H. 
Esch Murphy, Ill. Wydler 
Eshleman Myers 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. MILLS Chairman of the Committee 
of the Wh~le House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the 
joint resolution <H.J. Res. 681), and, 
finding itself without a quorum, he had 
directed the roll to be called, when 326 
Members responded to their names, a 
quorum, and he submitted herewith the 
names of the absentees to be spread upon 
the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, a 

member of the Committee on the Judi- . 
ciary, the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
RAILSBACK) is in Illinois attending the 
funeral of the late great Senator Dirk
sen. Therefore, I ask unanimous consent 
that the gentleman from Illinois <Mr. 
RAILSBACK) be permitted to extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RAILSBACK. Mr. Chairman, I 

support the bill submitted by the 
Judiciary Committee. There is little 
doubt that the present system of select
ing the President and Vice President 
must or should be changed. The issue, of 
course, revolves around the substitute. 
If the reform we seek is not to be illu
sory, the alternative we approve should 
eliminate all of the weaknesses that 
plague the present electoral process. The 
only procedure which accomplishes this 
task is the direct election proposal. 

The two major weaknesses under the 
present system are the "winner take all" 
and "bonus votes" aspects. The fact that 
the candidate who receives the most 
votes in the State receives all of its elec
toral votes is an inequity that has long 
been recognized and deplored. Likewise 
the existence of the two electoral votes 
allocated to every State regardless of size 
distorts the true objectives of our elec
toral process as they exist today. 

The objective, which is foremost in my 
mind, is equality. The questions which 
are relevant, therefore, must be · con
cerned with the presence of privilege or 
advantage. Is the vote of each citizen 
equal in influence? Are regional pref er
ences preserved or created? 

Any system which preserves the use 
of electoral votes affects the relative ef
fectiveness of each vote. Any procedure 
which in any way weighs the votes 
through a system of intermediate steps, 
before tabulation, such as in the propor
tional or district plans, diminishes the 
integrity of the individual vote. 

Is there any sound reason why every 
citizen should not have an equal voice 
in the election of our one official who 
serves as the symbol a.nd spokesman for 
all the people? 

Is it too much for a citizen to ask of 
his Government that his vote be equal 
to that of his fellow American? 

The answer to these questions must 
be in the negative. For this reason the 
direct election of our President offers 
the only solution to the present inequi
ties that now exist. Reform which pre
serves privilege is no reform at all. The 
American people want meaningful 
change. The direct method is the only 
one that would eliminate once and for 
all the principal defects of our present 
system: the winner-take-all feature 
and its cancellation of votes; the inequi
ties arising from the formula for allocat
ing electoral votes among the States; the 
anachronistic and dangerous office of 
presidential elector; and the archaic 
method by which contingent elections 
are handled. Factors such as fraud or 
accident could no longer decide the dis
position of all of a State's votes. 

Direct election would bring to presi
dential elections the principle which is 
used and has worked well in elections for 
Senators, Representatives, Governors, 
State legislators, mayors, and thousands 
of other officials at all levels of govern
ment. 

That principle, "one person, one vote," 
would make the votes cast by all Ameri
cans in presidential elections of equal 
weight. All votes would be reflected in 
the national tally. None would be mag
nified or diminished. All citizens would 
have the same chance to affect the out
come of the election. I, therefore, strong
ly urge every Member to support the Ju
diciary Committee recommendations. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Washington <Mr. 
PELLY). 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Chairman, this res
olution to amend the Constitution of the 
United States relating to the election of 
the President and Vice President is the 
most important issue we will consider 
in this session. In saying this, I don't be
little the major legislation we have faced 
or will continue to consider, but on other 
legislation, if success of any such pro
gram i.s not achieved, changes, improve
ments, or actual abolishment can be 
made in ensuing years. 

However, here we are talking of a 
26th constitutional amendment requir
ing three-fourths of the States' legisla
tures ratification by a two-thirds vote 

each and what we do now is something 
with which all Americans will have to 
live for a long, long time. 

This resolution is especially impor
tant because of the pitfalls inherent in 
the existing electoral college and the in
equities of the winner-take-all system. 
It has been pointed out that the smaller 
States would stand to lose a slight ad
vantage they presently enjoy in influ
encing an election, and, of course, there 
may be some resistance to any such loss 
of special privilege, although, myself, 1 
cannot see what actual benefit bonus 
electoral votes under the present system 
gives them. 

The basic wrong in the present elec
toral system is that it is, as I said, one 
of winner take all. This is the root of 
the evil of the system. Under it, millions 
upon millions of voters are deprived of 
an opportunity to have a voice in select
ing the President. 

There are those who believe the dis
trict plan, under which electors would 
be chosen like Members of the House, 
would have a better chance of getting 
the support of the States; others say 
it would eliminate exaggerated mischie
vous mistakes of fraud. On this latter 
point, I do not agree. Furthermore, it 
is my view that there is such a strong 
public demand for the direct election 
plan that it has a better chance of being 
ratified. 

Tu me, it is inconsistent that the Na
tional Association for the Advancement 
of Colored People-NAACP-is opposed 
to the direct election plan, which fol
lows the one-man, one-vote theory. On 
the other hand, it is significant, I think, 
that this plan is endorsed by the AFL
CIO and, likewise, the Chamber of Com
merce of the United States, the American 
Bar Association, the Federal Bar Associ
ation and many other leading national 
organizations. 

One thing is clear, however, and that is 
the matter of a constitutional amend
ment to change the manner in which we 
elect our President and Vice President 
has come of age. 

The Gallup poU shows 81-percent sup
port for the direct election of the Presi
dent. The Harris poll showed 78 percent. 
Surveys by Members of Congress clearly 
show this change is strongly supported. 
Meanwhile, Senator ROBERT GRIFFIN has 
conducted a poll of nearly 4,000 State 
legislators which reveals that on the 
question of electing the President by di
rect popular vote, 64 percent of the Legis
lators responding to the poll said they 
favored ratification. All the polls I have 
seen indicate that this plan stands a 
better chance of ratification by three
f ourths of the States than either of the 
other two major proposals. 

Also, great weight is added by the fact 
that such a prestigious organization as 
the American Bar Association supports 
the direct popular election of the Presi
dent. 

In -my own congressional district, I 
have conducted a questionnaire on this 
matter, and -an overwhelming 79 percent 
of those responding favored direct popu
lar election. 

Some of our colleagues have asserted 
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that the Senate will not approve of a 
popular election. I do not know what 
they will do, but I believe it is important 
that we proceed affirmatively here in the 
House and allow th0 conference com
mittee to adjust any differences. 

Now is the time to act with the mem
ory fresh in our minds that a constitu
tional crisis over the selection of the 
Chief Executive was narrowly averted in 
1968. Let us remember that the will of a 
substantial majority of our people could 
well have been thwarted because of the 
inadequacies of the electoral college 
method of selection of the President and 
Vice President. The mechanisms which 
were provided in the 18th century sim
ply are not adequate for the 20th cen
tury. 

Our electoral process was conceived at 
a time when conditions were far different 
than they are today, and during all 
these years of sociological and physical 
change we discover ourselv~s using a sys
tem untuned to the times. 

Each of the plans for electoral reform 
has considerable merit, but because of 
the widespread support given the direct 
election of the President, I personally 
favor it. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge passage 
of this resolution calling for the direct 
election of the President and Vice Presi
dent by the people of the United States. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
CONTE). 

Mr. CONTE. - Mr. Chairman. It has 
been calculated that, in the event our 
present electoral system were to force 
a presidential election to be decided in 
this body, only 76 Members, representing 
barely one-fifth of our population, would 
be able to elect our President. 

Mr. Chairman, in order to avert such 
frightening prospects, I strongly support 
the constitutional amendment before us 
today. It would provide for the direct 
popular election of our President and 
Vice President. We have, in the last elec
tion, once more approached the brink of 
chaos. We have looked into the abyss, 
and seen the consequences all too nar
rowly averted. 

I nee<;i not dwell before this body on 
the inadequacies of our present system. 
To put the matter in sharp focus, we 
need only consider its three most un
democratic and potentially dangerous 
flaws: 

First, a candidate can receive a greater 
number of popular votes than any of 
his opponents, and lose the election. This 
has happened, in 1824, in 1876, and 1888. 
It nearly happened again in 1960. 

Second, the electors are not bound to 
vote for the candidate who wins the 
popular vote in their States. 

Third, the procedure for breaking a 
deadlock in the electoral college is awk
ward and undemocratic. And the chaos 
that could follow a further deadlock in 
this Chamber is too painful to contem
plate. 

I am convinced, Mr. Chafrman, that 
the plan before us today is clearly su
perior to all those that have been sug
gested. As we know, it is also the plan 
considered best by the President. 

None of the other principal alternative 
plans assures that the man who receives 
the most votes will gain the White House. 

This is the criterion that must be de
cisive. It is the only one acceptable to a 
land proud of its democratic heritage and 
increasingly insistent on this logical ex
pansion of its principles. 

Recent polls show that 80 percent of 
our people favor direct presidential elec
tion. And this strong support is found 
in every section of the land. 

It is the plan unanimously favored by 
such diverse groups as the American Bar 
Association, the U.S. Chamber of Com
merce, and the AFL-CIO, after each con
ducted thorough studies of the problem. 

While the plan before us today has 
not been immune from criticism, I re
spectfully suggest that the criticism is 
not substantial. 

One argument has been that it would 
eliminate the power and influence of the 
smaller States. 

This argument is simply without foun
dation. In fact, the opposite is true. Un
der our present system the 12 largest 
States can elect the President. 

Others have suggested that this con
centration on the large urban States as
sures that presidential candidates will 
be responsive to the special needs of mi
nority groups, and to our major urban 
needs that must be met. 

This argument too, I believe, ignores 
the reality that, in our increasingly ur
banized Nation, no serious candidate can 
disregard these issues. 

Some critics have claimed that the plan 
would weaken our two-party system. 
Again I suggest that a realistic appraisal 
indicates the opposite. 

As we saw only recently, it is the pres
ent system which encourages this. Under 
direct election no third party candidate 
could use a handful of electoral votes to 
dictate the choice of a President. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I think I 
have shown that this is a good plan. A 
sound plan. And there can be no question 
that some change must come. 

For too long, through sheer inertia, 
this Nation has put up with our present 
unsatisfactory and dangerous system. 

The time for change has come for us 
today. And we must not lose this oppor
tunity to begin the lengthy process of 
bringing sanity to our presidential elec
toral system. 

I urge adoption of House Joint Reso
lution 681. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. HOR
TON). 

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, first of 
all let me say that you and the other 
distinguished members of the Judiciary 
Committee have done a tremendous 
service to this House and the entire Na
tion in :Preparing your election reform 
proposals. 

As you know I, too, have spent months 
studying the problems of our presiden
tial election system and ways to solve 
them. 

It is a very great privilege for each of 
us to participate in this floor debate 
which will lead to a constitutional 
amendment to alleviate the great in
equities of our election system. 

Your committee deserves the gratitude 
of the American people for reaching a 
positive conclusion on the need for elec
toral reform, and for bringing this re
solution to the floor for debate. 

For many decades, the American peo
ple have become aroused over the dangers 
and injustices of our present system dur
ing presidential election years. But these 
concerns were not strong enough or last
ing enough to move the Congress to take 
action to reform our horse-and-buggy 
presidential election procedures. 

Last fall, America came precariously 
close to having its highest office up for 
bid, you might say, on the floor of this 
very House of Representatives. In the 
same election, we had a living, breathing 
example of a presidential elector who not 
only was willing, but was proud to dis
regard the will of the people of his State 
and cast his ballot for a minority candi
date. 

Like other Members of this body, I 
placed electoral reform among the high
est of legislative priorities in the 9lst 
Congress. During the adjournment pe
riod, I developed a plan for electoral re
form which I feel is democratic, and 
which at the same times acknowledges 
the role of the States in our Federal 
Union. 

My plan embodied in House Concur
rent Resolution 345 follows closely the 
plan for direct popular election of the 
President and Vice President with one 
very significant exception. Under my 
plan, each State would be guaranteed a 
voice in the selection of a President 
equivalent to its portion of the national 
population. 

Simply stated, the plan which I pre
sented at the Judiciary Committee hear
ing is this: Each State would have a 
number of electoral votes equal to the 
number of its congressional districts. No 
additional, or "bonus," votes would be 
assigned for each State's two Senators 
as is presently done. 

Electoral votes would be given to each 
candidate in proportion to the number 
of the State's popular votes each candi
date receives. To make the proportional 
split exacting, electoral votes would be 
divided to the nearest thousandth. 

House Concurrent Resolution 345 is 
designed to assure that the candidate 
who receives the most popular votes will 
win. 

Like House Concurrent Resolution 681 
now before us, my plan requires the 
winner to have 40 percent or more of the 
popular vote and provides for a runoff 
election where no candidate receives at 
least a 40-percent plurality. 

The basic difference between this plan 
and the direct popular vote plan is that 
under my plan, the voice in presidential 
selection of the people of each State will 
be determined by the total population of 
each State, instead of by the total votes 
cast in each State. Under both plans, the 

·voters themselves, and not electors, de
termine which candidates will receive the 
State's votes. 

The sole reason my plan retains the 
concept of electoral votes is so that 
variable voter turnout does not affect the 
weight each State's votes will carry in 
the outcome. Electors are dispensed with. 
By this means, my proposal would as-
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sure each State of a proPQrtional voice 
in the outcome of the election based on 
its population. 

Mr. Chairman, I offered this plan to 
come as close as Possible to a direct vote 
while retaining, as a compromise, a 
meaningful role for the States in our 
national election scheme. There have 
been a great many serious doubts cast 
on the future of a direct election amend
ment at the hands of the State legisla
tures. It is extremely important that 
meaningful and democratic electoral re
forms be adopted before the next presi
dential election, and I wanted to pro
pose a plan which would both remove the 
undemocratic aspects of the present sys
tem and be palatable enough to win rati
fication in the States. 

There are various and conflicting polls 
and opinions about the fate of House 
Concurrent Resoluton 681 in the State 
capitals. But the information on how the 
State legislatures would receive any of 
the other plans proposed is also very 
vague and conflicting. 

While I prefer to guarantee to the 
people of each State their fair propor
tional voice in the selection of our Presi
dent under House Concurrent Resolution 
345, I can also strongly support direct 
popular election of the President, as pro
vided in House Concurrent Resolution 
681. There is no vagueness or conflict 
about the feelings of the American peo
ple on direct popular election of the 
President. Opinion polls and congres
sional mail point to strong support for 
this most democratic of election reforms. 
After long hearings and considerable 
deliberation in executive session, the dis
tinguished House Committee on the Ju
diciary chose the direct popular election 
plan over all other proposals offered. 

I believe that the House will approve 
this plan, and that it will win strong 
support in the Senate. If the demand for 
meaningful reform is strong enough to 
win passage of this amendment in the 
Congress, I believe that the State legis
lators will be hard pressed to ratify it by 
their constituencies. 

Mr. Chairman, the so-called district 
plans which have been proposed fail to 
provide meaningful reform. 

In reality, they carry with them the 
evils of the present winner-take-all pro
cedure. A candidate could win by one 
vote or 100,000 votes in a given district 
without changing the State result. 

Most district plans also carry with 
them the onus of the two bonus votes 
which add undue weight to the voice of 
the smaller States, and which enhance 
further the possibility of electing a can
didate to the Presidency who does not 
receive a plurality of popular votes. 

To further detail my election proposals 
encompassed in House Concurrent Reso
lution 345, I would like to share with you 
and our colleagues a recent article I 
wrote for Case & Comment, a lawyer's 
journal: 
ELECTION REFORM: REMEDY FOR AN IMPENDING 

CRISIS 
(By Hon. FRANK HORTON} 

There is an impending crisis facing the 
United States. That crisis evolves from the 
antiquated election procedures we have been 
operating under since the end of the first 
century. 

I say crisis, because in the last election 
this country came as close as I ever want to 
come to putting final election bargaining 
power in the hands of a minority party 
candidate. 

I say crisis, as well, because for the sixth 
time in our history, a faithless Presidential 
elector proved that the Electoral College has 
become a dangerous anahcronism in our 
Democratic Republic. 

At the end of the 9oth Congress I under
took a detailec: study of our ele<:ition pro
cedures. What I found was a long history of 
election reform attempts, but no successes. 
Since 1797 there have been more than 500 
amendments proposed to reform the electoral 
system. That's more amendments than have 
been proposed for any other single provision 
of the Constitution. 

In reviewing the nomination and election 
procedures used over these past 180 years, I 
kept three principal goals in mind: 

Elimination of blatantly undemocratic ele
ments of the present system, such as, deny
ing meaningful participation by the people 
in the selection of party nominees and the 
election; independent voting by members of 
the Electoral College; and runoff procedures 
in the House of Represen'~atives. 

Preservation of our traditional two-party 
system and the strength of state and local 
parties. Party nominatiig procedures must be 
maintained, strengthened, and legalized un
der the Constitution without imposing un-
reasonable Federal controls. · 

Preservation of state responsibility for elec
tions, where it has resided since our nation's 
founding. Federal standards should be im
posed only when the principles of democracy 
and essential uniformity demand. 

When the Constitution was drafted, the 
Electoral College and its accompanying elec
tion procedures were the most democratic 
the world had even seen. But that was in 
1787. Now, 180 years later, the system is out
dated. 

My study has shown the need for 10 basic 
changes to meet these goals: 

Abolish the Electoral College. 
Establish an automatic proportional elec

toral vote formula based on the popular vote 
in individual states. Each state would have 
one electoral vote for each Congressional 
District. 

Population census every five years to assure 
ac<:iurate figures to determin" proportional 
assignment of Congressional Districts and 
electoral votes to the states. 

Require a 40 percent elec·.oral vote margin, 
rather than an absolute majority for the 
victor. 

Provide a runoff election for the top two 
candidates if no candidate receives 40 per
cent of the electoral vote. 

Provide an equitable electoral voice for 
the District of Columbia. 

Permit persons to vote for the Presidency as 
absentees in the state where they were last 
eligible to vote if their state of present resi
dence denies them a vote because of residency 
laws. 

Poll the 50 state legislature·s to determine 
a national voting age for persons voting for 
the Presidency. The age preferred by a ma
jority of states would become law under an 
aot of Congress. 

Establish a Federal Election Commission 
to review election procedures, recommend 
changes and settle contested election results 
involving the Pres·idency. 

Establish basic rules for National Party 
Conventions, binding delegates elected by 
primary to first ballot votes and providing for 
a runoff primary when no candidate receives 
a majority of delegate votes. 

_ The seriousnes·s of the Electo·ral College 
crisis becomes obvious when we realize that 
15 of our 37 President have been elected with 
less than a majority of the vote. 

On November 5, 1968, we elected Richard M. 
Nixon as President with 43.4 percent of the 
vote, a mere .7 percent margin over former 

Vice President Hubert H. Humphrey. Third 
party candidate George C. Wallace polled 13.5 
percent of the vote. Despite the closeness of 
the popular vote, Nixon had a clear electoral 
edge: 301~191--46. 

Over the year electoral reform proposals 
have included direct voting, proportional vot
ing, districit voti.ng and automatic (or non
elector) voting plans. 

DISTRICT VOTING 
In the late 1700's and early 1800's, it was 

normal for the electors to be chosen in dis
tricts similar to Congressional Districts. How
ever, this system was generally abandoned 
when dominant parties in the State Legisla
tures saw that they could win more votes for 
their candidate by choosing electors on gen
eral Statewide tickets, using the winner
take-all rule. 

The unit rule gives all of the ele<:itoral 
votes of each state to the winner of even the 
smallest plurality. It hais proven to be a most 
undemocratic reflection of the will of the 
people. 

When a candidate receives a one vote plu
rality in a state, and wins all Of that state's 
electoral votes, the individual votes of all 
who voted for his opponents are nullified. 

In New York State, where almost 6.8 mil
lion votes were cast in 1968, Hubert Hum
phrey, with 3,378,400 votes received all the 
electoral votes, in effect nullifying the 3,007,-
938 individual votes cast for Mr. Nixon. 

An argument against the district system is 
the same as against the present electoral 
plan: that, like any state today, a district's 
electoral vote would be won by a candidate 
having a one-vote margin or a 100,000-vote 
margin. 

A district system would have made no dif
ference in the 1968 Presidential election, but 
it would have elected Richard M. Nixon as 
President over the late John F. Kennedy in 
1960. That year, Kennedy, who had a slight 
edge in the popular vote, received 303 elec
toral votes to 219 for Nixon. A district plan 
along Congressional District lines would have 
given Nixon 280 electoral votes to 254 for 
Kennedy. 

THE AUTOMATIC SYSTEM 

Another alternative proposed has been 
called the "automatic system," which would 
eliminate the electors and automatically cast 
all of a state's electoral votes for the winning 
candidate in the state. 

The greatest criticism of the automatic 
plan is that it would give Constitutional 
status to the traditional "winner-take-all" or 
unit rule for electoral votes making it a 
Constitutional mandate. 

DmECT VOTING 
. Proponents of direct voting say it would 

give the most meaning to the individual vote. 
Direct election would eliminate the "unit 
rule" under the present electoral system and 
prevent a candidate from winning the presi
dency without having a plurality of popular 
votes. 

Direct voting proponents also feel it would 
boost the two-party system, particularly in 
those areas where one-party control is en
trenched. 

Today, although increased competition be
tween parties might result in larger turnouts 
at the polls, with a fixed numbr of electoral 
votes for each state, there is no electoral ad
vantage to any state from a high votes turn
out. 

Under a pure, direct voting system voter 
turnout, and not actual population would de
termine the voice of each state in the elec
tion. Weather and other factors can drasti
cally affect voter turnout on any given elec
tion day. 

Without apportioning electoral votes b~ 
population, variables in voter turnout, which 
is usually high in urban states and somewhat 
lower in rural states, could have the effect of 
cancelling or drastically reducing any voice 
in the result for citizens of some states. 
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The total number of citizens, and not the 

number of persons who vote on a given d?-Y· 
should determine the state's electoral voice 
in a national election. 

Another criticism of direct elections is that 
t h ey would lead to Federal co_n.trol of elec
tions. Establishment of a national voting 
law for presidential elections_ could ~~reaten 
state control of its own elections, crit~cs say, 

AUTOMATIC PROPORTIONAL PLAN 

The only aspect of the present electoral 
system which comes close to measuring up 
to twentieth century standards of democ
racy is the apportioning of a fixed number 
ot electoral votes to each of the 50 states. 

Each state must be guaranteed a voice in 
the selection of a President and Vice Presi
dent equal to its own proportion of the pop
ulation. To implement this sound principle, 
and eliminate the remaining undemocratic 
aspects of the Electoral College system re
quires major reforms. 

My proposals, while abolishing the Elec
toral College, would retain the electoral vote. 
But each state would be allotte_d electoral 
votes equal to the number of its Congres
sional Districts. This would eliminate the 
disproportionate bonus vote for each state's 
two Senators. 

At present, two additional votes are as
signed each state for its two U.S. Senators. 
The allotment of electoral votes should be 
directly proportional to population. The 
minimum electoral vote for any state would 

•be one, not three, as today. 
Unlike any of the other proposed alterna

tives, the automatic proportional vote 
amendment to the Constitution which I in
troduced best reflects the popular strength 
of the candidates and still maintains our 
system of Federalism. 

My automatic proportional sys·tem comes 
closest to electing a President by popular 
vote of the people, while preserving the 
state's proportional electoral voice. 

RESULTS UNDER THE HORTON PROPOSAL 

(1 electoral vote for each congressional district, divided to 3 decimal places according to the proportion of votes each candidate 
received in individual States; plurality and at least 40 percent of electoral vote required to win) 

Percent Horton 
Present Percent Horton Horton electoral 

electoral vote popular vote electoral vote electoral vote vote to win 

1968 
1301 43. 70 1187. 100 43. 0} 174. 0 

Richard M. Nixon ___________ ______ _____________ 
191 42. 70 183. 174 42.1 Hubert H. Humphrey __ __ _________ __ ______ _____ _ 

1960 
1303 49. 72 1216. 008 49. 42 } 174. 8 

John F. Kennedy _________ ________________ __ ____ 
219 49. 52 213. 711 49.12 Richard M. Nixon __ ___ ____ _____________________ 

1888 
168 48. 64 1167.186 51. 44} 130. 0 Grover Cleveland __________ -- - - -- -- -- -- - - - - - --- -

Benjamin Harrison_- ---- --- ----------------- -- - 1233 47. 81 150. 019 46.15 

1878 
184 50. 93 1151. 786 50. 09} Samuel J. Tilden ________ ______________________ _ 

121. 2 Rutherford B. Hayes ____________________________ 1185 47. 94 139. 061 45. 89 

1824 2 
84 31. 89 74. 734 John Quincy Adams ____________________________ 

--------------1 37 12. 99 17. 035 ---------- ---- 85. 2 ~1nrl;
1

~~craw1ei;a============================ 41 12. 95 49. 780 --------------
Andrew Jackson. __ _____ -- __ --- - - - ---- -- - --- -- - 99 42.16 70. 451 --------------

: ~~~~~rrequired under Horton plan-Adams elected by House of Representatives. 

Compilation of the controversi&l elections 
in the past show that use of the Horton pro
posal would have resolved these problems. 

The race between John Quincy Adams and 
Andrew Jackson in 1824 was thrown into the 
House of Representatives. Under the Horton 
proposal a runoff election would have been 
required. 

Samuel J. Tilden, who had a 250,000 ma
jority, would have beaten Rutherford B. 
Hayes in 1878. As it was Hayes won by a si~
gle electoral vote after an electoral commis
sion had resolved contested returns. 

The 1888 election, under the existing sys
tem, went to Benjamin Harrison despite the 
fact Grover Cleveland was the popular winner 
with a 100,000 plurality. Under the Horton 
proposal Cleveland would have won a ma
jority of the electoral vote. 

Opponents of the proportional system say it 
would have resulted in a victory for Richard 
Nixon in 1960 although John Kennedy had 
a plurality of the votes. By eliminating the 
additional electoral votes for U.S. Senators, 
the Horton automatic proportional system 
would have given Kennedy a 2.29 vote victory. 

The Horton plan in 1968 would have given 
Richard M. Nixon, 187.100 electoral votes, 
43.5 pe.rcent, and Humphrey, 183.174, 41.6 
percent. Wallace would have received 14.7 
percent. 

MINORITY PARTIES 

Opponents of proportional voting feel it 
would encourage minority parties because 
new parties would not have to win a majority 
in any state or win elections in order to exer
cise political power. If a majority of electoral 
votes were required to win, minority parties 
could exert great influence by holding a bal
ance of power. 

However, an effective means to reduce third 
-party power is to lower the required victory 
margin to 40 percent. 

It is important that a newly elected Presi
dent have the strong support of the people. 
History has proven ·this can be accomplished 
by reducing the victory margin from a ma
jority to 40 percent of the electoral vote. 

Under my proposal, if no candidate in a 
three-way race received 40 percent of the 
electoral vote, a national runoff election be
tween the two highest candidates would be 
held within a month of the first election to 
determine the winner. 

This would remove the House of Represent
atives, with each state having one vote, as 
the national arbiter of close Presidential 
elections. 

In order to deprive a majority candidate 
of the election, third and other splinter party 
candidates would have to win a minimum of 
20 percent of the vote to necessitate a run
off. This has occurred only twice in 46 Presi
dential elections. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REPRESENTATIONS 

The District of Columbia, under my pro
posal, would be allotted the same number of 
electoral votes as its population would re
quire Congressional Districts if it were a 
state. 

The people who live in the Nation's Capital 
should be afforded the privilege to voice their 
full vote for the Presidency. At the present 
time the District has three electoral votes, 
but is barred under the Constitution from 
having more votes than the least populated 
state, although it is larger than a half a 
dozen states with more electoral votes. 

RESIDENCY DISENFRANCHISEMENT 

Each year, millions of voters are disenfran
chised because they fail to meet residential 
requirements in a given state or locality. 
These voters cannot cast their ballots for 
the Presidency despite the ~act that they 
are citizens and have voted in previous 
elections. 

A uniform Federal standard is essential to 
permit a Presidential vote for the millions 
of Americans disenfranchised by various state 
residency laws. In an era of great mobility 
when large numbers of citizens move from 
city to city and state to state, they should 
not be deprived, even temporarily, of their 
right to vote for the Presidency. 

Under this proposal every U.S. citizen who 
has been registered to vote in any state, 
and who is, by virtue of the residency re
quirements of the state of his current resi
dence, ineligible to vote in that state, shall be 
eligible to vote as an absentee for President 
ir. the state where he was last registered. 

Voting age standards also should be uni
form for persons voting for the Presidency. 
It is not fair for those under 21 years old in 
a few states to be eligible to vote for Presi
dent while citizens of the same age in other 
states are ineligible to vote. 

The national voting age for the Presidency 
would, under my plan, be determined by a 
poll of the 50 state legislatures before 1971. 

State legislatures should each determine a 
voting age between 18 and 21. The preference 
of a majority of the legislatures would then 
become by Aot of Congress the national vot
ing age in Presidential elections for all states. 

Individual states may establish any voting 
age for electing state and local officials, but 
would be encouraged not to. 

CENSUS REFORM ESSENTIAL 

Essential to any reform proposal would 
be the need to have more accurate population 
figures. This would be resolved through a 
five year census in place of our decennial 
head counts. 

The decennial census which now deter
mines representation in Congress as well as 
the electoral votes assigned to each state, 
is no longer adequate because of our high 
population growth patterns and high 
mobility. 

Under the present decennial census, popu
lation figures can be 10 years old in certain 
election years, as in 1960. Under a five year 
census, population figures could be as fresh 
as one year and no older than five years. 

FEDERAL ELECTION COMMISSION 

The need for continuing review of our 
election procedures is obvious. Such a com
mission would stimulate research and de
velopment into balloting procedures and offer 
recommendations to Congress. It would also 
have jurisdiction to expedite settlement of 
contested elections involving the Presidency. 

The Commission would also review in
dividual state requirements for selection and 
election of the national convention delegates. 
Where a state's laws work an injustice on the 
democratic process, the Committee is em
powered to recommend minimum nationwide 
standards to Congress. 

It is foolhardy to assume that merely be
cause a system has been in existence for 
180 years it fits the needs of our present day 
modern society. Over those years the Consti
tution itself has undergone change. Great 
changes have occurred in our society as a 
whole. 

Television, radio, jet transportation, public 
education and public awareness of Govern
ment and public affairs has worked to create 
the best informed electorate in the history of 
this planet. At the same time, our election 
system, once the most advanced in the world, 
has been surpassed by modern theories of 
democratic government in a free society. 

The American people must be unbridled 
from a horse-and-buggy electoral college, 
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which contains inherent dangers so great as 
to threaten the stability of our very govern
ment. This stability ultimately lies in the 
people. 

I firmly believe the people of the 50 states 
and the District of Columbia are well 
equipped to assume their rightful role in 
choosing national leadership. The proposals 
I have made offer a plan which is tailored 
to the needs of today's American Democracy, 
and to the American Federal system. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. GIL
BERT). 

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port the resolution to amend the Con
stitution to permit the direct election of 
the President, because I believe in popu
lar government and genuine majority 
rule. I think the abolishment of the elec
toral college, the vestige of a day when 
the people were not considered fit to 
choose their own leaders is long overdue. 

But because I believe in majority rule, 
Mr. Chairman, I have severe reservations 
about the provision of the amendment 
that would elect a President with 40 per
cent of the popular vote. I regard it as 
inherently unwise to build into our Con
stitution a provision for the election of 
our highest public official with less than 
a majority of votes. I think it is an un
healthy departure from the traditional 
American principle that the · majority 
rules. I believe it will set a disturbing 
precedent, which-given its association 
with the highest office in the land
could easily pass in to more commonplace 
political practice. Some of our colleagues 
have proposed other figures-35 to 45 
percent. We are a country that has al
ways been governed by majority rule, 
and I believe very deeply that we should 
stay that way. 

I have other reservations ab.out the 40-
percent provision. I think it will encour
age the growth of splinter parties and 
stand constantly as a sword over the 
head of the two-party system. I suspect 
it will give undue power to small groups. 
I think it will enable, far more 
easily than with a majority require
ment, the election of a President 
who appeals to some transitory pas
sion. A demagog will more easily get 
40 than 50 percent of the vote. The 
40 percent principle means that 60 per
cent of the voters might support the 
stability that the two traditional parties 
hav~ always given our society-while a 
minority is temporarily diverted by some 
folly. I havt: great faith in the long-term 
wisdom of the American people but I 
have, even in my own lifetime, seen in
stances when a substantial minority has 
had its head turned by the siren songs 
of irresponsible would-be leaders. I think 
the amendment, as it currently is written, 
will serve the ambitions of a demagog, 
while putting the solid majority of Amer
icans at a severe disadvantage. 

Let me go a step further and say that 
the institution of a minority President 
will do a disservice to good government. 
In these days of enormous social prob
lems, we need a strong man in the White 
House, one who is uncontestably the 
master ·of hit: administration. We know 
how difficult it can be for the President 
to exercise control over entrenched in-

teres·ts inside the Government-the vast 
Federal bureaucracy, the military, the 
intelligence agencies, the regulatory com
missions. These fiefdoms inevitably are 
strengthened by the feeling that the 
President represents less than the 
majority of voters. Any sign of weakness 
in the Presidential office, it seems to me, 
diminishes the responsiveness of these 
entrenched forces to necessary change. 
We contribute nothing but potential dis
order to the processes of Government, in 
my view, if we build into the Constitution 
the institution of a minority President. 

What I propose is the resort to a run
off election, which the amendment al
ready contemplates if no candidate ob
tains a plurality of 40 percent. My 
amendment would provide for a runoff if 
no candidate gets as much as 50 percent 
plus one of the votes cast. I recognize 
that this could entail added expenses, 
both for candidates and the election dis
tricts, but I think the expenses could be 
kept to a minimum. If the runoff elec
tion were held one, or perhaps, 2 weeks 
at most from the original election day, 
there would be little additional cam
paigning. And since this would be a head
to-head contest, with only two names on 
the ballot, I w.ould think that adminis
trative expenses would be minimal. 
Other countries and several of our States 
find the runoff system quite feasible. I do 
not think the technical handicaps are 
serious. I pref er this system because it is 
far more democratic than acquiesence to 
a minority, President. I believe that the 
integrity of our system demands that .our 
President be the choice of a majority of 
Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, I recognize that no one 
knows for sure how the proposed consti
tutional amendment will function in 
practice, particularly in regard to the 
problem of third parties. I think most 
Americans agree that we should try to 
preserve the two-party system. I ac
knowledge that an argument can be made 
for the proposition that requiring a ma
jority of popular votes for the election 
of a President will encourage dissidents 
to form splinter parties as "spoilers" to 
force a presidential election into a run
off. On the other hand, I believe such 
spoilers will be discouraged from enter
ing-and entailing thereby much trouble 
and expense-by the knowledge that a 
runoff will cancel any influence they had 
hoped to exercise. In the case of a 40-
percent President, a third party would 
remain in possession of the margin of 
defeat or victory, a sort of Damocles over 
the President's head, a force with which 
he would need unquestionably and inter
minably to reckon. 

But as important as any practical con
sideration, Mr. Chairman, is the principle 
of majority rule. I would like to caution 
my colleagues against institutionalizing 
the minority President by enshrining him 
in the Constitution. I would, instead, have 
them consider seriously the device of the 
runoff election to preserve the confidence 
of the people and keep our system strong. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman fr~m 
Indiana (Mr. DENNIS). 

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, in con
sidering House Joint Resolution 681 we 
are being asked to make a fundamental 

change, a change not only in the Con
stitution of the United States, but in my 
judgment also a change in the funda
mental and basic philosophy which lies 
behind that Constitution. 

In this situation it seems to me that 
two things at least are clear. First, the 
burden of proof rests heavily upon the 
proponents of the change and, secondly, 
we should strive for the minimum change 
consistent with the legitimate objectives 
of reform. 

Now, the objectives of reform as I un
derstand them are to get rid of the so
called faithless elector, to provide a bet
ter method of a contingent election in the 
failure of an electoral majority than that 
now provided in the Constitution, and to 
remedy the winner-take-all situation by 
which the winner of the popular vote 
within the States takes all of the electoral 
votes of the State. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. Downy), the gentleman from 
Virginia <Mr. POFF), and I, on Monday
and I hope, parenthetically, that all 
Members will be present on Monday-will 
off er a substitute amendment in the form 
of a district plan which we believe will 
answer all of those objectives of reform 
and will do so without working any radi
cal and fundamental change in our con
stitutional system and in our electoral 
system. 

Our plan, briefly, will abolish the elec
tor as an individual and this will take 
care of the question of the faithless elec
tor. It will retain the electoral vote of 
each State as it now exists and two 
of the electoral votes of each State 
will go to the candidacy-the candidate 
for President and Vice President-which 
gets the highest number of votes within 
the State. 

The other electoral votes of the State 
will go as the separate electoral districts 
into which the State is divided will go 
and will be assigned automatically to the 
candidacy which has the highest number 
of votes within such electoral district. 
That, we submit, will take care of the 
winner-take-all proposition because no 
longer, for example, will the city of New 
York be able to govern all of the electoral 
votes of the State of New York. It may 
possibly take the two electoral votes at 
large; it may take those in the congres
sional districts within the city, but it will 
not necessarily affect at all the voters up
state who can choose their own electors 
in their own districts. 

Finally, our plan in the event that no 
one obt&ins an electoral majority in this 
manner will provide for an election by a 
joint session of this House and the Senate 
where the Members will vote as indi
viduals, thus utilizing a representative 
body already elected and at hand and 
available for that purpose. 

I said when I commenced my remarks 
that I thought the direct plan proposed 
by the committee envisaged a funda
mental change in political philosophy. 
We have heard here on the floor during 
the debate several times that any plan 
other than the direct plan carries within 
i~ the possibility, as they say, of a win
ner being a loser or a loser being a win
ner. 

It is true as a mathematical proposi
tion that as long as you retain electoral 
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votes it ls mathematically possible, sentative candidate, under any system. 
though not likely, in a very close election, But our forefathers did not hand down 
for someone to have the most electoral to us a pure democracy in thk country. 
votes, and still to run slightly behind in They handed down to us a representative 
the popular vote. That can occur. federal republic, and I say to the Mem-

As a matter of fact, it has not occurred bers of this House that if we are to 
in this country since 1888, when Ben- - abandon that representative Federal Re
jamin Harrison was elected over Grover public, and in my view that is what we 
Cleveland, and in my judgment that is are being asked to do, then it must be 
the only example in our history, under done without my vote, at least; and, I 
modern conditions fairly approaching would hope, without the v.otes of every 
the conditions which exist in this coun- thoughtful Member of this House. 
try today. So I say to you, ladies and ~entlemen, 

But let me suggest to you a few other by all means let us strike a blow for re-
considerations in this connection: form, but let us do it without striking 

This body in which we sit is a repre- down in the process the constitutional 
sentative body. Why is it representative? house left us by our forefathers. 
It is representative because it is elected Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
by districts throughout the length and gentleman yield? 
breadth of this great land of ours. Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman. 

I am indebted for this next illustration Mr. WIGGINS. I would like to sharpen 
to my friend, the gentleman from Michi- the argument made that the present 
gan <Mr. HUTCHINSON). If we approach resolution will destroy or at least dam
this House on a completely mathematical age the federal system. I hope the gentle
basis, if we counted up the total vote man will be precise. I would like to know 
within the country for Republican candi- in what specific way the sovereignty of 
dates for this House and compared it the State of Indiana will be eroded by 
with the total vote nationwide for Demo- the direct popular election of the Presi
cratic candidates for this House on a dent. 
purely mathematical basis, there ought Mr. DENNIS. Well, the thrust of my 
to be a g<_>od n.umber more Republican argument, I will say to the gentleman, 
Members m this House than there ac- is that which I made a minute ago that 
tually are, but, elected from districts as under the direct popular vote yoJ. may 
we are, this is not true; and still we are have a man elected from a small part of 
8: representative body, and Representa- this country; in other words Los Angeles, 
tive, Mr. Chairman, for ~he. very reason New York, Chicago, or Detroit, if they 
that we are elected by districts. like a man and vote for him strongly 

As a result of om election by districts, along with a few other cities,' they can 
we have Representatives here from every elect him. I say that that is democracy, 
section of this country representing every maybe in the sense of a few more votes-
citizen, every interest, every class, and but it 

1

is not the representative Federal 
every viewpoint in this country. Republic such as we have had, and if 

Let me suggest to you what can happen that man loses in the rest of the na
under the direct election procedure, and tional area then he is not representative 
what I believe well might happen. on a national scale. 

In the 1968 election 54.6 percent of all Mr. WIGGINS. If the gentleman will 
the votes cast were cast in nine States yield for one further observation, I be
containing 12 of our largest cities. The lieve the gentleman ls aware that the 
significance. of this i~, as. the Indianapolis State of Indiana was the most 1mpor
Star put it man ~d1tori~l, that political tant State in the Union in contributing 
machines in 12 cities in nme heavily pop- to the national total for a Republican 
ulated States can pile up pluralities so President. 
big that the votes of the rest of the coun- Mr. DENNIS. I am aware of that. 
try would not matter in a nationwide Mr. WIGGINS. That was in 1968. I 
popular election. suggest too that Indiana particularly will 

In other words, under the direct P.opu- be an important state in a direct election. 
lar vote plan proposed by the committee, . . 
it ls possible for a candidate to pile up Mr. DENNIS. I agree that Indiana is 
so large a margin in these few heavily always important. . 
urban districts that he can lose and run Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr. 
behind in three-quarters of the geo- Chairman, will the gentleman yield for 
graphical area of this country and still a question? 
wind up with a few thousand ~ore total Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman. 
popular votes. Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr. Chair-

Now, such a candidate so elected may ~an, I take it from the views of the dis
be a winner in a mathematical sense tmguished gentleman from Indiana 
but I ask the question whether he is ~ printed in the committee report and in 
national leader, whether he is truly a the letter .that he has sent to the Mem
representative leader under those condi- bers of this body that he bases much of 
tions? his position on the idea or the concept 

Let me suggest to you that a President espoused by the distinguished gentleman, 
elected by districts-and that is what we of the federal system as favored by 
propose, the gentleman from Texas and James Madison, which you refer to in 
the gentleman from Virginia and I in our both of your publications. 
substitute amendment-must, like the Mr. DENNIS. It is true, I will say to 
Members of this House, be a representa- the gentleman from Missouri, ref erring 
tive President, representing all sections to the distict plan which I am advocating 
and all interests and all points of view that James Madison said that i·t was 
throughout this great country of ours. mostly if not exclusively in contempla-

In 99 times out of 100 tt .. e winner of tion by the framers when they drew the 
the popular vote will also be that repre- Constitution. 

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Is the 
gentleman aware that James Madison, 
the father of our Constitution, favored 
the direct popular plan for electing the 
President.? 

Mr. DENNIS. I am. 
Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Rather 

than the system espoused now by the 
gentleman from Indiana? 

Mr. DENNIS. I understand that that 
is true, but he said, nevertheless, that 
the Constitutional Convention had in 
mind the district system and he said that 
he thought that would be an excellent 
amendment to the Constitution as it 
was adopted. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the distin
guished chairman of the Commttee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. CELLER. Is the gentleman able 
to give us any concrete evidence of sup
port for the district plan by any orga
nization? 

Mr. DENNIS. I am glad the gentleman 
has asked me that. Reference was made 
here yesterday to the Chamber of Com
merce. I think the gentleman, the chair
man of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
will remember that the Chamber of 
Commerce is supporting the district plan 
equally with and as an alternative to 
the direct plan-and I am happy to in
form the distinguished chairman that 
the American Farm Bureau Federation 
has been sending me wires supporting the 
district plan. So I think I can at least 
cite two national organizations to him. 

Mr. CELLER. On the other side we 
have the AFL-CIO, the American Bar 
Association, the U.S. Chamber of Com
merce, the Federal Bar Association, and 
many other organizations which favor 
the popular direct plan. 

The gentleman understands the evils 
of gerrymandering, I am sure. I would 
like to ask the gentleman this question: 
Would not the district plan open the door 
to greater gerrymandering on the part 
of the State legislatures? If they are Re
publican, they would likely gerrymander 
the districts along Republican lines; 
contrarywise, if the legislators are con
trolled by Democrats, the Democrats 
being politically minded, as are the Re
publicans, woulc! draw the lines likewise 
so as to assure Democratic electors. 

Mr. DENNIS. I would like to say to the 
distinguished chairman that we have 
provided for that in our proposed 
amendment by stating that the elec
toral districts must be, insofar as prac
ticable, compact, of continuous terri
tory, and as nearly equal in population 
a~ possible. We adopted that language 
in order to meet the very argument made 
by the distinguished gentleman. I might 
add that as long as your congressional 
district meets those standards, but only 
so long, it could be the electoral district. 

Mr. CELLER. As one who has been very 
interested in the subject of gerryman
dering, and over many years the author 
of bills seeking to prevent gerrymander
ing, I can say to the gentleman the mere 
words "continuous" and "compact,'' 
which are contained in this proposed 
amendment, would not prevent gerry .. 
mandering. It could still be gerryman .. 
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dered on other lines and on other prin- tain the form and intent of the Consti
ciples. tution. The details of the substitute pro-

Mr. DENNIS. I say to the chairman posal will be explained when it is offered. 
that no solution is perfect. But I feel that In the meantime, should you wish to ex
under the court decisions and under the amine the proposed substitute, it is set 
terms of our proposal, we could draw de- out in the remarks of the gentleman 
cent districts which would be representa- from Indiana (Mr. DENNIS) on page 
tive, just as this House is representative. 24890 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, will September 9, 1969. 
the gentleman yield? The present procedure by which a 

Mr. DENNIS. I yield to the gentleman President is elected does need reform. 
if I have any time left. Various reasons are assigned by various 

Mr. MONAGAN. The gentleman has people. Some of the reasons are pica
suggested that he fears political machines yune. For instance, there is mentioned 
would control the votes in certain popu- the problem of the maverick elector. 
lation centers. I would just like to sug- This problem is so small as to not be 
gest from the experience of the past pres- worthy of mention; however, we elimi
idential election the opposite would be nate him in our substitute proposal. The 
the case. To take New York City as an contingency of election in the House is 
example, with the present political remote even under the present system. 
situation in that city, would not the It has happened only twice, and that in 
proliferation of candidates and phases the early history of our Nation, once in 
of opinion within the party show quite 1800 and again in 1824. 
the contrary would be the case? But the palpable unfairness of the 

Th.e CHAIRMAN. The time of the winner-take-all system, by which a small 
gentleman from Indiana has expired. number of popular votes may control a 

Mr. DENNIS. May I have time to an- State's entire electoral vote, cries out for 
swer the gentleman? remedial action. That is what we seek to 

remedy by and through our substitute. 
The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen- Neither the gentleman from Indiana 

tleman from Indiana has expired. (Mr. DENNIS) nor I will claim that our 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield proposal is perfect. No political system 

20 minutes to the gentleman from Texas is perfect. we do claim that our proposal 
(Mr. DOWDY). is less imperfect than the present sys-

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Chairman, I am tern, and also less imperfect than the 
pleased to have this opportunity to ex- other proposals, and particularly the 
press some of my views relating to re- committee proposals, House Joint Reso
form of the electoral .. system by which lution 681, which is more imperfect than 
we elect the President of the United . any other proposal, and would exchange 
States. the few imperfections in the present sys-

I have long been of the opinion that tern for a horde of new imperfections. 
some reform would serve the general The acknowledged defects in the pres
good, but my concept of reform would be ent system of electing a President do not 
to conform the practice to the intent of cry out for the drastic and radic:.l scheme 
the authors of the Constitution, in the embodied in House Joint F..esolution 681, 
provision they made for election of the which calls for the direct election of our 
President. With the development of po- Presidents. This proposal would destroy 
litical parties in the United States, it our federal system. This is the funda
became the practice for the entire elec- mental fact facing us here now. Maybe 
toral vote of each State to be delivered that is what we want to do. I do not think 
to the presidential candidate receiving we want to destroy our federal system, 
a plurality of the popular vote of the but we ought to know that is what will 
State, known as winner-take-all. happen by adoption of the direct election. 

This was not the intention of the au- Popular election sounds so easy--so 
thors of the constitutional provision simple. But examination -.vill disclose 
establishing the electoral college. A read- problems which are immense·J complex. 
ing of the constitutional records amply Under House Joint Resolution 681, the 
demonstrates this to be true. In a letter regulation of all elections would effec
to George Hay, James Madison stated tively pass from the States tc the Con
what the 1787 Convention intended to gress. Under present law, each State fixes 
accomplish. In the letter, Madison its own qualifications for voting and su
stated: pervises its own elections. The system 

I agree with you in thinking that the elec
tion of presidential electors by district is an 
amendment very proper to be brought for
ward. The district mode was mostly, if not 
exclusively, in view when the Constitution 
was framed and adopted. 

With this in mind, the proposal of the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. POFF), the 
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. DENNIS), 
and myself, which will be, at the proper 
time, offered as a substitute for the com
mittee bill, House Joint Resolution 
681, has been framed, holding in mind 
the proper use of the electoral college, 
and assignment of electoral votes by 
district. This proposal upholds the 
original constitutional principle of the 
electoral college. 

We abolish the electors as such, but re-

has its drawbacks, of course, but they are 
far outweighed by its advantages. The 
State constituencies are confined; they 
are of manageable size; and they oper
ate in each State under a body of estab
lished election law. 

The committee proposal would com
pletely alter this federal scheme. Con
gress would provide for a runoff election 
if no candidate received 40 percent of 
the vote; Congress would fix minimum 
residency requirements; Congress would 
wind up fixing age requirements and lit
eracy requirements; Congress would be 
required to enact laws providing for 
election contests; Congress would pro
vide for absentee voting; Congress would 
write laws for just about everything else. 
Congress would preempt the field of elec-

tion laws; the States would be required 
to abandon their own election laws in 
order to conform because it would be im
practical to have two sets of voters, one 
for President and the other for State 
elections. 

Some may think it is good, and that it 
is what the people want, but I repeat, 
whether good or bad, the proposed change 
is fundamental and radical, and must be 
faced as such. I believe that our pro
posed substitute provides a far better 
and wiser solution. 

The essential objection to the operation 
of the present system used in election of 
Presidents is the distortions that exist. 
The chief cause of the distortions is the 
statewide general election ticket system 
of electing presidential electors. The dis
trict system, as embodied in the substi
tute of the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
DENNIS) and me would eliminate the 
winner-take-all procedure under which 
all the electors from a State go to the 
statewide winner, regardless of the fact 
that the statewide loser might have won 
some congressional districts. Our pro
posal, as heretofore stated, would follow 
the plan for electing a President as en
visioned by the Founding Fathers. 

If you will read all of the varying and 
dissenting views in the committee report 
on House Joint Resolution 681, and after 
listening to all of the debate here on the 
floor, I am convinced that you will come 
to the conclusion that the authors of the 
U.S. Constitution were more intelligent 
than some of us have been giving them 
credit over the last several years. 

If the manner of electing a President, 
as they envisioned, had been followed, 
rather than abandoned, there would be 
no necessity for me to be here today 
urging the adoption of my substitute. 
Prior to 1836, many presidential electors 
were elected by popular vote from dis
tricts within the States. Each district 
elected its own elector, whose party affili
ation and vote might be different from 
those in some other districts within the 
same State. These district electors repre
sented the voice of the people wlthin 
their districts, giving these people an 
effective, independent voice "as citizens 
of the United States." The people were 
not regimented, as they are today under 
the winner-take-all general ticket 
system, into voting solely in their ca
pacity "as citizens of their State," by 
requiring that their votes be counted on a 
statewide basis only, and having one 
voice expressed uniformly by all of the 
electors from the State. 

The Constitution provides that the 
number of people determines the whole 
number of presidential electors each 
State shall have. Each State is entitled 
to two electors, or electoral votes, coun
terparts of the two U.S. Senators to 
which it is entitled as a State. In addi
tion, it has additional electoral votes 
equal to the number of Representatives 
in Congress to which the "people" of the 
State are entitled. 

Senators are elected by the people of 
a State to represent their "State" in Con
gress. The Representatives are elected by 
the people of their districts to represent 
"the people" in Congress. 

The district plan, as proposed in our 
substitute, will effectively preserve and 
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protect the dual character of Americans 
as "citizens of the United States," and as 
"citizens of a State," as clearly estab
lished in the Constitution. The great 
compromise established dual representa
tion in a bicameral Congress, providing, 
first, for equal representation of the 
States as States, regardless of popula
tion or size, in the Senate, and, second, 
for representation of the people by Rep
resentatives in the House elected directly 
by the people and appQrtioned among 
the several States according to popula
tion. 

This difference in the character of rep
resentation in the two Houses is sharply 
drawn in the constitutional provisions re
lating to qualifications which specify 
that a Representative shall be an inhab
itant of the State "in" which he shall be 
chosen, and that a Senator shall be an 
inhabitant of that State "for" which he 
shall be chosen. 

This balanced and symmetrical struc
ture of dual citizenship and dual repre
sentation in the Congress applies con
sistently in the parallel structure of dual 
representation established for the elec
toral college. The election of two electors 
on a statewide basis is an election for 
the State by persons acting in their ca
pacity as "citizens of the State,'' and the 
election of additional electors by each 
district would provide separate elections 
in each State by persons acting in their 
capacity as "citizens of the United 
States." 

Our proposed substitute for House 
Joint Resolution 681, while abandoning 
"electors" as such, preserves the electoral 
votes for each State and for each dis
trict, and preserves the dual citizenship 
status in voting for President. 

In addition to conforming to the in
tent of the Constitution, our proposal is 
much fairer than the statewide general 
ticket system, wherein all presidential 
electors, whether counterparts of Sena
tors or of Representatives, are elected 
by the same statewide count of votes by 
which the two electors, counterparts of 
the State's two Senators, are elected. 

Now, in my remaining time, I will re
mark briefly on some of the evil results 
that could be expected from adoption of 
the Joint Resolution 681, which is before 
us for consideration. I have already men
tioned that it would destroy our federal 
system, and its price would be complete 
Federal control of our elections, leaving 
no role to the people or to the States. 

House Joint Resolution 681 is not elec
toral reform-it is a political transfor
mation, flying squarely in the face of the 
most basic precept of the Constitution. 
It is a swing to an extreme which rep
resents the most radical possible depar
ture from traditional constitutional 
concepts. 

The only real source of complaint is 
the statewide, winner-take-all election of 
electors. This can and should be changed, 
but there is nothing in the current situ
ation, political or Qtherwise, that would 
command the complete restructuring of 
the foundation of the Presidency. It goes 
too far for too little reason. 

The adoption of House Joint Resolu
tion 681 would result in 15 States gain
ing political power in the selection of the 
President; 34 States and the District of 

Columbia would lose, and one State 
would have no change. The competition 
between the States to gain political power 
could well do violence to age and literacy 
requirements for voters. All of the States 
would have to follow the leader to the 
lowest voting age established by others, 
or see their power in presidential elec
tions diminish. Who knows where it 
would end; it ha::, even been suggested 
that it could reach the point that a 
pregnant woman would be permitted two 
votes. 

Furthermore, a logical extension of 
the arguments made in support of the 
direct national election can be extended 
to include the restructuring o~ the U.S. 
Senate, with its assignment of two Sen
ators to each State. It lends force to the 
schemes, advocated by many, to destroy 
the Senate by conforming it to a popula
tion basis. After all, if the people of the 
United States elect the President out of 
one popular constituency, thus brush
ing aside State boundaries and the con
cept of States tht:.mselves, then by what 
logic can it be maintained that the 
States should remain intact and sov
ereign and be . assigned, equally, two 
Senators? 

Fairly stated, the proposal for direct 
election is fa.· more than reform. It is re
placement of almost 200 years of princi
ple. Let it be so named and so recognized. 
Let the people of the country know 
full well the real, true question that is 
being debated here. Implicit and or
dained in the propose.I is the destruction 
of the States as parts of the plan of elect
ing the President, making easier the task 
of those who would rush forthrightly 
into the centralization of all power in 
Washington, which is going on apace, 
even now. 

I cannot see how thoughtful citizens, 
with lifelong experience in the work of 
precinct, county, district and State poli
tics, as they affect presidential elections, 
could fail to have misgivings about a 
proposal which would precipitate them 
into one formless mass of people, across 
the 50 States. It could effectively crip
ple, if not destroy the political parties. 
Political workers, party officials, organiz
ers, and concerned voters have always 
dealt with the work of presidential elec
tions in a familiar framework. They 
work at the task of carrying their con
stituencies, and measure their effective
ness precinct by precinct, county to 
county, district to district, and State to 
State. 

This would be no more under the di
rect-election proposal. Far from bringing 
the vote for the President closer to the 
people, this proposal would cause them 
to lose their identity and their interest 
in a shapeless mass. 

Sectional differences in terms of eco
nomics, resources, ethnic groupings, re
ligious blocs, urbanization and so forth, 
have always been important elements in 
presidential politics. Merging, balancing, 
tempering and reasonable compromise 
have been very positive and valuable 
attributes of our federal system. In fact, 
it is this diversity of people and interests 
that has kept us strong as a society. It 
is a precious balance. All of this will be 
drowned out and lost if the direct elec
tion proposal is adopted. 

The direct election would introduce 
greater uncertainty into our presidential 
elections. In the event of close results, in 
State after State, such as we saw in 1960 
and 1968, we could expect calls for wide
spread recounts and contests in the 
courts. New Federal laws would have to 
be enacted concerning such contests; 
these laws would have to be tested and 
interpreted by the Federal courts, 
through the Supreme Court. The result 
being that it could be weeks or months, 
or even years, without knowing who had 
been legally elected President. In pur
porting to seek certainty, the direct elec
tion ironically introduces an element 
which can only lend itself to greater un
certainty. 

Much has been made in. the past of 
dangers of fraud in elections, and we 
have seen charges of such when States 
were closely divided, and a State's whole 
bloc of votes would be delivered in such 
a manner. But placing the whole elec
torate at issue, as does the direct elec
tion proposal, raises fraud to its highest 
possible level. Such a plan would na
tionalize fraud and utilize every availa
ble bit of it. Presently, a given fraud can 
affect the vote of only one State. Under 
the direct election, it would affect the 
vote of the whole Nation. Under the dis- · 
trict plan, it would affect only one elec
toral vote. 

A shift of only 60,000 votes would have 
reversed the outcome of the 1960 elec
tion, had it been conducted under the 
direct election plan. Surely, this num
ber· of votes would be viewed as an 
achievable goal for those so inclined, out 
of more than 70 million votes. 

Splinter parties have heretofore been 
neutralized by the State boundaries of 
the electoral college. The proponents of 
the direct election suggest that the 40 
percent requirement for election of a 
President is designed to allow a 20 per
cent splintering of the electorate, and yet 
permit one of two major parties to elect 
a President. They do not add that the 
President they elect may be bitterly op
posed by three voters out of five, and 
that he could truly be a minority Presi
dent. 

In fact, with the multiplicity of par
ties this plan would encourage, minority 
Presidents would be almost a certainty. 
The Madison Avenue techniques of the 
press and television networks in pre
senting the direct election to the people 
as a utopian method of solving all the 
ills of society has been biased and en
tirely one sided. It is not mentioned, or 
slurred over, that 40 percent of the vot
ers will be able to elect the President. 
But the resolution is here, and the peo
ple will become informed that it would 
actually write the 40-percent provision 
into the Constitution, the basic law of 
our land. No mention is made of the 
fact that if adopted, the voters of the 10 
or 12 largest cities would be able to elect 
the President, even though he might be 
entirely unacceptable to large majorities 
elsewhere. But the people will learn of 
it before such an amendment is ever 
ratified. 

I hear it asked here, "How was the 40 
percent figure arrived at?" No good rea
son is assigned-purely rationalization. 
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But this 40 percent would make it possi
ble for the 10 or 12 largest cities to elect. 
I wonder if tha: is the reason for it. Were 
the figure 45 percent, it would make a 
minority election more difficult; were 
it 50 percent, the minority election would 
be impossible; were it 35 percent, the in
tent would be too obvious. As amend
ments are offered, I expect this will 
b~come apparent. 

I am of the opinion that an effective 
President should have a majority base 
of some sort, whether it be a majority 
of the voters, or a majority of the areas 
of the Nation. Throughout our history, 
our Presidents have had such a base, 
even in 1800 and 1824, when they were 
selected by the representatives of a ma
jority of the States. A Presidency based 
upon 40 percent of the votes cast would 
be shaky, indeed. 

In the end, the essential weakness of 
the direct-election proposal is that its 
ratification is m~st deeply in doubt. The 
big States versus the little States is an 
issue that will not go away. It remains 
with us as it has from the date of the 
great compromise of 1787, which made 
our Constitution possible. Thus the Con
gress is being asked to adopt the proposal 
that is least likely to be ratified by the 
smaller States, which by any count will 
number more than 30. Will they sacrifice 
their statehood in presidential elections 
on the altar of an undefined political 
slogan, "one man, one vote"? I think not. 
By mere failure to a:ct, any 13 states can 
defeat a proposed constitutional amend
ment. 

And that brings me to a final thought 
I want to lay before you for considera
tion. The proponents of direct election 
claim they warut to effectuate the "one 
man, one vote" slogan. But they immedi
ately provide that a President shall be 
elected by 40 percent of the voters, which 
effectively belies the "one man, one vote" 
claim. The real meaning of the 40-per
cent provision is "one man, 1 % votes." 
Under this "one man, 1 % votes" provi
sion, as I have mentioned earlier, it 
would mean that a mar. could be elected 
President who was bitterly opposed by 
three out of five voters. If this is "one 
man, one vote." I do not understand the 
English language. 

In my judgment, there were gathered 
together at the 1787 Constitutional Con
vention the greatest political minds in 
the history of mankind. They drew upon 
their own knowledge and experience, as 
well as the experiences of 6,000 years of 
mankind's search for liberty, and pro
duced the finest political document ever 
conceived in the mind of man, before or 
since. It has proved its worth over a 
period of nearly 200 years. I have great 
faith in the minds and judgment of 
Washington, Jefferson, Franklin, Madi
son, Hamilton, and the others who com
posed that document. I hesitate to dras
tica!ly tamper with it. Those who advo
cate this change in the Constitution must 
bear the burden of proof that their rem
edy will not produce greater evils in the 
body politic than those it would cure. 
This they have not done. 

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOWDY. Yes; if I have the time. 

Mr. MIKVA. I am startled and con
cerned at the gentleman's statement 
about the possibility of vote fraud in the 
proposal under debate, or I should say, 
his reference to increasing the potential 
for fraud. It seems to me that the pres
sent system affords the greatest poten
tial for fraud because of the leverage 
of a few votes. 

May I call the gentleman's attention 
to the 1960 elections where there were 
allegations--which were never substan
tiated-that in my State there were diffi
culties and irregularities; only 9,000 
votes separated the two candidates in 
that instance. On the basis of that situa
tion, 27 electoral votes went to one party, 
rather than the other. However, under 
the direct election plan 9,000 votes would 
merely be counted as a part of the total 
cast throughout the Nation. Would not 
the potential effects of any fraud or ir
regularities be far less under the direct 
election system? Would the gentleman 
care to comment on that? 

Mr. DOWDY. I would like to comment 
on that. That question is a basic reason 
that I support the district plan because 
that 9,000 votes would not have affected 
the 27 electoral votes of the State of Illi
nois under the plan we are proposing. It 
would affect only the one vote in the 
district, plus the two State votes. This 
would limit fraud to just three electoral 
votes, while under the direct election 
plan it would affect the election across 
the whole of the United States of Amer
ica, in such a way that it could switch 
the result of the election. 

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman will yield further, the point is 
this. The less leverage there is, the less 
fraud there can be and the direct elec
tion plan has the least leverage of all. 

Mr. DOWDY. For the district plan? 
Mr. MIKVA. For the direct election 

plan. 
Mr. DOWDY. For the direct election 

plan those 60,000 v:otes would have 
switched the result of the election. A 
change of 60,000 votes would have al
tered the election in 1960. But under the 
district plan it could have affected only 
three electoral votes. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOWDY. Yes, I yield to the gen
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. If the gentleman 
from Texas has the time, I wonder if he 
could inquire of the gentleman from 
Illinois to whom he just yielded as to 
whether or not he was in favor of this 
change in 1960 when that 9,000 votes 
took so many electoral votes to his candi
date and in fact provided the margin of 
victory. 

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois to respond to the gentle
man's inquiry. 

Mr. MIKVA. I shall be glad to answer 
that question and to say that I was for 
the direct election plan in the election of 
1960-as I am today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 5 additional minutes. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. I agree with the gen
tleman in his position at least if not in 
his reasons in opposing House Joint Res
olution 681. I do not agree with his alter
nate plan. I agree with the gentleman 
that after a great period of operation 
under the present electoral system it 
would be a bad thing to throw it over. 
But under the district plan, does the 
gentleman know what would have been 
the result in the election between Mr. 
Kennedy and Mr. Nixon? 

Mr. DOWDY. No, I do not. 
Mr. ECKHARDT. As I understand, the 

result in that case would have been that 
Mr. Nixon would have been elected. I 
am not sure of that. 

Mr. DOWDY. Well, I am not either. I 
do know that had there been ~ propor
tional plan in 1960 that Mr. Nixon would 
liave been elected. I do not know that 
that applies, and I do not believe it does, 
to the district plan. 

Mr. ECKHARDT. But the result would 
have been, as I understand, a difference 
between the popular vote and the result 
under the plan proposed by the gentle
man. I believe that under the district sys
tem the result would have been 278 to 
245 in favor of Mr. Nixon, although the 
popular vote went the other way. 

Mr. DOWDY. If that it true-and, the 
gentleman must understand, that I have 
not checked it--

Mr. ECKHARDT. But under the exist
ing system the result of the electoral vote 
came out the same ae the popular vote. 

Now, I agree with the gentleman that 
we should not lightly abandon the elec
toral college, but I suggest that possibly 
the district plan would create a greater 
propensity toward a difference between 
the popular vote and the electoral vote. 

Mr. DOWDY. The district plan would 
make the electoral vote more nearly con
form to the popular vote, as evidenced in 
the 1968 election. 

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Missouri. 

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, I notice that the gentleman 
from Texas also mentioned among the 
fathers of our country, James Madison, -
in support of his concept of federalism. 

I would like to ask the gentleman from 
Texas, as I did the gentleman from In
diana, if the gentleman is aware of the 
fact that James Madison, the father of 
our Constitution, was a strong propo
nent of the popular plan to elect a Presi
dent back in 1787? 

Mr. DOWDY. Perhaps. I do not know. 
But I can quote from a letter that Mad
ison wrote to George Hay in which he 
said: 

I agree with you in thinking tha:t the elec
tion of presidential electors by district is an 
amendment very proper to be brought for
ward. The district mode was mostly, if not 
exclusively, in view when the Constitution 
was framed and adopted. 

Mr. BURLISON of 'Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, if the gentleman will yield 
further, if he will look into the context 
of that in a bit more detail the gentle
man will find that James Madison fa-
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vored our present plan above the plan 
by which the State legislatures would 
select electors, but he did not favor the 
plan above the popular election. That is 
what President Madison had reference 
to in the remarks the gentleman has just 
quoted. . 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. I 
would ask the gentleman whether the 
gentleman would agree that it would be 
a fair presumption in normal circum
stances that under the district plan the 
party which elected, that is, controlled 
the House of Representatives, would also 
presumably elect the President because 
if a particular party was strong enough 
to elect a majority in the House of Repre
sentatives then under the district plan
and that is what we have-is it not likely 
that the same party would elect the 
President? 

Mr. DOWDY. I would think usually 
that would happen, although not always. 
There have been times in my district 
where I was elected but the Republican 
presidential candidate prevailed. I re
call that was true at least in Mr. Eisen
hower's 1956 election campaign. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I would concede 
that, but just as a further response, if 
the gentleman would yield further, in 
response to the colloquy that took place 
just a very few minutes ago between the 
gentleman in the well and another Mem
ber on the floor, it just occurred to me 
that it would be fair to say that as a gen
eral thing the party strong enough to 
elect a majority in the House of Repre
sentatives would be strong enough to 
elect the President under the district 
plan. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Texas has again expired. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 
additional minute to the gentleman from 
Texas. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, in response to the question pro
pounded by the gentleman from Michi
gan, I think it is only fair to point out 
that under the district plan in the last 
election President Nixon would have re
ceived 289 electoral votes, as compared 
to 192 votes for Vice President Hum
phrey-and yet nevertheless you have a 
Democratic House of Representatives. 

Mr. DOWDY. Under the district plan 
in the la.st election, I have checked, Mr. 
Nixon would have received 12 less elec
toral votes than he received. Mr. Hum
phrey ·would have received identically 
the same and Mr. Wallace would have 
received 12 more votes than he received. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. But the 
point is that President Nixon still would 
have won. 

Mr. DOWDY. That is right. 
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. And still 

you have a Democratic House, and that 
certainly dispells your conclusion. 

Mr. DOWDY. There would be a differ
ence in the totals under the district plan, 

when compared with the totals under the 
"winner take all," as presently practiced.. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time 1of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. WIGGINS). 

Mr. MACGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield briefly? 

Mr. WIGGINS. I yield to the gentle
man. 

Mr. MACGREGOR. I cannot resist 
commenting on the most recent colloquy 
between the gentleman from Colorado 
<Mr. ROGERS) and the gentleman from 
Texas <Mr. Downy). It does seem to me 
that a most pertinent observation to 
make about the fact of there now being 
a Republican President and a Demo
cratic House is that a great many Demo
cratic voters throughout the country ob
viously showed the great good judgment 
of voting for Richard Nixon. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, I am 

here to support House Joint Resolution 
681. 

I think I have always supported elec
toral college reform, but I did not ap
proach these hearings in favor of the 
direct election plan. Indeed, I was lean
ing toward the district plan. But after 
the hearings and after the deliberation 
which I personally and our committee 
gave to this most important subject, I 
have come to the conclusion that the di
rect election of the President is best. 
Accordingly, I am here to embrace House 
Joint Resolu.tion 681 and urge my col
leagues to do likewise. 

I have taken this time during gen
eral debate to add to the legislative his
tory surrounding this most important 
measure. 

The first subject that I would like to 
address myself to is: 

Under the resolution, who may vote? 
In section 1 of the resolution it is 

provided: 
The people of the several States and the 

District constituting the seat of government 
of the United States shall elect * * * 

This sentence upon careful analysis 
indicates that the constitutional power 
does not extend the right to vote to all 
people. Only people of the several States 
and the district constituting the seat of 
government may vote under this reso
lution. 

It should be understood, therefore, that 
the Congress is denied the power to 
grant legislatively the franchise to Amer
ican citizens in the territories and Amer
ican citizens domiciled in foreign coun
tries and not domiciled in the States or 
the District of Columbia. That fact, I 
think, should be understood. 

Section 1 also provides that two per
sons must consent to the joining of their 
names as a presidential and vice presi
dential team. 

By this section and others the incon
sistent provisions of the 12th amend
ment are by implication repealed. There 
is nothing in the language of section 1 
or in this section of the resolution before 
us inconsistent with the final sentence 
of the 12th amendment which provides, 

But no person constitution.ally ineligible 
to the office of President shall be eligible to 
that of Vice President of the United States. 

The final sentence just quoted remains 
in my view unimpaired and a part of the 
Constitution. -

There are some diversity provisions 
in the 12th amendment with respect to 
electors in one State being required to 
cast their votes for a presidential or 
vice-presidential candidate from another 
State. I do not think these provisions 
have been repealed. They have been ren
dered obsolete by the direct election 
amendment. 

In section 2 the State legislatures are 
granted the power to determine the qual
ifications of voters. This follows the pat
tern now in the constitution in article I, 
section 2, and the 17th amendment, 
which specifies the qualifications for 
voters for Representatives in Congress 
and for Senators. 

The second section also grants powers 
to the Congress to provide for uniform 
residency requirements. 

In a national election no otherwise 
qualified voter should be denied the right 
to vote because of. a recent change in 
residence. However, it is equally impor
tant to insure that such person votes 
only once. Uniform residency require
ments can assure this result. The purpose 
of the uniform residency requirement is 
to prevent duplicate voting. 

I should like to comment very briefly 
on the subject of age. It has been stated 
in some quarters that the direct popular 
election proposal would give authority to 
Congress to lower the voting age to 18 
or to some other appropriate age. It 
should be observed that this subject was 
debated by the committee but was de
leted purposely by the committee. There 
is no provision in this amendment pro
viding for uniform age qualifications. It 
is my view as one member of this com
mittee that it would require a constitu
tional amendment rather than simply 
legislation in order to grant the fran
chise nationally to 18-year-olds. 

It has been said that section 2 and sec
tion 4 grant a new power to Congress to 
legislate so as to control State election 
machinery. 

In this connection it is to be borne in 
mind that Congress now possesses a re
served power to make or alter regulations 
providing for the manner of electing.Sen
ators and Representatives. Accordingly, 
such additional powers as may be granted 
by this amendment only extends a sim
ilar power with respect to the Presidents 
and Vice Presidents. 

I believe that I would be less than can
did if I did not admit that there is the 
possibility of federalizing election proce
dures. But if that be true, if that be the 
only way in which the prerogatives and 
the sovereignty of States might be 
eroded, I think it is indeed a smal: price 
to pay for · the great goal of permitting 
the people to select their President. 

The reserved power in Congress pro
vided in sections 2 and 4, as I have said, 
merely follows the grant of power now 
existing in Congress to make or alter 
regulations in Federal elections. 

There is, however, new language in sec
tion 4. Reserved power is retained by the 
Congress to make or alter regulations 
providing for "entitlement to inclusion on 
the ballot." This is new language in the 
Constitution. Those who are fearful of 
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the reach of this language should also 
be concerned about the possibility, which 
is not unprecedented, that a major can
didate's name would be denied access to 
the ballot in some States. It is to this pos
sibility that the new language is ad
dressed. The new language should not be 
construed, and it is not the intention of 
this member of the committee, at least, 
that the words "entitlement to inclusion 
on the ballot" be construed, as a grant of 
power to supplant the convention system 
of naming candidates in favor of a na
tional primary procedure. I wish to em
phasize that I speak only for myself in 
this regard. It is not my intention as one 
member of the committee to confer any 
additional power on the Congress of the 
United States with respect to eliminating 
the convention system of selecting candi
dates. 

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIGGINS. I yield to the gentle
man from Virginia. 

Mr. POFF. I concur altogether, and 
I would hope the gentlen.a1. would pro
pound the question directly to the dis
tinguished chairman of the committee 
in order that the legislative history on 
this electoral reform measure might be 
abundantly clear. 

Mr. WIGGINS. I would be pleased to 
do so, but I would like first to complete 
my statement and then I shall come back 
to that point. 

Whatever power the Congress may 
have in this field of regulating national 
primaries, it is not my intention that 
the new amendment shall enlarge upon 
that power. 

Section 5 provides for the death or 
withdrawal of a candidate and fills the 
void left by the 20th amendment. The 
question of disability of a candidate is 
not resolved, and it is the intention that 
the political parties themselves shall 
handle this delicate and difficult problem. 

Section 6 contains the usual language 
giving power to enforce the article by 
appropriate legislation. In recent years 
the Supreme Court has found similar 
language to be an independent source 
of legislative power. Such a cJnstruction 
is not intended with respecc to section 6. 
The nature and breadth of congressional 
power is contained in the first five sec
tions of this amendment. Secti.:>n 6 does 
not add to that power, in my view. It 
merely permits the Congress to exercise 
the power contained in the first five sec
tions in an appropriate manner. 

Now I am going to return to this ques
tion of the national primary and ask a 
question of our distinguished chairman 
of the committee. I see that he is not on 
the floor, but pending !:lis return, I would 
like to direct a question to the ranking 
Republican member in order to clear up 
the legislative history concerning any 
power vested by this amendment to regu
late national primaries. Would the gen
tleman comment on that? 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
would be pleased to comment. There 
was no discussion of that matter of any 
moment, and therefore no decision 
reached on the positive or negative side. 

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the gentleman's remarks. 

If I may, I will yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado, a senior member of the 
Judiciary Committee, in the absence of 
the chairman. Would the gentleman 
care to comment upon my observation 
that the language "entitlement to in
clusion on the ballot" is not to be con
strued as a conferral of power to regu
late primaries or the convention system? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I concur in the comment from the 
gentleman from Ohio and point out that 
the Congress of the United States now 
has the authority over the election of 
the President and the Members of the 
House of Representatives and U.S. Sen
ators to provide rules and regulations 
therefor. 

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, would 
the gentleman agree therefore that 
whatever the thrust of this new lan
guage, it doe~ not add to any power what
ever that may be now possessed by the 
Congress? 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I readily 
agree it would not add to any power 
whatsoever. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIGGINS. I yield tO the gentle
man from Louisiana. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. The 
gentleman is doing an excellent job in 
getting clarification on some of the 
questions surrounding this proposed 
amendment. I would wonder if the gen
tleman now could help me or could get 
some other member of the committee to 
clarify the intent of a sentence in sec
tion 1 of the bill which reads: 

Each elector shall cast a single vote for 
two persons who shall have consented to 
the joining of their names as candidates 
for the offices of President and Vice Presi
dent. 

I have read this in the light that it 
it intended by the committee that a man 
cannot under any circumstances have his 
name placed on the ballot of any State 
as a candidate for the high office of Pres
ident without a running mate for the 
office of Vice President or that running 
mate cannot be a running mate of any 
other candidate. Is this correct? 

Mr. WIGGINS. Mr. Chairman, it was 
the intent of the committee to insure 
the integrity of the party system by re
quiring that pairs of candidates not only 
consent to the joining of their names, 
but also to prevent a candidate from ap
pearing on the ballot of any other party. 
Those were the considerations which 
prompted the committee's requirement 
that the President and Vice President 
run as a team by voluntarily consenting 
to the joining of their names. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, 
the gentleman has given a quite frank 
answer. I wonder if he would be as can
did in saying as well it was the intent 
of the committee to limit the number of 
parties which might participate by ap
proaching the amendment in thi.s man
ner. 

Mr. WIGGINS. I will be as candid as 
possible. I think there is some danger 
in the proliferation of parties, but there 
is nothing in this amendment which pro
hibits a minor party from achieving ma-

jority status. I think there is something 
to be gained for America by not making 
it easy for multiple political parties to 
arise. We do not design an amendment 
here to lock into the Constitution a Re
publican and a Democrat Party. That 
is not the case at all. New parties may 
grow and may prosper if they can do 
so upon their own merit. On the other 
hand, we do not encourage them. 

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. I think the gen
tleman has given me understandable 
answers which will make a contribution 
to this amendment as it proceeds along 
the legislative highway. 

The two-party system has no basis 
under the Constitution or in law, but is 
not the final, net effect of this amend
ment to give them an unwritten ad
vantage. 

Mr. WIGGINS. No. I would disagree. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 

time of the gentleman from California 
has expired. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, t 
yield the gentleman 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. WIGGINS. I would disagree with 
the conclusion that the amendment gives 
tacit official consent to the two-party 
system. I believe, however, it does recog
nize the party system, but certainly not 
a specific number of parties. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WIGGINS. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. I thank the gen
tleman for yielding. 

I believe it was my individual views 
that the possible scope of the "en
titlement to inclusion on the ballot" 
phrase was raised. I am pleased to 
have the gentleman from California 
make a legislative history as best 
he can that it was not the intention 
that "entitlement to inclusion on the 
ballot" be so broadly construed as to per
mit Congress to prohibit a convention 
system and require a national primary. 

I am a little bit disappointed, may I 
say, in the response the gentleman has 
gotten when he propounded the question. 
I do not believe that there was the clear
cut legislative history that perhaps the 
gentleman desires, and certainly not the 
legislative history I would have desired. 
Consequently, I believe the question still 
is there, that it is possible this language 
may be so broadly construed. I hope I am 
wrong. I agree with the gentleman. 

May I say, it is my own opinion that 
certainly it is not the congressional 
intent to give that language so broad a 
scope. On the other hand, I have seen, 
as we have all seen, how the Supreme 
Court of the United States has been in
terpreting constitutional phrases of late 
years. 

Mr. WIGGINS. Perhaps after reading 
the preceding exchange, the court will 
not interpret the language improperly. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may con
sume to the gentleman from New Jersey 
(Mr. MINISH). 

Mr. MINISH. Mr. Chairman, the 1968 
presidential election has provided the 
impetus for reform of our historical 
method of choosing the President and 
Vice President of the United States. Last 
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year we narrowly avoided a constitu
tional crisis of perilous proportions. For
tunately, in this instance the candidate 
receiving a plurality of the popular votes 
also garnered the majority of electoral 
votes necessary for election. But such a 
propitious result is far from assured in 
t,he future and it is now time to correct 
those inherent defects which jeopardize 
our Nation's stability and our Govern
ment's continuity. 

The constitutional amendment we are 
considering today provides a mechanism 
which will assure stability, continuity, 
and equity in the election of our Nation's 
highest public o.ffi.cials. House Joint Res
olution 681 calls for the direct election of 
the President and Vice President by pop
ular vote. An additional provision speci
fies that, in the event no candidate re
ceives at least 40 percent of the popular 
vote, a runoff election shall be held be
tween the two presidential candidates 
receiving the greatest number of votes. 
Historical evidence indicates that the 
necessity for a runoff will be rare. Only 
once in the entire history of our Nation 
has a presidential election failed to pro
duce a candidate wtih 40 percent of the 
popular vote. 

As the American Bar Association has 
stated, the present electoral college sys
tem is "archaic, undemocratic, complex, 
ambiguous, indirect, and dangerous." 
One of its most persistent defects is the 
distortion which occurs between the 
voice of the people and its reflection in 
the electoral college. The final electoral 
vote seldom bears even a close re
semblance to the popular vote result. For 
example, in 1956 President Eisenhower 
was elected with 55 percent of the 
popular vote. Yet Eisenhower received 
82 percent of the electoral votes. Presi
dent Kennedy received 57 percent of the 
electoral votes in 1960, but his popular 
vote amounted to only 49 percent. 

Under the present system, up to 50 
percent of a State's electorate casts 
meaningless or wasted votes. Since each 
State's electoral votes are assigned on a 
winner-take-all basis, a large proportion 
of vot~rs are effectively disenfranchised. 

Another shortcoming in the present 
method is the possibility of the so-called 
independent elector who disregards his 
constitutents' will and votes for a candi
date other than the popular winner. Last 
year one North Carolina elector did just 
this, and his constitutional right to act 
according to his own inclinations was 
upheld by the Congress. 

All the imperfections conspire to 
produce a deadlock and a potential crisis 
as the election is thrown into the House 
of Representatives. Here the possibility 
for distortion increases with a minority 
of the Members of the House, constitut
ing a majority of the members of the 
smallest State delegations, able to control 
the vote. 

Mr. Chairman, direct election by the 
people is the most simple, rational, demo
cratic means by which to achieve the 
much-needed and long overdue reform 
of our method of choosing the President 
and Vice President. Adoption of the 
pending amendment by the Congress and 
eventual ratification by the requisi,te 
number of States will insure the applica-

tion of the one-man, one-vote principle 
to our most important electoral contest. 
Moreover, recognition will at last be 
given, in fact as well as in rhetoric to the 
wisdom, prudence, and good judgment of 
the American people. _ 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. RY.AN). 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, at the out
set I should like to commend the dis
tinguished chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee and the distinguished rank
ing minority member of the Judiciary 
Committee for their contributions not 
only in this debate as it has progressed 
so far but also for the very thorough 
and dedicated efforts they made 
throughout the hearings and considera
tion of the markup of House Joint 
Resolution 681. 

The debate on House Joint Resolu
tion 681, of which I am pleased to be a 
cosponsor and which would provide for 
an amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States for the direct elec
tion of the President and the Vice Presi
dent by the people of the several States 
and of the District constituting the seat 
of the Government of the United States, 
is indeed a historic occasion. We are 
poised at a rare and significant moment, 
when our action may well determine our 
Nation's course for generations yet to 
come. 

This is the first occasion upon which 
the House of Representatives has de
bated at length the amendment of our 
Constitution to provide for the direct 
election of the President and the Vice 
President, and it is the first occasion 
since 1854 when the House has examined 
in depth the question of the alteration 
of the present electoral college system. 
In that year the debate concerned a dis
trict plan proposal, as it did in 1826. 

It is true that the House debated 
previously and rejected, in July 1950, 
the Lodge-Gossett proportional plan, but 
in that case the proposal was considered 
under the suspension of the rules pro
cedure, with very strict time limitations. 

Electoral college reform is long over
due, and if the method of selecting our 
President is to be revised the change 
must be fundamental, insuring that the 
principle of one man, one vote applies to 
the highest elective office in the Nation 
so that the President of all the people is 
actually elected by all the people. 

Direct popular election is the only truly 
democratic method, for it is the only 
way to guarantee that the candidate who 
receives a plurality of the votes becomes 
President. Under every other plan-the 
present electoral college system, the pro
portional plan, or the district plan-it 
is possible for a candidate who does not 
receive the most popular votes to become 
President and it happened under the 
present electoral college system on three 
occasions-1824, 1876, and 1888. 

Direct popular election is the only 
method under which the vote of any 
voter living in any part of any State has 
the same effect on the result of the elec
tion as the vote of any voter living in any 
part of any other State. · 

Although President Nixon in his mes
sage on electoral college reform on Feb
ruary 24, 1969, expressed, "his personal 

feeling that the candidate who wins the 
most popular votes should become Pres
ident," he in reality advocated the pro
portional plan under which the electoral 
vote of a State would be distributed 
among the candidates for President in 
proportion to the popular vote cast. And 
the Attorney General testified, "the ad
ministration has not recommended to 
the Congress any specific plan"-hear
ings, page 628. 

I share the President's personal feel
ing, and fear the consequences if the 
loser should ever again become the win
ner under the present or any other 
system. 

When asked by me if the administra
tion were "concerned that there might 
be a constitutional crisis in this country 
if a person became President through the 
present system or through any system 
which resulted in his election without a 
popular plurality," Attorney General 
Mitchell replied, "No; we are not"
hearings, page 629. 

I think all of us must be concerned 
about the very real possibility of a con
stitutional crisis arising from the elec
tion of a President who is not the pop
ular choice of all the people. 

We must also be concerned about the 
possibility of a deadlock, a vacancy of 
uncertain duration, and the evils inher
ent in a bargained election in the House. 

Last fall the inadequacies and perils 
of .our existing electoral system were 
made all too evident as the Nation barely 
averted a drastic political crisis, brush
ing past serious possibilities of a trading 
of electoral votes for commitments on 
future policy which would have been con
trary to the views of a majority of our 
people, and a contingent election of the 
President by the House of Representa
tives in an unrepresentative manner 
whereby the least populous States would 
have been on an even footing with the 
most populous and in which it would have 
been mathematically possible for 59 
Members of the 435 House Members to 
determine the result. Those 59 Members 
are a majority of the 26 smallest State 
delegations. 

We now face the opportunity to remove 
the most undemocratic and anachronistic 
feature in the Constitution and to re
place it with a means whereby the 
directly expressed will of the voters will 
determine who will be the President. 
Directly, popular election will forever re
move the devices of presidential electors, 
electoral votes, unpledged electors, faith
less electors, and possible selection by the 
House of Representatives through which 
the will of the voters may be thwarted or 
repudiated. 

There can be no question that this is 
the moment to act. Public opinion, as 
indicated in the Gallup and Harris pub
lic opinion polls, as well as in the results 
of many constituent questionnaires in
serted by Members in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, heavily favors direct popular 
election of the President. Polls of mem
bers of State legislatures disclose a simi
lar preference. Over 80 percent of voters 
polled want the change. 

If there is to be electoral reform, the 
change to be made should not be a mere 
tinkering with an outmoded apparatus 
which this Nation has long ago out-
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grown, but should be suited to the politi
cal realities of today. 

Ideally, how can anyone argue with 
the premise of direct popular election of 
the President and Vice President? 

The present system is a balance of in
equities, the result of a constitutional 
convention compromise, the creators of 
which provided for a contingent election 
in the House of Representatives where 
the small States would have equal voice 
with the large States. 

The essential elements of today's sys
tem, that is, the electoral college, pledged 
and unpledged electors, the winner take 
all unit vote, result in disfranchisement 
of minority voters in each State-those 
who vote for the loser and see the votes 
attributable to them actually cast for a 
candidate to whom they are opposed
the risk of a President who did not re
ceive a plurality, and the vote of a voter 
in one State counting more than the 
vote of a voter in another State. The re
sult of all this, as Gus Tyler, assistant 
president, International Ladies Garment 
Workers Union, at the Judiciary Com
mittee hearings described the situation, 
is that of "countervailing inequities." 

Suggested amendments other than 
that of direct, popular election, such as 
the district and proportional plans would 
be even more inequitable since both plans 
would "unbalance" the "balancing in
equities" of the present system. 

If one special advantage in the present 
system is eliminated while the others re
main iinaff ected-the consequence of 
adopting the district or proportional 
plan-then the remaining inequities 
would work to the disadvantage of one 
group of States "and the system as a 
whole would not only be inequitable but 
w0uld be politically unbalanced, as well." 

The only logical way to amend the sys
tem is to remove all the inequities and 
dangers, and the only proposal that can 
accomplish this is direct popular election. 

I am not unmindful of the arguments 
that the present winner-take-all system 
provides special leverage to the large 
urban, industrial States. I have studied 
with care the testimony of the witnesses, 
who argued that the winner-take-all 
method be preserved because of the vot
ing power which is presumed to rest in 
the industrial States. Those who take 
this position believe that the only defects 
in the present system can be cured by 
eliminating the "faithless elector" by the 
automatic allocation of a State's elec
toral vote and by changing the procedure 
for a contingent election in the House 
so that the vote would not be counted by 
States. 

As the representative of a big city and 
a big State, I have not treated this argu
ment lightly; but, as I asked one very 
conscientious witness before the Judici
ary Committee, how can we justify a sit
uation where a candidate who does not · 
receive a plurality of the popular vote 
may become President? 

The witness' answer was candid: 
Mr. Ryan, you ask the question which stops 

me every time. I cannot really Justify it in 
any terms imaginable to a person who be
lieves in democracy. I can only say thait the 
possib111ty of its happening exists in any sys
tem except the direct popular vote, and I 

think that is a small enough price to pay, 
particularly in view of the fact that the sys
tem just hasn't worked that way, by and 
large, and certainly hasn't for the last 80 
years. And I think that it is a small enough 
price to pay to maintain the kind of stabil
ity that we have m~intained in our National 
Government over the years. (Hearings p. 
392.) 

As far as I am concerned, the principle 
that in a democracy every citizen should 
have an equal vote is controlling even if 
the present system adv,antages the large 
pivotal, swing Sta.tes. 

John F. Banzhaf III has presented a 
very thorough mathematical analysis of 
the elecitoral college which substantiates 
the proposition that a voter in a State 
with a large electoral vote is more in
fluential in affecting the outcome of a 
close election than a voter in a State with 
a small electoral vote. The shift of a 
certain number of popular votes in a 
large State such as New York with 43 
electoral votes or California with 40 elec
toral votes under the winner take all unit 
vote system, may be sufficient to alter the 
outcome of the presidential election 
whereas the shift of the same numbe~ 
of votes in a small State with few elec
toral votes may not be decisive. 

In commenting upon the voting power 
argument, Neal R. Pierce, author of the 
"People's President," pointed out that 
this argument: 

It ignores one basic factor: the individual 
citizen's interest in oombdning his vote with 
those of voters who share his feelings in the 
most meaningful way in the final, decisive 
count. No matter how great his theoretica:l 
power may be in a presidential election, a 
voter is effectively disfranchised if he hap
pens to be in the minority in his state in his 
choice for President. Under the unit-rule 
system, his vote (or the electoral vote repre
senting him) is then actually cast for the 
candidate he opposes. And this is true 
whether he is liberal or conservative, white 
or black, John Bircher or new left, or a small
state or large-state citizen. Villanova Law 
Review, Vol. 13, No. 2 (Winter, 1968) 

Direct election will insure that every 
person's vote counts in States where it 
may now be ineffectual under the State 
unit vote. It will encourage people in the 
minority to register and vote. It should 
make the deprivation of voting rights 
through discrimination in the South of 
greater concern to citizens in other parts 
of the country who have parallel inter
ests. 

Direct election must be accompanied 
by adequate and properly enforced safe
guards against discrimination in voting. 
It is imperative that the Voting Rights 
Act of 1965 be extended and that it be 
effectively enforced. Various devices are 
still used in the South to deny the ballot 
as well as a place on the ballot to black 
candidates. 

Although there has been progress un
der the Voting Rights Act of 1965, still 
only 57 .2 percent of the potential black 
vote is registered in 11 Southern States. 
The Negro voting age population is aP
proximately 5 million; approximately 
2,810,763 Negro voters are registered. 

If there were a direct vote system, 
minority group members in various sec
tions of the country could combine and 
vote together, exercising great influence 
on the outcome of a presidential elec-

tion-just as they do today in State elec
tions. This applies to ethnic and religious 
as well as age and income groups. 

As our Nation becomes increasingly 
urbanized, trends will occur. Voters in 
our urban centers with common interests 
and common needs will begin to form 
national blocs which Presidential candi
dates will ignore at their peril, and lib
eral elements, which in some States 
under the present electoral system are 
completely outvoted, will become a na
tional force. As black and brown citizens 
become enfranchised, their voting pow
er will be enhanced-not diminished. 

It is also interesting to note that with 
the spread of urbanization and the shift 
in population, the big States are not as 
pivotal as they once were. They tend to 
cancel each other out. Although New 
York went Democratic in 1968, 1964, and 
1960; it was in the Republican column 
in 1956, 1952, and 1948. 

The fact is that under the present 
system both the big and the small States 
have an advantage, and under both the 
proportional and district plans the im
balance would favor the small States. 

The only fair system is one which 
gives each citizen an equal voice in elect
ing the ?resident. 

Direct popular election is consistent 
with the continuing expanision of the 
right of suffrage in the Nation. Placing 
each voter on an equal plane, it is the 
natural fulfillment of the concept of 
democracy. 

While I strongly support the principle 
of direct election represented in House 
Joint Resolution 681, I believe that it 
could be improved to serve our demo
cratic concepts better. 

If there is to be a nationwide election 
for our national President, there should 
be nationwide election machinery. Uni
form voter requirements of age and resi
dence should be set by the Congress 
directly. · 

The joint resolution as reported from 
the committee would permit the States 
to enact widely divergent qualifications 
for voting in a national election. The 
premise of the resolution is that each 
citizen should have an equal voice in 
electing a President and Vice President. 
But each State would be allowed to set 
its own age and residency requirements. 

In a direct national election, why 
should an 18-year-old in Georgia be able 
to vote when an 18-year-old--or 19-
or 20-year-old~in New York cannot? 
In a direct national election, why should 
a person who has lived in Maryland for 
45 days be allowed to vote when a person 
who has lived in Mississippi for 45 days
indeed, less than 2 years--cannot? 

I am aware that the resolution pro
vides that "the Congress may establish 
uniform residence qualifications," but it 
is important to note that it does not in
clude uniform age qualifications. Unf or
tunately, age was specifically excluded 
by the committee. Congress should set 
the standards direct1y, not simply have a 
reserve power to do so. In the spirit of 
democracy it would seem more fitting 
for an amendment prescribing national 
elections to contain national standards 
for voting. 

Authority to set national standards 
for inclusion on the ballot in each State 
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should also be _granted directly to Con
gress. The judiciary has recently begun 
to delineate the limits beyond which 
States may not go in establishing re
quirements to get on the ballot. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I yield the gentleman 4 additional 
minutes. 

MI:. RYAN. However, variations from 
State to State, even within reasonable 
limits, could prevent a presidential can
didate from getting his name before the 
voters in all the States. 

This resolution permits, and even 
seems to encourage, the disenfranchise
ment of voters in some States. During 
the last year the Supreme Court has de
clared unconstitutional some devices by 
which States keep minor parties off the 
ballot. A landmark decision was won by 
the supporters of George Wallace in 
Ohio who successfully argued that Ohio 
election law makes the requirements for 
third parties so difficult to meet that it 
effectively prohibits third parties. Wil
liams v. Rhodes (393 U.S. 23, 1968). 

The wording of the present resolution, 
that "entitlement to inclusion on the 
ballot shall be prescribed in each State 
by the legislature, thereof" could even 
permit a State legislature to prohibit a 
major party-or the candidate of a 
major party-from being included on the 
State ballot. Such a prospect may not be 
mere fantasy. Since 1948 there have been 
States in which it was almost made im
possible for voters to cast their ballot for 
the candidate of the Democratic Party. 
In a national direct election, why should 
the voters of one State be allowed to vote 
for a presidential candidate when the 
voters of another State are not? In 1948 
it was impossible for the Alabama elec
torate to vote for Harry S. Truman. It 
would be more democratic-and less like
ly that this country might face another 
possible national crisis-if Congress were 
to establish a national standards for in
clusion on the ballot. 

I should also point out that I believe we 
have given insufficient thought to the 
selection of our candidates for Vice Pres
ident. Originally the person receiving a 
majority of electoral votes was to be 
elected President and the person receiv
ing the next highest number of votes was 
to be elected Vice President. Since adop
tion of the 12th amendment the electors 
have cast separate votes for President 
and Vice President. The concept of vot
ing for two candidates was not that of 
the Founding Fathers. 

Were the Vice President only a presi
dential assistant there might be no ob
jection to the proposed method by which 
he is to be selected. But since, as so often 
has happened tragically in our history, 
he may also be called upon to take over 
the reins of power, it seems contrary to 
the fundamental principles of our coun
try that he should not be democratically 
elected. 

Under the present resolution a vote for 
a candidate for President is also cast au
tomatically for his vice-presidential run
ning mate. It is contended that a Presi
dent must have a Vice President of the 
same party, one whom he can trust, one 
who will not challenge his leadership. 
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The framers of the Constitution did not 
expect our Vice President to be sub
servient to the President. 

When the 12th amendment was added 
to the Constitution in 1804, its framers 
provided that electors vote separatel:r 
for President and Vice · President, care
fully preserving the possibility that the 
President and Vice President would come 
from different parties, since electors are 
not bound to vote for candidates of the 
same party and indeed are for bidden to 
do so if they both come from the elector's 
home State. 

If we are seriously interested in the 
direct election of the President, then can 
we ignore the method by which his 
potential successor is chosen? There are 
of course many possible solutions. In the 
committee I proposed that each elector 
cast a separate vote applicable to Presi
dent and a separate vote applicable to 
Vice President. It might also be possible 
to provide that the Vice President be 
elected along with the President, but that 
he only serve for a short period of time 
until a new presidential election could be 
held. 

The point I am making is that we have 
the opportunity and obligation to create 
some arrangement under which the 
American people select not only their 
President but also his successor, in the 
event of a vacancy directly. 

Finally, I urge the House to extend 
the privilege of voting for the President 
and Vice President to the almost 10 
million United States citizens who do not 
now possess that right. I ref er to the 
American citizens of Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, and Guam. In the last 
Congress all the protections of the Bill 
of Rights of the Constitution were ex
tended to American citizens on Guam 
and the Virgin Islands. Previously they 
had been granted to Puerto Rico. 

In 1972 both major parties will include 
1n their nominating convention delegates 
from all of those areas. It is only fitting 
that those Americans be granted the 
privilege of electing the President and 
Vice President. This would be similar to 
the privilege given now to the citizens 
of the District of Columbia under the 
23d amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
PREYER of North Carolina) . The time of 
the gentleman has again expired. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr: Chairman, I yield 
1 additional minute to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. RYAN. Since direct popular elec
tion will divest from the Constitution the 
office of presidential elector, we should 
make certain that all American citizens, 
residents of the States, the District of 
Columbia, territories, and the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico, share in the priv
ilege of electing their President and Vice 
President. 

I have pointed out some of the areas 
which trouble me in this resolution. I 
believe that we have the responsibility to 
establish uniform .standards and quali
fications both for voters and candidates 
in a direct national election, and we have 
the further responsibility to insure that 
the right of every citizen to vote is equal
ly protected. 

I urge, Mr. Chairman, that the House 
adopt the concept of direct popular elec-

tion by the necessary two-thirds vote. 
Let us send this resolution enthusiasti
cally to the other body, and let us hope 
that action will be taken there, and also 
ratification by the necessary number of 
States, so that in 1972 we will not face 
the same kind of crisis that we faced in 
November 1968. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman from New York 
has again expired. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from New York <Mr. REID). 

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in strong support of House Joint 
Resolution 681, proposing an amendment 
to the Constitution of the United States 
relating to the election of the President 
and Vice President. 

I have long urged that we institute a 
system of direct popular election of the 
President and that we abolish the elec
toral college, and in April of this year I 
introduced legislation proposing a con
stitutional amendment very similar to 
that which is before us today. 

The electoral college system was con
ceived of in 1787 as a barrier between 
the people and their choice of a Presi
dent. Alexander Hamilton wrote in F,ed
eralist No. 68: 

A small number of persons, selected by 
their fellow citizens from the general mass, 
will be most likely to possess the information 
and discernment requisite to such compli
cated investigations. 

. Times have changed. All Americans, 
with access to television and newspapers 
and with presidential candidates touch
ing down in every corner of the land, pos
sess the information to make a judgment 
on their President. No longer can it be 
said that any group of citizens is better 
qualified than any other to select the 
Chief. Executive. 

But·the issue; in my view, goes consid
erably beyond the mere elimination of 
the elector and the electoral college sys
tem. I seek to make each American's 
vote count, pure and simple, in the tally 
for President. Where he lives or how his 
neighbors vote should not dilute or in
crease the effect of his vote. 

Only a system of direct popular elec
tion of the President will insure that the 
candidate with the greatest number of 
popular votes-in actual fact, the peo
ple's choice-will win the election. Only 
direct popular election will be an · ac
curate reflection of the one-man, one
vote principle. 

Much has been made of the impact of 
direct popular election on the rehtive 
political power of the large, urban States 
and the smaller, more rural States, In 
my judgment, one's predisposition in this 
ideological division is irrelevant: States 
may be the core of our federal system 
but they do not vote, they do not make 
rational judgments on presidential can
didates. Individual citizens do and the 
State in which they live makes precious 
little difference in their determination of 
which man they want for their President. 

The amendment before us, as does the 
one I introduced, contains provision for 
a runoff election in the event that no 
pair of presidential and vice-presidential 
candidates receives 40 percent of the 
popular vote. The present system, under 
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which the Members of the House of Rep
resentatives-each State casting one 
vote-select the President if no candi
date receives a majority of electoral 
votes, is subject to the same criticisms as 
the electoral college itself. In addition, it 
runs the risk of selecting a President on 
the same basis on which the Congress 
was elected, leaving little room for the 
diversity of points of view that has, in 
recent decades, marked the political com
plexion of the House of Representatives 
and the Presidency. 

The pending resolution also contains 
provisions relating to the qualifications 
of persons voting for President, and I 
would like to comment briefly on two of 
these. First, a State may adopt residence 
requirements for presidential elections 
less strict than those it requires for vot
ers for the most numerous branch of the 
State legislature, and the Congress re
serves to itself the power to establish uni
form residence requirements for voting in 
presidential elections. Along with a num
ber of my colleagues, I have introduced 
H.R. 4160, the Residency Voting Act, to 
do just that, and I would hope that the 
Congress will act on that measure 
shortly. 

Second, in providing that the qual
ifications for voting for President are the 
same as those for voting for the most 
numerous branch of the State legislature, 
the pending resolution does not similarly 
reserve to the Congress the right to es
tablish age qualifications for voting for 
President. While this does not preclude 
granting the right to vote to 18-year-olds 
on a national basis or by individual 
States, it surely may be taken as a signal 
that a separate constitutional amend
ment to accomplish that will not be 
forthcoming in the near future. I con
sider this to be a serious mistake as I be
lieve that the surest way to give young 
men and women a stake in the future is 
to give them a voice in the election of 
their President. 

In addition, the resolution empowers 
the Congress to provide for the case of 
the death or withdrawal of any candidate 
before election and for the death of both 
the President-elect and Vice-President
elect. 

The committee report and numerous 
discussions of the matter indicate consid
erable controversy over the 40-percent 
figure. The amendments are proposed to 
raise the runoff percentage to 45, to low
er it to 35 and to require a simple 
plurality. 

It seems to me that by stipulating the 
percentage required for a runoff we are 
trying to avoid having to utilize that op
tion at the same time that we insure the 
election of a P-resident with a mandate 
to govern effectively. In our history, 15 
Presidents have been elected with less 
than 50 percent of the popular vote. Since 
1860, at least one of the candidates has 
received at least 40 percent of the popu
lar vote, and two have received less than 
45 percent of the popular vote. Thus it 
would appear, using history as our guide, 
that the likelihood of a runoff is dimin
ished if 40 percent of the popular vote 
is required to determine the President, 
but that a mandate has been given to 
candidates with this portion of the pop-

ular vote in every election in the last 
century. 

Two other arguments are also made 
against the direct election system. 
First, it is suggested that third-party 
candidacies will be encouraged. I would 
submit that a third-party contender 
would be a serious factor only when the 
two top contestants are in a fairly close 
race-and that is precisely when a third
party candidate is significant under our 
present system. A minority candidate 
with a sectional base has the potential 
to control a few States and thereby de
prive either of the major party candi
dates of a majority of electoral votes. 
Such an election would then be thrown 
into the House of Representatives where 
the minority candidate would wield great 
influence in the ensuing bargaining. 

The final argument made against di
rect popular election is that it will in
crease the threat of vote fraud. Again, 
the present winner-take-all system 
makes it crucially important to get just 
a few additional popular votes that will 
mean the crediting of a sizable block of 
electoral votes to one candidate. The po
tential for fraud surely would seem less 
tempting under a system which does not 
rely on the block of votes of a few key, 
closely contested States. 

It is my understanding that at least 
one amendment will be offered to sub
stitute a so-called district plan for presi
dential election. It is also possible that 
the so-called proportional plan will be 
offered as a substitute. In my view, nei
ther of these is an acceptable alternative 
to the direct popular election of the 
President and, in fact, contain features 
which are much less equitable than the 
present electoral college system despite 
all of its defects. 

I would therefore urge, Mr. Chairman, 
that the resolution before us be -approved 
by this House and that we thereby take 
the first step on the long road toward 
making participatory democracy a reality 
for all Americans. Last, I would merely 
say a word about the report of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary and its distin
guished chairman, the gentleman from 
New York, on this resolution: House Re
port 91-253 is one of the clearest and 
most objective explanations of pending 
legislation that I have encountered in re
cent years, and I think that this lucid 
exposition of the facts and arguments 
contributes greatly to this debate. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. HUTCHINSON). 

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Chairman, we 
have heard a lot of discussion during the 
last day about the electoral college ~,nd 
what a blunder it was and how danger
ous it is and how it has failed and how it 
has either failed or it has almost failed 
most of the time. 

On the contrary, Mr. Chairman, in my 
opinion the electoral college has been a 
considerable success. It has not failed 
for 144 years. In every presidential elec
tion since 1824 the electoral college has 
delivered to us a President constitu
tionally elected and constituticnally rec
ognized and respected by the people of 
the United States. 

The electoral college system has 
worked, Mr. Chairman, even at the brink 

of civil war. It produced a President in 
1860. 

Now the electoral college is not perfect. 
Of course, nothing could be perfect. But 
it has failed to produce a plurality Presi
dent on only three occasions in our his
tory. All of those occasions occurred in 
the 19th century. It has not happened for 
80 years. 

We have had a plurality President 
after every election; that is, the man 
who got the most popular votes also won 
the electoral college vote in every elec
tion since 1888-80 years ago. 

There has been as much third-party 
activity in presidential politics in this 
century as in the last and still in spite 
of the third-party threats of 1912, 1924, 
and 1968 and 1948-in spite of those 
years the electoral college has worked 
and on each of those occasions in spite 
of, in 1968, a very strong third-party 
threat, the candidate who received the 
greatest number of popular votes was 
also chosen through the electoral col-
lege. . 

Now, the electors as persons are not 
necessary to this system. 

We have seen a half dozen experiences 
of so-called faithless electors. Electors 
could be done away with. However, the 
electoral vote system could be retained. 
And in retaining the electoral vote sys
tem, we would be retaining one of the 
foundation stones of our federal sys
tem. When the people in this country 
go to the polls to vote, on every occasion 
they vote as citizens of their States, not 
as citizens of the United States. The 
Congress of the United States is derived 
from the States. The people of the States 
elect us. The people of the States elect 
the Members of the other body. Under 
the present system the people of the 
States direct how the electoral vote of 
a State shall be cast. That is the way the 
system has actually developed. 

As I have said, it has worked. It has 
been successful. I, for one, think that it 
is not- necessary, in an effort to reform 
the system, to destroy it completley. 

As has been pointed out in previous 
debate, the proposal for a direct election 
system itself contains some problems. 
Some problems will arise. You are going 
to greatly expand the Federal power in 
the election process through the reserved 
power of the Congress to make uniform 
residence requirements. The Congress is 
going to do that only with regard to the 
question of voting for President, but as 
a practical matter, the States will make 
their State laws conform. As a result, 
Congress will determine how long one 
must live in a State before he can par
ticipate as a voter in that State. 

I should like to speak about the prob
lem of the "entitlement to inclusion on 
the ballot." I was happy to have the gen
tleman from California <Mr. WIGGINS) 
attempt to make clear legislative history 
that it is not the intent of the House to 
have that language so broadly construed 
as to permtt substitution of a national 
primary system for a convention sys
tem. But I am not at all sure that that 
legislative history is clear, and the prob
lem still remains in my mind. 

Then the Congress is given the power 
to determine the manner of holding the 
election. I would hope that that would 
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not be so broadly construed sometime in approval without am8ndment of House it would cancel the block advantage of 
the future as to give the Congress power Joint Resolution 681. the large population States while main
even to prescribe the( requirements for It seems to me that to elect a Presi- taining the advantages of the smaller 
registration to vote. But I am not sure dent in any other matter than through States. Under this system, a particular 
that some Supreme Court decision in the direct election is to continue the perpe- margin could produce a 22 to 21 split of 
future might not hold that. tration of a fraud on the American New York's 43 electoral votes, while the 

I think the next breakthrough in Fed- public. same margin in Maine could provide a 
eral power I shall discuss is absolutely I think most voters think they are 3-to-1 division of the State's four votes, 
essential to a direct voting system. I do voting directly for the President of the and thus more than offset New York's 
not see how we can get around it. But I United States. Ask them when they walk vote. 
think it presents a serious problem. I out of the booth the names of the electors The district system is even less equita
ref er to the provision by which we would for whom they cast their vote. I don't ble since it is subject to gerrymandering 
vest in the congress the power to ascer- think anybody can answer the question. even if all of the guidelines set down by 
tain and declare the results of an election. And they believe that the man that gets the Supreme Court's one-man, one-vote 
To ascertain the results means counting the most votes is elected President of rulings are followed. Thus 30 percent of 
votes and to count votes means to create the United States. They are shocked and a State's votes could determine 90 per
electlon boards to count the votes. I think a little bit angry when they find out cent of its electoral votes. 
that we are reaching pretty far into elec- about the electoral college. This is one There are few votes a Member of Con
tion machinery when we can conceivably of the reasons why such an overwhelm- gress casts which are more important 
go so far as to provide for an election ing majority of the American public sup- than those for an amendment to the 
counting board, an election board in ports the direct election of the President. Constitution. And this particular vote is 
every precinct during the presidential Another reason is that the direct elec- probably the most important one on con-
election. tion seems to be most in keeping with stitutional amendments in 100 years. The 

My separate views, written in the com- our democratic system. Dire ~t election President is the most important single 
gives the voters' choice clear expression. office in the land. The manner of his 

mittee report, develop at some length It is the only system under which every election can determine the course of some of these problems that genuinely . 
and in all seriousness arise in my mind vote carriers equal weight and there is American, if not world history. 

no Chance Of the Winner not having the Mr CELLER Mr Cha1·rma" I y1·e1d out of the language of this proposal. I · · · .. · · 
say this proposal itself will create new largest popular vote. to the gentleman from New York <Mr. 

Why should any group or political BIAGGI) such time as he may consume. 
problems, and it is not going to i;e a party be given a special advantage by the Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
solution to everything we are facing electoral system? I do not favor any kind support of House Joint Resolution 681. 
today. of a system for the election of a Presi- Mr. Chairman, passage of the measure 

There are two changes needed, in my dent that is weighted a priori in favor I introduced January 30 to amend the 
opinion, in the present Constitution. We of any economic group, any geographic constitution to provide for the direct 
should do away with the electors as per- sector, any political party, or any ide- election of the President and Vice Presi
sons and we should change the so-called ology in the United States. dent is long overdue. Surely it would be 
contingency election requirements. There are many who are convinced another milestone in the advancement 

In concluding, let me simply state that that the present system works to the of our Nation's democratic way of life. 
in my view the contingency election pro- benefit of the large cities and the large I do not seek change simply for the 
cedure would best be disposed of in this States. They point to the advantage of sake of change. I say change is absolutely 
way: That if, as a result of the electoral a large bloc of votes. Others believe essential in this instance because we 
vote in the States, without electors but the electoral college favors the small have been saddled for 180 years with a 
with retention of electoral votes, no States, for they have the advantage of presidential electoral college system that 
party got a majority of the electoral two bonus votes they get for their Sen- could hardly be more inequitable, un
votes, then we would look to the popular ators. I personally think that neither representative, or unfair. It is a system 
vote. And if a candidate--that is, the one have any real advantage under the pres- that is unresponsive to the will of the 
who got the most vates--got more than ent system and neither would thus lose people. 
40 percent, he would be declared the by the change. The only States that Without a doubt, the most sensible al
winner. And only in case bo·th those tests would lose are those with a small voter ternative to our present system would be 
failed would the election come into a turnout. They have an advantage now the direct popular election of the Presi
national assembly made up of MemQers because the electoral votes are appor- dent and Vice President with all voters 
of the House and Senate, with every tioned on the basis of population and not acting as electors. It would eliminate 
Member of the House having one vote, voter turnout. the present winner-take-all process un
and every Senator having one vote. The direct election of the President der which all of a state's electoral votes 
There would be one ballot, and the candi- would also eliminate the possibility of are awarded the candidate who wins a 
date of the two parties highest in the constitutional paralysis, a pitfall into popular vote plurality, regardless of the 
electoral vote, who got the most votes on which we almost fell during the 1968 size of his margin. Those who voted 
that ballot, would be declared elected. election. The anachronistic machinery again~t him are, in effect, disfranchised 

At that time it would be urgent that which almost brought the processes of in the electoral college at the present 
the country determine a President, be- our Government to a halt must be ended. time. 
cause there are only 17 days between the I believe the President should be di- Direct election, by abolishing the elec
time the electoral votes come ir.. here to rectly elected by the American public toral college, would banish forever the 
be counted and Inauguration Day. without any intervening institutional ob- specter of the "defector elector," who 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield stacles, complex formulas, or nameless could wreak havoc on the delicate bal
to the gentleman from New York <Mr. middlemen. The Presidency should be lance of the electoral college if he chose 
FARBSTEIN) such time as he may con- determined on the basis of who gets the to vote the dictates of his own political 
sume. largest number of votes, and if no can- leanings rather than for the man he was 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I didate receives 40 percent of the vote elected to support. Elimination of the 
congratulate the distinguished chair- then there should be a runoff election electoral college would also greatly sim
man of the Committee on the Judiciary between the two top candidates. plify the election process for millions of 
and the ranking minority member and If the direct election system was im- Americans-many of whom probably do 
all members of that committee for hav- possible to achieve, I would find the pres- not even realize when they go to the polls 
ing brought to the fioor this most im- ent system infinitely more preferable that they are not casting their ballots 
portant piece of legislation. than either the proportional or the dis- directly for the candidates of their 

Mr. Chairman, I favor the legislation trict systems. Both of these systems choice. 
as presented to this body. would work to the disadvantage of some In addition, it would eliminate the 

Mr. Chairman, the House of Repre- States while leaving the advantages of present constitutional provision which 
sentatives this week has the opportunity other States intact. requires that if no candidate receives a 
to give the American people the right The proportional system is less equita- majority of the electoral college votes, 
to directly elect their President through • ble than even the current system because .. the House of Representatives must 
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choose the next President. Although we 
like to think we would act on the highest 
of principles, a certain amount of bar
gaining could result from such an occur
rence-a matter that was discussed at 
some length in the days preceding the 
1968 election when a House election be
came a very real possibility. My proposal 
would require a runoff election between 
the two candidates with the highest num
ber of votes. 

Direct popular election would place the 
responsibility for electing the President 
squarely where it belongs: on the shoul
ders of the people. 

In the early days of our country, we 
could in a very real sense be called a 
Nation of States. Today, however, there 
is no longer any reason to divide up the 
election of our most important Govern
ment officials into 50 separate pieces. The 
President is a national officer and he 
should be elected on a national basis, 
without regard for State lines. 

We are approaching the 21st century. 
Let us take the necessary action to bring 
our electoral system up to date with the 
times. It would be another great example 
of democracy at work. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. BINGHAM). 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, there 
is wide agreement that the electoral sys
tem is badly in need of reform. Although 
our present system has served us rea
sonably well-certainly it has provided 
our political life with a large measure of 
stability-it has become apparent that 
there are three bas.ic flaws in it. 

The most dangerous of these :flaws is 
that an election might be thrown into 
the House, a disaster that nearly hap
pened in the 1968 election. What has 
happened on previous occasions when the 
election went to the House strongly sug
gests that no similar event should be al
lowed to reoccur. In the election of 1800, 
the outcome was decided in the House 
after 35 ballots and an incredible amount 
of maneuvering. The election of 1824 
focused on a single undecided Represent
ative, Stephen van Rensselaer, of New 
York, who finally had to rely on what 
he took to be divine guidance. The 
charges and countercharges of deals and 
treachery, especially when Clay-a de
feated candidate-turned up as Secre
tary of State, did not die down for a long 
while. Moreover, the danger of involving 
the House in the presidential election is 
further illustrated by the sordid story of 
1876, when backroom deals deprived Til
den of the election. The payoffs included 
Cabinet appointments, restoration of 
"home ~le" in the South-that is, rule 
by white Democrats-and a certain 
amount of what is now known as pork 
barrel. 

I do not suggest that the Members of 
today are anything like their predeces
sors, but I do suggest that a new Presi
dent ought not to be placed in the un
comfortable position of owing anything, 
either to the legislative branch as a 
whole, or to individual Members or Sen
ators. 

The second :flaw is the problem of a 
faithless elector; that is, one who takes 
it upon himself to cast his vote for some
one other than the candidate for whom 

he was chosen. There are still a great 
many electors who are permitted by State 
laws to exercise discretion in voting in 
the electoral college. The danger, admit
tedly remote, is that in a close election, 
a small number of faithless electors could 
change the result of an election. 

The third :flaw, which to some people 
may seem the most important, is the pos
sibility that under the present system a 
President may be elected while receiving 
fewer votes than another candidate. That 
has happened three times---1824, 1876, 
and 1888. 

It is a fact that the proposal before 
us today is the only proposal that takes 
care of this third flaw, as well as the 
other two. 

Now, someone who has read the com
mittee hearings may say, "You did not 
support this proposal before the com
mittee." That is correct. I submitted a 
less ambitious plan because in my view it 
was urgent that we cope first with the 
first two flaws that I mentioned, the 
problem of the deadlock and of the faith
less elector, without getting involved in 
the controversy of changing the method 
of counting the votes. 

I felt that those two flaws could first 
be dealt with in a relatively noncontro
versial way, and that thereafter we 
should proceed to take on the very diffi
cult and very complicated and contro
versial problem of how to handle the 
change in the system of counting the 
votes. 

However, the Judiciary Committee in 
its wisdom decided on a different course. 
Having considered the practical problems 
and the objections raised by Professor 
Bickel of Yale and others to the direct 
vote plan, they have nevertheless come 
forward with a tremendous majority rec
ommending the direct vote plan. 

So at this stage I believe it is important 
for all of us who recognize the need for 
changes to unite now in support of the 
committee proposal. I intend to support 
it not only in the Congress but also, as
suming the proposal achieves a two
thirds vote in this House and in the other 
body, to support it for ratification by the 
States. 

However, I must say I am still con
cerned about the possibility that this 
will not happen, that either the Con
gress will fail to adopt this plan or the 
States will fail to ratify it in reasonably 
short order. If that happens, if the con
troversy develops to the point where 
'this proposal is not adopted, then I 
believe we should return to considera
tion of less ambitious plans, of less con
troversial plans that would take care of 
the most critical flaws which exist in 
the system today. 

My proposal, very briefly, would have 
done this by eliminating the electors, 
leaving the electoral vote count in ex
istence, and proividing for a runoff in 
the event there was no majority in the 
electoral vote count. This would have 
taken care of the problem of the faith
less elector and would have provided a 
reasonable and democratic method of 
handling the deadlock. Someday we may 
come back to such a solution. 

However, at this point, I believe it is 
important that we get together behind 
the committee proposal. 

I am particularly concerned that we 
should not be · diverted onto the false 
paths, the district plan and the propor
tional plan, which pretend to lead to re
form but which, in truth, lead to a 
realinement of political power. They 
would not only end the advantage now 
enjoyed by the large urban States, but 
also provide a . bias in favor of the 
smaller States. 

Moreover, both of these proposals 
would reduce the likelihood of an elec
tion producing a majority in the elec
toral college, because splinter parties 
could easily win some electoral votes, 
and hence would increase the need for 
a runoff or some other system for re
solving a deadlock. 

Thus, either of these plans would be 
worse than the system we have today
definitely worse. If we are going to 
change the system of counting the votes, 
the only thing to do is to go to the direct 
election plan as the committee has pro
posed. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Dakota <Mr. KLEPPE). 

Mr. KLEPPE. Mr. Speaker, just about 
everyone seems to agree that the pres
ent system of electing a President and 
Vice President is less than perfect but 
there is considerable disagreement as to 
how reform shall be undertaken. 

It is my own view that the direct elec
tion process provided in House Joint 
Resolution 681 contains more serious 
flaws than the present system. I am es
pecially disturbed over the possible con
sequences of the provision for a runoff 
election in the event that no candidacy 
receives at least 40 percent of the popu
lar vote. 

Because the direct election process 
would undoubtedly result in a prolifera
tion of national parties and candidacies, 
there is · a distinct possibility, perhaps 
even a probability, that in future elec
tions no team of candidates for Presi
dent and Vice President will receive the 
necessary 40 percent. 

With our national elections in early 
November and the new President sched
uled to take office the following January 
20, there simply is not an adequate time 
interval to hold a runoff election and 
have a President and Vice President 
legally qualified to assume their duties 
by that date. In these perilous times, it 
would be disastrous for the country to 
face such a leadership gap. 

There is another aspect of the runoff 
provision which deeply disturbs me. Such 
an election probably cculd not be sched
uled until some time in December, or even 
later. In the Northern States at that time 
of year adverse weather conditions could 
make it difficult if not impossible for 
large numbers of voters to get to the polls. 
I know the Members in this Chamber 
recognize what I talk about when I refer 
to the weather conditions in my part of 
the country. Last winter, in my own dis
trict, there were many days when proba
bly no more than 10 or 15 percent of the 
eligible voters could have participated in 
an election because of severe weather. 
Similar situations prevailed in many 
other areas. 

It seems to me that the runoff pro
vision in House Joint Resolution 681 is 
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an extremely dangerous one. While the 
purpose of the proposed amendment is 
to let the people choose their President 
and Vice President by direct vote, it 
might very well have the effect of dis
enfranchising several million of them on 
election day. 

If this amendment is adopted. I be
lieve it would be necessary to schedule 
our national elections perhaps as early 
as August and certainly no later than 
September and there would be objection 
to this from many quarters, for a variety 
of reasons. 

Earlier I had proposed an amendment, 
House Joint Resolution 346, which in fact 
provided for the elimination of the elec
toral college, thereby eliminating the 
"faithless elector" and retaining the 
electoral system. That was referred to 
as the automatic plan, because the elec
tors would automatically cast their votes 
on the same system we have for the win
ner of the majority vote in that State. 
Then I had a contingency that said if 
you do not have a majority vote in that 
electoral system, the winner would be the 
winner of the popular vote even though 
it would be a plurality. 

I think, Mr. Chairman, this amend
ment has a great deal of merit to it. I 
think it has more of a chance of ratifica
tion all the way up and down the line. 
I believe that my amendment would pro
tect the interests of smaller States, which 
I do not believe would be done by the 
proposed amendment before us. 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me we are 
going to be faced with a very serious 
question when we come down to voting 
on this amendment. If we believe in 
Stalies' rights, then we have to believe 
that the smaller States are entitled to 
their consideration. 

I have asked unanimous consent to in
clude in my remarks some indication of 
that testimony I gave before the House 
Committee on the Judiciary on this sub
ject, so I will not duplicate it now. 

I want to thank the ranking member 
on our side for yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, I deeply appreciate this 
opportunity to appear in support of my 
proposed constitutional amendment re
lating to changes in the presidential and 
vice-presiden',ial election process. This 
measure, House Joint Resolution 346, 
has been referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

In brief, this proposal would continue 
the apportionment of electoral votes to 
the States on the basis of their repre
sentation in Congress but would provide 
for a direct election process in the event 
no presidential candidacy received a ma
jority of electoral votes. 

It would eliminate the electoral col
lege and, with this, the "faithless" elec
tor. It would retain the long-established 
concept of a federal system by continu
ing to assign to each State one electoral 
vote for each Member of the Senate and 
House. It would continue the award of 
all electoral votes apportioned to a State 
to candidates receiving the largest num
ber of popular votes for President and 
Vice President. 

It would provide, however, that in the 
event no candidacy received a majority 

of electoral votes, victory would go to the 
persons receiving the greatest number 
of popular votes for President and Vice 
President. This may appeal to propo
nents of a direct election system who 
object quite rightly to the present system 
under which the House could elect as 
President any one of the three candi
dates receiving the highest numbers of 
elect.oral votes, .in the event of an elec
toral college deadlock. 

History suggests this provision would 
rarely, if ever, be invoked. Not since the 
Adams-Jackson election of 1824 has a 
candidate achieved the Presidency with
out receiving a majority of electoral 
votes, although there have been close 
calls. 

My amendment would remove any un
certainties which could arise under the 
present system by directing that Con
gress shall "provide procedures to be fol
lowed in consequence of the death or 
withdrawal of a candidate on or before 
the date of an election," or in the case 
of a tie. 

There is general agreement that the 
present system of electing the President 
and Vice President needs reform. There 
seems to be no solid consensus, however, 
concerning any one of the several alter
native proposals which have been put 
forward. 

There may be so much debate over the 
size and shape of the tablt that propo
nents of a change will never get around 
to agreeing upon a constitutional amend
ment two-thirds of the Congress would 
approve or three-fourths of the States 
would ratify. This possibility is rein
forced oy the fact that of the several 
hundred attempts, over the past 165 
years, to reform the electoral college 
system, most got nowhere at all and only 
a handful moved through even a single 
branch of the Congress. 

Unless there can be devised a consti
tutional amendment which will meet the 
test of acceptance, this newest quest for 
electoral reform will be nothing more 
than another exercise in futility. 

I believe the smaller States would ratify 
an amendment preserving the electoral 
strength they now have under the fed
eral system, even though it contained my 
provision for a decision on a popular vote 
basis in the event of an electoral vote 
deadlock. As the attached table shows, 
36 of the 50 States now have electoral 
vote representation which exceeds-from 
slightly to greatly-the weight their re
spective populations would give them un
der the direct election process. 

Based on the 1960 census, Alaska, for 
example, has a ratio of 1 electoral vote 
to 75,380 people. My State of North 
Dakota has a ratio of 1 to 158,112. For 
California, the ratio is 1 to 392,930. 
Abandonment of the electoral vote sys
tem in favor of the direct election process 
would diminish by more than one-half 
North Dakota's present voice in the se
lection of a President. 

I do not believe the smaller States 
would willingly surrender the protection 
they have under the federal system any 
more quickly than they could be per
suaded to give up their present basis of 
representation in the U.S. Senate. 

During Senate debate on proposed 
electoral system reforms in March 1956, 
the then Senator from Massachusetts, 
John F. Kennedy, spoke specifically on 
the question of direct elections: 

On theoretical grounds it seems to me it 
would be a breach of the agreement made 
with the States when they came into the 
Union. At that time it was understood that 
they would have the same number of elec
toral votes as they had Senators and Repre
sentatives. 

Expanding on this, he said: 
After all, the States came into the Union 

as units. Electoral votes are not given out on 
the basis of the voting numbers, but on 
the basis of population. The electoral votes 
belong to each State. The way the system 
works now is that we carry on a campaign in 
48 States, and the electoral votes of that 
State belong to that party which carries each 
State. If we are going to change that system, 
it seems to me it would strike a blow at States 
rights in major proportions. It would prob
ably end States rights and make this country 
one great unit. 

Had my proposed amendment been in 
force through the years, it would cer
tainly have changed only one election. 
The election of 1824 would have gone to 
Jackson. It probably would have reversed 
the outcome of the Tilden-Hayes elec
tion, because there would have been no 
disputed electors. It would not have 
changed the outcome of the 1888 Harri
son-Cleveland election in which Cleve
land polled about 100,000 more popular 
votes but lost to Harrison by 65 electoral 
votes. 

Several proposals put forward in con
nection with both direct and propor
tional elections call for a runoff election 
if the leading candidacy fails to receive at 
least 40 percent of the popular or porpor
tional vote. The amendment I have pro
posed contains no such provision. 

There are three reasons for this omis
sion. First, it is unlikely that the leading 
candidacy under any of the proposed 
amendments would have less than 40 
percent of either the popular or electoral 
votes. The electoral college method of 
electing a President has governed 46 elec
tions, including 1968. In only one case
Abraham Lincoln in 1860-did the top 
vote-getter receive less than 40 percent of 
the popular vote. Lincoln's percentage 
was 39.79, but he was not on the ballot 
in 10 States. 

Second, in the unlikely event of a run
off under the 40-percent provision, there 
would be a period of prolonged tmcer
tainty-weeks, if not months-over who 
the new President would be. Such a 
transition gap could be extremely dan
gerous in this age. 

Third, a runoff election probably could 
not be scheduled before some time in De
cember and possibly even January. 
Weather conditions in these winter 
months could, in effect, disfranchise 
large numbers of voters, especially in the 
Northern States. In my own State of 
North Dakota, there have been many 
days this winter on which it would have 
been difficult, if not impossible, for most 
voters to get to the polling places. Farm
ers would be especially disadvantaged by 
adverse weather. 

I include a table at this point: 
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Ratio of electoral votes to population in each 

State for 1964 and 1968 presidential elec
tions (based on 1960 census) 1 

Rank and State: Ratio 
1. Alaska------------------------ 75,380 
2. Nevada----------------------- 95,093 
3. \Vyoming --------------------- 110,022 
4. Vermont ---------------------- 129, 960 
5. Delaware --------------------- 148, 764 
6. New Haxnpshire --------------- 151, 730 
7. North Dakota _________________ 158, 112 

8. Hawaii ----------------------- 158, 193 
9. Idaho ------------------------ 166, 798 

10. Montana ---------------------- 168, 692 
11. South Dakota ----------------- 170, 129 
12. Rhode Island ----------------- 214, 872 
13. Utah------------------------- 222,657 
14. New Mexico ------------------ 237, 756 
15. Maine ------------------------ 242,316 16. District of Coluxnbia ___________ 254, 652 
17. Arizona ----------------------- 260, 452 
18. \Vest Virginia----------------- 265,774 
19. Nebraska --------------------- 282,266 
20. Oklahoma -------------------- 291, 036 
21. Colorado ---------------------- 292, 325 
22. Oregon ----------------------- 294,781 
23. Arkansas --------------------- 297,712 
24. South Carolina --------------- 297, 824 
25. Iowa; ------------------------- 306, 369 
26. :M:aryland --------------------- 310,069 
27. Mississippi -------------------- 311, 163 
28. :Kansas ----------------------- 311,230 
29. Connecticut ------------------ 316, 904 
80. \Vashington ------------------- 317,024 
31. Tennessee -------------------- 324, 281 
32. Louisiana --------------------- 325, 702 
33. Alabaxna ---------------------- 326,674 
34. Georgia ----------------------- 328, 593 
35. \Visconsin -------------------- 329, 315 
36. Virginia---------------------- 330,579 

National average _______________ 333, 314 

37. :Kentucky --------------------- 337, 573 
38. Minnesota -------------------- 341, 386 
39. North Carolina --------------- 350, 473 
40. Florida----------------------- 353,682 41. New Jersey ____________________ 356, 870 

42. Indiana ---------------------- 358, 654 
43. Missouri ---------------------- 359, 984 
44. :M:assachusetts ---------------- 359, 984 
45. :M:ichigan --------------------- 372, 533 
46. Ohio ------------------------- 373, 325 
47. Texas ------------------------ 383, 187 
48. Illinois ----------------------- 387, 736 
49. New York -------------------- 390, 286 
50. Pennsylvania ----------------- 390, 323 
51. California -------------------- 392, 930 

1 Hearings Before Subcommittee on Consti
tutional Axnendments_ (1961), p. 670. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
now yield such time as he may consume 
to the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of New York. Mr. Chair
man, the hearings before the Committee 
on the Judiciary in regard to electoral 
reform were fascinating in the range of 
opinions set forth and in the quality of 
scholarship and preparation which was 
evident on the part of practically all of 
the witnesses. 

The remarks of one witness, however, 
made a particular impression on me, and 
I think on most of the committee. He 
said that the committee should try to 
determine what was its function in con
sidering electoral reform and that if the 
committee decided that its function in 
electoral reform was to devise a system 
which would guarantee in a presidential 
election that the winner should win and 
the loser should lose, then the only sys
tem which would guarantee that the win
ner should win and the loser should lose, 
was the system of direct popular elec
tion of the President and the Vice Presi
dent and that if the committee should 

decide that its function was different 
from devising a system that would guar
antee that the winner should win and 
that tt~e loser should lose, then the com
mittee might well end its deliberations 
and suffer the country to continue under 
the present system. 

I was also tremendously interested in 
the testimony of Gus Tyler, assistant 
president, International Ladies Garment 
Workers Union, and he said this: 

I speak on behalf of a trade union. Otd' 
membership lives overwhelmingly in the 
large urban and industrial States. There is 
the feeling that the present electoral college 
system favors these large industrial States. 

The argument is a rather simple one. A man 
who carries the State of New York by one 
vote can pick up all the electoral votes. \Ve 
have figures here that indicate that in five 
elections, a different return from New York 
alone would have upset the result. Therefore, 
it is argued that the present electoral college 
system does favor the urban industrial popu
lations, where our membership lives. 

It is also true of the Axnerican trade union 
movement that their members live over
whelmingly in the large industrial States. 

\Ve are not unaware of this argument. Let 
me further say that if it could be proved to 
us that the present electoral college is 
weighted in favor of the urban and industrial 
States, we would still be for the direct elec
tion of the President of the United States. 

\Ve do not favor any kind of a system for 
the election of a President that is weighted 
a priori in favor of any economic group, any 
geographic sector, any political party, or any 
ideology in the United States. 

So it may be to our institutional disadvan
tage to favor the direct election of the Presi
dent. If that is so, so let it be. 

Now, let me modify that statement by 
saying that I am not altogether persuaded 
that the present system in the long run fav
ors any States, large or small. 

I think that there are politicians from 
large States who think it favors them. I 
think there are statesmen and so forth. I 
think they are both living with a vast illu
sion, because under the present system, what 
we have are canceling inequities, or counter
vailing advantages. 

The big States have an advantage. \Ve know 
what that advantage is. It is the big block 
of votes. 

The small States have an advantage. \Ve 
know what that advantage is. It is the two 
bonus votes you get for Senators. 

The States where you have a small vote 
turnout have an advantage because of the 
fact that the electoral vote is based on pop
ulation, not on vote turnout, and you have 
some charts on this. 

But these are countervailing inequities. 
Historically what has happened is that three 
wrongs have generally made a right-gen
erally made. 

The exceptions are dangerous, and I have 
listed them, and that is the reason we want . 
to eliminate the danger, and favor the di
rect popular election. 

Now as to the illusions. The big States in 
the United States are not homogeneous, 
either internally within the States or as a 
block of States. 

The big States, California, Illinois, Penn
sylvania, et cetera, are in our lifetime gen
erally "swing" States, and because they are 
the swing States, they don't all tend to come 
out the same way. As a matter of fact, in 
four of the closest elections of our time, the 
biggest States break up three to two. 

So the big States tend, because of their 
heterogeneity, to cancel one another out. 

Now to the small States. You can prove 
the advantage numerically, as we have done. 
But the fact remains that when a man cam
paigns for President under the present sys
tem, he goes to the big States, and tailors his 

proposals and appeals for the big States, and 
his campaign is so organized that the con
centration of his appearances will be in the 
Ltg States. If he feels he has to ignore some
one in the United States, he will ignore the 
small States. 

The small States also tend to cancel one 
another out in an election, because they are 
not a bloc. 

I suggest we divorce ourselves from the 
mythology of the past. I think the people of 
the United States can understand this, and if 
there is no advantage, why not go straight, 
so we don't have an election where one man 
gets the vote and the other man gets the 
prize? 

I don't have too much faith in polls, and 
the question was asked of President Meany 
whether he goes to the membership. \Ve 
haven't conducted a formal poll, but Evelyn 
Dubrow, Dave \Vells, and myself, we have 
run educational programs in our union for 
years, and we meet the people. 

One of the things we talk about in presi
dential years is the question: "How is the 
President elected?" 

Some 95 percent of our people think the 
man who gets the most votes is elected Pres
ident of the United States. A large percent are 
shocked, and a little bit angry, when they 
find out about the electoral college. I think 
most voters think they are voting directly for 
the President of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I think that the voters 
in a presidential election in both the 
large States and the small States who 
vote for the losing candidate in their own 
State are tired of not having their votes 
counted under the present winner-take
all system. I think that the people of the 
United States are ready for a change and 
demand a change, and the polls, includ
ing my own in my own district, indicate 
that the great majority of Americans 
favor the direct popular election of the 
President and the Vice President. 

As quoted by the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. CELLER), the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on the Judi
ciary: 

There is nothing so powerful as an idea 
whose time has come. 

I believe that the time for the direct 
popular election of the President and 
the Vice President has come in this coun
try. 

To paraphrase the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. McCULLOCH) , the ranking 
minority member on the Committee on 
the Judiciary, . "We invite all those who 
would be on the side of the angels to join 
us in support of House Joint Resolution 
681." 

Mr. CELLE!t. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
5 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. ECKHARDT). 

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, when 
I arise to advise you, my colleagues from 
New York, California, Pennsylvania, and 
the other large and urban states, I recog
nize that you are likely to treat my re
marks with some indifference, even to 
meet them with some shuffiing inatten
tion, not to say resentment. After all, I 
come from an area which is considered 
generally rural and unsophisticated, an 
area whose leading national :figures have 
come from such hick towns as Marlin, 
Uvalde, Bonham, and Johnson City. 

But it so happens that the effect of this 
constitutional amendment ..on the voting 
power of individual voters in Texas is 
very similar to the effect on the voters of 
New York, California, Pennsylvania, and 

; 
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other large and populous States. It is to 
drastically reduce the influence of these 
areas in the national selection of c,andi
dates for the Presidency. 

Now, I realize that if one looks only to 
the mathematical calculation of the 
weighting of electoral votes in the elec
toral college, it appears that movement 
to the popular vote gives an advantage 
to these large States and removes the 
advantage to the smaller States because 
it removes that weighting occasioned by 
the addition of senatorial positions in 
measuring the State's electoral strength. 
This is what Niel R. Pierce relies on in 
many of his conclusions in "The People's 
President." See his table, "Ratio of Elec
toral Votes to Population," page 139. 

But this is deceptive, as has been 
pointed out by Alexander Bickel of the 
Yale Law School, in general terms, and 
by John Banzhaf, in specific and mathe
matical terms. This is what has not been 
noticed by you Members from the great 
urban areas. 

You know, some of our folks from the 
hinterlands call you "city slickers." All 
of my life I have heard the term, "city
slicked." But there is a term much more 
frequently applicable in these Halls. I 
think you have been "country-slicked." 

No practicing politician who has been 
engaged in the process of supporting a 
candidate for nomination and election 
for the Presidency has ever doubted for 
a minute that he should devote more 
time per voter to the voters of New York, 
California, Pennsylvania, Illinois, and 
Texas than he should devote to voters 
in the smaller States or in the hinterland. 

Banzhaf's exact calculations, in which 
he establishes premises by irrefutable 
logic and calculates his results on a com
puter, wholly support the hunches of the 
practical politicians. He calculates, for 
instance, that under the electoral system 
the citizen in New York and California 
has about twice the ave·rage voting 
power, and that the citizen in Pennsyl
vania, Illinois, and Texas has about one 
and a half times the voting power of the 
average citizen of the United States. 

Now it may be that my colleagues from 
New York, California, Pennsylvania, and 
Illinois wish, generously, to diminish 
their influence in the selection of candi
dates for the major political parties. And 
I believe this would be salutary and laud
able, certainly altruistic, if it were not 
for the fact that all of these States are 
much more grossly underrepresented in 
the Halls of Congress than they are over
represented in the selection o~ presiden
tial nominees and of the President 
himself. 

For instance, a citizen in Alaska has 
three times the voting power with respect 
to the election of his congressional dele
gates as the citizen in New York. If the 
big State's citizen has a big influence in 
selecting the President, the small State's 
citizen carries the big clout in selecting 
Members of Congress. 

It is not a fair proposition to take 
away the advantage of a citizen in a big 
State in selecting the President but to 
leave him at a disadvantage in influenc
ing the Congress. If we leave the elec
to1-al college system intact, we tend to 
offset these two areas of advantage. New 

Jersey is a perfect example. A voter in 
New Jersey has about a vote and a quar
ter as compared to other voters in the 
United States in exercising his influence 
in the selection of the Presidency. But 
he has only about three-quarters of a 
vote, as compared to the average citizen 
of the United States in influencing the 
selection of Members of Congress. To put 
it another way, and to state the matter 
more accurately, the New Jersey citi
zen has 22.6 percent greater than aver
age voting power in the electoral college 
system but 24.7 percent less voting power 
than the average citizen in exercising an 
influence over the selection of Congress
men and Senators. These two figures 
balance out so that his participation as a 
citizen is about equal to that of citizens 
of all other States. 

The matter is not a southern or north
ern question. Amongst the Southern 
States, Georgia, Florida, Virginia, Ten
nessee, and Texas citizens all have larger 
than average voting power in the elec
toral college system. But each of these 
States :':las smaller than average voting 
power in the selection of Members of 
Congress. If the two factors are off set 
against each otlier, the result is that cit
izens of these States have less than 15 
percent difference in voting power than 
the average of citizens of the other 
States. This means they are about equal 
in their total citizenship potential with 
the people of the country at large. If 
their advantage in the electoral college 
were removed, their total voting power 
would in all instances deviate below that 
of citizens of the country at large by 
more than 15 percent, in the case of 
Texas, up to 30.7 percent. 

To illustrate again that what I am say
ing is not regional, let us consider a 
Midwestern. State, Michigan. Compared 
with the average vote potential in the 
country, a Michigan voter casts one and 
a third votes in the election of the Presi
dent, but his voting power respecting 
Congress falls below the average by 
about 28 percent, just about offsetting 
his advantage with respect to the Presi
dency. If the electoral college system is 
retamed, and also the present method 
of representation in Congress, he exer
cises about the same citizenship poten
tial as the average American citizen. 
But if ~he electoral college is abandoned, 
and he is left with equality ir_ selection 
of the Presidency, he has 28 percent less 
effect as a citizen than the average voter 
in the country. 

In the case of such large Northern and 
Midwestern States, the voter's influence 
on Congress is further diminished by the 
almost equal division of power between 
the Democratic and Republican Parties. 
It is hard for a Congressman to gain 
seniority and thus attain committee 
chairmanship or lesser prerequisites of 
long service. All five of the States whose 
citizens receive the greatest diminution 
of voting power are closely divided be
tween the parties. They are, in the order 
of loss of voting power, New York, Cali
fornia, Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Illinois. 
The citizens in each of these States en
joy about one-third less voting power 
with respect to congressional elections. 
But this is not all. Amongst all of these 

States, which embrace more than a third 
of the population of the United States, 
there are only six committee chairmen 
in the House and Senate-about 15 per
cent of the total number of committee 
chairmanships. 

Now let , us compare with them the 
five Southern States, having only 7 per
cent of the population, which would gain 
for their citizens additional voting power. 
These are Alabama, Arkansas, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, and South Carolina. Among 
them, they have 12 committee chairman
ships-about 30 percent of the total. 

Consider, for a moment, the magnitude 
of this disparity: 7 percent of the popu
lation controls 30 percent of the top 
power in Congress, the committee chair
manships. And one-third of the people of 
the United States control only about one
seventh of this power. 

Thus, the ratio of citizens to commit
tee chairmen in the populous States is 
about 10 million to 1. In the Southern 
States listed, the ratio is 1 million to 1. 

Obviously, New York, California, 
Pennsylvania, Ohio, and Illinois are be
ing country-slicked if their citizens are 
being reduced in their influence in se
lecting the President and establishing a 
national platform and are at the same 
time retained in their disadvantageous 
position with respect to influence in Con
gress. I cannot understand why s-o many 
of my colleagues who are thus adversely 
affected are so willing to accept an idea 
that has found its time, as my distin
guished and respected colleague, the 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee, 
describes it. 

The issue involved here has deep phil
osophic roots. As Alexander Bickel has 
pointed out in his book, "The New Age 
of Political Reform": 

Urban-rural, pluralist-homogeneous-this 
has been the great divide in American pol
itics. The task of the Presidential candidate, 
Republican or Democratic, is to bridge it 
from either side. 

Bickel points out that going to the 
direct popular election mode would put 
a premium not on the two-party indus
trial States but on achieving the largest 
possible majority in the small, more ho
mogeneous ones. He says: 

It would create a Presidency with little or 
no incentive to act as a counterweight to 
Congress, and as a particular spokesman for 
urban and minority groups. This, one may 
reasonably surmise, is precisely what con
servative backers of the proposal intend. 

I agree with him, but I would put it in 
a larger context. Problems of great im
port, emergent problems that may be
come explosive are likely to develop in 
the large urban centers flrst. Take, for 
instance, such issues as civil rights and 
racial justice, air and water pollution 
and the quality of environment, an over
strained welfare system, a]\d the like. 
It is well that the appeal of the parties 
and the presidential candidates must, in 
greatest measure, be made to those areas 
where these problems first develop. 

Since the office of the Presidency has 
become a kind of superlegislator, devis
ing specific legislative machinery to 
meet such problems, sending periodic 
messages to the Congress, and support
ing his program on Capitol Hill, it is de-
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sirable that our system stimulate such 
innovative quality and press the emer
gent problems upon the parties and upon 
the Presidency at the earliest possible 
time. The distribution of voting power 
in the electoral system is congenial to 
this character of the Presidency. It has 
been said that the President proposes 
and Congress disposes. The distribution 
of voting power respecting Congress is 
different and dispases it toward its role. 

But the surprising salubrious balance 
of these two distributions of voting pow
er is that an approximate equality of 
voting power is achieved for most citi
zens of the Nation. About half are some
what above the average and half are 
somewhat below. Without the balance, 
93 percent of the citizens are below the 
average. See table below: 
PERCENT DEVIATION FROM AVERAGE VOTING POWER, 

BY STATES (1960) 

common law pragmatism that perfected 
it to meet current needs. I believe our 
processes for electing the President and 
for representation in Congress con
stitute, together, a finely tuned instru
ment which I, for one, would be very 
loathe to tamper with. 

The dangers and defects are small 
when examined in relation to their prac
tical effects on history through the last 
180 years. All of these dangers can be 
remedied by the most superficial con
stitutional surgery. 

On the positive side, the electoral sys
tem has preserved intact and nurtured a 
system which has been marked by these 
benefits: 

First, with the exception of one or two, 
there have been no really bad Presidents. 
When the system has unjustly slighted 
a good man like Jefferson for another 
good man like Adams, it has elected Jef
ferson later. When Cleveland lost to 
Harrison, under circumstances which 
may be considered unfair, Cleveland late1· Electoral 

college Congress Net achieved the Presidency. 
----------------- It is trite to recite the great men who 
Alabama ____ -------- ____ _ 
Alaska ___ ---------------
Arizona ______ ------------
Arkansas ___ ---------- __ _ 
California __ -------------_ 
Colorado ____ -------- ____ _ 
Connecticut_ ____________ _ 
Delaware ___ -------- ____ _ 
Florida __ ----------- ____ _ 

~~~:iii~---~~============== 
Idaho ______ ------ ______ _ 
Illinois ________ ------- __ _ 
Indiana ___________ -------
Iowa ___________________ _ 

Kansas _______ --------_ --

r:~~~~~~~=============== 
Maine_--------_---------
Maryland_--------------_ 
Massachusetts _____ ---- __ _ 
Michigan ____ ------------
Minnesota ___ ------------

~i~~~s~;t~i:=::::::::::::: 
Montana ____ -------------Nebraska ___ ---- ________ _ 
Nevada _________________ _ 
New Hampshire _________ _ 
New Jersey _____________ _ 
New Mexico _____________ _ 
New York _______________ _ 
North Carolina __________ _ 
North Dakota ___________ _ 
Ohio ____ --- _ ------- ---- -Oklahoma _______________ _ 

Oregon __ ----------------Pennsylvania ________ ----_ 
Rhode Island ____________ _ 
South Carolina __________ _ 
South Dakota ___________ _ 

Tennessee.----------- ---
Texas ______ -------------
Utah __ ------- -- -- -- -----

~r:grn~~~::·:=====:::::::: Washington. ____________ -
West Virginia ____________ _ 
Wisconsin _______________ _ 
Wyoming _______ ---- __ ---

-3.0 
9. 2 

-23.9 
-21.9 

87. 9 
-21.1 
-12. 2 
-22.3 

11.1 
6.3 

-12. 8 
-15.1 

48. 0 
6.1 

-5.2 
-17. 3 
-9.6 
-2.9 

-29.5 
-.4 
9.0 

34.4 
-5.1 

-17.3 
1. 6 

-15.5 
-26.9 
-2.8 

-10.9 
22.6 

-28.9 
96. 8 
7.4 

-12.8 
50.9 

-8.4 
-21.5 

56.8 
-25.2 
-9.5 

-15.9 
2. 3 

45. 7 
-26.5 
-16.8 

6. 0 
-6.8 

-10. 5 
6. 2 

-9.6 

Greater-than-average 
voting power 

Percent of 

-15. 7 
99.1 
3. 2 

-5.5 
-35.0 
-4.7 

-11.8 
41. 7 

-22. 5 
-18.0 

35. 5 
31.9 

-31.4 
-22.3 
-11.7 
-9.4 

-15.9 
-15.6 

9.4 
-13.5 
-24.0 
-28.3 
-17. 5 
-9.4 

-21.6 
31. 2 
-.9 
77. 3 
38.3 

-24.7 
10. 5 

-35.3 
-21.4 

35. 5 
-30.1 
-8.0 
-5.1 

-32.5 
16. 2 

-9.0 
l0.6 

-16.5 
-30. 7 

14. 2 
51.6 

-18.2 
-13.2 
-2.0 

-18.0 
64.8 

-18. 7 
108. 3 

-20. 7 
-27.4 

52. 9 
-25.8 
-24.0 

19. 4 
-11.4 
-11.7 

22. 7 
16. 8 
16.6 

-16.2 
-16.9 
-26.7 
-27.5 
-18.5 
-20.1 
-13.9 
-15.0 

6.1 
-22.6 
-26.7 
-20.0 

15. 7 
-27.8 

74.5 
27.4 

-2.1 
-18.4 

61. 5 
-14.0 

22. 7 
20. 8 

-16.4 
-26.6 

24.3 
-9.o 

-18.5 
14. 7 

-14.2 
15. 0 

-12.3 
34.8 

-12.2 
-20.0 
-12.5 
-11.8 

55.2 

less-than-average 
voting power 

Number 
of States 

total Number 
Percent of 

total 
population 

Electoral 
College ___ _ 

Congress. __ • Net__ ______ _ 
18 
16 
18 

population of States 

71 
7 

49 

32 
34 
32 

29 
93 
51 

The fact that our basic structure of 
Government has lasted so long without 
drastic revision is a tribute not only to 
that "glorious company, the :flower of 
men" who made it "the fair beginning 
of a time," but to the genius of a 

have been elevated to the Presidency. 
I do not believe that this is historical 
accident. The necessity of appealing to 
those in the mainstream of the times 
must have had something to do with the 
selection of the whole string of Presi
dents: Roosevelt, Truman, Eisenhower, 
Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon. Putting 
aside partisan considerations, each of 
these men, at their first election, afforded 
peculiar qualities to meet needs of their 
times. The best of them can be called 
great, and none of them can be said to 
be less than highly qualified. 

The second important benefit of the 
electoral system is that it has permitted 
the development of the two-party system 
and has nurtured it. Because an appeal 
must be made in those areas which are 
urban and pluralist-areas where there 
may be strong ethnic and racial tugs 
and pressures, areas where radicals and 
reactionaries operate on the extremes 
and act upon those on their side of the 
median-both of the major parties must 
make internal accommodations in order 
to entice enough voters to their side to 
win. True, there have been third and 
fourth parties-like the Progressives and 
the Dixiecrats in the 1948 election-but 
in the end the effective choice has been 
between the more conservative and the 
more liberal of the two major parties. I 
think this is the only way to preserve a 
two-party system and that it is the most 
effective way to preserve a viable and 
representative government. 

For the reasons I have given, I am not 
willing to throw away a process that has 
worked effectively for 180 years and 
i.SPeculatively accept a process which, 
in my opinion, tends to destroy a nice 
and effective balance, and introducing, 
at the same time, more problems and 
difficulties than it solves or alleviates. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. POFF). 

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Chairman, I 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum 
is not present. The Clerk will call the 
roll. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Members failed to answer to 
their names: 

Abbitt 
Anderson, Ill. 
Anderson, 

Tenn. 
Annunzio 
Arends 
Ashley 
Barrett 
Blester 
Blackburn 
Blanton 
Boggs 
Bolling 
Bow 
Bras co 
Brock 
Broomfield 
Brown, Ohio 
Buchanan 
Bush 
Button 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byrnes, Wis. 
Cabell 
Cahill 
Carey 
Chisholm 
Clancy 
Clark 
Clay 
Collier 
Collins 
Corman 
Coughlin 
Cramer 
Cunningham 
Daniel, Va. 
Davis, Ga. 
Dawson 
Delaney 
Dent 
Derwinskl 
Diggs 
Downing 
Edmondson 

[Roll No. 167] 
Erl en born Martin 
Esch Mathias 
Eshleman Michel 
Evins, Tenn. Miller, Calif. 
Fallon Morse 
Findley Morton 
Fish Murphy, Ill. 
Flynt Myers 
Foley Nix 
Ford, Gerald R. Passman 
Foreman Pepper 
Fuqua Powell 
Giaimo Price, Ill. 
Gray Price, Tex. 
Green, Pa. Pucinski 
Grover Railsback 
Gubser Reid, Ill. 
Hansen, Wash. Reid, N.Y. 
Harsha. Rhodes 
Hawkins Rooney, Pa. 
Hebert Rostenkowski 
Holifield Ruppe 
Horton Scheuer 
Hosmer Schneebeli 
Howard Shipley 
Hungate Sikes 
Jarman Sisk 
Jonas Slack 
Jones, Ala. Smith, Calif. 
Kee Smith, Iowa 
Kirwan Snyder 
Kluczynski Stuckey 
Landrum Taft 
Leggett Teague, Calif. 
Lipscomb Teague, Tex. 
Long, La. Tiernan 
Lujan Tunney 
Lukens Ullman 
McClory Watkins 
Mccloskey Whitehurst 
McDonald, Wilson, Bob 

Mich. Wilson, 
McKneally Charles H. 
McMillan Wydler 
Marsh 

Accordingly the Committee rose; and 
the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. MILLS, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that C.ommittee, 
having had under consideration the joint 
resolution <H.J. Res. 681), and finding 
itself without a quorum, he had directed 
the roll to be called, when 299 Members 
responded tc, their names, a quorum, and 
he submitted herewith the names of the 
absentees to be spread UPDn the Journal. 

The Committee resumed its sitting. 
The CHAmMAN. When the Commit

tee rose, the gentleman from Virginia 
<Mr. POFF) had been recognized for 10 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia <Mr. POFF) . 

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, I believe it 
would be appropriate first to say how 
much I admire the tone and the tenor 
the debate has assumed. It is in the 
highest traditions of this great legisla
tive hall, and I commend each of those 
who has participated. 

It is altogether fitting and proper that 
it should be on this level, because we are 
here considering not a House resolu
tion. We are here considering a House 
joint resolution. We are not in the proc
ess of enacting a statute which the Con
gress might next week repeal. We are 
here considering an amendment to the 
basic, fundamental law of our Nation. 
Such a debate, I suggest, deserves the 
most earnest and careful and prayerful 
consideration of every Member of this 
body. 

Second, Mr. Chairman, I believe it 
would serve some purpose if I attempt 
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initially to capsulize my own pasition. I 
do so with full respect for the sincerity 
of the position held by every other Mem
ber in the Chamber. 

I favor electoral reform. If :finally the 
only choice left to me is a choice be
tween the direct system and the present 
system, I shall cast my vote for the direct 
system. 

But the direct system is not my pref
erence. It is not my preference primarily 
because in my judgment it could never 
become a part of the Constitution. 

Accordingly, my preference is the so
called Dowdy-Dennis substitute which 
has already been thoroughly explained 
and which will be further refined in a 
bill which will be introduced this after
noon by the distinguished gentleman 
from Texas <Mr. Downy), the distin
guished gentleman from Indiana <Mr. 
DENNIS). and myself. 

I invite your special attention when 
1t is published tomorrow. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, if the district 
plan embraced in that legislation is not 
accepted by the Committee of the Whole, 
then at that point I will offer as a sub
stitute a plan which I have outlined in 
my separate views in the committee 
report. 

Essentially that substitute would be a 
proportional plan, and unlike other 
major plans that have been discussed 
previously, will have two contingency 
election mechanisms. I will not elaborate 
further on the definitive details, but I 
will undertake now if I may briefly to 
consider the subject before us in four 
separate categories. 

I believe it helps to systemize our con
sideration of the subject if we ask our
selves four questions and undertake to 
answer them. 

First of all, should the present system 
be changed? 

Second, if so, what specifically is wrong 
with the present system? 

Third, which new system is the best 
system? 

Finally, which new system could best 
be sold to three-fourths of the legisla
tures? 

Now, to answer the first question first, 
should the present system be changed? 
My answer emphatically is that it ur
gently needs to be changed. 

Some may say that it is difficult to un
derstand the need for a change when this 
system has served the Nation so long, 
and on each occasion has furnished the 
Nation with a President. 

It is true that the system has fur
nished the Nation with a President every 
4 years since the Nation was founded, yet 
it should be remembered that the system 
has furnished the Nation with a Presi
dent on 15 occasions who earned less 
than a majority of the popular votes. On 
three occasions this system furnished the 
Nation a President who earned fewer 
popular votes than his nearest oppo
nent. On two occasions the system did 
not function at all until this Chamber 
elected a President and did what the peo
ple properly ought to do. 

On still another occasion, the system 
did not furnish us a Vice President until 
the other body did what the people prop
erly ought to do. 

These may not seem to be monumental 

failures. But I suggest that the possibility a functional, dynamic, two-party system, 
of failures in the future, as illustrated by and that a district plan would give an 
the near failures in the past, needs to be incentive to the minority party in a one
considered. party State to grow because its efforts 

By that I mean that in 15 of our pre- would be materially rewarded. 
vious elections a change of 1 percent in But now, Mr. Chairman, if this is what 
the popular vote would have made the is wrong with the system proposed, what 
papular-vote loser the President of the is the best system? My time will not per
United States. In seven elections a shift mit me to make a definitive inventory 
in 1 percent of the popular vote in cer- of the attributes of the district system 
tain key precincts in certain key States which we will jointly offer. Rather, I will 
would have thrown the election into the undertake to do that when we begin to 
House of Representatives. read the bill. Neither will I attempt to 

So I suggest that a change does need explain my substitute which will be of
to be made. For the sake of stability in f e~ed only if the district plan fails. 
Government a change needs to be made. Rather, I would like, if I may, to deal 

Now, what specifically is wrong with with the question of which plan has the 
the present system? I suggest that what best opportunity of becoming a part of 
is wrong is not conceptual. There is the Constitution. 
nothing undemocratic about the elec- I call your attention, first, to the fact 
toral college system, which was patterned that it is really irrelevant that the plan 
after the great compromise of 1787. It finally agreed upon by the Committee of 
truly gives definition to what we know as the Whole may or may not get two-thirds 
a Federal Republic and a representative of the vote of this House unless you fur
democracy. ther consider the fact that it must get 

No, there is nothing conceptually two-thirds of the vote of the other body. 
wrong. What is wrong is functional. I suggest in all earnestness that a direct 
What is wrong specifically is the winner- vote system simply cannot, in the present 
take-all system. This did not eventuate posture of things, earn that support in 
from the words of the Constitution. On the other body. Then, whatever plan is 
the contrary, the Constitution granted to finally proposed in the two Houses of 
the individual States the power to decide congress will have to earn the approval 
how their electors would be appointed. of three-fourths of the states. 
With the rise of the party system, the Consider with me for a moment, if you 
dominant- party in the several States will, just what mathematically and prag
soon saw that the winner-take-all system matically this involves. We have 99 le.gis
best served its own interest and after one 
state made that decision, all other States lative bodies in the 50 States of this 
were driven to make the same decision in Nation. If 13 of those 99, each in a sep
self-defense. But it is the winner-take- arate State, either acts negatively or fails 
all system which is the thing wrong with at all to act, then whatever this Con-
the present system. gress proposes will be frustrated. 

Why is it wrong? I suggest it is wrong I suggest that the States today, par-
precisely because it unbalances political ticularly the small States, are convinced 
power in this country. What do I mean that they enjoy some voting advantage 
by that? I mean that the winner-take- in the present system. Now here again 
all system grants inordinate political it is immaterial whether they are right 
power to the big states. Eleven of the or wrong. They are convinced that they 
States in this Nation jointly have enough enjoy the advantage, and I submit that 
electoral votes under the present system they have some mathematical evidence 
to elect the President, even though the to justify that position. 
plurality in each State might be small. I call the particular attention of Mem-

Second, I suggest that what is wrong bers to a chart which appears on page 
with the winner-take-all system is that 45 of the committee report, following 
it gives inordinate power to the individual the additional views of the distinguished 
voter in the big States. If we adopt a gentleman from Michigan (Mr. HUTCH
definition of voting power as the power INSON). This chart illustrates a formula 
one has by changing one's vote to affect which was devised to show that a move
the result of an election, then in the ment away from the present electoral 
State of New York the power of the in- college system to a direct vote system 
dividual voter has a multiplicity factor would jeopiardize the relative voting 
of 43. By changing his vote in the event power of the small States. It uses a ratio 
of a tie, he could affect 43 electoral votes. of the popular votes cast by each State 
In the State of Virginia, if you will to the total populaj" votes cast in the 
pardon a personal allusion, the individual Nation at large for President in 1968. 
voter has a voting power with a multi- The other ratio is the total number of 
plicity factor of only 12, so that the state electoral votes awarded each State under 
of New York has an individual voting the present system to the total electoral 
power some three times greater than the votes in the Nation at large, namely 538. 
individual voting power in Virginia. These two ratios when compiled for 

The winner-take-all system, too, I sug- each State are then cqmpared one 
gest, gives undue voting power to the against the other. When that compari
tightly organized, highly disciplined spe- son is made, it shows that 34 of the 
cial-interest groups in the large cities of States and the District of Columbia will 
the big States. lose political voting power and that 15 

Finally, I think the present system puts States will gain political power, while 
a high premium on vote fraud while the one State will see no change in its rela
impact of fraud would be dramatically tive voting strength. The 15 States 
circumscribed by the district plan. I sug- named in that list on page 45 · are the 
gest, Mr. Chairman, that the present sys- large States of the Nation with one or 
tern also militates against _th~ g:._o~I?: ~!____~~o e~~~ption~. and the _34 States which 
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will lose political power are the smaller can win the support of two-thirds of the 
States with one or two exceptions. other body and at least three-fourths of 

I suggest, Mr. Chairman, that this will the States. 
be highly persuasive in the legislatures I suggest with all the earnestness at my 
where the people chosen by the voters command that the only plan which can 
will assemble to decide whether to ratify conceivably win that support is the dis
or to reject or in the alternative to act trict plan, because it represents the least 
not at all upon whatever proposal this departure, the least structural change in 
Congress presents to them. I say again the present system, and yet gives better 
it is altogether too likely that they will voice to the popular will and preserves 
in 13 of those 99 legislative bodies find the federal system. 
sufficient cause to protect what they re- The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
gard as their present advantage. tleman from Virginia has expired. 

I beg the further indulgence of Mem- Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
bers to deal with one further matter yield the gentleman 2 additional minutes, 
which I consider crucial. We have seen Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
a number of polls published by Members gentleman yield? 
and by the press in the last 10 days. One Mr. POFF. I yield to the gentleman 
which appears most persuasive is one from Utah. 
which I think should be most carefully Mr. LLOYD. The gentleman has stated, 
analyzed. That is the one conducted bY as I understand it, if the district of pro
the distinguished Member of the other portional methods fail, he would vote for 
body, the Senator from Michigan, our a direct vote in preference to the electoral 
former colleague in this House, Mr. college system. 
GRIFFIN. I do not for one moment chal- Mr. POFF. The gentleman is correct. 
lenge the method by which the poll was Mr. LLOYD. One of the objections 
conducted nor the motives behind those which has been raised in my district in 
who draw conclusions from it. However, Utah is that there is a fear if the Con
I suggest that the tabulations do not stitution is amended with reference to 
justify the conclusions which are claimed the election of the Executive the Con
for it. Let me explain. stitution will thereafter be amended with 

That poll was conducted among 27 of reference to the election of Members of 
the smallest States. The poll was sent in- the U.S. Senate. 
dividually to 3,943 legislators in those Article v of the constitution provides 
27 States. That is only 44 percent of the that there shall be equal suffrage given to 
total legislators in those 27 States. It each state in the U.S. Senate unless con
is claimed that this poll shows 64 per- sent otherwise is given by the state. Will 
cent of the legislators polled favor the the gentleman comment on this? r should 
direct system. like his comment as to whether or not 

I suggest first of all that the poll al- article v is amendable without the con
together failed to include, either in the sent of the individual States. 
question or in the covering letter which Mr. POFF. The gentleman is a learned 
was mailed with it, any mention what- legal scholar. I could not possibly add, I 
ever of the 40-percent factor or the run- am sure, to his own generous fund of 
off election which is an essential in- legal information. 
cidental of the committee plan with But 1 would answer the question 
which ·We are now dealing. categorically, namely, that under article 

I say further that while 23 States and v of the constitution it would be im
the District of Columbia were not con- possible to apply the one-man, one-vote 
tacted, presumably because they would rule on a national basis to the election of 
support the plan, we cannot properly U.S. Senators simply because the 
draw such a conclusion. On the contrary, language of article v says explicitly and 
I suggest that among those 23 States, unequivocably that-and I quote: 
most of them large States, there may No State, without its Consent, shall be 
very well be those who will refuse to deprived of its equal Suffrage in the senate. 
make a change in a system which they 
feel has a built-in power advantage for Mr. LLOYD. I thank the gentleman. 
large States. The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, while it is true gentleman from Virginia has again 
that 44 percent of the legislators in those expired. 
States responded, 56 percent did not Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
respond. I think that is tremendously yield the gentleman 2 additional minutes 
meaningful. Of thooe who did respond, so that my colleague from Ohio may 
let me point out that the tabulation is ask a question. 
cumulative, that is, there is no effort to Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, will the 
break down the tabulation according to gentleman yield? 
the separate houses of each State leg- Mr. POFF. I yield to the gentleman 
islature. For that reason, the cumulative from Ohio. 
results are really meaningless because, Mr. LATTA. First I want to commend 
I repeat, only one house of each legisla- the gentleman on a very fine statement. 
ture need reject the plan in order to Mr. POFF. I thank the gentleman. 
withhold ratification by the State. Mr. LATTA. I am interested, as the 

I thank you for your attention. I say gentleman knows, in a plan which will 
again, as I began, that this is a deadly encourage more people in the United 
serious business in which we are en- States to exercise their franchise. I be
gaged. If we are really in earnest about lieve it is a shame that more of our peo
improving the system, which I believe if ple do not exercise their right · to vote. 
left unimproved might someday swamp As I have campaigned out in my dis
the American E<'public, then let us do< trict many, many times, I have run into 
something in this body which we believe people w~o will say, "I am not going to 

the polls because my vote just does not 
count," or "does not count too much" or 
something on that order. 

I just wonder what the thinking of 
these individuals who do not vote be
lieving that their vote does not count 
too much will be if we adopt the plan 
now before the House and their vote be
comes one in 75 million, rather than one 
in a State with so many electoral votes, 
or one in a district under a district plan, 
whereby under the present rules in Ohio 
there would be perhaps one in 400,000 in 
a congressional district. I know that the 
gentleman has given thought to this. 
Would he like to comment on it? 

Mr. POFF. I have given a great deal 
of thought to it, and most since the gen
tleman in the Committee on Rules first 
raised ·it. I thought then that he made 
the point most admirably, and I do not 
see how anyone today could enlarge upon 
it. What you just said happened is so. 
The individual tends to measure his vot
ing power according to the power he has 
to affect the choice that the Nation 
finally makes. I am convinced, particu
larly if he lived in one of the "sure" 
States-one of the one-party States
that if the voter is told that his vote will 
indeed have an impact upon the election 
of one district elector and two at-large 
electors who will have an impact on the 
election of the President, his vote would 
be infinitely more meaningful to him 
then than if he thought his vote was only 
one out of 75 million. 

Mr. LATTA. I thank the gentleman for 
his comment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have one other ques
tion which I would like to ask, and that 
is whether or not under this proposal 
which is now before the House there is 
an opportunity for a recount of the votes 
for President of the United States. 

Mr. POFF. The gentleman anticipated 
one of the most difficult areas. The con
tingency mechanism in the committee 
bill provides for a runoff if at least 40 
percent of the votes are not gained in 
the general election. 

Mr. LATTA. I am not talking about 
that, but I am talking about a recount 
on the grounds of, let us say, fraud. 

Mr. POFF. There is no provision in the 
bill for that, but the gentleman's ques
tion illustrates that it will become neces
sary eventually for a Federal law to deal 
with that if it is expected to conclude 
both a runoff and a general election be
tween the first week of November and 
the· first week of January. 

Mr. HARVEY. Mr. Chairman, with 
perhaps an amendment or two, House 
Joint Resolution 681, calling for the 
direct popufar election of the President 
and Vice President, is certain to receive 
bipartisan support in being accepted by 
this body within the next day or so. 
Personally, I am prepared to support-
enthusiastically and completely-the bill 
as approved by the House Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

It is with particular delight that I cite 
the bipartisan support. Earlier this year, 
on January 28, I was pleased to join with 
a Michigan colleague from the other side 
of the aisle, Congressman JAMES O'HARA, 
in cosponsoring House Joint Resolution 
317, which called for the popular vote for 
the President. 
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Shortly after introduction of the 

measure, the administration brought 
forth its proposal which called for 
dividing electoral votes of each State in 
proportion to the popular vote received 
by the candidates. At that time, I com
mented that I did not totally disagree 
with President Nixon's proposal. I men
tioned that it had much to commend it 
and that it is probable it could be attain
able before the 1972 election. Basically, it 
might be considered less controversial. 

Nevertheless, although I admitted in a 
news statement of February 24 that I was 
not completely wedded to a direct election 
change, I remained convinced that the 
direct popular election of the President 
and Vice President was best. 

My position also has received excep
tionally strong backing from constituents 
in our Eighth Congressional District in 
Michigan who participated in my ninth 
annual questionnaire. I asked if the elec
toral college should be abolished and the 
election of the President and Vice Presi
dent be accomplished by popular vote. 
Some 10,044 questionnaires were tabu
lated and 8,486, or 84 percent, favored 
abolishment of the electoral college. 

Yes, I am convinced that it !S time 
for a change. I am equally certain that 
the vast majority of all citizens want 
this change. The popular vote concept 
truly is a popular plan throughout our 
Nation. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
now yield to the gentleman from Minne
sota (Mr. MACGREGOR) 10 minutes. 

Mr. MACGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, fol
lowing the gentleman from Virginia <Mr. 
POFF) is about as tough as a task for 
any advocate as I could imagine. No one 
in this House--perhaps no one in the 
Congress of the United States-exceeds 
the gentleman from Virginia <Mr. POFF), 
as a constitutional lawyer of great com
petence, as an advocate whose words 
strike his audience with great force, and 
as a gentleman who always treats those 
with whom he disagrees with great con
sideration. 

Nothing could please me more, as one 
who is fortunate enough to be and to 
have been for 9 years a colleague of the 
gentleman from Virginia, than to hear 
him say that at the conclusion of our de
bate in this body, if the only reform 
choice available to him is the national 
plebescite or direct popular election 
choice, he will, I take it, gladly vote 
"yes" to effect or at least to begin the 
process by which we will effect that 
badly needed constitutionai. amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, the question of elector
al college reform is truly the most criti
cal constitutional problem before this 
C'ongress or, I suggest, any recent Con
gress. It in truth demands the very best 
attention of this body and of the other 
Chamber. A constitutional crisis )f very 
grave proportio:!ls very nearly arose from 
the balloting last fall for President and 
Vice President of the United States. 

Only a relative handful of votes in a 
few States saved the selection of the 
Chief Executive from the archaic "one 
State, one vote" plan constitutionally 
required in the House of Representatives. 

If Mr. Nixon had lost Illinois and Mis
souri, both of which he won by small 

margins, he would have failed to obtain 
the necessary 270 electoral votes. 

If George Wallace had carried the 
States of North Carolina, South Caro
lina, and Florida, the election would have 
gone to the House of Representatives. 

There are other "iffy" examples which 
can readily be found by examining the 
1968 election returns. I hope this will 
dramatize the fact that, as in 1960, we 
came too close for continued constitu
tional comfort. 

Mr. Chairman, there should be only 
one constituency electing our President, 
and that is the American electorate. 

The electoral college should be 
abolished, and the House of Representa
tives should not have any contingent 
responsibility. 

The presidential choice belongs to the 
people of America and to the people of 
America alone. Any reform proposal, of 
course, generates some resistance. All 
plans have weaknesses, including the 
plan I favor, the direct popular-election 
plan. No system can be perfect, but I 
firmly believe that a national plebiscite 
plan has the fewest defects. Any other 
plan would permit a candidate receiving 
the second highest number of votes to 
become President. Only the national 
plebiscite plan guarantees to every citi
zen regardless of residence, an equal 
voice in the selection of the President 
of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, I was particularly interested 
in the colloquy between the gentleman 
from Ohio <Mr. LATTA) and my distin
guished colleage, the gentleman from 
Virginia <Mr. POFF). The question was 
'.POsed: 

Would you be discouraged from going to 
vote for President if you thought that your 
vote was only one out of 75 million? 

I turned to my colleague, the gentle
man from California <Mr. WIGGINS), 
which State has more than 20 million 
votes and, I suppose, it is just as valid 
to say that those votes would be swal
lowed up in 75 million as your vote would 
be swallowed up in 20 million in Cali
fornia or in the great State of New York. 
The gentleman from California (Mr. 
WIGGINS) said that he did not think this 

have now. That is the system you would 
have under the district plan. 

Think for a moment if you lived in a 
one-party State and you are not of the 
majority party but of the minority party. 

Mr. Chairman, we would undertake a 
great constitutional change if we adopted 
the district plan. But if you live in a State 
or in a district dominated by one party, 
which is not your party, you go in utter 
futility to vote for the minority party. 
That is the situation now, and it would 
continue to be the situation across the 
broad face of America, if the district plan 
were adopted. 

How many of those districts are "safe" 
districts? Three hundred or 350 out of 
435? Moreover, let us not forget that 
when the result of an election is a fore
gone conclusion, the majority also finds it 
less necessary to vote. This does not con
tribute to the political health of the 
country. 

That is the vice in the present system, 
the vice that would be maintained, albeit 
somewhat diluted, under the district 
system. 

How can we conform our aim today 
with the doctrine of the right to cast an 
equally weighted vote? I know we hear a 
lot of loose talk about "one man, one 
vote." That is not what we are talking 
about in this congressional amendment 
recommended by 83 percent of the mem
bers of the Committee on the Judiciary. 
We are talking about the right to cast 
an absolutely equally weighted vote. 

My colleagues, do we believe deeply, 
as we say we do, in the equal worth and 
integrity of each individual? I do. I know 
you do too. 

The only way to give expression to that 
philosophical conviction is to vote for the 
committee amendment, House Joint 
Resolution 681, where every eligible voter 
voting in America has his vote worth 
precisely the same as every other voter's 
vote. 

During the hearings before the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, I asked the very 
distinguished gentleman, Mr. Weksel
man, who was probably the most candid 
witness I have seen in 9 years and who 
was a strong advocate of Hubert Hum
phrey in the last election: 

would discourage people from voting in Why are you opposed, Mr. Wekselman, to 
California. the direct popular election of the President 

Mr. Chairman, there are States which of the United States? 
have six, seven, or eight times the popu
lation of my State, and that does not 
seem to be an inhibiting factor in getting 
the people to go to the polls. I oan tell you 
what would be an inhibiting factor and 
that is this: One-party States and one
party districts. I would much prefer to pit 

He said in effect: 
Because we lose our clout as a special in

terest group. 

Those are my words-"special inter
est"-and not Mr. Wekselman's. 

He said: 
my vote against 75 million others as being I speak for the American Jewish Congress. 
determinative in an election for Presi- Our vote is maximized under the present 
dent than to continue under the present system because our people concentrate in the 
system where if I lived in the State where bigger cities of America. 
I was in the minority-as Republicans I trust that you will understand my 
are in Mississippi and as Democrats are reference. I refer to Mr. Wekselman only 
in Kansas and Nebraska-I would have because he was honest enough to speak 
little reason to vote for President. the political reality and not because of 

If we went to the district plan, my mi- his organization. I oppose weighting the 
nority vote would not only be swallowed vote in favor of anybody. I support 
up in my congressional district and State equality. 
and count for nothing, but, worse than The unit rule that the gentleman from 
that, my vote for the President of the Virginia <Mr. POFF) attacked, and at
United States would be tallied in the tacked so incisively, would continue, 
Democrat column. That is the system we'} although diluted, to be sure, under the 
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district plan. It would continue to give 
to special interests-that kind that the 
gentleman from Virginia <Mr. POFF) 
talks about-the power to control the 
votes of electoral districts and two at
large votes in every State. 

I do not want to see us in this House 
subscribe to any other system which 
would perpetuate the unequal strength 
given to some of these tightly organized 
special-interest groups. I invite the at
tention of the Members to pages 380 
and the following in hearings, where you 
will see the questions to Mr. Weksel
man and his responses. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe in equality 
of the weight of the vote of every Ameri
can citizen. No special interests should 
have a clout in the influencing of re
sults. I hope we will not vote for any 
system to give any such a clout to this 
group or that group. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr .. Chairman, l 
yield 2 additional minutes to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. MACGREGOR. The gentleman 
from Virginia <Mr. PoFF) has set forth 
in his additional views, printed in the 
committee report, the details of a plan 
which he has advised today that he will 
offer should the Dowdy-Dennis proposal 
be defeated. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to speak 
for a moment about the wisdom of that 
particular proposal. I think it is emi
nently sound. But I think its presenta
tion in this body during this debate is 
premature. 

The distinguished gentleman from 
Virginia asks what if the House passes 
a dif!ect popular election amendment 
which does not pass in the Senate. If the 
other body should pass some other pro
posal, the district plan or the propor
tional plan, we will have a committee of 
conference. 

I am sure that probably neither body 
would recede and adopt the position of 
the other. People have said to me: 

How do you possibly reconcile a House
passed direct popular election amendment 
with a Senate-passed proportional plan? 

I answer: 
By reference to a proposal similar to that, 

if not exactly the same as that outlined by 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. POFF). 

I do think, as the gentleman from Vir
ginia <Mr. POFF) well knows, because at 
one time I was working with the gentle
man in the development of this plan, 
that it may somewhere down the road 
possibly be the proposal which we in this 
Congress eventually adopt. But I suggest 
to you this is not the time and place to 
adopt it. 

I urge you, my colleagues, to cast a vote 
to eliminate special interests and unequal 
strength in the election of President and 
Vice President of the United States. I 
urge you to cast a vote here for what is 
truly at issue-the right of every Ameri
can to have an equal voice in electing the 
President and Vice President of the Unit
ed States. 

Mr. DENNIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MACGREGOR. I yield to the gen
tleman from Indiana. 

Mr. DENNIS. I would like to point out 
to the distinguished gentleman from 
Minnesota that in the 1968 election 54.6 
percent of all the votes were cast in nine 
States embracing 12 of the largest cities. 
The vote in those States were largely de
termined by the vote in the 12 big cities. 

In an editorial in the Indianapolis Star, 
it was said: 

The significance of this is that political 
machines in 12 cities in 9 heavily populated 
states caa pile up pluralities so big that the 
votes in the rest of the country would not 
matter in a nation-wide popular election. 

Now I would invite the comments of 
the gentleman to that statement. I should 
like to ask him further, if a man should 
be elected in that fashion, does the gen
tleman feel that even though he might 
have a few more votes that he could or 
would under those circumstances be truly 
a national leader? 

Mr. MACGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
think, commenting on the gentleman's 
question, taken from the Indianapolis 
Star, that theoretically, of course, it is 
possible to do so. But I cannot envision 
as a practical matter a major candidate 
for President concentrating his campaign 
on getting his votes only in our 12 largest 
cities. Theoretically, it is possible; but 
practically I think you will agree with me 
it is, to all intents and purposes, an im
possibility. 

I have no fear as an advocate of the 
direct popular vote that that would hap
pen in a race for the Presidency. 

Let me just say, to proceed, it does 
not happen now in the State of Indiana 
in the race for Governor. It does not 
happen now in Indiana in the race for 
the Senate, and it does not happen in 
Indiana now in its individual congres
sional district races for Congress. 

No, a candidate campaigns through
out his entire constituency on the one
man, one-vote system that we have 
now. The right to cast an equally weight
ed vote governs the election of every 
singie office, major and minor, in Amer
ica today except the offices of President 
and Vice President of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I strongly support the 
right of the people in my State and in 
the State of Indiana to cast an equally 
weighted vote for their Governor and 
Senator and throughout our congres
sional districts the right to an equally 
weighted vote. I hope an ever-increasing 
number of them will do so on your be
half. 

I want to see the same right accorded 
to the people of the .50 States plus the 
people of the District of Columbia-the 
right to cast an equally weighted vote for 
the President and Vice President of the ' 
United States. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 
minutes to the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. UDALL). 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, this pro
posed constitutional amendment before 
the House is long overdue. It is sound and 
I support it. I think it would be danger
ous for the country to reject it. 

Once again the people of this Nation 
are indebted to that great team, the gen
tleman from New York <Mr. CELLER) 
and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. Mc
CULLOCH) who have done so much to 
correct injustice over the last several 

decades. The leadership they have pro
vided on this issue is certainly hearten
ing to all of us who believe there are 
serious dangers in the present system. 

I do not rise to criticize or to question 
anything that is in this amendment, but 
I do have some serious reservations about 
something that has been left out. 

Mr. Chairman, of all U.S. citizens 
living in territories of the United States 
only those residing in the District of Co
lumbia have the right to vote in presi
dential elections. In my opinion this is 
unjust, and I have, therefore, considered 
an amendment to House Joint Resolution 
681 granting Congress the authority to 
enfranchise U.S. citizens in the territories 
when it deems this desirable. 

The specific territories which prompt 
my concern are Puerto Rico, Guam, and 
the Virgin Islands. In exercising its con
stitutional authority to govern U.S. terri
tories, Congress has decreed that citizens 
of these three territories have obliga
tions of citizenship: They must fight for 
their country when called on and pay a 
Federal income tax. Congress has also 
granted certain rights: These territories 
govern their own affairs and individual 
citizens have been given, by statute, 
rights and protections which citizens of 
the several States are provided by the 
Bill of Rights. 

If Congress has seen fit to afford these 
people both the rights and obligations of 
citizenship, why should they not be given 
the right to vote for the highest office in 
the land? And why is it that territorial 
residents moving to the mainland are 
suddenly given the right., while residents 
of the mainland moving to these terri
tories are suddenly divested of the right? 
Place of residency surely has no bearing 
on the responsibilities of citizenship. 

The objection is heard that granting 
the right to vote in presidential elec
tions to citizens of territories is in effect 
granting to the territories "back-door 
statehood." The reasoning runs that 
since the present electoral system as 
originally contemplated was tied to the 
States, only citizens of the States should 
be entitled to vote for President. Surely 
the objection carries little weight to
day; the President and Vice President are 
the executive representatives of the peo
ple, not of a slate of electors represent
ing different State interests. Further, 
this concept was no barrier to the 23d 
amendment, giving citizens of the Dis
trict of Columbia the right to vote. And, 
in light of the support for the proposed 
constitutional amendment relating to 
the popular election of the President, the 
"back-door statehood argument" has 
even less efficacy· today. 

An argument is made that since resi
dents of the territories do not pay Fed
eral income taxes, they should not have 
the right to vote for the Presidency. The 
economic answer is that these people do 
pay a Federal income tax, the proceeds 
of which ft.ow into territorial treasuries. 
Thus only the form of their obligation 
is changed. In substance, these citizens 
discharge Congress' duty to maintain 
the territories, just as you and I dis
charge our obligations by paying funds 
to the Federal Government which are 
disbursed by the U.S. Treasury. 

The better answer is that the amount 
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of money a citizen pays into Federal cof
fers should not determine his right to 
vote. The Supreme Court has in fact de
clared it unconstitutional to predicate 
voting rights on the ability to pay a 
poll tax. In short, a man's moral obli
gation to be interested in governmental 
affairs is sufficient stimulus to insure 
the requisite attention to intelligently 
exercise his vote. 

Another argument is made that since 
residents of these territories have not 
in the past voted in presidential elec
tions, the danger exists that they do not 
possess the degree of maturity or ex
perience necessary to participate in such 
an important election. This is the worst 
kind of snobbery and a formula for dep
rivation. I do not need to point out that 
this argument has been used to wrong
fully disenfranchise people for centuries. 
Further, both the Democrats and Re
publicans allow territorial residents to 
participate in the nominating process. 
If these learned groups have determined 
territorial residents to be sufficiently 
mature to nominate a presidential can
didate, surely we take no great risk in 
allowing them to vote for the candidates 
they helped nominate. 

Mr. Chairman, both the Congress and 
the Supreme Court have recently ap
proached the question of individual 
rights in a more enlightened manner. 
Congress in the last 10 years has enacted 
needed civil rights legislation and just 
last year extended to the American 
Indian certain statutory protections 
similar to Bill of Rights guarantees. 

The Supreme Court, although I have 
not always agreed, has in recent years 
carefully refined the rights of the crimi
nally accused and has Ciecreed that as 
nearly as possible, one man's vote is en
titled to the same weight as another's. 
Moreover, the Court has recognized that 
living abroad has absolutely no bearing 
on an individual's allegiance to his coun
try and can in no way be taken as a 
renunciation of citizenship. The Court 
has also recognized that the Bill of 
Rights protection should not be stripped 
from an American citizen merely because 
he travels abroad. 

We would do well to continue this tra
dition by bringing closer the day when all 
citizens can vote, including those for
gotten Americans living in our territories. 

If I am a Virgin Islander, I can get 
on a plane, fly to New York, stay there 
30 days, and I can vote for President. 
If 4 years later I get on the airplane and 
go back to the islands, I lose that right. 
Surely that is unjust. Surely it is unfair. 
If we are going to change over from a 
system of voting essentially by States, as 
we do now under the electoral college, 
to a system of voting by people, one man 
one vote, for President, then all the 
American citizens should have some right 
to participate in their choice of their 
Chief Executive. 

Mr. Chairman, if I may direct an in
quiry to the distinguished gentleman 
from New York <Mr. CELLER), I am won
dering whether during the committee 
proceedings there was any consideration 
given by the chairman and the Judiciary 
Committee to the voting status of Amer
ican citizens in the territories and Com
monwealth. 

Mr. CELLER. The problem raised by 
the amendment you are contemplating 
is real and the committee is aware of it. 
An amendment to this effect was rejected 
in the executive sessions of the commit
tee. At no time during the committee's 
public hearings was there any expression 
of interest by, or evidence of the popu
lar wishes of, the people of the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico or of the terri
tories of the Virgin Islands and Guam 
respecting the right to vote for Presi
dent and Vice President. No testimony 
or views were offered on this subject and 
none was received by the committee. 

Furthermore, I understand that at the 
present time the right to vote for Pres
ident is the subject of controversy in the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. In the 
circumstances, I believe it would be most 
unwise to propose extension of the pres
idential franchise to these areas with
out having a sufficient record. Indeed, it 
might create serious difficulties with re
spect to ratification. 

Mr. UDALL. As the distinguished 
chairman knows, I am reluctant to offer 
any amendment to the pending con
stitutional amendment because of its 
tremendous importance to the Nation 
and the possibility that any significant 
changes in the committee resolution 
might if adopted now reduce the chances 
for successful action on this entire mat
ter. However, I have to balance those 
feelings against my hope that the peoples 
of Guam, the Virgin Islands, and Puerto 
Rico will someday be included in the 
direct election process. Do I understand 
that the chairman and the committee 
now have plans to hold hearings on this 
subject? 

Mr. CELLER. The gentleman from 
Arizona is correct. I plan to hold hear
ings on the gentleman's amendment and 
to consider it as separate legislation. 
There is interest in the committee in 
providing this right for citizens in the 
territories. 

Mr. UDALL. I thank the gentleman 
for his comments. In view of his interest 
and that of the committee members in 
resolving this issue, I am inclined not to 
off,er my amendment. I regret the com
mittee was not made aware of this need 
during hearings on the bill because I be
lieve it would have been included. 

Mr. CELLER. Am I correct in assum
ing that the representatives from these 
areas agree with the position of the 
gentleman from Arizona in withdrawing 
his amendment? 

Mr. UDALL. The gentleman is correct. 
The representatives of Guam, the Virgin 
Islands, and Puerto Rico are satisfied 
that after full hearings the Judiciary 
Committee will deal satisfactorily with 
the question of their voting status. Fur
thermore, the representatives from these 
areas do not wish to jeopardize in any 
way the constitutional amendment now 
under consideration. They are 100 per
cent behind it. And they wish to compli
ment the distinguished gentleman from 
New York for his leadership on the direct 
popular election issue. I join with them 
in their admiration of the work the dis
tinguished gentleman has done on this 
legislation. I would just add a word of 
thanks to the representatives of the 
territories and Commonwealth, some 

who do not sit in this body, for their 
moderate and reasonable approach to 
resolving this issue. 

I wish to raise one final matter. I 
hope and believe that when the other 
body considers this resolution some ef
fort will be made to add the kind of 
amendment I had intended to propose . I 
fully recognize that the gentleman can
not and should not take any firm or final 
position on matters which might come 
before a conference committee should 
one be appointed. But can the distin
guished chairman tell me whether assum
ing the other body has added such an 
amendment, he would be likely to have 
a rigid position against House accept
ance? 

Mr. CELLER. I do not know whether 
there will be a conference or what issues 
might be before it. Obviously I cannot 
commit myself or the other House con
ferees in such a hypothetical case. I can 
say that there are some strong and per
suasive arguments for the justice of the 
kind of provision you advocate. I have 
always tr1ed to keep a flexible and open 
mind on these matters and would surely 
not go to conference with a closed mind. 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, as 
chairman of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, I wish to support 
the position of the gentleman from Ari
zona <Mr. UDALL) in seeking to provide 
our territorial American citizens the op
portunity to participate in the most fun
damental privilege of American citizen
ship-the opportunity to participate in 
the election of the President and Vice 
President of the United States. 

I regret that the amendment to House 
Joint Resolution 681 which was to be of
fered by the gentleman from Arizona 
<Mr. UDALL) will not be offered. How
ever, I understand the concern of the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee on the Judiciary and further under
stand and appreciate his willingness to 
consider in separate legislation the ex
tension of the presidential vote to the 
American citizens residing in our terri
torial areas. 

I think it most important that we also 
understand the genesis of the proposed 
amendment which Mr. UDALL was to of
fer. It began, as far as I am able to de
termine, as the true expression of the 
desires of our territorial citizens. It did 
not begin here on the mainland. To me, 
this demonstrates the true spirit of our 
people who reside in our territories and 
their desire for the opportunity to partic
ipate more fully in the democracy of this 
great Nation. 

As chairman of the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs charged with 
the responsibility of our territorial and 
insular possessions, I am extremely 
proud that these people have sought on 
their own a more direct way of partici
pating in the affairs of this Nation. 

Mr. CORDOVA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. 'UDALL. I yield to the Resident 
Commissioner of Puerto Rico. 
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Mr. CORDOVA. Mr. Chairman, since 

the gentleman from Arizona has so kind
ly explained why he will not off er the 
amendment which would provide au
thority for Congress to grant voting 
rights to the citizens of the territories, 
I wish to clarify that objections have 
been expressed to the presidential vote 
by a small minority of Puerto Ricans. 
That is a fact. But since we have been 
talking so much during this debate about 
the taking of polls, I did want to mention 
the fact that polls have been taken in 
Puerto Rico on that question, which 
show the majority would favor accept
ing this right if it were granted to us, 
and the majo1ity is enormous. The mi
nority is minuscule. 

I do want to say that I have agreed 
not to press the amendment about which 
the gentleman from Arizona spoke, which 
would not grant the right to vote for 
President to any of these territories 
but would only delegate to Congress the 
power to consider the extension of that 
right at the appropriate time, I have 
agreed, I repeat, not to press that amend
ment in this House because it was not 
brought up before the committee. The 
committee has not had a chance to make 
its recommendations. But in extending 
my appreciation to those who have ex
pressed support of this measure, I do 
want to assw·e them that I do propose 
to pW'sue this matter before the other 
body, and ultimately in conference, if 
we should be successful before the Senate. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
from Arizona for yielding. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Hawaii (Mr. 
MATSUNGA) . 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Arizona for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to commend the 
gentleman from Arizona for bringing 
this most vital matter to the attention of 
the House. I am happy to learn from the 
statement made by the chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee that this matter of 
granting voting rights for President and 
for Vice President of the United States to 
Americans livlng on American soil will 
be considered by him in a separate res
olution. I think there is a grave injustice 
being practiced upon the people who live 
in the territories of Guam, Puerto Rico, 
and the Virgin Islands, Americans living 
on American soil, just as we in Hawaii 
were denied that right for far too many 
years. 

I had intended, as the gentleman from 
New York, the chairman of the com
mittee, knows, to off er an amendment 
even prior to the announcement that 
the gentleman in the well intended to 
off er the amendment. 

In order. that the joint resolution now 
under consideration, as recommended 
by the committeee, will have the smooth
est possible sailing to passage, I am 
yielding, along with the gentleman in 
the well, and will not offer my amend
ment. 

Mr. UDALL. I appreciate the gentle
man's sentiments. 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentle
woman from Hawaii. 

Mrs. MINK. I thank the gentleman. 
I appreciate this opportunity to join 

in this discussion, which I consider ex
tremely important. 

What this joint resolution purports to 
make is a very funda.mental change in 
the election of the President. Presently, 
under the electoral college system, voting 
was based upon residence in a State, be
cause the States cast electoral ballots for 
the election of the President. This joint 
resolution purports to change that and 
to give the right to elect to the indi
vidual, the individual American citizen. 
Because it would make this fundamental 
change, I feel it is most important that 
this principle be carried throughout as 
a principle and that all Americans liv
ing under the American flag should be 
given this privilege. 

Therefore, I strongly support the prop
osition that all Americans living in the 
territories be given this privilege of vot
ing for the President of the United States. 

Mr. UDALL. I certainly agree with the 
gentlewoman, and I thank her for her 
contribution. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. I take this time 
in order to clarify the record on this 
point. 

The distinguished gentleman from 
New York, the chairman of the commit
tee, indicated we had not held hearings 
on the matter, and that is correct. How
ever, to make the record more complete, 
in the executive session, the markup ses
sion of the Judiciary Committee, I did 
offer an amendment of the same purport 
as that discussed by the gentleman in the 
well. It was defeated on a voice vote, and 
I believe I may fairly state largely on the 
grounds mentioned by the chairman; 
namely, that the record had not been 
really created with hearings on the 
matter. 

I believe then, the committee decision 
at that time not to accept the amend
ment did not reflect on its merits but 
rather with a lack of testimony on the 
matter. 

I want to commend the gentleman for 
raising the issue on the House floor and 
creating a much needed discussion of 
this subject. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Arizona has again expired. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. UDALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. RYAN. I should like to join the 
gentleman in raising this issue. Earlier 
this afternoon in the debate I pointed 
out the incongruity of having a national 
election and excluding in the process 
American citizens wherever they might 
be residing, Puerto Rico, Guam or the 
Virgin Islands. As a matter of fact, at 
page 18 of the report on House Joint 
Resolution 681, in my additional views, I 
raised the question: 

If each citizen is in fact to have an equal 
voice in the selection of the President and 
Vice President, why should the people of 
Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Islands, 
who are U.S. citizens, be excluded? 

I believe this is a very important issue, 
and I certainly hope that it will be acted 
upon as soon as possible. 

In executive session of the Judiciary 
Committee, when we were marking up 
this resolution, I urged that U.S. citizens 
in Puerto Rico and the territories be 
made eligible to vote for President and 
Vice President and supported an amend
ment offered by Mr. KASTENMEIER to ac
complish this objective. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. BELL). 

Mr. BELL of California. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of House Joint Resolu
tion 681, the committee amendment to 
the Constitution. 

Mr. Chairman, the United States of 
America, as history's greatest nation and 
a symbol to the world of the finest gov
ernment of the people, should have an 
electoral system that not only is fair, but 
which works. 

We spend millions of dollars trying to 
encourage other nations that govern
ment of the people is best. 

It is imperative, therefore, that we not 
only have the best system, but one that 
functions efficiently. 

In our Government of the people, it is 
doubly important that the people elect 
our President. 

As a progressive republic of the futw·e, 
we must not be bound by an antiquated, 
obsolete method of electing our leaders. 

Aside from the world view, it is im
perative that this Congress give the peo
ple we represent the kind of electoral 
method they want. 

All polls taken demonstrate massive 
public support for the system of direct 
popular election of our President and 
Vice President. 

We must not frustrate them in this 
most critical matter. 

Most of our constituents are well 
aware of the many weaknesses of our 
present electoral system. 

They are very anxious to bring the 
method of electing their President into 
the 20th century. 

But most important, Mr. Chairman, 
the legislation pending before us is right. 

It is in keeping with the very under
lying philosophy of our Nation's system 
of self-government. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. 
FLOWERS) 2 minutes. 

Mr. FLOWERS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my distinguished chairman for yielding 
me this time. 

I rise in support of the so-called 
Dowdy-Dennis plan and, in lieu of that, 
in support of the proportional plan. As a 
member of the Committee on the Judi
ciary, I oppose the direct election plan 
that is before the House at this time. The 
direct election plan would be too drastic 
a departure from a system that has 
served us well for almost 200 hundred 
years. 

It is my firm opinion that the question 
of voter qualifications should remain in 
the province of the several States, which 
would be unlikely if this amendment is 
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enacted and becomes a part of our Con
stitution. There are many compelling 
reasons to support the direct vote meth
od-simplicity is very high on the list. 
And I certainly agree with the view that 
many Americans think that they vote 
directly for the President and Vice Pres
ident at this time. 

Nevertheless, if change is necessary, 
then it is my position that the most de
sirable change would be that which does 
not harm our federal system. I therefore 
urge the House to vote in favor of 
amendments that would alter the pro
posed change to either the district or 
proportional electoral vote plans. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3 
minutes 'to the gentleman from Mis
souri (Mr. BURLISON). 

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. I feel, Mr. 
Chairman, that the main thrust of the 
argument of those opposed to the direct 
plan has been the idea that by this di
rect plan we give up our concept of fed
eralism and that we are destroying the 
federalist system of government. How
ever, I think it is most interesting to note 
that the father of our Constitution, 
James Madison, who has been mentioned 
by those who have advocated the district 
plan and the proportional plan, was him
self personally in favor of the popular 
plan to elect a President in 1787. Are any 
of us to say here that James Madison was 
not in support of the federalist system? 
Obviously the answer to that is "No." 

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that the 
key issue in this debate should be what 
is fair and what is democratic and what 
system will elect the candidate who has 
the most votes of the citizens of this 
Nation. 

It is very interesting to note under our 
present system that it failed to meet this 
test three times. In 1825, although Adams 
had 65,000 less votes than Jackson, 
Adams became President. In 1876, al
though Hayes had 250,000 votes less than 
Tilden, Tilden was defeated. In 1888, 
even though Grover Cleveland had 100,-
000 votes more than Benjamin Harrison, 
the latter became President of the Unit
ed States. 

But what improvement is being offered 
by the district plan and the proportion
al plan? In 1960, under the district plan, 
John F. Kennedy would not have become 
President of the United States although 
he had the popular mandate of · the 
American people. Not only that, but the 
evidence suggests strongly that Abraham 
Lincoln and Woodrow Wilson may very 
well not have been elected had we had 
the district plan in effect then. 

What does the proportional plan of
f er? I would suggest to you as late as 
1968 we were given evidence of what the 
proportional system would have done to 
us. Even though Richard Nixon had 500,-
000 votes more than Hubert Humphrey, 
Nixon would not have obtained a major
ity of the electoral vote. Under the pro
portional plan it would have been thrown 
into the House of Representatives. We 
can go back to 1896, and we find there 
that President McKinley would not have 
been elected even though he defeated 
William Jennings Bryan in the popular 
vote. 

In summary, then, we would find that 
none of these systems-our present sys- ' 

tem, the proportional system, or the dis
trict system-really meets the problem 
that we face, the problem of electing the 
man who has the most votes in this Na
tion, and thus the candidate with the 
popular mandate of the people. 

In conclusion Mr. Chairman, let me 
ask the proponents of the district plan a 
question. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
HANNA) . The time of the gentleman from 
Missouri has expired. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
the gentleman 1 additional minute. 

Mr. BURLISCN of Missouri. I thank 
the chairman for yielding this additional 
time to me. 

However, let me ask the gentlemen 
who support the proportional plan this 
question: Do they think we would be de• 
bating this present proposition had we 
had the proportional plan in 1968 when 
the election would have been thrown into 
the House of Representatives? 

And to those who support the district 
plan let me propound to them this ques
tion: Would they think had we had the 
district plan in 1960 when John F. Ken
nedy would not have become President 
although he had the popular mandate of 
the people-do they think we would to
day be arguing this proposition? 

Mr. Chairman, the conclusions are ob
vious, I will say to my friends of this 
House. The conclusion is that the first 
order of business after the election in 
1960 or 1968 would have been to revamp 
our system of electing a President of the 
United States to the only system that is 
democratic, the only system that is fair, 
the only system which assures that all 
of our people will elect the President of 
the United States. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
now yield 4 minutes to the gentleman 
from Alaska (Mr. POLLOCK). 

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, will tlle 
gentleman yield to me at this point? 

Mr. POLLOCK. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from Virginia. 

Mr. POFF. I thank the gentleman 
from Alaska. I have asked the gentle-

. man to yield only to clarify a statement 
that was made by the distinguished gen
tleman from Missouri (Mr. BURLISON). 
The gentleman said that had the pro
portional system been in effect in the 
1968 election Mr. Humphrey would have 
won. 

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. POFF. The gentleman is incorrect, 
if I understood him correctly. The gen
tleman is correct only if the propor
tional system requires a majority of the 
electoral votes to win. A proportional 
system will be proposed next week where 
only 40 percent of the electoral vote will 
be required and under such a plan Mr. 
Humphrey would not have won in 1968. 

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman now yield? 

Mr. POLLOCK. I yield to the gentle
man from Missouri. 

Mr. BURLISON of Missouri. The gen
tleman from Virginia must have :nisun
derstood my proposition. I said that the 
election in 1968 would have been thrown 
into the House of Representatives and 
not that Hubert Humphrey would have 
been elected. So I think that disqualifies 

his statement with reference to the elec
tion in 1968. 

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, if the gen
tleman from Alaska will yield further, it 
does qualify in some respects the com
ment which I just made and I apologize 
to the gentleman for my misunderstand
ing. However, in any event had the pro
portional plan requiring 40 percent of the 
electorate been in effect, the election 
would not have been thrown into the 
House of Representatives in 1968. If the 
proportional system had required the 
majority of the electoral votes, then the 
gentleman is accurate. 

Mr. POLLOCK. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of electoral reform, but in 
opposition to the direct popular vote 
method. I speak in support of the district 
plan. 

For many years and with varying de
grees of intensity, the Congress has been 
talking about improving the method by 
which this Nation elects its President 
and Vice President. 

To date, little has been accomplished. 
We continue to face the possibility that 
a candidate will be elected President al
though he may receive fewer popular 
votes than his major opponent .. Indeed, 
a candidate may become President even 
though he has received less than a ma
jority of either the popular or electoral 
votes cast. In addition, we continue to 
face the prospect that a faithless elector 
will change his vote and cast his ballot 
for a presidential candidate who is not 
a member of the elector's own party. 

I think most of us would agree that it 
is time for a change in the manner by 
which the President of the United States 
is chosen. The question is: Of several pro
posed alternatives, which one is best? 

Many of my congressional colleagues 
favor a direct popular vote for Presi
dent. I believe the concept of a direct 
popular vote is both dangerous and mis
chievous. A popular vote would disregard 
geographic areas and frustrate the will 
of broad segments of the population. Un
der it, the voters of only 13 States could 
elect the President of the United States 
in disregard of the interests of our less 
populous States, which comprise nearly 
three-fourths of the States in the Union. 

As has been stated of this proposal, "It 
is not electoral reform; it is political 
transformation. It flies squarely in the 
face of the most basic precept of the 
Constitution-a union of sovereign 
States." Regional differences in terms of 
economics, ethnic groups, resources, re
ligious blocks and other differences have 
always been important element.3 in presi
dential elections. Merging, tempering, 
compromise, and balance have been 
worthwhile elements of one federal sys
tem. In fact, this type diversity of peo
ple and interest has kept us strong as a 
society. This will all be lost by the na
tionwide popular vote if it is adopted. 
The direct popular vote would deprive 
the lesser populated States of the sep
arate and fully independent element of 
identity in the Union as a whole which 
the drafters of the United States Con
stitution contemplated. 

Thus, it would seem that a direct pop
ular vote would violate one of the funda
mental principles which guided our 
Founding Fathers. When the Union was 
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formed, those States with smaller popu
lations were guaranteed certain safe
guards to protect their sovereign integ
rity. One of these safeguards was equal 
representation in the Senate in contra
distinction to the House of Representa
tives where population was emphasized. 
Another safeguard was the creation of 
an electoral college in which each State 
was given the same number of electoral 
votes as it had Senators and Representa
tives. 

Mr. Chairman I represent a State with 
fewer than 300,000 citizens. I am not 
ashamed of that fact; I am proud of my 
fiercely independent people. Nonetheless, 
we are jealous of our right, as citizens 
of this great Nation, to cast a meaning
ful vote for the man who, as President, 
will help shape our destiny nationally 
and internationally. The late John 
Fitzgerald Kennedy realized the dangers 
inherent in any system which would 
abolish the right of State decisionmak
ing in voting for President when he said 
during the Senate debate on electoral 
reform in 1956: 

On theoretical grounds it seems to me it 
(the direct popular vote) would be a breach 
of the agreement made with the States when 
they came into the Union. At that time it 
was understood that hey would have the 
same number of electoral votes as they had 
Senators and Representatives. 

Our predecessors in this august body 
must certainly have realized that the di
rect popular vote would violate the in
tegrity of our sovereign States, for not 
once in this Nation's history-until 
now-has the House of Representatives 
ever considered the untenable alterna
tive of a direct election of the President. 

Because of the inequities associated 
with a direct popular vote for President, 
I heartily endorse the concept of a dis
trict plan. Under this plan, the general 
notion of an electoral vote would be re
tained, but the elector and the electoral 
college would be eliminated. Each State 
would have a total number of electoral 
votes equal to the total number of Sena
tors and Representatives serving the 
State in Congress. Each State legislature 
would then divide the State into elec
toral districts equal in number to the 
State's Representatives in Congress. The 
winner of a plurality of votes in a par
ticular district would receive the elec
toral votes for that district. Two addi
tional electoral votes would go to the 
candidate with the greatest statewide 
vote. The electoral votes in each State 
would be automatic, thus, eliminating 
the problem of the faithless elector. 

The district plan has another great 
advantage over the present electoral col
lege system. By eliminating the present 
"winner-take-all" system on the State 
level, the district plan greatly reduces 
the likelihood that election fraud in a 
large city will alter the outcome of an 
entire presidential election. If fraud does 
occur, it ·.vm be confined to a particular 
district or set of districts and the total 
electoral votes of a State will not be 
subverted. Since a direct popular vote is 
also susceptible to election fraud in 
large urban areas, the tendency of the 
district plan to :.ocalize fraud would 
make it preferable to the direct vote 
system even in the absence of other cog-

ent reasons for favoring the district 
method. 

Although many of us agree that the 
district plan is the best method for im
plementing electoral ref onn, we differ 
in several important respects. Thus, for 
example, my distinguished colleagues, 
the gentleman frorr. Texas (Mr. Downy), 
and the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. 
DENNIS), have introduced a resolution 
which provides that in the event that 
no candidate receives a majority of the 
electoral vote, election shall be by a joint 
session of the Senate and the House of 
Representatives with the Members vot
ing as individuals. 

I cannot agree with this contingency 
procedure. This aspect of the Dowdy
Dennis proposal is subject to the same 
critcism as the direct popular vote; that 
is, the Representatives of only 13 States 
will be capable of deciding who will be 
President in disregard of the interests of 
the red of the States. 

Instead, I would like to suggest a con
tingency procedure which is designed to 
protect the integrity of the less populous 
States: In the event that no candidate 
receives a majority of the electoral vote, 
the candidate with the greatest popular 
vote would become President, provided 
that this candidate polls at least 40 per
cent of the popular vote. If no candidate 
receives 40 percent of the popular vote, 
a runoff election would take place in the 
House of Representatives where each 
State delegation would have one vote 
as the Constitution presently provides. 
Under the contingency procedure which 
I have just proposed, a runoff election in 
the House of Representatives would have 
been necessary only once in this Nation's 
history-in the complicated and atypical 
election of 1860 in which Abraham Lin
coln was elec!;ed President, although not 
appearing on the ballot in 10 States. 

Although it is to be hoped that the 
need to invoke the contingency procedure 
would never again arise, we must realis
tically face the possibility that a runoff 
election may someday be necessary. 
Those who favor the underlying principle 
of the district plan should realize the 
utter inconsistency in the Dowdy-Dennis 
plan between the provisions and philos
ophy governing a general election and 
the provisions and philosophy of taking 
the election from the people and placing 
the decision for selection of the President 
in the partisan arena of the Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to suggest 
one additional area of reform for the 
consideration of this body. I propose that 
if a candidacy qualifies for the ballot in 
two-thirds of the States, it should auto
matically be placed on the ballot in the 
remaining States and the District of Co
lumbia. A provision of this type would 
prevent a repetition of the election situ
ation which occurred in 1860 when Abra
ham Lincoln's name was left off the bal
lot in 10 States, and, again, in 1948 and 
1964, when voters of one State-Ala
bama-were not afforded an opportunity 
to vote for the national candidates of the 
Democrat Party. 

Mr. Chairman, we are confronted with 
a critical decision of great moment. The 
collective decision that we make here 
must be one that wm merit the concur
rence of two-thirds of each House of 

Congress and the ratification of three
f ourths of the several States. Some polls 
have shown that the people of our coun
try fiavor a direct popular vote. How
ever, we must be responsible, informed 
representatives of the people, politically 
aware of the results of any legislative or 
constitutional decision. We cannot be 
swayed by the visceral reactions of an 
uninformed people. If a direct popular 
vote were adopted, only 15 States would 
benefit. Thirty-four of the remaining 35 
would lose political power, and in one 
State there would be no change. I submit 
to you that the people have not been 
informed of these facts. 

If we devise an electoral system which 
gives cognizance to the right of each 
State to work its will and retain its 
sovereignty within the federal system, 
then ratification is altogether possible, 
and the Nation will grow stronger. If the 
electoral system which we devise is not 
fair and equitable, it will be foredoomed 
to failure. It is my considered opinion 
that three-fourths of the States will 
never vote to adopt a popular vote sys
tem. Informed debate will bring out the 
truth before the votes are cast, and we 
will find ourselves victims of the same 
electoral system which has proven to be 
so inadequate throughout our national 
history. 

We must choose an alternative which 
is capable of withstanding the scrutiny 
of searching analysis. The district plan 
meets this test. My distinguished friends, 
we hold this fateful decision in our hands. 
I urge adoption of the district plan, a 
plan I earnestly believe can also be 
adopted by the other body of this Con
gress and can further be ratified as the 
26th amendment to the U.S. Constitu
tion by the several States. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from Idaho (Mr. 
HANSEN) 4 minutes. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. I yield to my 
distinguished colleague. 

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, we have heard many excellent argu
ments pro and con on this vital issue of 
reform of the electoral college. The de
bate has been informative, helpful, and 
on a high level. 

The issue has been studied for many 
years. In this connection I am reminded 
of the keen observation of the late Speak
er Sam Rayburn. 

Speaker Rayburn frequently said that 
the electoral college system has served 
this Nation well for nearly 200 years and 
that he opposed any radical change that 
could result in a system that will not 
serve the best interests of the Nation in 
the future. 

The electoral college, as envisioned by 
the Founding Fathers, was designed to 
give the Nation a second look and a safe
guard in the Constitution against a 
momentary wave of rash action. 

As I view the issue in this debate, it 
appears that the larger States are seek
ing to capture for themselves greater 
power and correspondingly reduce the 
influence of the smaller States in elect
ing the President of the United States. 

I am advised that the approval of the 
proposed constitutional amendment 
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would cause 33 smaller States to lose 
one-fifth or more of their political weight 
in presidential elections. 

Under this amendment proPQsed by 
the committee a few larger States would 
dominate and determine presidential 
elections, drawing increased Power from 
the reduced power of smailer States. 

Studies indicate that under the direct
election amendment would require five 
States with the lowest number of elec
toral votes to surrender two-thirds of 
their present weight and impact in presi
dential elections. 

The next 10 States with four electoral 
votes each would surrender one-half 
their present influence on presidential 
elections. 

This proposed diminution of small
State power is essentially an effort to set 
aside one of the basic elements of our 
Constitution-the balancing of the in
terests of all States-all the Union-on 
an equitable basis. The Great Compro
mise of 1787 which made our Con
stitution possible hinged on this balanc
ing of power between smaller States and 
the big States. 

This amendment would serve to undo 
this balance and shift a preponderance 
of electoral power to a handful of States 
in conflict with the intent of the framers 
of our Constitution. 

Therefore, I shall vote against the 
committee bill and support the congres
sional district plan which is, in effect, a 
return to the basic unit of representation 
in Congress and in presidential elec
tions: The district from which each elec
tor is selected plus two electors elected 
statewide in each State. 

There are 435 districts in the Nation, 
and under this plan the vote in all dis
tricts and in all States would be equi
tably evaluated. 

A balance would be preserved between 
smaller and larger States and the force 
and effect of each local vote will be re
corded on an equal basis. 

This district plan eliminates the possi
bility of unfaithful electors-electors 
must vote for the candidateS' chosen by 
a majority of voters in their respective 
districts, thus eliminating a flaw in the 
present sys~em. The concept of equity 
would be preserved. Constitutional in
tegrity would be preserved.. 

This is a fair method. 
This is an equitable approach. 
This is the democratic approach, pre

serving our constitutional principles and 
precepts. 

This will provide some improvements 
while preserving the basic principles of 
equity envisioned by the Founding Fath
ers in the Constitution. 

Mr. HANSEN of Idaho. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in support of the resolution (H.J. 
Res. 681) and urge its adoption. 

May I also commend the distinguished 
chairman of the committee and the rank
ing minority member, the distinguished 
gentleman from Ohio, and other members 
of the committee, for coming to grips 
with the problem and for the painstak
ing and conscientious efforts that have 
brought this resolution before the House. 

I came to the Congress some months 
ago with a strong conviction that there 
are serious defects in the present system 
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of electing the President and Vice Presi
dent, and that there is an urgent need 
for reform. 

We can no longer run the risk of the 
serious constitutional crisis that could 
and, in fact, nearly did result last year, or 
the grave injury that could be inflicted 
upon our Republic under the present 
electoral system. 

Frankly, my initial preference was for 
the so-called proportional system because 
it preserves the present relative voting 
strength of each State while discarding 
completely the winner-take-all principle. 

While I am not opposed to any of the 
major proposals for electoral reform 
that have been presented here today, 
I am persuaded that the direct popular 
election not only has the best chance to 
be accepted by the States but that it is, 
in fact, the best system. 

My own State of Idaho is among those 
States that would appear to suffer some 
short-range disadvantage in the loss of 
some voting strength if we should adopt 
the popular election system. However, 
the long-range best interests of this Na
tion must continue to be the overriding 
consideration. That which preserves and 
gives meaning to the basic right to vote 
will nourish and strengthen our free in
stitutions and will serve the long-range 
best interests of all of the States. 

The people in my own district have 
recognized and emphasized that princi
ple. In a poll that I conducted recently 
in my district they have expressed over
whelming preference of direct popular 
election. Of those who responded to the 
poll only 12 percent want to preserve the 
present system. About 72 percent pref er 
the direct popular election, and about 8 
percent each favor the proportional and 
district plans. This is tlie same pattern 
of public opinion that prevails across the 
country. 

It has been suggested by some that 
the people do not understand the opera
tion of the electoral system or they 
would not favor the direct popular elec
tion by such an overwhelming margin. I 
believe that this assessment does the 
people a disservice. They understand 
better than many people think they do. 
They understand that the present elec
toral system is archaic, inadequate, and 
they know the remedy they want. 

It might be noted that we are all here 
as a result of a popular election in our 
own districts. The same people who in 
their wisdom saw fit to elect us to repre
sent them in the Congress of the United 
States have expressed themselves in fa
vor of the proposal that is before us 
today. 

There is nothing more basic to our 
system of government than the right to 
vote in a free election. 

Under House Joint Resolution 681 
every voter will know that he is casting 
a vote directly for the candidate of his 
choice. Every vote will have exactly the 
same weight as every other vote, and 
every vote will count. Every voter will 
also know that he is participating fully 
in the electoral process in the selection 
of the President and Vice President re
gardless of the party that is in the ma
jority in his own State. 

The election of President and Vice 

President by direct popular vote of all 
the people will not weaken but will, in 
fact, strengthen and assure survival of 
our Federal-State system because it will 
strengthen the confidence of the people 
in our election process. 

Mr. Chairman, we should in consid
ering this proposal, not only give the 
resolution our full support here, but in 
the event it should prevail in the House 
and in the other body, resolve that we 
will join together in a determined na
tionwide campaign to secure its prompt 
ratification by the States. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. LOWENSTEIN). 

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to comment on two of the 
arguments against abolishing the elec
toral college that have been heard most 
frequently today. The first boils down 
to the notion that somehow preserving 
the electoral college protects the federal 
system as conceived by the Founding 
Fathers and cherished over the cen
turies. But, in fact, the original intent 
of the electoral college was to provide for 
the election of the President by a group 
of men deemed wiser and more fit than 
the general public, men who would shun 
popular passions and prejudices and who 
would pick a President by reasoning to
gether. I am still waiting to hear anyone 
suggest that in this day and age we can 
justify continuing the electoral college 
on the ground that the people are not 
wise enough to decide whom they want 
as a President, or that we need a buffer 
group to-make this choice. 

Some people who object to abolishing 
the electoral college on the ground of 
fidelity to the wishes of the Founding 
Fathers manage in almost the same 
breath to condemn as faithless any elec
tor who decides to cast his vote for the 
candidate who has not in fact received 
the majority of the popular vote in his 
State. But surely electors who cannot 
vote as they think best have no reason 
to exist, and it seems to me a bit silly to 
call electors faithless and leave intact 
the constitutional provision that was de
signed to avoid electing the President by 
the simple test of popular will. 

In any event, it is clear that the pres
ervation of the federal system does not 
require preservation of the electoral col
lege, and that the electoral college is in 
fact a vestigial hangover of an aban
doned theory, a kind of residual relic of 
a time of limited trust in the capacity of 
the people to govern themselves, a time 
of narrowly limited franchise and nar
rowly delineated freedom. 

one of ilie hOi>efuI things in the politi
cal history of the United States is the 
continued extension of democracy to 
more and more of our people and to 
more and more of our functions. We 
extended the franchise to people who 
did not hold property, we decided that 
Senators should be elected directly, we 
included racial minorities in the elec
torate, and we ended religious tests. We 
even decided somewhat belatedly to let 
women vote. 

We come now to the series of sophis
ticated arguments that suggest that we 
should preserve the electoral college be-
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cause this group or that group or this 
kind of State or that kind of State profits 
by its existence. This kind of reasoning 
troubles me even more. Does anyone 
really take the position that we should 
so organize our election as to invite a 
result where a man who receives fewer 
votes than his opponent becomes never
theless President of the United States? 
That is what it comes to when you carry 
this kind of argument to the only con
clusion that can flow logically from its 
premises. 

Yet millions of Americans today still 
doubt that they can in fact directly af
fect the government of their country, 
doubt in effect the validity of the demo
cratic process itself. What conceivable 
sense is there under these circumstances 
to run over and over again the risk that 
someone will be elected President not by 
popular will but by a fluke of electoral 
contrivance. It would be fascinating to 
hear the logic of any group or State that 
believes that such a result would be in 
the interest of democracy in the United 
States or would be in the interest of the 
United States. 

The health of this society cannot be 
improved if in the one election that 
means the most people are least able to 
affect the result directly. I wonder if any 
of the individuals or groups that are de
f ending the continuation of the electoral 
college with fancy rhetoric about coun
tervaling balances and improving demo
cratic procedures--! wonder if any of 
these individuals or groups would care to 
def end the thesis that putting into office 
a President who had fewer votes than 
his opponent would be a desirable way 
for the United States to conduct its af
fairs at this point in its history. 

It seems difficult to believe that any
one would doubt that we risk respect for 
the Presidency itself as well as the demo
cratic process when we risk candidates 
who by normal count would seem to have 
been defeated taking office instead of 
those who by normal . count would seem 
to have been elected. No amount of 
gymnastic reasoning can obscure this 
central fact. 

Quite apart from the principle that 
everyone should have an equal vote in 
electing their President, it seems to me 
fair to say that no one really knows, in 
the swift flow of political current of this 
country in these volatile times, what 
bloc or group of States profits the most 
under the present cumbersome pro
cedures. But it is clear the American 
people will profit the most in a system 
which gives them the most direct way 
to choose their most important official. 

They know that, we know that, and 
the rest is artifice, dangerous artifice in 
the face of the results of the last several 
elections and of the divisions and strains 
that threaten to rend this country in 
the years ahead. 

<Mr. CAHILL <at the request of Mr. 
McCULLOCH) was granted permission to 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD). 

Mr. CAffiLL. Mr. Chairman, I endorse 
the proposed direct-election amendment 
to the Constitution. 

This is the only reform among the four 
under consideration that will guarantee 

that each voter's vote will count the 
same, and that only the candidate with 
the most popular votes will win the elec
tion. 

We must act now to preclude the pos
sibility of future election deadlocks and 
any resultant denial of popular will. We 
must act to prevent a disruptive and 
possibly damaging constitutional crisis, 
which somehow we have so far managed 
to avoid. 

But this particular reform of the pres
idential election system is appealing for 
two reasons. Besides ridding the election 
process of certain inherent inequities and 
promoting the true spirit of the one
man, one-vote principle, this also appears 
to be the one reform plan, from among 
the four or five major proposals, that has 
the greatest chance of passing in the 
Congress and then of being ratified by 
the required three-fourths of the State 
legislatures. 

I , therefore, urge that House Joint 
Resolution 681 be passed, so that the 
election of our President by a majority of 
our vot.ers may be assured. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. HALPERN). 

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, the 
most startling and confusing aspect of 
American democracy is that the people 
do not directly elect their President. Not 
only is this undemocratic, but the elec
toral college allows one man's vote to be 
more important than another man's vote. 

There can be no doubt that the elec
toral college system is both an anachro
nism and an absurdity in 1969. We need 
and must have reform before the 1972 
elections. 

The system has never been changed 
because somehow it usually works. But 
it collapsed three times in the 19th cen
tury, and last year it almost happened 
again: The presidential candidate who 
was not the choice of a majority of 
Americans could have won with a slight 
switch of a few votes in a few States. 

Do we still believe we must compromise 
on so fundamental an issue as democ
racy? Do we still believe that the Ameri
can people are unfit to choose their Presi
dent directly? I think not. 

To rectify this most fundamental 
abuse of our .democracy, I join the many 
colleagues who have risen here today to 
lend my support to a me,asure I have ad
vocated ever since I came to Congress 
a decade ago--direct popular election 
of the President and the Vice President. 

Indeed, House Joint Resolution 318 is 
100 years overdue. Now that we have the 
opportunity to correct this blatant in
equity in our democratic process, it is my 
fervent hope that we will .do so by a 
resounding vote of approval. 

It is significant to note that direct 
election has received wide support not 
only in the Congress but throughout the 
Nation. Recent Harris and Gallup polls 
showed that 79 percent and 81 percent of 
the people, respectively, favor direct elec
tion. 

For what is at stake is the basis of our 
stTucture of government. The electoral 
college served a purpose when it was con
ceived by the Nation's Founding Fathers, 
but it was outdated and meaningless 20 
years after its adoption. Although peo-

ple have demanded that the system be 
changed for almost two centuries now, 
the Nation has never been sufficiently 
aroused to move Congress to amend the 
Constitution. 

The debate at the Constitutional Con
vention over the method of electing a 
President involved large- versus small
State interests. In the electoral college 
system finally selected, the Founding Fa
thers thought they were making a major 
concession to the large States since those 
States, through their heavy congres
sional representation, would automati
cally dominate the electoral vote. Each 
State is given as many electors as it has 
Senators and Representatives combined. 

The Constitution's writers believed 
that many presidential electors would 
generally vote for men from their own 
State or region, making a majority choice 
in the electoral college unlikely and 
throwing most elections into the House. 
Everyone anticipated an easy election 
for George Washington, but most dele
gates felt that in later elections the final 
choice for President would be made in 
Congress. 

The major concession to the small 
States, as the Founding Fathers saw it, 
was the provision that, in a presidential 
runoff in the House of Representatives, 
each State-regardless of population
would have a single vote. 

But the growth of a vigorous two
party system quickly altered_ the nature 
of presidential elections by concentrat
ing all the electoral strength on two 
principal candidates. 

The result is that today we are stuck 
with an antiquated system, riddled with 
undemocratic flaws. By apportioning 
electoral votes on the basis of a "winner
take-all" formula, a candidate with a 
popular-vote plurality in a State is en
titled to all of the State's electoral 
votes-whether the margin of victory is 
one vote or one million votes. This is be
cause presidential electors are elected as 
a slate, with a voter casting one ballot 
for the whole list of party electors. 

As a result of the unit rule, a losing 
candidate's popular vote is completely 
discounted in the final electoral tabula
tion. Additionally, a candidate could win 
a majority of electoral votes by capturing 
popular-vote pluralities--no matter how 
small-in a dozen of the largest States, 
reducing the voice of voters in the 38 
other States. 

The electoral vote system then, which 
allots to each State a number of elec
toral votes equal to its representation in 
Congress, together with the unit rule, has 
created grave inequities in the value of 
individual popular votes-depending 
upon where the vote is cast, in a small 
State or large State. 

The formula for reforming our sys
tem of presidential election which I am 
supporting today calls for direct na
tional election, with voters casting their 
ballots directly for the presidential can
didate of their choice. The candidate 
with the largest popular vote is elected. 
The winning candidate, however, must 
receive at least 40 percent of the total 
vote. This will discourage frivolous can
didacies. If no candidate receives 40 per
cent, there would be a runoff election 
between the two biggest votegetters. 

) 
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This would make it impossible for the 

candidates receiving the largest number 
of popular votes to' lose to a candidate 
with fewer popular votes. Direct election 
would give every vote equal weight, re
gardless of where it was cast. No one's 
vote would be wasted. Presently, a vote 
counts more in a "close" State than in a 
"sure" one. A few voters in the pivotal 
States may possess the power to elect or 
def eat a candidate. 

Just how close America came to an 
electoral deadlock is apparent from look
ing at the 1968 results. With 270 electoral 
votes needed to win, Richard Nixon re
ceived 302, but if a handful of voters 
changed their vote in Illinois-which 
gave him 26 electoral votes-and Mis
souri-which gave him 12 electoral 
votes-the election would have been 
deadlocked. Then, George Wallace, with 
45 electoral votes won in five Southern 
States, could have been able to barter his 
votes in a political deal in Congress. 

Far from being absurd, three times in 
American history the candidate who won 
the most popular votes was denied the 
Presidency. In 1824, Andrew Jackson led 
in popular votes, but after failing to re
ceive an electoral college majority, lost 
~he election in the House of Representa
tives to John Quincy Adams. In 1876, 
Samuel Tilden similarly lost to Ruther
ford B. Hayes. And in 1886, Grover Cleve
land defeated Benjamin Harrison in pop
ular vote, but the electoral vote elected 
Harrison. 

However, direct popular election of the 
President and Vice President are not new 
concepts in American political philoso
phy. James Madison, the Fa,ther of the 
Oonstitution, advocated direct vote. Ben
jamin Franklin, the man whose advice 
and philosophy guided the creation of 
the Constitution, favored direct vote. An
drew Jackson emphasized the need for a 
di:tect popular election. 

If the last election did go to the House, 
each State delegation would have voted 
as a single unit-regardless of size, pop
ulation, or number of Congressmen. And 
Nevada, with one Congressman repre
senting less than 500,000 people, would 
have equaled my State, New York, with 
41 Congressmen representing 19 million 
people. 

Indeed, the electoral college stands as 
an impediment to the broadening of 
democracy, and it ignores our heritage of 
expanding freedom. The 14th amend
ment gave Negroes citizenship; the 15th 
endowed new citizens with the vote; the 
17th transferred the election of U.S. 
Senators from State legislatures to the 
people; the 19th gave the vote to women; 
and the 24th eliminated the poll tax in 
national elections. 

Armed with these constitutional pro
tections, every American has the right to 
vote directly for the candidate of his 
choice-from school board official to 
mayor, from legislator to Governor, but 
not President. I say it is time Americans 
also started directly electing their Presi
dent. 

I want to commend this committee 
and in particular I want to pay tribute 
to the distinguished chairman and to 
the very able ranking minority member 
for bringing this highly commendable 

and long-overdue proposed constitu
tional amendment to the :floor. I trust 
it will win overwhelming approval. 

Mr. -cELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Il
linois (Mr. MIKVA) . 

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Chairman, the peo
ple of the United States should elect the 
President of the United States. This is 
what most people believe happens now, 
and this is what should happen. The 
best way to bring this about is to vote 
for House Joint Resolution 681. The Ju
diciary Committee under the extraordi
nary able leadership of the gentleman 
from New York <Mr. CELLER) and the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. McCULLOCH) 
held extensive hearings on the subject 
of electoral college reform and consid
ered the subject at length. I do not 
know a single member of the committee 
who did not learn a great deal from the 
testimony we received. Most members' 
views were modified or tempered by the 
testimony and by the operation of the 
legislative process. More important, every 
part of the proposal was given full venti
lation, discussion and debate. The con
sequences of every word were carefully 
weighed. 

Take the question of the 40-percent 
runoff provision. Every argument and 
every bit of evidence about past elections 
was brought to the committee. The case 
against a runoff provision in its entirety 
was fully presented. The alternatives of 
the 50-percent runoff, the 35-percent 
runoff, and the 25-percent runoff all 
were given full review. Perhaps no pro
vision of the resolution was given more 
attention. 

The issue is whether we should allow 
the President of the United States to be 
elected by less than a majority of the 
popular vote cast, and if so, by how much 
less than a majority. The history of our 
presidential elections under the present 
article sets the framework for the solu
tion. There have been 46 presidential 
elections since 1789. In 14 of those elec
tions the President has been chosen by 
less than a majority of the popular vote. 
In only one of those elections-the elec
tion of Abraham Lincoln in 1860-did 
the winner receive less than 40 percent ->f 
the popular vote, and in that case Mr. 
Lincoln's name was kept off the ballot 
in 10 States. Even so, Lincoln received 
39.8 percent of the popular vote cast. 
Had his name been allowed on the ballot 
in any of those 10 States there is no 
question that he, too, would have re
ceived over 40 percent of the popular 
vote. 

The 40-percent requirement combined 
with a national runoff assures that the 
new President will have a reasonable 
mandate when he takes office and dis
courages splinter parties from trying to 
in:fiuence the outcome of the election. 
Whatever problems the runoff may raise 
such as additional expenses, the need for 
fast and accurate ballot counting and 
the temptation to making deals, can all 
be dealt with by legislation if the need 
arises, or will be solved anyway by ad
vances in communications and tech
nology. Thus the 40-percent requirement 
with a national runoff preserves to the 
people the right to choose the President 

under all circumstances, and provides 
adequate safeguards to insure that who
ever is elected has a reasonable mandate. 

The second point I wish to deal with is 
the so-called balance of inequities. Who 
benefits from the present distorted elec
toral college system, who loses, and who 
stands to gain if we adopt the proposal 
embodied in House Joint Resolution 681? 
On the one side we hear arguments that 
the present system benefits the small 
States, so they will oppose changing it. 
On the other hand, computer analyses 
have shown that it is actually the voters 
in larger, more populous States who in 
the past have had the greatest chance 
of in:fiuencing the outcome of the presi
dential elections under the present sys
tem. Thus it could be argued, and is 
argued, that the large States have the 
most to lose if we eliminate the electoral 
college. 

This argument is sometimes coupled 
with an argument about bloc voting. Pre
sumably the Irish blocs, the Polish blocs, 
the Jewish blocs, and the black blocs all 
get together in cross blocs through the 
heads of their blocs-who are sometimes 
known as bloc heads-and use their bloc 
leverage. If that ever happened, it is not 
happening anymore. One need only look 
to the last election, or any of the elec
tions since the New Deal, to know that 
while the leverage of the big States under 
the present system continues to exist, 
there is no pattern to that leverage when 
it comes to electing the President. The 
election results simply do not back up 
the theory that minority groups or blocs 
voting in the big cities have been able to 
use the wfnner-take-all ·feature of the 
present article to elect their candidate 
for President. Thus in 1968 while my city 
of Chicago went overwhelmingly for Mr. 
Humphrey, it was not enough to carry 
the State and as a result the big city 
blocs of Chicago, to the extent they still 
exist, were not able to lever their choice 
for President. Indeed, they were wiped 
out by the winner-take-all principle. The 
same was true of any big city blocs in 
St. Louis, Los Angeles, Indianapolis, 
Jersey City, Cleveland, Milwaukee, and 
any of the other big cities whose States 
ended up with a plurality for President 
Nixon. For example, in Missouri, Presi
dent Nixon carried the State by 20,000 
votes and received all 12 electoral votes. 
To the extent that the black voters ·of 
St. Louis voted as a bloc for Mr. Hum .. 
phrey their votes simply had no effect on 
the choice of the President in Missouri. 
It might be pointed out that when the 
votes for Mr. Humphrey were added to 
the votes for Mr. Wallace in Missouri 
they totaled approximately 55 percent of 
the total vote cast in Missouri. Yet, be
cause of the present inequitable system, 
none of those voters had a voice in the 
selection of the President. The 20,000 
voters who made up President Nixon's 
plurality in effect wiped out the 955,000 
voters who chose somebody else. 

The same point can be made about the 
elections of 1948, 1952, 1956, and 1960. 
It might also be pointed out that in 1968, 
for example, the popular vote di:tf erence 
between the two major candidates was 
approximately 500,000 votes out of 73 
million votes cast-a difference of less 
than one-half of 1 percent. In the elec-
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tora.l vote however, the difference be
tween the major candidates was almost 
20 percent. What clearer indication do 
we need that the electoral college winner
take-all provisions distort the true di
visions within the country ab.out the 
Presidency. 

The essential point to be made, how
ever, is not how blocs of voters within 
States have fared over the last 20 years. 
The question is whether "gamesmanship" 
mechanics of the present system can long 
be tolerated. It is people who vote for the 
President, not States. Whether an Ameri
can lives in Delaware or Mississippi or 
California or New York or Illinois he is 
still an American and his vote should 
count as much as any other American's. 
It is his President that is being elected 
not the president .of California or Mis
sissippi or New York or Delaware or Il
linois. The present inequities to large 
and small States may balance themselves 
out, and indeed in many elections have 
done just that. Given that balance of in
equities, it is clear that the reform which 
removes only one .of the inequities and 
leaves the others to work their pernicious 
purposes hardly justifies being called 
reform. The district plan on the pro
portionate plan asks the large cities and 
industrial States to give up their inequity 
but leaves the other alone. There is only 
one system that guarantees that the man 
who receives the most votes becomes the 
President. There is only one system which 
guarantees that the basic principle of 
our Constitution-one-man, .one-vote
will be carried forth in the selection of 
our Chief Executive. There is only one 
system that treats all Americans equally. 
That system is direct popular election. 

When all the arguments are made, 
when all the special interests have been 
appealed to, one single all-important 
question remains. Can the proposal that 
is being advanced guarantee that a man 
the people have rejected by their votes 
does not become President? The only 
plan to which you can answer yes to 
that question is the plan of direct popu
lar election embodied in House Joint 
Resolution 681. This resolution assures 
that winners will be declared winners and 
that losers cannot be declared winners. 

Finally, there is still a red herring 
floating around about what can and what 
cannot be ratified. As was pointed out 
earlier, Senator GRIFFIN, of Michigan, 
surveyed legislators in 27 States and 25 
of the 27 States surveyed, a majority of 
the legislators favored direct election. 
Overall, 64 percent of the State legisla
tors responding to that survey favored 
direct election. My colleague on the Ju
diciary Committee, the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. RAILSBACK)' and I conducted 
a poll of our own Illinois General As
sembly in which both of us had the priv
ilege of serving. That survey shows con
clusively that in Illinois at least direct 
popular election could and would be rat
ified. Seventy-four percent of those re
sponding to our inquiry said that they 
would vote for the direct election method 
embodied in House Joint Resolution 681. 
A majority of both parties so responded 
and since the percentage of Republicans 
voting affirmatively was less than the 
percentage of Democrats-by 64 to 87 

percent-I think we have the right to 
assume that when President Nixon en
dorses the direct popular election amend
ment, as he said he will when Congress 
passes it, that the approval of the 
amendment will be even higher. The re
sults of the polls referred to will be in
ser ted at the conclusion of my remarks. 

I urge my colleagues to defeat the 
various amendments that will be offered 
to House Joint Resolution 681. Some are 
clear efforts to gut the resolution. Some 
unintentionally confuse an already diffi
cult subject. There are still other pro
posals which are attractive to many of 
us, dealing with age and protection of 
voting rights and enlargement of the 
body politic. To put too many contro
versies in one bag, however, is to make 
sure that the bag will break somewhere 

Percent 
Republicans Republicans 

Yeas ____________________________ 46 64 Nays ___ ______ _____________ _____ 26 36 
Undecided ______________________ 0 0 

on the way to ratification. The question 
that is on the bottom line of this con
troversy is what system will best bring 
our practice into line with our principles. 
What proposal is in most accord with 
what the people think happens in the 
selection of our President. The construc
tive resolution of that question is in this 
resolution, House Joint Resolution 681. 

The material refer red to follows: 
R ESULT S OF A POLL OF T H E ILLINOIS GENE RAL 

A SS E MBLY ON ELECTORAL COL LE GE R EFORM 

FIN AL R ESULTS 

Question : If a constitu tional amendment 
for direc t popular election of the President 
and Vice-President of t he United Stat es (in
cluding a run-off between the two highest 
t ickets if no t icket received 40 % ) were passed 
by Congress and sent to t he Sitates for rat i
fication, how would you vot e? 

Percent Percent 
De mocrats Democrats Total total 

48 87 94 74 
5 9 31 24 
2 4 2 2 

Responding __________________ __________ __ _______ _________________ ___________________ - ___ - _ - _ - _ -- -- -- - _ - 54 

RESULTS OF ELECTION REFORM QUESTIO NN AIR E 

[In percent] 

Direct election If direct election fails, legislators would favor-

Individual Predicts legisla- Proportional 
District plan 

Legisla· 
support 1 tive approval 1 plan 

tors re· Un de- Un de· 
State sponding Yes No Yes No Yes No cided Yes No cided 

Alabama _________ --------- 32 60 40 49 45 62 27 11 33 31 36 Alaska ____________________ 43 69 31 57 23 35 50 15 30 55 15 
Arkansas __________________ 52 75 23 59 34 61 12 27 50 23 27 
Delaware __________________ 41 63 37 50 42 66 17 17 25 12 63 

~~~:Ir_-_~~~===========~=== 
44 56 39 41 50 49 29 22 54 24 22 
34 92 8 92 8 69 12 19 38 19 43 

Idaho _____________________ 50 47 53 27 70 38 30 32 66 21 13 
Louisiana _________________ 25 79 15 67 22 56 16 28 62 8 30 
Maine ___ ----------------- 43 63 37 52 42 43 29 28 54 26 20 
Maryland _________________ 48 70 30 51 35 62 24 14 36 34 30 
Mississippi ________________ 53 59 40 47 47 55 35 10 38 30 32 
Montana __________________ 63 65 34 57 32 53 36 11 42 28 30 
New Hampshire ____________ 41 69 31 48 41 62 20 18 37 27 36 
New Mexico _______________ 42 70 30 67 31 50 26 24 39 43 18 
Nevada ___ _______ -- -- __ - - - 50 73 27 67 30 83 7 10 14 43 43 
North Carolina _____________ 36 58 42 30 60 53 27 20 65 28 7 
North Dakota ______________ 51 37 60 20 72 44 31 25 46 29 25 
Oklahoma _______ __________ 29 53 47 35 47 47 24 29 50 21 29 
Oregon __ -------- _________ 52 66 32 54 36 42 37 21 52 29 19 
Rhode Island ______________ 37 81 19 78 13 71 16 13 33 38 29 
South Carolina __ ___________ 47 62 35 51 43 58 28 14 43 34 23 
South Dakota ______________ 55 66 34 50 45 42 30 28 52 20 28 
Texas __ ___________________ 43 60 38 53 40 63 23 14 44 25 31 
Utah ______________________ 40 69 29 64 31 67 20 13 28 33 39 

~f :g~n~~~~ ~ == === ==== == == === 
52 77 23 62 30 59 25 16 34 34 32 
54 55 43 39 50 61 32 7 44 35 21 

Wyoming _________ --------- 54 55 43 37 55 53 32 15 27 47 26 

Total_ ______________ 44 64 34 50 41 55 26 19 43 29 28 

1 Where total of those responding to direct election questions does not equal 100 percent, the difference represents those legis
lators who were undecided. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may con
sume to the gentleman from North Caro
lina (Mr. TAYLOR). 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I have 
thought for many years that the elec
toral college had outlived its usefulness 
and that it should be abolished. 

During the further consideration of 
this joint resolution it may be that I 
will be in support of some amendments 
to the same but in my opinion the joint 
resolution is preferable to what we now 
have and it is my intention to support 
the final results of the action of this 
Committee. 

Mr. Chairman, this system places too 
much emphasis on votes in the large in-

dustrial States. The winner-take-all pro
vision causes a 1,000-vote majority in 
New York to be more important and 
more sought after than a 1-inillion-vote 
majority in North Carolina or any of 
the smaller States. 

Also, the present provision that in case 
no candidate gets a majority of electoral 
votes, the President will be selected from 
the top three candidates by the House, 
each State getting one vote and 26 votes 
being necessary to win, is impractical 
and dangerous. In the last election, had 
the election gone into the House, some 
State delegations probably would have 
supported Wallace. Some States have 
delegations equally divided between the 
two political par ties. These States may 
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not have been in position to vote at all. 
Any one candidate may not have been 
able to secure the necessary 26 States' 
votes. 

According to the Constitution, the Sen
ate would have selected the Vice Presi
dent. He would have served as Acting 
President until the House could muster 
26 votes for one candidate. This could 
have caused a condition of continuing 
uncertainty and chaos. So a change in 
the process of electing our President is 
most important. 

I am not convinced that House Joint 
Resolution 681, as approved by the House 
Judiciary Committee, is the best answer 
to the problem, and I will likely be sup
porting some of the amendments offered 
on the House floor. However, it is my 
opinion that any of the three main plans 
proposed is superior and safer than the 
present constitutional provisions for 
electing President and Vice President, 
and it is my intention to support the final 
bill approved by this Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from California <Mr. HANNA). 

Mr. HANNA. Mr. Chairman, I hope 
that when we look at the performance of 
this particular Congress that it will be 
known as the greatest reform Congress 
in the history of the United States. 

We started off in this direction, I think, 
Mr. Chairman, with actions that ema
nated from your own great committee, 
the Committee on Ways and Means, 
when the very meaningful tax reform bill 
passed this House of Representatives. 

We have pending before us today the 
opportunity to build on that great record 
through one of the most significant polit
ical reforms that we could undertake in 
the form of the legislation that comes 
from the Judiciary Committee headed 
by the able gentleman from New York 
(Mr. CELLER). 

I understand further that before the 
year is out we will have on the floor of 
the House for consideration the great 
postal reform package from the Post Of
fice and Civil Service Committee, a re
form which is long overdue. With the 
enactment of all of this far-reaching leg
islation we will continue to construct a 
great record for the 9lst Congress. 

Mr. Chairman, we need not believe 
some of the writings which appear in the 
columns of the various news media 
about a "do-nothing Congress" and they 
will not be allowed to get away with it. 
This is going to be a great reform Con
gress and I hope this will be one of the 
great pages in the great history of re
forms to come. I say this because there 
are seldom changes brought about but 
what people look askance when those 
changes in their opinion affect our fun
damental system. 

I am sure that some of us see that gray 
specter that has emanated, I think, out 
of a story I could tell about a happening 
in a graveyard. I had a friend who was 
an undertaker who went to the graveyard 
quite freqt;.ently. There came a series of 
occasions when he was out there doing 
his required job, and he saw at one of the 
gravesites the same man, time after time 
after time, standing before the grave, 

wailing, bowing, and crying, "Why did 
you die? Why did you die?" 

So after he had seen this occur three, 
four or five times, he finally could re
strain· himself no longer, · and he went 
over to the man and said, "Who was the 
dear departed for whom you moan? 
A good friend, or a closely loved one?" 

The man said, "No, it is my wife's first_ 
husband." 

I am sure that when we enact this 
great reform there will be those who will 
be wailing at the grave, having the same 
feelings in that they moan the dear de
parted who left them in a position that 
was less desirable than had it continued. 

You cannot have change without some
body losing a little, and someone taking 
on burdens heretofore not held, but there 
certainly is the need for change. 

Now, I do not think we are going to 
lose our federal system. I think that the 
meaning and the relationship has to 
change with the times. There has to be 
new meaning in why we have States, and 
what their dynamic position is in this 
federal system. I think this is emerging. 

I do not feel that we are going to lose 
in this reform, or in any other thing we 
do here in Congress, the meaning of the 
great and dynamic contribution that is 
meant in the State system. But let us 
admit that we just cannot have absolute 
perfection in the affairs of men. We are 
not going to be committing ourselves to 
something that is going to stand for time 
immemorial, or that will be an immuta
ble piece of legislation, because we too 
will be subject to change in time. 

But, acce}>ting the fact that we do not 
and cannot hope to secure perfection, 
nevertheless we still must move forward 
and make those changes which the times 
indicate should be made. 

I suggest to you that that is the reason 
that I am basically behind this legisla
tion. 

In my travels around the world, and 
particularly to the underdeveloped coun
tries, I find that it is very difficult to 
create a sense of nationhood. America 
is singularly blessed because we do have 
this sense of nationhood. If you go up to 
an American and say "What are you?" 
he does not say, "I belong to a certain 
tribe." He does not tell you, "I come from 
a certain section in the hills." He tells 
you "I am an American." 

There are places in the world that you 
can go to and ask that question, and 
they will not say, "I am this nation, or 
that nation." They will tell you, "I am 
from this tribe, or from that section." 

It is very important, it seems to me, 
that the real heart of a stable nation is 
the identification of the citizen with his 
nation and his feeling of having a stake 
in its political, economic, and social sys
tems. If we at this time can eliminate 
those impediments that stand between 
a citizen and his selection of a President, 
I think we will be putting him into a 
position of building a more stable United 
States of America. 

I think that we should no longer have 
to rely upon having a common enemy to 
make a common citizenry. I do not think 
we should have to have a common hate 
to make a common citizenry. I think we 

should have a greater commitment to 
the principle that our vote and our com
mon voice in the selection of who will 
lead this great country really counts. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts <Mr. DONOHUE). 

Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in strong support of House Joint Reso
lution 681. 

I think I am stating it rather mildly 
when I say that our electoral college re
form discussion here is a momentous, 
historical occasion. 

We are very truly engaged in an at
tempt to change the Constitution, and 
we all know that is very serious business. 

Whenever we propose and endeavor to 
change and amend the Constitution of 
the United States, in whatever fashion 
and for whatever reason, the member
ship of this House is and should be deeply 
and rightly concerned. 

That is why, as we have observed, such 
very close and careful attention was 
given to our dedicated and diligent Ju
diciary Committee chairman and the · 
most distinguished and learned ranking 
minority member, the gentleman from 
Ohio, when they fully and clearly tried 
to explain the technical provisions of 
this resolution, at the outset of this dis
cussion. 

There is no need for anyone to expand 
at length upon their lucid statements. 
However, as a member of the committee 
that joined in initiating the legislative 
proposal now before us, perhaps I can 
reassure some of the Members, in any 
uncertainty they may still have about 
the committee's intentions and the res
olution's content. 

Of course, as a committee cosponsor 
of this reform resolution, I strongly sup
port it and earnestly hope that, in your 
judgment, you will overwhelmingly ac
cept it. 

May I say that, under the direction of 
our revered chairman, the whole com
mittee spent many long hours in review
ing the testimony and evidence presented 
to us. We tried, by careful concentration 
and strenuous effort, to report and rec
ommend a bill that could best fulfill our 
common congressional responsibility to 
reform our antiquated electoral college 
system. I earnestly believ£ our efforts 
have been substantially successful. 

I would like to emphasize that your 
committee very closely and carefully 
considered every plan proposec1.. Included 
among these plans was the so-called dis
trict plan, proportional plan, the auto
matic electoral vote plan, and direct vote 
plan, and varied combinations of all of 
them. The committee finally and over
whelmingly selected and recommended 
the direct vote plan, with a bipartisan 

· vote of 29 to 6. 
We did so because of our earnest con

viction that a direct vote method would 
best enable the people of this country 
to select the President and Vice Presi
dent without hindrar:.ce, in the freest 
democratic manner that will truly reflect 
the popular will and a void any necessity 
of resort to any other agency, including 
the U.S. House of Representatives. 
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We did so because of our firm belief 
that the direct popular vote method will 
serve to strengthen the two-party system, 
by making each State a voting prize, and 
worth a concentrated presidential cam
paign effort by both sides. 

In experience and logic it ought, also, 
to strengthen the democratic ideal by 
stimulating and spreading voter interest 
and participation in choosing our Chief 
Executive. In effect, it would serve to 
extend the one-man, one-vote principle 
to our presidential elections. 

Also, this committee bill would make 
it impossible as I am certain you would 
agree it should for the candidate with 
the greatest number of popular votes 
to be defeated by a candidate with fewer 
popular votes. 

This measure is designed to give every 
vote, regardless of where it might be 
cast, equal weight. Voters other than 
those from the so-called pivotal States 
would receive the concentrated atten
tion of the candidates and the votes 
from the large "doubtful" States would 
not be as overwhelmingly important as 
they are now. 

Let us be mindful that since 1900 no 
less than 18 presidential candidates have 
come from New York and Ohio. By this 
measure, we are trying to strengthen, 
encourage and increase the possibility 
of presidential candidates coming from 
the smaller States. 

We also and earnestly believed that 
a direct vote election would permit the 
establishment of equitP,ble nationwide 
standards for the privilege of voting. 
And we further felt that the results of 
any national direct vote election would 
not be so close that srr.all-scale frauds 
or minor accidents would have a sig
nificant e,ffect on the outcome of the 
election. 

Briefly, these are the major reasons 
why the committee recommends the 
adoption of the direct vote method for 
future presidential elections. 

Let me please make it clear that I well 
recognize, as all of you, that the accom
plishment of electoral college reform is a 
far more challenging problem than might 
appear on the surface. 

Therefore, I cannot be so presumptious 
as to contend to you that the electoral 
college reforms recommended in this 
bill, which I have joined, contain all the 
complete and errorless answers to this 
complex challenge. But I can truly say 
that this measure we propose does rep
resent the most careful study and best 
judgment of the great majority of our 
committee. 

It is a responsible response to the clear 
desire of the great majority of American 
citizens for reform of our current presi
dential election procedure. That desire 
has increasingly intensified for the sim
ple reason that the electoral college sys
tem as now constituted can and has, in 
the past, defeated the majority will. 

Mr. Chairman, it is the clear duty of 
every congressional committee and the 
Congress itself, to carry out the majority 
will to the highest degree of our legisla
tive wisdom, even when it means the 
amendment of our Constitution. 

Let us remember that the Constitution 
has already been amended 25 times. 
When such amendment is clearly de-

signed to eliminate antiquated procedure 
in our modem democracy, as it obviously 
does in this instance, I believe the Con
stitution should be amended again. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I submit that 
this is the day and the hour, in response 
to the overwhelming public demand, to 
legislatively act to equitably improve the 
method by which we now elect the Presi
dent and Vice President of the United 
States. 

I respect the sincerely differing 
thoughts of others, but I most con
scientiously believe that the election of 
the President and Vice President of the 
United States, by this proposed direct 
vote process, will enable the true, popular 
will of the American electorate to become 
a reality in all future national elections 
in this country. Therefore, I hope that, 
in your individual judgment, you will 
accept and resoundingly approve it. 

Mr. McCUI.J.,OCH. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. FISH) so much time as he desires. 

Mr. FISH. Mr. Chairman, I thank the 
gentleman from Ohio, the distingilished 
ranking Republican on the Judiciary 
Committee, not only for yielding me this 
time, but, as a freshman Member of the 
House, for the honor of serving on the 
committee. I appreciate the experience 
this past winter and spring to have been 
on a committee led by himself and the 
gentleman from New York, the chair
man of the commitee, during what I am 
sure will stand as a very fine example of 
the legislative process in our delibera
tions, and the consideration and cour
tesies shown the junior members of the 
committee and the full and open con
sideration of the measure before us to
day. 

Mr. Chairman, the Congress and the 
several States have the opportunity to 
realize the full fruition of the principle 
that our Government rests on the con
sent of the governed. We have the op
portunity to insure that the individual 
receiving the most popular votes for 
President will become the President of 
the United States. Direct, popular elec
tion of the President will do so. The road 
toward realization of this principle has 
taken us almost 200 years. 

When the Constitution was written 
universal suffrage was not a reality. 
Property qualifications and religious 
qualifications inhibited voting and office 
holding. It was not until almost a cen
tury ago that racial barriers were re
moved by the 15th amendment. Women 
received the right to vote as late as 1920 
by the 19th amendment. 

The people replaced State legislators in 
the election of U.S. Senators by the 
passage of the 17th amendment. Re
cently the one-man, one-vote court de
cisions has led us one step further to
ward full and equal participation. 

The direct election of the President 
and Vice President is the only proposed 
amendment which will assure that the 
will of the people will prevail. Let us not 
fail in our devotion to democratic prin
ciples and in our trust in the people we 
serve. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. O'HARA) • 

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I feel 

somewhat like a reformed drunk appear
ing before a Salvation Army meeting, be
cause I cannot say, as some speakers have 
said, that I have long supported direct 
popular election of the President as a 
matter of principle. The truth of the 
matter is, Mr. Chairman, I have not. I 
paid lipservice to that principle of course, 
but I was one of those who thought that 
my State, my voters, my kind of people, 
obtained some advantage out of the 
winner-take-all system of awarding elec
toral votes. 

When I perceived that the electoral 
system had to be changed in some man
ner, I at first, tried to figure out some 
way to keep all the advanta5es I thought 
the system gave my State while re
moving the disadvantages from our 
selfish point of view. 

I :finally had to recognize, Mr. Chair
man, that the only way we could do jus
tice to our responsibilities and to the 
American people was to devise a system 
in which it would be impossible for any
one other than the man receiving the 
most votes to be elected President. 

Mr. Chairman, 165 eyars ago, the Con
gress of the United States acted on a pro
posal to improve the system then in effect 
governing the election of the President 
and Vice President. 

They took this action in the light of 
the results of the 1800 election, as a re
sult which the Nation had been for a 
long period in doubt who would succeed 
John Adams as president-whether it 
would be Thomas Jefferson, whom the 
American people had clearly selected, 
or Aaron Burr, whose candidacy was 
rendered possible by an unforeseen 
anomaly in the electoral college. 

The Eighth Congress was successful in 
changing the electoral system, quite 
fundamentally. 

They approved the present electoral 
system, completely replacing the system 
created by the Founding Fathers, and 
embodied it in the 12th amendment to the 
Constitution. 

In the course of the debate on the 12th 
amendment, Senator Wilson C. Nicholas, 
a Senator from the State of Virginia, 
said: 

The people hold the sovereign ,Power, and 
it was intended by the Constitution that they 
should have the election of the Chief 
Magistrate. 

I suggest that that statement by a dis
tinguished Senator from a great State 
expressed succinctly and in a very un
complicated manner the intention of the 
draftets of the 12th amendment. 

They were successful in achieving this 
objective, but only to a point. 

I think it is time to continue the work 
they began, and to further amend the 
system of presidential election in the 
same spirit and with the same intent 
that motivated Senator Nicholas and the 
other distinguished Members of the 
Eighth Congress. 

Senator Nicholas and his colleagues 
were not the first to seek to improve our 
electoral system, nor were they the last. 

Nor, Mr. Chairman, were they the only 
ones to succeed prior to our time. 

In fact, there is no part of the Con
stitution which has been changed more 
often, by formal amendment process, 
than the electoral system. 
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The original system, as I suggested, 

was replaced by the present system, 
through the 12th amendment. 

Subsequently, the 14th and 15th 
amendments, the 17th amendment, the 
19th amendment, and the 23d amend
ment to the Constitution all dealt with 
the electoral system-and all but the 
14th dealt solely with the electoral 
system. 

It is also significant, Mr. Chairman, 
that every single one of these formal con
stitutional amendments went in the 
same direction, and served the same 
basic goal as does House Joint Resolution 
681. 

Each of these amendments comprised 
an effort to give Americans equality of 
ballot power--each served, as House 
Joint Resolution 681 will serve, to make 
elective office in this Nation the uncom
plicated and unquestioned gift of those 
voting for that office. 

There should be no difficulty persuad
ing the Members of this House of the 
virtues of simple, direct election by the 
people. 

Such an arrangement has been the 
foundation of this House since the Re
public began. 

One of the reasons I deeply believe that 
the office we are briefly privileged to 
occupy-the office of Member of this 
House-is of a dignity equal to the Presi
dency, or to any other secular office ever 
devised by man, is because it is derived, 
and always has been Jerived, from the 
highest source, under God, of any power 
anywhere-the free votes of a free people. 

The present Members of the other body 
have all been chosen under the same sys
tem, as have their predecessors ever since 
the ratification of the 17th amendment, 
and the members of the State legislatures 
who will be called upon to ratify this 
amendment derive their office through 
the same channel of authority from the 
people they represent. 

This "something special" that accrues 
to an office when that office springs from 
the will of a free people is something 
which would only enhance the already 
great dignity of the Presidency, and 
make that honorable office even more 
worthy of the st1iving of the best among 
us. 

The opponents of the proposed amend
ment have argued, in effect, that the 
present system, or some modification of 
it that would not go as far as House 
Joint Resolution 681, is desirable because 
it "protects" the basic interests of one 
group or another. 

We have been told that direct election 
of the President is undesirable because 
it will put "the small States at a disad
vantage,'' or conversely, because "it will 
put the big States at a disadvantage." 

We have been told by conservatives
but not by all of them-that direct elec
tion would give excessive weight to the 
residents of cities, and we have been told 
by liberals-but not by all of them-that 
direct election would deprive the people 
of our cities of the crucial weight they 
already have in the election of the Pres
ident. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not know which of 
these varying analyses of the effect of 
House Joint Resolution 681 is correct. 

And I do not think it matters much. 

All of the arguments that I have heard 
against the concept of simple direct pop
ular election of the President-all of the 
counterproposals, all of the impassioned 
defenses of the present system-boil 
down to one proposition: That some vot
ers have, and ought to have, a stronger 
voice than other voters. 

That proposition-the proposition 
that, "The United States is not, and was 
never intended to be, a democracy," is 
central to the argument against direct 
election. 

I offered no guarantees to the people 
of my State or district, Mr. Chairman, 
that direct election will enhance their 
particular power over a presidential 
choice. 

I offer no assura.nce to my fellow Dem
ocrats that d:'..rect popular election of the 
President will make Democrats win more 
presidential elections. 

I can make no argument that direct 
popular election of the President will 
protect the particular interests of farm
ers, city people, suburbanites, blacks, 
whites, liberals, conservatives, mod
erates, employees, employers, artists, 
policemen, astronauts, subway guards, or 
anybody else. 

It will not. 
But it will protect the unique right 

which our system strives to give to each 
and every American-the right to the 
same power in the ballot box as every 
one of his fellow Americans. 

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of House Joint Resolution 681, 
to amend the U.S. Constitution to provide 
for the direct popular election of the 
President and the Vice President. This 
historic amendment abolishes the ar
chaic electoral college and replaces that 
system with one designed to carry out 
the will of the people through popular 
election. 

In recent years we have seen the pos
sibility for constitutional crisis in the 
electoral college system. We have wit
nessed the very real possibility that a 
third party could throw the Nation into 
a situation where the President would be 
selected by cynical deals rather than 
through the nationwide popular vote 
method. 

I want to take a moment to commend 
the members of the House Judiciary 
Committee and the distinguished chair
man of the committee, the gentleman 
from New York <Mr. CELLER), for his 
outstanding work in reporting this joint 
resolution with such overwhelming sup
port. The dean of the House has been the 
guardian of the Constitution for many 
years and each amendment to the Con
stitution has been ratified only after his 
thorough review and excellent drafts
manship. 

Direct popular election is the only 
method of election which a.ssures the 
people that the man with the most popu
lar votes will be declared the winner. This 
is the only proposal which is consistent 
with the one-man, one-vote philosophy 
so inherent in our democracy. 

Direct popular election will strengthen 
the two-party system, will discourage 
splinter parties which have only regional 
support, and will prevent a crisis in de· 
terminating the winner of a national 
election. 

The provIS1on for a runoff election 
should no candidate receive 40 percent of 
the national vote is a realistic vehicle for 
assuring that the President has a mean
ingful plurality on the one hand and 
making the chance of such a runoff 
quite remote on the other hand. I believe 
that should such a runoff be necessary, 
the people should decide the winner 
rather than the House of Representatives 
as under the present system. 

This is an amendment which the peo
ple want, which is sound, and which is 
consistent with all the basic goals of our 
democratic system. I urge my colleagues 
to endorse House Joint Resolution 681 by 
an overwhelming vote. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, when the framers of the Con
stitution met in 1787, the United States 
was an agrarian nation. The people's 
level of education was low. Transporta
tion consisted of stagecoach, horseback, 
and sailing vessels. Communication was 
slow and erratic. At the Constitutional 
Convention, James Wilson, of Pennsyl
vania, advocated selecting the President 
of the United States by popular election. 
This method was rejected because it was 
believed that it was impossible to achieve 
an intelligent choice of the President 
through the direct popular vote. George 
Mason, of Virginia, reflected the feeling 
of the "framers" when he said: 

It would be as unnatural to refer the choice 
of a proper character for Chief Magistrate to 
the people, as it would to refer a trial of 
colours to a blind man. 

The Convention finally decided upon 
the electoral college system as a method 
of choosing the President of the United 
States. The electoral college system has 
many pitfalls; foremost of these is the 
fact that it allows a loser to become a 
winner. If a candidate in a two-man 
presidential race received 50.1 percent of 
the popular vote in the 12 largest 
States-regardless of the outcome in the 
remaining 38 States-he would be elected 
to the Presidency. Under the present sys
tem, theoretically, a presidential candi
date could, first, outpoll his opponent 
by a greater than 2-to-1 margin in the 
total nationwide popular vote; second, 
receive 100 percent of the popular vote 
in 38 States and the District of Columbia 
and still lose the presidential election. 
All proposals for reform, except the di
rect election system, make it possible for 
a President to be elected who has re
ceived fewer popular votes than his lead
ing opponent. This has occurred in three 
instances: 1824, 1876, and 1888. 

A second pitfall in the present system 
is the contingency election. If no presi
dential candidate receives a majority of 
electoral votes, then the election of the 
President devolves upon the House of 
Representatives. In the House, each 
State is allowed one vote. The State of 
California, with its citizenry in 1960, of 
15,717,204, is allotted one vote for the 
President; the State of Alaska with 226,-
167 residents, is allowed one vote. 

A third drawback to the present sys
tem is the "independent" nature of the 
members of the electoral college. This 
was most recently illustrated by the 
Nixon elector from North Carolina who 
cast his ballot in the electoral college 
for George Wallace. There have been five 
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electors since 1820 who have cast their 
ballots in the electoral college in oppo
sition to the candidate for whom they 
were elected. 

In order to eliminate all of these in
justices, we must adopt the direct popu
lar election amendment to the Constitu
tion-House Joint Resolution 681. As the 
late Senator Everett McKinley Dirksen 
once said: 

There is no more powerful force in the 
world than an idea whose time has arrived. 

The time has come to give the power 
to the people. The constitutional prin
ciple of "one man, one vote" was a fore
runner of this idea. The adoption of the 
direct popular election amendment 
would mean that the most important 
office in our political system would be 
filled by the same tested method em
ployed in filling other elected offices
the popular vote of the electorate. 

Mr. HELSTOSKI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of House Joint Resolution 681 
as reported by the House Committee on 
the Judiciary to abolish the electoral 
college and provide for direct popular 
election of the President and Vice Presi
dent. 

It is time that the American citizen be 
given the right to express himself di
rectly as to his choice of candidate for 
the highest office of this Nation. If we are 
to protect our democratic system of 
government we should provide the ma
chinery to abolish the archaic and in
equitable features of the present system. 

We can no longer endorse the danger
ous and antiquated institution which we 
know as tne electorial college. Its need 
for reform or abolition has been definite
ly proven. We now have the opportunity 
to do so. Under the present system we 
run the risk that our presidential elec
tions can become a constitutional crisis. 
This could certainly undermine the con
fidence of the American people in the 
basic processes of American Government. 

We are the greatest nation in the world 
and yet we use the most antiquated 
method in choosing our leaders. 

Mr. Chairman, I have introduced 
House Joint Resolution 289, which would 
accomplish the same objective as ex
pressed in the resolution we are presently 
considering. I have been receiving much 
mail upon this subject, and my recent 
public opinion poll among my constitu
ents indicates an overwhelming de
sire to abolish the electoral college and 
allow the people to vote directly for the 
President and Vice President. 

With the adoption of this joint resolu
tion we will, finally, be assured that the 
presidential candidate who obtains the 
confidence of the American electorate 
will be chosen to lead this Nation. 

Mr. Chairman, I believe that we should 
act favorably upon the legislation be
fore us and start the machinery into mo
tion which will achieve the direct elec
tion of the President. 

I extend to the chairman of the com
mittee, the gentJeman from New York 
<Mr. CELLER), and to the other members 
of the Judiciary Committee my congrat
ulations for the efforts they have taken 
to bring forth the proposal which is so 
urgently needed to assure every Ameri
can his vote is counted when it is cast 

under the principle that each man's vote 
shall be equal. 

Mr. Chairman, there is no vote equal
ity under our present system. The elec
tor can vote in any manner he desires, 
and I dare say that only a very few voters 
even know the elector for whom they are 
voting as their representative in the elec
toral college. 

The concept of direct popular vote is 
consistent with all of our other election 
processes. We do not vote for electors to 
choose our State, congressional, county, 
and local municipal officials. We vote di
rectly for them and we know that when 
a candidate receives the most votes in an 
election, he is elected to the office he 
seeks. True, in man,. cases, under the law, 
runoffs are necessary, but the decision of 
the voter is more accurately reflected. 

Mr. Chairman, .I urge favorable and 
speedy adoption of the resolution before 
us. 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
as a cosponsor of House Joint Resolution 
681, I unequivocally support the prin
ciple of direct popular election of the 
President. For too long, an artificial bar
rier-the electoral college--has stood 
between the people and the most im
portant elected official in the world, the 
President. Unaccountable to the elec
torate the electoral college is anachro
nistic in the political life of 20th-century 
America. In a day in age when feelings 
run strong for extending the franchise, 
the electoral college stands out as a sym
bol of a past political era. It is time for 
us to move ahead with electoral reform. 

Other ideas have been advanced as 
remedies to the present arrangement. 
Upon examination, however, it can be 
demonstrated that both the district plan 
and the proportional plan can encourage 
greater political cleavage, thus leading 
the way to the development of splinter 
parties. 

Admittedly, there is nothing sacrosanct 
about the two party system in America, 
especially if it is not functioning as it 
should in meeting the legitimate de
mands and needs of the body politic. Con
versely, there is little wisdom in retain
ing an electoral device which portends a 
deeper splintering of the American polit
ical landscape. If representative govern
ment is one of the professed goals of the 
American political system, it would seem 
inappropriate to retain an electoral de
vice which runs counter to the idea of 
direct popular election of the highest 
political office in the country and which 
lends itself to potential bartering and 
brokering of minority interests for a piece 
of the action. The role of government is 
to represent and resolve political conflict. 
It cannot, however, perform these func
tions if the electoral system is hampered 
in adjusting the differing political claims 
made on it. 

Obviously, we must always guard 
against the majority becoming oppres
sive. The very basis of democratic the
ory in this country rests on the premise 
of diversity. To date we have seen that 
there has not been an overriding major
ity in this country but shifting majori
ties reflecting given issues and candi
dates. This is as it should be. But we 
must make certain that these electoral 
majorities are translated into the elec-

tion of Presidents unfettered by the 
threat of breakdowns in the election 
process. 

The idea of the concurrent majority 
as espoused by Senator John Calhoun 
must not come to fruition. Our Nation 
has unity in its diversity; but those 
cleavages and differences must be as
similated and represented within the 
context of the electoral process; we must 
not permit sectional interests to hold 
sway. 

With the advancement of the one
man, one-vote principle, it can be dem
onstrated that the present system works 
for and against the large and small 
States. On the one hand, one electoral 
vote in California is worth less than one 
electoral vote in Nevada; conversely, a 
study conducted at George Washington 
University demonstrates that through re
gression analysis techniques the voters 
in States with large electoral votes have 
more influence than their counterparts 
in the small States. One might suggest 
that with this being the case why change 
the present arrangement since both ef
fects work to cancel each other out. On 
balance, this may not be the case. More
over, there is a far larger consideration 
involved: the basic right of the Ameri
can voter to elect the President. This is 
not now the case and it should be cor
rected. I urge the approval of House 
Joint Resolution 681. 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Chairman, one of 
the clearest mandates from the people to 
the Congress at the beginning of this 
session was for electoral reform. The 1968 
presidential election rekindled the fears 
of many that our political process is not 
structurally sound. 

After weeks of concern, chaos was 
averted last fall when President Nixon 
received a majority of the electoral col
lege votes, thus insuring his election. 
Nevertheless, he became the 12th elected 
U.S. Pr~sident to fail to receive a popular 
vote majority. 

Today, the House is replying to this 
national mandate by considering elec
toral reform legislation. I am pleased that 
the House resolution reported out by the 
Judiciary Committee incorporates a pro
posal introduced by me and a number 
of my colleagues for the abolition of the 
electoral college and the institution of di
rect election of the President. 

This is an essential change in our Con
stitution that must be approved by the 
House. From almost the first days of this 
democracy, the electoral college has been 
recognized as a disruptive and potentially 
dangerous threat to stable government. 
The election of three Presidents through 
the electoral college system who were 
popular vote losers has nearly upset what 
should be an orderly process. 

The solution is to place the right and 
responsibility for the election of candi
dates to this Nation's highest office where 
they belong in a democracy-with the 
people. 

The resolution also includes machinery 
to operate when one candidate fails to 
win a majority of the votes by providing 
for a runoff election between the top 
two votegetters. My bill would have set 
this machinery in motion when no can
didate receives at least 45 percent of the 
popular vote. The committee's bill estab
lishes the cutoff point at 40 percent. 
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I do not believe that a 40-percent 
plurality - provides the President-elect 
with the confidence and freedom he needs 
to carry out his programs successfully. 
The mandate is not clear enough. The 
President's task is made too difficult. Our 
aim should be to insure that the new 
President takes office with as close to a 
majority of votes as practicable. A 45-
percent plurality achieves this. 

In addition, the committee's bill fails 
to embody my pr.oposal for a national 
presidential primary. In my judgment, 
this is a mistake. If we are to do an hon
est job of making the people the source 
of political power, we will have to ex
tend direct democracy to the nomination 
process. The existing primary process as 
practiced in our several States is a source 
of bewilderment to outside observers and 
of dismay to those who know it best. Re
form of our primary system is an essen
tial task if democracy in our political 
process is to be safeguarded. 

The committee's bill is a good begin
ning toward electoral reform. I support 
it strongly, but only wish that it went 
the whole way in setting up a national 
presidential primary system as well as 
election by popular vote. 

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I sup
port the pending resolution which pro
poses an amendment to the Constitution 
of the United States prescribing the 
direct PoPUlar eleotion of the President 
and Vice President of the United States. 

I have reached this decision after much 
deliberation. For the proposed abolition 
of the electoral college and the substitu
tion of direct election, however straight
forward such a course might appear at 
first glance, is not without it..s own diffi
culties and dangers. 

My position-and it is one which a 
majority of our citizens share-is that 
the electoral college is a political institu
tion which is not appropriate to present 
conditions and no longer guarantees that 
winners are elected. While the system 
has elected popular winners in this 
century, history records that it has not 
always done so. In the 46 presidential 
elections held to date under the electoral 
college system, three popular vote losers 
were elected President; two Presidents 
were selected by the House of Repre
sentatives; one Vice President was 
chosen by the Senate; and one President 
was elected as the result of a vote of 
a special eiectoral commission appointed 
by Congress. In this century, and 
especially within the last 25 years, there 
has been a recurring tendency-doubt
less in accord with the original concept
on the part of the members of the elec
toral college to assert their so-called 
independency and cast ballots against 
the nominees of their own party. 

For these reasons I am persuaded that 
the electoral college does not guarantee 
that the candidate with the most votes 
will win. 

Direct ~opular election is the most 
certain mechanism available to guaran
tee that the winner will indeed win. The 
other proposals to reform the electoral 
college fall into three general classes: 
The district plan, the proportional plan, 
and the automatic electoral vote plan. 

All these alternatives have merit; in fact, 
any would be an improvement over the 
present system. But each in my opinion 
is flawed. The district plan would inten
sify the problems of gerrymandering 
that have traditionally beset legislators 
in apportioning Representatives. The 
proportional plan would favor citizens of 
the smaller States at the expense of cit
izens in the larger States and it would 
encourage splinter parties within each 
State. The automatic electoral vote plan 
would perpetuate the risks of electing a 
candidate who was the popular vote 
loser. 

In short, direct popular election is the 
surest means of electing the candidate 
with the most popular votes. However, 
direct election is not without its own dif
ficulties. The most serious of these relate 
to the need which this change will cre
ate for the establishment of uniform 
voter qualifications and election regula
tions in the separate States. I believe 
that the proposed amendment strikes an 
appropriate balance between State and 
Federal authority in establishing the 
necessary degree of uniformity. I am also 
satisfied that the proposed provisions for 
the runoff election-this occurring in the 
instance of no candidate receiving 40 
percent of the vote-are not an invita
tion to divisive splinter parties. 

For these reasons I support the 
resolution proposing a constitutional 
amendment providing for direct popu
lar election of the President and Vice 
President of the United States. I support 
this proposal as the best choice among 
several alternatives; yet at the same time 
I recognize that its successful operation 
will not be automatic but will require the 
planning and the cooperation of the sep
arate States and the Federal Govern
ment. 

Recent years have shown that the ex
tension of the franchise does not auto
matically bring wisdom and judgment to 
the expanded electorate but it does pro
vide that opportunity for the voter to 
express his views and change his repre
sentatives. This is the hallmark of our 
system and it differentiates it from com
peting systems which do not give the in
dividual the rights that we guarantee 
and seek to make ever more effective. 

Today equality and democracy are the 
key words. We have come a long way 
from the time when John Evelyn could 
write in his diary of the undemocratic 
procedures which elected the contempo
rary Parliament. 

The following passage is from "The 
Diary of John Evelyn," revised edition, 
1956, II, 223: 

8th April, 1865: This day my brother of 
Wotton and Mr. Onslow were candidates for 
Surrey against Sir Adam Brown and my 
cousin Sir Edward Evelyn, and were circum
vented in their election by a trick of the 
Sheriff's, taking advantage of my brother's 
party going out of the small village of 
Leatherhe-ad to seek shelter and lodging, the 
afternoon being tempestuous, proceeding to 
the election when they were gone; they ex
pecting the next morning; whereas before 
and then they exceeded the other party by 
many hundreds, as I am assured. The Duke 
of Norfolk led Sir Edward Evelyn's and Sir 
Adam Brown's party ••• but the county 
would choose my brother whether he would 

or no, and he missed it by the trick above
mentioned. Sir Adam Brown was so deaf, that 
he could not hear one word. Sir Edward 
Evelyn was an honest gentleman, much in 
favor with his Majesty. 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Chairman, I 
strongly urge approval of a system of 
direct popular election of the President 
and Vice President of the United States. 
Such a plan-and only such a plan-can 
win the support necessary for electoral 
reform to be accomplished by the 1972 
elections. Because of my strong support 
of this proposal, I have cosponsored legis
lation identical to the bill under con
sideration today. 

Reform is needed, of course, because of 
the real threat that a candidate can be
come President even though he received 
fewer popular votes than someone else. 
This is because of three faults: First, 
undemocratic apportionment of electoral 
college votes; second, the freedom of 
electors to vote as they please; and third, 
potential congressional participation in 
the election process. 

This situation might have been toler
able in an earlier phase of our history, 
but the importance of the office of Presi
dent is now such that we can no longer 
rely on a haphazard and undemocratic 
election process. Each citizen is now af
fected daily by the decisions of the Presi
dent, and each citizen has the right for 
an equal voice in the President's selec
tion. Inaction by the Congress in the 
face of the need for reform would betray 
our constituents and the Republic. 

At least four major alternative plans, 
each with variations, have beer. proposed 
to cope with the situation. Direct popular 
election is usually pictured as the most 
sweeping or drastic possible change, fol
lowed in order of severity by the "pro
portional plan," the "district plan," and 
the "automatic electoral vote plan." -

Of these four proposals, only the first
direct popular vote-meets all three 
faults in the electoral college system. The 
proportional and district plans attempt a 
compromise on the main fault, malap
portionment, and the automatic electoral 
vote plan fails to even try for a solution 
to this fault. 

The trouble with the compromise plans 
is that they do not really solve the prob
lem. Under each, it would still be pos
sible for a President to be elected with 
fewer popular votes than someone else. 
Compromise should be rejected because 
it would be deceiving our citizens to enact 
a "reform" which did not really correct 
the defect it claimed to cure. 

In view of this, why should "compro
mise" be seriously considered at all? 
Those who back such plans either fear 
too much democracy in the presidential 
election process, or fear that a true re
form, direct popular voting, cannot be 
enacted. 

We can immediately dismiss distrust 
of the people's democratic judgment as 
justification for "compromise." If we 
really feel that a presidential election 
system should be designed to reflect pop
ular voting as closely as possible, then 
the best means of doing this is by sim
ply letting the popular vote elect the 
President. Proposals for anything attain-
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able which fall short of this serve to 
mask an antidemocratic intent. 

The other argument against direct 
election, that it is not attainable, also 
fails under objective analysis. It is not 
true that small States would be obliged, 
m their own interest, to oppose a change 
which would remove the present electoral 
college bias in their favor. This bias is a 
very small advantage indeed when com
pared to the existing system's State-unit 
feature which causes presidential candi
dates to all but ignore small States in 
their quest for votes in the big "swing" 
States. 

Small States have everything to gain 
by abolishing the existing system in fa
vor of direct popular election, which 
would make the voice of each small State 
resident as important as the vote of a 
big city dweller. Small States would be 
brought back into the presidential elec
tion process as equal participating part
ners. They certainly have nothing to gain 
by the "district" and "automatic elec
toral vote" plans, which would perpetu
ally freeze into the Constitution the unit 
vote system which works against small 
States. Neither would the "proportional" 
plan give them any advantage that would 
not be theirs under direct popular voting. 

As for the large States, their true power 
would not be diminished under direct 
popular voting. While the election result 
would no longer be tied to population 
rather than voter turnout, they would 
have equal opportunity to influence the 
election. Voter turnout might actually 
be increased by the stimulated party 
competition. Yet, use of the existing po
litical machinery-State voting laws, 
party nomination procedures--would fa
vor continuation of the two-party sys
tem. These elements of our historical 
voting procedure would not be aban
doned simply because of the democrati
zation of the vote-counting system. 

So as the practical political arguments 
against direct popular election fall apart, 
there remains the question of justice. Is 
direct election the right system for 
America? Emphatically, the answer is 
yes. There is no system more in keeping 
with our democratic traditions and 
ideals. Indeed, direct election would be 
a further step toward the American goal 
of democracy and justice for all. 

Popular polls show cverwhelming pub
lic support for direct election of the Pres
ident. That is true to the extent that any 
State legislature would approve any 
"compromise" plan at its peril. The more 
that our people learn about this subject, 
the more they demand direct popular 
election. Our constituents are looking to 
us to approve this system, and we should 
1·espond to their wishes as soon as 
possible. 

Mr. RARICK. Mr. Chairman, I feel 
that there can be improvements made 
in our system for election of our Presi
dent within the federal system. 

However, I cannot support the com
mittee bill and chance election of a 
minority President. The direct popular 
vote proposal of the committee bill, 
House Joint Resolution 681, poses a direct 
threat against the federal system of go'!
ernment-a complete change in the 

political philosophy of the Republic
the bill provides the vehicle for the 
frightening specter of a minority-elected 
President sitting in the White House. 

The committee bill reads: 
The pair of persons having the greatest 

number of votes for President and Vice 
President shall be elected, if such number be 
at least 40 per centum of the whole number 
of votes cast for such offices. 

One need not be a student to realize 
that 40 percent is less than one-half-a 
minority-not "over 40 percent"; it 
says, "at least 40 percent." 

Take, for example, the presidential 
election of 1968. The election statistics 
show that over 72 million people went to 
the polls and cast their ballots. Yes, the 
voting age population in the United 
States was 118 million according to the 
Bureau of the Census. Therefore, the 
1968 election represents only 61 percent 
of the eligible vote. Had the committee 
bill-requiring only 40 percent to win
been in force for the 1968 election, 25 
percent of the eligible voters could have 
elected the President of the United 
States. We would then truly have a Presi
dent not only elected by a minority of 
the people but in all probability one 
representative exclusively of the populous 
metropolitan areas in our country. 

The Congress and the courts talk of a 
guaranteed right to vote and equal weight 
of votes, and many civic organizations 
promote voting registration and voter 
duties; yet, all must agree that there is 
a tremendous lack of interest in the 
voting citizen unless he feels personally 
involved, stands to gain or lose by a 
political issue, or unless he feels his vote 
is important enough to influence the 
outcome. 

The direct vote plan has the effect of 
ignoring and circumventing the role of 
the State and local political subdivisions 
from the presidential election by carry
ing it directly to the individual vote. Loss 
of citizen spirit in his State and local 
subdivision most certainly can be ex
pected to result in a diminished voter 
turnout. Far too many times I have 
heard voters say that they vote for State 
and local offices, but do not waste time 
voting in Federal elections because it 
just does not do any good. 

Overall I think it can be agreed that 
the most concentrated population 
areas-perhaps because of more homo
genuous interests-are better organized 
and have more effective communications 
which result in a larger percentage of 
voter participation than in the rural and 
sparsely settled areas. This considered 
and with over 40 percent of the expected 
participating vote to be found in the 
major cities and metropolitan areas of 
our country, it could naturally be ex
pected that any aspirant for the Presi
dency would not only concentrate his ap
peal efforts to these metropoUtan indus
trial complexes but would likewise adopt 
a platform and political issues tailored to 
their wishes and needs in order to mo
tivate them to turn out to vote. All of 
which would serve to disadvantage the 
farming and rural areas and the people 
of the sparsely populated regions who be
cause of their vastly different desires and 

philosophy are faced with no choice or 
what they consider the lesser of two 
evils. By making the election process ir
relevant to the voters of the rural and 
sparsely settled areas-the numerical 
majority of the American electorate
the bill would, as a practical matter, de
prive the majority of our citizens of in
volvement in the democratic process. 

The futility of voting participation 
would rapidly become apparent to the 
rural and small town citizen. Uncon
sciously, he would succumb to the dis
couragement of feeling that, first, no 
candidate was offering him any leader
ship, and, second, his vote was unimpor
tant because the people in New York, 
Chicago, Los Angeles, and so forth, were 
going to decide the election. Conse
quently, as the citizen living in the coun
try and suburban area loses his motiva
tion and feeling that his vote is impor
tant, the big city vote increases in the 
overall percentage, and becomes more 
and more important to the candidate. In 
other words, the vote of the big city resi
dent would progressively count more and 
further destroy the egalitarian theory of 
one man, one vote. 

The -e.ltimate danger to our country 
from a direct popular vote President can 
be anticipated. The candidate having 
directed his campaign and platform to 
the larger populated areas and having 
received his vote under such conditions, 
in order to retain the support and con
fidence of his following can be logically 
expected to calculate the effect of ap
pointments with this same segment. 

On the other hand, the citizens of the 
less densely populated areas could ex
pect to be all but ignored. Then, too, a~ 
long as Cabinet members and top rank
ing judges are appointed, who would ex
pect a direct popular vote President to 
select them from small States or sparsely 
populateJ areas. Under the direct popu
lar vote plan a presidential candidate 
and his running mate would enjoy pref
erential advantage in heing identified 
with one of the heavily populated areas. 
How could an American from the State 
of, say, Maine or South Dakota hope to 
overcome the advantage of a political 
opponent from New York City, Chicago, 
Los Angeles, or other populous areas? 

The Founding Fathers in framing the 
Constitution considered that the Chief 
Executive could be elected by a popular 
vote. They rejected the plan because it 
was their desire, as statesmen, to provide 
for a President and head of state who 
represented the majority of the people as 
well as all of the geographical areas of 
our Nation. This was the reason for the 
allotment of electors weighted propor
tionately to the number of U.S. Repre
sentatives and Senators. This was the 
reason they required a majority of the 
electorai votes for electior... Their purpose 
for rejection of the direct method of elec
tion was to prevent any one or a few 
geographical areas or population centers 
from acquiring complete political control 
of the country to the detriment of the 
other citizens. 

I favor a national election which re
tains motivation and general interest 
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nationwide to involve all of our people in 
the election; which will compel any can
didate to consider all the voters in any 
platform and which would cause him to 
be elected as a President of all the people. 

I will support the Dowdy-Dennis plan 
also called the district plan for reform of 
the electoral college. 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Chairman, we 
have no further requests for time and I 
yield back the balance of our time. 

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, today marks a truly 
unique occasion. The House embarks on 
a historic debate to determine how this 
Nation shall elect its Chief Executive. 
Except for 40 minutes on suspension of 
the rules in 1950, electoral college re
form has not been debated in the House 
since 1826. 

The Judiciary Committee is persuaded 
that our political structure must be at
tuned not to yesteryear or yesterday, but 
to tomorrow and the future. We no longer 
can afford favored positions for certain 
classes of voters :.n presidential elec
tions-whether they be an urban or rural 
electorate; whether they live in large 
States or in small States; whether they 
are political progressives or political con
servatives; or whether they come from 
the Western, Northern, Eastern or Soutt.,.
ern parts of this Nation. The principles 
of representative government require 
that no citizen's vote should have more 
weight than another's-above all, in the 
election of the President and Vice Presi
dent. The pending resolution proposes to 
restructure the presidential election sys
tem and to conform it to ideals of repre
sentative democracy-not simply for the 
next few elections, but I confidently be
lieve, for generations to come. 

DEFICIENCIES IN OUR PRESENT SYSTEM 

Recent presidential elections, and espe
cially the 1968 election, underscore the 
potential in~tability in our existing pro
cedures. The possibility of a deadlock and 
a vacancy of uncertain duration in the 
office of President, under the existing 
system, poses substantial dangers that 
many Americans, regardless of party or 
region, agree must be eliminated. 

The deficiencies in our present elec
toral college system include the follow
ing: 

UNFAITHFUL ELECTORS 

The ever-present possibility that elec
tors will depart from custom, assert their 
independence and cast their votes in dis
regard of their constituents' wishes. The 
risk that electors will substitute their 
judgment for that of the electorate is of 
growing concern to many, particularly 
in view of the most recent exercise of an 
elector's "independence" which was sus
tained by both Houses of Congress earlier 
this year. As long agoas 1826 the anach
ronistic presidential elector was de
scribed as follows: 

They have degenerated into mere agents, 
in a case which requires no agency, and 
where the agent must be useless, if he is 
faithful, and dangerous, if he is not.-(Senate 
Doc. No. 22, 19th Cong., 1st Sess., 4 (1826)) 

Our present electoral college institu
tion relies in large part on electors to 
operate in accordance with prevailing 
expectations of our citizens, not upon 
explicit constitutional direction. 

CONTINGENT ELECTION PROCEDURES 

Another potential crisis occurs if the 
electoral college fails to produce a ma
jority for one candidate and the final 
decision for electing the President and 
Vice President falls upon the Congress. 
Under the 12th amendment, each State 
delegation may cast but one vote in the 
House of Representatives, and an 
absolute majority of the States is re
quired to elect the President from among 
the three leading candidates. The Vice 
President would be selected from among 
the two leading candidates by the Senate, 
each Senator having one vote, and an 
absolute majority again being required to 
elect. Under this system it is possible that 
a President and Vice President would be 
of different political parties. It is also 
possible th~t the winners of the popular 
plurality would not be elected in Con
gress, particularly if they were members 
of the minority party in Congress. De
pending on the political alinements in 
State delegations the balloting for Presi
dent in the House can easily result in 
deadlock. 

Such a contingent election has oc
curred twice in our history-1800, Thom
as Jefferson-Aaron Burr; 1824, John 
Quincy Adams-Aridrew Jackson-and in 
each case the event is remembered for a 
lengthy deadlock, intrigue and the ap
pearance, if not the reality, of political 
"deals." The prospect of a contingent 
election in the Congress under thP. pres
ent precarious constitutional provision 
troubles many thoughtful citizens. 

ELECTORAL VOTE ALLOCATION 

Another defect under the present sys
tem is the disparity between the number 
of electoral votes allotted to the respec
tive States pursuant to decennial cen
suses, on the one hand, and the number 
of citizens and actual voters in each 
State, on the other. For example, al
though Connecticut and South Carolina 
both have eight electoral votes, almost 
590,000 more people voted in Connecti
cut in 1968; 550,000 more people voted in 
Illinois than in Ohio in 1968 although 
both States have 26 electoral votes. Our 
system allocates electoral votes to the 
States in number. which are not truly 
proportionate either to population or to 
actual voter turnout. Another inequity 
results from the "winner-take-all" sys
tem which credits the winner of the 
popular vote in a State with all of the 
State's electoral votes regardless of the 
vote received by other candidates. Some 
argue that small State voters benefit 
from the fact that each State is entitled 
to three electoral votes regardless of how 
few its citizens, while others maintain 
that large State voters benefit from the 
unit rule whereby such States are able 
to award large blocs of electoral votes. 
Whatever group of States is actually ad
vantaged, it is inconsistent with our 
principles that the votes of some citizens 
should be worth twice as much or more 
than the votes of other citizens. Neither 
argument can justify such a p:::-esidential 
electoral system consistent with the prin
ciple of one man, one vote. 

The factors which I have just out
lined, Mr. Chairman, separately and in 
combination, contribute to the most seri
ous potential flaw of our present sys-

tern-that is, the possible election of a 
President who is not the first choice of 
the voters. Indeed, this has actually oc
curred three times in the 46 presidential 
elections held to date. John Quincy 
Adams, 1824; Rutherford B. Hayes, 1876, 
and Benjamin Harrison, 1888, all were 
popular vote losers, yet all were elected 
President. To argue that only three mis
fires out of 46 is a good record is uncon
vincing. A workable solution guarantee
ing against such misfires is presently 
available. Why should we choose a sec
ond-best system? 

Only the direct popular election plan 
can eliminate all the basic deficiencies 
in our present electoral system. 

It will remove electors as anomalous 
intermedfaries who are not needed to 
express the people's choice of a national 
leader. 

It will eliminate existing disparities 
in the weight given to certain votes be
cause of the geographic location of the 
voter. 

It will guarantee that the presidential 
electoral system is in harmony with the 
principle of "one man, one vote." 

It will conform presidential elections 
to the system of plurality voting used 
throughout the Nation in congressional 
elections and in elections for Statewide 
and local offices. 

It will assure that the people will elect 
the Chief Executive in all cases-and 
that the candidate receiving the most 
popular votes will be elected. 

Alternative reform plans such as the 
"proportional" method, the "district" 
method, or the auto~atic electoral vote 
plan may meet some of the present de
ficiencies, but each one would continue 
the risk of electing a candidate who was 
the popular vote loser. A risk, I might 
add, which apparently increases the 
closer the popular election results be
come. In addition, other proposals may 
be offered which employ features of the 
various substitute plans in combination. 
These tend k complicate our present 
system and only perpetuate the hazards 
of electing a candidate who is not the 
popular candidate. 

OBJECTIONS TO THE DIBECT ELECTION PLAN 

The three most commonly expressed 
objections to the direct election plan 
include: 

First, that it would lead to a prolifera
tion of political parties; 

Second, that it would create un
manageable problems and delays in vote 
counting; and 

Third, that it would reduce the influ
ence presently enjoyed by voters in 
smaller States or that it would sub
stantially dissipate the power enjoyed by 
urban voters in large States. 

The suggestion that political parties 
will proliferate under the direct election 
plan misconceives the true sources of 
the two-party system. Our two national 
parties largely prevail because of the 
political structure of the Congress-and 
the convention method of nominating 
presidential candidates. These institu
tions have generally promoted an accom
modation of diverse interests within the 
two major parties. To understand how 
the electoral college system itself fails 
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to preclude the rise of third parties one 
need only reexamine the 1968 presiden
tial election. The basic structure of the 
direct election plan embodied in House 
Joint Resolution 681 is designed to en
courage the two parties to continue to 
:find ways of accommodating diverse in
terests. The proposed amendment pro
vides for a runoff election between the 
two highest candidates in event no candi
date receives 40 percent of the popular 
vote cast. This procedure would seem to 
deter a prolif era ti on of parties which 
may amass a number of votes, but which 
at best can only look forward to a runoff 
between the major party candidates. 

Another objection to direct popular 
election is that it will lead to unmanage
able vote counting disputes that can de
lay the :final election outcome. This ob
jection, too, is unpersuasive. Certainly, 
the present system, in which a few 
popular votes can shift large blocs of 
electoral votes and possibly change the 
outcome of an election, would seem to 
provide for greater incentive for fraud 
and recountings. The counting problems 
under the direct election plan are 
essentially no different from those which 
exist under any system of election, direct 
or indirect. These problems have been 
competently dealt with in popular elec
tions of other officials, and there is no 
reason why they cannot be effectively 
dealt with in a direct election of the 
President. State procedures for certify
ing election results could be adopted to 
the direct election plan. The proposed 
amendment contemplates leaving the 
operation and regulation of presidential 
voting in the jurisdiction of the States, 
with reserve power in the Congress to 
legislate in the :field. 

It is also maintained that the present . 
allocation of electoral votes, whereby all 
States are entitled to three electoral 
votes regardless of population, favors the 
small States; others maintain that the 
present electoral allocation coupled with 
the winner-take-all system benefits citi
zens in larger States. In some respects 
both sides are correct. But distortions in 
voting power based on the geographic 
location of the voter have become out
dated. To suggest that continuation of 
the electoral vote system is necessary to 
preserve the Federal Union misconceives 
the true impact of the electoral college. 
By eliminating competitions between 
States generated by the electoral college, 
the direct popular election plan seems 
to strengthen the Federal Union. To sug
gest that State legislatures in large or 
small States will not ratify the proposed 
new article is not only based on unsup
portable speculation but is contrary to 
the weight of all recent national opinion 
polls and surveys of State legislatures as 
well. 

Mr. Chairman, it is true that the pro
ponents of change have a substantial 
burden. The existing electoral system is 
familiar and there is a natural reluc
tance to change or depart from familiar 
ways. 

But we have tempted fate too long. 
Our national experience demonstrates 
that there is a safer, a better method to 
elect public officials than through an 

intricate, indirect, and antiquated elec
toral college. The essence of American 
government is that public officials rule 
with "the consent of the governed." The 
choice of the Chief Executive must be 
the people's-all the people, without fa
vor or special advantage to those who 
live in remote and sparsely populated 
areas, or to those who live in crowded 
urban centers. 

The risk that our presidential election 
system will misfire or malfunction and 
produce a grave national political crisis 
has become increasingly evident in re
cent years. The proposed constitutional 
amendment set forth in House Joint 
Resolution 681 would eliminate what 
may be the most serious defect in our 
basic charter. 

There may be no perfect system to 
elect the President, but the direct na
tionwide popular vote plan appears to 
be the best of all possible methods. I urge 
my colleagues to join me in voting ap
proval of House Joint Resolution 681. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance 
of our time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each 
House concurring therein), That the follow
ing article is proposed as an amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States, which 
shall be valid to all intents and purposes as 
part of the Constitution when ratified by 
the legislatures of three-fourths of the sev
eral States within seven years from the date 
of its submission by the Congress: 

"ARTICLE -
"SECTION 1. The people of the several States 

and the District constituting the seat of gov
ernment of the United States shall elect the 
President and Vice President. Each elector 
shall cast a single vote for two persons who 
shall have consented to the joining of their 
names as candidates for the offices of Presi
dent and Vice President. No candidate shall 
consent to the joinder of his name with that 
of more than one other person. 

"SEC. 2. The electors oi President and Vice 
President in each State shall have the quali
fications requisite for electors of the most 
numerous branch of· the State legislature, 
except that for electors of President and 
Vice President, the legislature of any State 
may prescribe less restrictive residence quali
fications and :i:or electors of President and 
Vice President the Congress may establish 
uniform residence qualifications. 

"SEC. 3. The pair of persons having the 
greatest number of votes for President and 
Vice President shall be elected, if such num
ber be at least 40 per centum of the whole 
number of votes cast for such offices. If no 
pair of persons has such number, a runoff 
election shall be held in which the choice of 
President and Vice President shall be made 
from the two pairs of persons who received 
the highest number of votes. 

"SEc. 4. The times, places, and manner of 
holding such elections and entitlement to 
inclusion on the ballot shall be prescribed in 
each State by the legislature thereof; but 
the Congress may at any time by law make 
or alter such regulations. The days for such 
elec> tions shall be determined by Congress 
and shall be uniform throughout the United 
States. The Congress shall prescribe by law 
the time, place, and manner in which the 
results of such elections shall be ascertained 
and declared. 

"SEC. 5. The Congress may by law provide 
for the case of the death or withdrawal of 

any candidate for President or Vice President 
beiore a President and Vice President have 
been elected, and for the case of the death 
of both the President-elect and Vice-Presi
dent-elect. 

"SEC. 6. The Congress shall have power to 
enforce this article by appropriate legisla
tion. 

"SEc. 7. This article shall take effect one 
year after the 21st day of Ja.nuary following 
ratification." 

Mr. CELLER <during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that further reading of the joint reso
lution be dispensed with and that it be 
printed in the RECORD and open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I move 

that the Committee do now rise. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair 
<Mr. MILLS), Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit
tee, having had under consideration the 
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 681) propos
ing an amendment to the Constitution 
of the United States relating to the elec
tion of the President and Vice President, 
had come to no resolution thereon. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that all Members may be 
permitted to revise and extend their re
marks on House Joint Resolution 681, 
the electoral college reform amendment, 
and to include therewith extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
<Mr. POFF asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 min
ute.) 

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
time in order to inquire of the distin
guished majority leader the program for 
the remainder of the week and for next 
week. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POFF. I am happy to yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, in re
sponse to the distinguished acting mi
nority leader, we have no further pro
gram for the week and will ask to go 
over until Monday upon the announce
ment of the program. 

The program for next week is as fol
lows: 

Monday is Consent Calendar Day. 
Also, the gentleman from Colorado 

<Mr. ASPINALL) has advised he will seek 
to call up by unanimous consent House 
Joint Resolution 81, to provide for the 
development of the Eisenhower National 
Historic Site at Gettysburg, Pa. 
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There is one suspension, 

Insured Student Loan 
Amendments of 1969. 

H.R. 13194, the request of the gentleman from Okla
Emergency homa? 

Thereafter we will proceed with the 
continuation of consideration of House 
Joint Resolution 681, the proposed con
stitutional amendment relating to the 
election of the President and Vice Presi
dent. 

On Taesday there will be a joint meet
ing for the purpose of receiving the Apol
lo 11 astronauts. 

Tuesday also is Private Calendar Day. 
Upon the conclusion of consideration 

of the Private Calendar, we will return 
to the consideration of House Joint Res
olution 681 and will continue consid
eration under the 5-minute rule. 

Following the disposition of the con
stitutional amendment, we will take up 
the legislative branch appropriation bill 
for the fiscal year 1970; and H.R. 12549, 
to provide for the establishment of a 
Council on Environmental Quality, 
which is subject tu a rule being granted. 

The announcement is made subject 
to the usual reservation that conference 
reports may be brought up at any time 
and that any further program may be 
announced later. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from Virginia yield? 

Mr. POFF. I yield to the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. What day is it proposed 
to bring up the legislative branch ap
propriation bill? 

Mr. ALBERT. Immediately following 
the disposition of the joint resolution 
proposing a constitutional amendment. 
We do not have a specific date. We have 
placed in order all the program begin
ning with the receiving of the astronauts 
for Tuestiay and the balance of the week. _ 
We do not know just when the proposed 
constitutional amendment will be dis
posed of. 

Mr. GROSS. It will probably be 
Wednesday, at least, before the legisla
tive branch appropriation bill comes up? 

Mr. ALBERT. Not before Wednesday. 
I believe the gentleman could count on 
that. 

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, 
SEPTEMBER 15, 1969 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today it adjourn t.o meet on 
Monday next. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma? 

There was no objection. 

DISPENSING WITH BUSINESS IN 
ORDER UNDER THE CALENDAR 
WEDNESDAY RULE ON WEDNES
DAY NEXT 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that business in or
der under the Calendar Wednesday rule 
may be dispensed with on Wednesday 
next. 

The SPEAKER. ls there objection to 

There was no objection. 

RECOMPUTATION OF RETIRED 
MILITARY PAY-ONLY A CAM
PAIGN PROMISE? 
(Mr. VAN DEERLIN asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend his 
remarks, a.ind to include extraneous 
matter.) 

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker, dur
ing the heat of a campaign for high pub
lic office, it is occasionally possible to 
make promises or pledges which become 
awkward to carry out once the office is 
attained. 

Nevertheless, when specific assurances 
are directed at a particular group of our 
fellow citizens by a candidate, it is rea
sonable, I think, to expect some sort of 
f ollowthrough-especially if the same 
candidate is also concerned about credi
bility gaps. 

This Saturday, September 13, will 
mark the first anniversary of a very em
phatic, but, as yet, unfulfilled pledge by 
Mr. Nixon to take action on behalf of a 
large group of retired military person
nel. 

Now this promise--that Mr. Nixon, as 
President, would propose legislation per
mitting retirees who left the service be
fore June 1, 1958, to recompute their 
benefits in line with increases awarded 
active duty personnel-was not quietly 
given. 

Instead, a telegram from Mr. Nixon, 
the candidate, dated September 13, 1968, 
was carried as a full-page spread in the 
October 1968 issue of the Retired Officer, 
where thousands of voters would see it. 

The telegram is self-explanatory, and 
I will include it at the end of these re
marks. But the failure of the President 
to do anything discernible during his 
nearly 8 months in office to implement 
this pledge is quite mysterious. There are 
many military retirees in my district who 
are wondering if and when the President 
will honor his commitment to them. 

In his wire to General Corderman, 
president of the organization which pub
lishes the Retired Officer, Mr. Nixon had 
some harsh things to say about the John
son administration and "the Democratic
controlled Congress" for ostensibly fail
ing to remedy a growing disparity be
tween active duty and retired military 
pay. 

The future President could not have 
been clearer. He was right, the Demo
crats were wrong, and he was going to 
do something about it as soon as he 
assumed the Presidency. 

Now retirees are asking what hap
pened to those good intentions voiced so 
firmly and clearly during the campaign. 

I should point out that many Members 
of the House and Senate, including 
numerous Democrats, have introduced 
bills to permit the recomputation so 
strongly endorsed a year ago by Mr. 
Nixon. I imagine that all that is needed 
now is a good word from the White 
House to get some action on these pro
posals. 

Mr. Nixon's telegram to General Cor
derman follows: 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
September 13. 

Maj. Gen. w. PRESTON CORDERMAN, 
President, Retired Officers Association, · 
Washington, D.C.: 

Because of the concern of your organiza
tion with the issue of equalization of retired 
military pay I want to take this opportunity 
to share with you my views on this important 
subject. 

For the past several years, our retired mili
tary personnel have been unjustly treated 
because of the failure of the administration 
and the Democratic-controlled Congress to 
remedy the growing disparity between active 
duty and retired military pay. This unfair 
discrimination is wholly contrary to the long 
established principle of equalizing retired 
pay with existing active duty pay for the 
same grade or rank. It is a breach of faith for 
those hundreds of thousands of American 
patriots, who have devoted a career of service 
to their country and who, when they entered 
the service, relied upon the laws insuring 
equal retirement benefits. 

The retired pay of some of our older re
tirees has slipped more than 30 % behind 
th·at of their younger comrades. In a period of 
skyrocketing cost of living increases, it is an 
intolerable and unfair burden for our retired 
military. 

I intend to urge the Congress to remedy 
this injustice at the earliest possible time 
by passing legislation along the lines of that 
introduced by Senator Tower of Texas, chair
man of my key issues committee. General 
Eisenhower and I worked vigorously to seek 
legislative relief in 1960. Now, after prolonged 
inaction by an administration of which Vice 
President Humphrey has been a part, the 
time is at hand to do simple justice and to 
recognize the great contribution to our Na
tion by those who have served their country 
with honor and distinction. 

RICHARD M . NIXON. 

RAIL PASSENGERS STILL WAITING 
FOR THE ICC TO MAKE UP ITS 
MIND ON THE MESSER REPORT 
(Mr. ADAMS asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, 1 year ago 
Hearing Examiner John Messer made a 
historic recommendation to the Inter
state Commerce Commission in the Sun
set Limited Adequacies case: That the 
ICC should assert authority to set stand
ards of passenger service. This recom
mendation, if upheld by the full Com
mission, could be the beginning of the 
resurrection of decent train service in 
this country. It would enable the ICC to 
put a stop to the practice of deliberately 
downgrading passenger service in order 
to drive away passengers. This negative 
effort is carefully described in a fine 
article in the Wall Street Journal of Sep
tember 3 by Albert R. Karr. I shall in
clude in the RECORD at the conclusion of 
my remarks this article, "Passenger 
Plight." 

Many of us in Congress are willing to 
support Federal assistance for good pas
senger service, but we cannot expect pub
lic funds to be used to subsidize intention
ally inadequate service. Therefore, I hope 
the ICC will act promptly and favorably 
on Examiner Messer's recommendations. 
I cannot understand why it should take 
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a year to resolve this case, no matter how 
complex the legal and economic issues 
involved are. The Congress and the pas
senger public expect action by the ICC, 
an agency charged with protecting the 
public interest in transportation. 

The article follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, Sept. 3, 1969) 
PASSENGER PLIGHT-OFFICIALS, TRAIN RIDERS 

CLAIM SOME RAILROADS TRY FOR LOUSY 

SERVICE-THEY SAY LINES SEEK TO MAKE 

RUNS UNPROFITABLE, THEN END THEM; 

ROADS DENY IT-THE RAT ON THE PENN 

CENTRAL 
(By Albert R. Karr) 

For mother, father, four young children 
and grandmother, aged 74, the 20-hour jour
ney from Chicago home to New York on the 

. Penn Central's "Admiral" was a bad trip. 
The train was dirty, to begin with, mother 

later complained. For want of a receptacle 
trash was being piled on top of the drinking 
fountain (which dispensed warm water only). 
The ladies' room had a "disgusting odor." 
There was no dining car. The snack bar 
lacked electricity for making breakfast cof
fee. And the cooling system wasn't working 
in the mid-July heat. 

When the crew finally did get the air con
ditioning going, the angry traveler went on, 
"this was apparently a terrible shock to the 
train's electrical system, as the lights went 
out for good in the filthy ladies' room." 

"If any hotel provided this kind of accom
modation, it would soon be closed as a 
health hazard. Is this the objective of the 
Penn Central?" the mother inquired in a 
letter to Washington authorities. 

SOME OFFICIALS AGREE 

Indeed the Penn Central is seeking per-
' mission to abandon the "Admiral." And 

though none of the nation's railroads will 
admit to making passenger service terrible 
on purpose, a surprising number of riders' 
complaints to the Government contend that 
the roads must be doing just that. 

The passengers' cynical rationale, echoed 
by many Washington officials: The more that 
people are deliberately discouraged from rid
ing the trains, the easier it is for the rail
roads to demonstrate that passenger service 
is unprofitable and has to be abandoned in 
favor of money-making freight. 

Even if the railroads are deliberately do
ing this-and they vehemently deny that 
they are--0fficials question whether the Gov
ernment can do anything about it. The an
swer may come soon, though. The Interstate 
Commerce Commisison is expected this 
month to hand down its long-awaited deci
sion on whether it can compel a road to pro
vide better passenger service. 

The ICC, traditionally concerned solely 
with routes and rates, may conclude that 
passenger treatment is not beyond its reg
ulatory reach. If so, it could order changes. 
If it decides otherwise, the decision is sure 
to be challenged in court and in Congress 
by state regulatory agencies and such trav
elers' lobbies as the Washington-based Na
tional Association of Railroad Passengers. 
Some think the eventual outcome will be a 
joint effort by the Government and the 
railroads that concentrates on improving 
service along the most-needed routes while 
letting some others die. 

A STREAMiLINED SYSTEM 

At the Department of Transportation, for 
example, one idea for coping with the pas
senger problem envisions a Comsat-type pri
vate corporation either leasing modern 
equipment to the railroads or taking over 
management of the most important routes 
outright. The main emphasis would be on a 
network of high-speed trains (profitable, it's 
hoped) in populous and relatively short "cor
ridors" such as Chicago-Cleveland and Los 
Angeles-San Francisco, similar to the Metro-

liner now competing with air travel between 
New York and Washington. 

This streamlined system, it's thought, 
could be partly financed out of savings 
achieved in abandoning the money-losing 
service in less populous areas. Proposals for 
direct Federal subsidies for passenger opera
tions also are under consideration at the 
Transportation Department and are em
bodied in various bills in Congress. 

If something isn't done, city-to-city pas
senger trains might all but disappear in 
America. From nearly 1,500 a decade ago, the 
number of intercity trains was down to 513 
on July 1, including a decline of 67 since 
mid-1968. The railroad executives who want 
to get out of the passenger business say 
there's scarcely any need for long-haul inter
city service any more, because most travelers 
prefer to go by bus, car or plane. 

THE RAT IN THE AISLE 

If they do prefer to go by bus, car or 
plane, it's often because the railroads have 
become such miserable ways to travel. That, 
at least, is the easily arrived at conclusion 
after reading letters, that unhappy rail 
travelers have sent to Washington. 

"No sooner did we get aboard" the Penn 
Central's "Spirit of St. Louis" in Missouri, 
says a man from Floral Park, N.Y., "than 
some women passengers started screaming 
because a furry little creature called a rat 
started running up and down through the 
car." The conductor ignored it, according to 
the New Yorker, and not until they reached 
Columbus, Ohio, 400 miles away, was a fel
low passenger able to trap the rat in his 
handkerchief and throw it out. 

:Replies a Penn Central spokesman: "We 
do not have a rat infestation problem. We 
maintain standards as well as we possibly 
can under the circumstances"-·which he 
thinks are worsened by passengers' reluc
tance to adapt. "People have enough initia
tive to write me a complaining letter," says 
this public relations man, "but they won't 
get up and move to another car when the 
air conditioning breaks down in their car." 
The family aboard the "Admiral" from Chi
cago would have an answer for that: The 
train was full. 

Would-be riders have told of waiting as 
long as two months for seats on Chicago, 
Burlington & Quincy Railroad trains, accord
ing to an unhappy Burlington employe. "Yet 
we know there was ample room, or that addi
tional cars could have been added." More
over, he says, passenger schedules "mean 
nothing if there is an opportunity to move 
a freight train ahead of a passenger train." 
A Burlington spokesman insists that the 
road doesn't turn down passenger business 
if space is available, that it can't always add 
more cars, and that it doesn't give priority 
to freight. 

Chronic lateness, sometimes causing missed 
connections, is a frequent passenger gripe. At 
Siena Heights College in Adrian, Mich., many 
students hitchhike home on weekends or 
don't go at all because the Norfolk & Western 
Railway 's "Wabash Cannonball" is so often 
behind time, says Sister Ann Joachim, faculty 
member and the school's attorney. But some 
still risk it, so partly through her efforts the 
N&W has twice been rebuffed in trying to 
silence forever the Cannonball's lonesome 
whistle. To the lateness complaints, the road 
replies that, on the average, only one Cannon
ball in 20 is more than 20 minutes late over 
its 600-mile Detroit-St. Louis journey. 

The milestone case the ICC promises to 
decide this month involves the Southern 
Pacific Railroad's daily "Sunset Limited" be
tween Los Angeles and New Orleans. 

Until five states' regulatory agencies peti
tioned the ICC in 1966 to compel the road to 
furnish better "Sunset" service, few com
plainants had pressed the Government for 
improvements in passenger trains; whenever 
the subject did come up, the ICC pleaded no 
jurisdiction. 

But this time the ICC examiner, John S. 
Messer, said his agency does have authority 
over passenger service, and he declared the 
ICC should order the Southern Pacific to im
prove the "Sunset" by such steps as running 
the train on time and providing dining cars. 
This is the recommendation pending now be
fore the 10 commissioners (one seat is 
vacant). 

Significantly, after the examiner issued his 
recommendation in April 1968, the Southern 
Pacific applied to abandon the "Sunset Lim
ited" altogether, and the ICC, in denying this 
plea, accused the road of deliberately down
grading the "Sunset" service. Critics of rail
roads maintain that ever since the "Sunset" 
case began the industry has been accelerating 
its abandonment requests. Get the trains off 
the tracks before the ICC makes up its mind, 
this theory goes, because the Government 
can't order improvements on trains that no 
longer run. 

Statistics support the contention. Discon
tinuance applications ranged between 13 and 
33 a. year in the decade through mid-1967, 
then soared to 73 in the subsequent 12 
months. In the year that ended last June 30 
they eased off to 50--"probably because there 
weren't enough trains left to discontinue," 
an ICC spokesman suggests. Others say the 
ICC has noticeably stiffened its resistance to 
abandonments since Examiner Messer's ·'Sun
set" recommendation, otherwise applications 
would be even more numerous. 

One petition that did win ICC approval 
(though the courts have since delayed its ef
fectiveness) was the Penn Central's plea to 
discontinue the "Spirit of St. Louis between 
that city and New York. And the ICC's July 
okay came not a minute too soon. Two nights 
earlier, ait Altoona, Pa., 35 "Spirit" passengers 
became so aroused by the lack of lights, water 
and air conditioning that they climbed off 
and lay down in front of the engine for an 
hour and a half till a broken generator belt 
was repaired. 

The increase in applications to abandon 
runs could have something to do with the 
deterioration in service. Says an ICC official: 
Railroads always deliberately downgrade 
passenger service in advance of filing with us 
for discontinuance. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, the case 
which the gentleman mentions, as I un
derstand it, is the one in which the hear
ing examiner indicated the railroads 
ought to upgrade the sleeping accommo
dations and the dining accommodations, 
in addition to other recommendations? 

Mr. ADAMS. Yes, it is. 
Mr. BOLAND. From the gentleman's 

knowledge of the ICC and the laws re
specting the ICC and its authority, can 
the gentleman tell us whether or not the 
ICC actually has the authority to indi
cate to a railroad that it must do these 
things? 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, in the opin
ion of this gentleman the ICC does have 
that authority. If the ICC should take 
the position it does not have, then I think 
this House, and the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce, should 
immediately take up this statute and be 
certain this authority does exist. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I am glad 
the . gentleman highlights this. I agree 
with the gentleman totally in his 
assertions. 

Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman 
from West Virginia. 
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Mr. HECHLER of West Virginia. Mr. 

Speaker, I would like to commend the 
gentleman for his position. There has 
been deliberate downgrading of the pas
senger service by the railroads of this 
Nation. It is time either the Interstate 
Commerce Commission or the Congress 
.took action in order to investigate pas
senger service in the future. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, it is my 
understanding the Chairman of the ICC 
announced in September they would issue 
a statement as to whether or not they 
felt they had the authority or did not 
have the authority to compel adequate 
passenger service. 

I am very hopeful that the ICC will 
determine it does have such authority. 
I agree with the gentleman, if the ICC 
says it does not, then we ought to ~ive it 
to the ICC. 

Mr. ADAMS. Yes. I hope we do that 
this month, if they indicate they do not 
have that authority. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, apropos 
of what the gentleman from Washing
ton says, the ICC was before a subcom
mittee of the Committee on Appropria
tions this week with respect to the fund
ing for the ICC for fiscal year 1970. 

This matter was brought up. The re
sponse from the ICC indicated there 
would be some decision by the ICC within 
a matter of a week on this matter. 

RAILROAD TRANSPORTATION 
(Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts asked 

and was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I should like to commend the 
gentleman at the microphone <Mr. 
ADAMS) and to endorse the plea of the 
Chairman of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

I might also point out, this Nation 
has been very negligent as far as rail
road transportation is concerned. We 
have expended billions and billions of 
dollars on the highways and have ne
glected railroad transportation. In fact, 
we have jeopardized the security of this 
country and the entire northeast corridor 
of this Nation. 

I believe the answer lies in this Gov
ernment taking over the railroad beds 
of the country, putting them into good 
modern condition and safe condition, 
and then leasing these railroad beds back 
to the railroads and compelling them to 
operate passenger trains and freight 
trains. 

Mr. ADAMS. I thank the gentleman. I 
agree with him completely. 

FRESHMAN ECONOMICS LESSON 
NO. 1 

(Mr. PODELL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, inflation 
roars along like a runaway express train, 
probably something the ICC cannot help. 

Joblessness increases along with in
flatio·n. The administration implies labor 
is to blame. A basic lesson in freshman 
economics is in order because inflation 
and economics are virgin lands to our 
administration. 

Our largest economic units have most 
power to affect society. When they act, 
their employees and the Nation react. 
Their most recent pricing policies de
serve attention. 

Start with the utilities. It is rumored 
most Americans require services of elec
tricity, gas, and telephones. This year, 
public-spirited utilities have filed a rec
ord $1 billion in requests before State 
regulatory agencies for rate increases. As 
of June 1, the total was $961,160,505, not 
including $218 million in increases pend
ing before the Federal Power Commission 
and the Federal Commerce Commission. 
We know other increases have been re
quested. Only eight States have escaped 
this hail of hikes. 

I do not feel such obnoxious demands 
are wholly motivated by altruism and 
public service. What is the result? In
flation. 

United States Steel just raised prices 
an average of $8 per ton on certain types 
of steel pipe. One month ago they led 
that industry into another round of price 
increases. Now blame is laid on zinc costs 
and labor demands. The real reason is 
lusher profits. 

Yesterday Admiral and General Elec
tric raised prices on major appliances. 
Motorola upped prices on its "Quasar" 
television sets by $20. Commercial Sol
vents Corp. and DuPont raised costs on 
basic chemicals and solvents. Vulcan Ma
terials Co. will follow on chlorine prod
ucts. Kennecott Copper, industry leader, 
raised copper prices. Kitchenware and 
plumbing fixtures, anyone? Carborun
dum also upped prices. Did their boards 
of directors do it at gunpoint? What is 
the result? Inflation. Who is harmed? 
Consumers. The administration cries 
"wolf," as America's major industries 
irun amuck like delirious foxes on a 
chicken farm. Us chickens is gittin' 
mighty nervous. 

Apparently Government wizards re
quire further lectures in freshman eco
nomics, and I intend to be on this floor 
to continue to list industry by name as 
the true and natural causers of the in
flationary spiral. 

INVESTIGATION OF SMALL BUSI
NESS ADMINISTRATION 

(Mr. DUNCAN asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, today I 
am calling on the chairman of the Gov
ernment Operations Committee to make 
a complete investigation of the Small 
Business Administration. 

Further, I am introducing a bill that 
would prohibit the SBA from making 
and guaranteeing any loans or grants 
to any person who is not an American 
citizen, or to any partnership of the ma-

jority of whose partners are not Ameri
can citizens, or to any corporation whose 
controlling interests are not held by 
American citizens. 

This agency is not performing as it 
should. It has lost the confidence of 
the Nation's small businessmen with its 
record of making loans of a questionable 
nature to criminals and as political 
favors to individuals with little assets. 

I would like to point out some signifi
cant figures to illustrate. There was an 
acceleration of loans between the Novem
ber election and the time the Nixon ad
ministration assumed office, and some 
of these loans had strong implication of 
political consideration. 

The SBA, for example, made 1,095 
loans for $51,300,000 in November of 
1967, and in November 1968 the volume 
was 1,206 loans for a total of $55,200,000. 
Loan volume for the month of December 
1967 was 1,132 loans for a total of 
$51,500,000, and for the corresponding 
month of 1968 a total of 1,243 loans was 
made for a dollar volume of $61,300,000. 

The agency had a loan volume of 869 
for a total of $45,500,000 in January 1968, 
and for the same month of 1969 the 
loans totaled 1,215 for a volume of $56,-
200,000. All of these were regular busi
ness loans and did not include disaster 
loans or SBA's investment program. 

Sometime ago it was brought to my 
attention that a loan had been made to 
the North American Detergent Corp. of 
Washington in the amount of $100,000 
through the Old Line National Bank and 
with the SBA guaranteeing 75 percent 
of the $100,000. 

The loan was applied for on December 
3, 1968, and was closed on December 10, 
1968-less than 7 working days. During 
the course of my investigation I talked 
to various people at SBA, and the SBA 
records reveal that for the year 1967 the 
company had an operating loss of $60,-
000 and also lost money in 1968. Records 
in the file indicate the company's esti
mate of its own worth was $46,000 at 
the time the loan was closed. 

The North American Detergent Corp. 
was chartered in 1967, and started with 
an authorization of 500,000 shares of 
common stock at a par value of 1 cent 
per share. 

Paul LaFlamme, corporation presi
dent, has been associated with the Mafia, 
and was arrested along with four other 
men this past Saturday by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation in connection 
with a conspiracy to transport $150,000 
of stolen jewelry. 

One of his associates, Salvatore Pieri, 
has been described in Senate crime re
ports as a trusted underworld member 
who with other racketeers in the Mafia 
organization controls narcotics distribu
tion in Buffalo and Cleveland. He is list
ed in the U.S. Narcotics Bureau reports 
and in the 1964 summer session report 
of the Senate Permanent Subcommittee 
on Investigation's crime hearings. The 
report says: 
' Pieri is an important interstate trafficker 
and a trusted member of the Stefano Magad
dino crime syndicate which control multiple 
illicit activities in Upstate New York. 

The loan to North American Detergent 
Corp. should not have been made, es-
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pecially to LaFlamme. This man was not 
a citizen of this country, but came here 
2 or 3 years ago from St. Catherine, 
Canada, having been engaged in the used 
car business there. His company has been 
sued in the local courts for nonpayment 
of obligations. From the above and other 
published information I think an investi
gation into SBA is very much in order 
at this time. 

PROGRAM INFORMATION ACT 
(Mr. ROTH. asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 minute 
and to revise and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, the passage 
of H.R. 338, the Program Information 
Act, would make certain that the first 
time a meaningful catalog of all Federal 
assistance programs would be readily 
available to potential recipients of Fed
eral aid. This is obviously not the case 
now. Witness the comment of an admin
istrator from a college on the west coast: 

A comprehensive catalog would be tre
mendously useful. We would finally have one 
source document that would allow us to see 
how the pieces fit together and form a broad 
picture. At the present time I cannot tell 
the trees from the forest. 

Or the comment of a southern official: 
The Office of Economic Opportunity's cata

log is very helpful but limited in content. It 
is difficult to find specific programs; the cata
log is not specific enough about available 
benefits; and it is not detailed enough in 
scope. Other federal information services are 
even more limited. 

Because the present information sys
tem is inadequate, some of our constitu
ents say it costs them time and money. 

From a housing official in the East: 
By the time new or revised legislation is 

in the hands of the appropriate administra
tors, thousands of applications have already 
been submitted with incorrect requirement 
data. This prolongs any program immeasur
ably, thereby creating additional adminis
trative costs. 

Perhaps the biggest tragedy is that 
the people in the system is supposed to 
help must either fight their way through 
the jungle maze or be left out in the 
cold: 

Imprecise guidelines or too optimistic 
releases caused us to spend time on useless 
preparation of proposals. We know better 
now, and try to find out on our own what 
the prospects really are. 

A complete, Government-wide cata
log, without public relations gimmickry 
and widely disseminated, would ease the 
burden on those who turn to the Govern
ment for help and find the situation to be 
absolutely chaotic. Passage of the Pro
gram Information Act would make such 
a catalog possible. 

AIR SAFETY AND THE PRIVATE 
AIRCRAFT 

(Mr. VANIK asked and was given per
mission t,o address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, Tuesday we 
saw the horror of another air accident 
caused by the collision in midair of a 
commercial airliner carrying 82 persons 

and a private, single-engine Piper Cub 
with one man aboard making a practice 
flight. All 83 persons died needlessly in 
the resulting crash. 

This is not the first time that this has 
happened. Seventy-nine persons died 
near Hendersonville, N.C., on July 19, 
1967, when a commercial jet collided 
with a private aircraft. In March of 1967 
a DC-9 crashed near Urbana, Ohio, after 
a midair collision. Twenty-five died in 
the commercial aircraft and one person 
in the private plane. 

It is interesting to note that in 1968 
there were three midair collisions involv
ing commercial and private aircraft. Mi
raculously, none of the large commercial 
planes crashed, but all of the occupants 
of the three different private planes were 
killed. It is amazing that the deaths from 
these three accidents in 1968 were not 
higher. 

Next week the Ways and Means Com
mittee begins public hearings on pro
posed airway user charges. At that time 
I will seek to add provisions to the legis
lation providing for separate airport fa
cilities and development funds for com
mercial and general aviation aircraft. 

It is time to demand the separation of 
commercial airports and commercial air
lanes from general aviation and private 
aviation. 

It is ridiculous to provide equal status 
in the use of publicly constructed air
ports and publicly monitored airlanes to 
commercial jets and private passenger 
planes. A considerable hazard and in
convenience to the general air traveling 
public results when huge jet passenger 
airplanes wait in line for take-off or re
main caught in holding patterns while 
small general aviation and hobby planes 
take off and land. 

As a constant biweekly air traveler, l 
was shocked to learn today from Federal 
authorities that small aircraft like the 
one which caused the Indianapolis crash 
frequently do not appear on the radar 
systems presently used at major airports. 

Disaster is built into our airlanes if we 
continue to intermix commercial jets and 
general aviation planes in the same air
ports and airlanes. 

INTRODUCTION OF LEGISLATION 
TO SUSPEND NUCLEAR TESTING 
IN THE ALEUTIAN ISLANDS 
(Mrs. MINK asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Speaker, I am intro
ducing legislation today to provide for a 
study and evaluation of the relationship 
between underground nuclear detona
tions and seismic disturbances, and to 
suspend all nuclear detonations in the 
region of the Aleutian Islands until the 
conclusion of this study. 

My legislation is similar t,o legislation 
which has already been introduced in 
the U.S. Senate, providing for a study 
by nongovernmental experts in this field. 
My measure, however, goes beyond the 
Senate legislation by suspending nuclear 
tests until the study is completed. 

There is an urgent need for adoption 
of this legislation, since nuclear tests in 

the Aleutians are scheduled as early as 
next month. Yet eminent scientists have 
warned that not enough attention has 
been paid to the possibility of an immense 
disaster resulting from such tests. 

The tests in question are planned by 
the Atomic Energy Commission on Am
chitka Island in the Aleutian chain otI 
Alaska. I understand they were originally 
scheduled for our atomic test site in Ne
vada, but because of their magnitude the 
tests were shifted to this remote and un -
inhabited island in the far northwest. 

I believe that there is a grave pos
sibility an underground nuclear detona
tion could trigger an earthquake 
with tremendous loss of human life and 
property damage resulting. Amchitka 
Island is in one of the earth's most highly 
unstable seismic areas. Earthquakes oc
cur there frequently, without the bene
fit of nuclear blasts, and even the Atomic 
Energy Commission has acknowledged 
that its tests could cause ground motion 
along an existing fault which passes 
within about 1 mile of the test location. 
Since Amchitka is at the crux of an earth 
fault running down the Pacific Coast to 
California, we should take no chances 
whatever of starting an earthquake along 
the San Andreas Fault which could de
stroy highly populous areas. 

If an earthquake is touched otI by the 
Atomic Energy Commission tests, an
other consequence will be huge tidal 
waves of tsunamis that could devastate 
coastal regions of California, Alaska, 
Hawaii, and other areas of the Pacific 
Ocean. 

The AEC has sought to counter dis
cussion of this possibility by noting that 
the 1965 earthquake at Rat Island near 
Amchitka did not cause seismic damage 
or tsunami damage to any populated 
areas. I should like to call the attention 
of the AEC to the 1946 earthquake in the 
Aleutian Island that launched a tsunami 
which killed 1 73 people and damaged $25 
million of property in Hawaii alone. 

Another Aleutians earthquake, in 1957, 
sent waves which did $3 million in dam
age to Oahu and Kauai Island5 in 
Hawaii. Fortunately, because of ade
quate warning, no lives were lost. In 
1964, an earthquake in the Prince Wil
liam Sound area spawned a tsunami 
which killed 12 and left 400 families 
homeless in Crescent City, Calif., 2,000 
miles away. 

The AEC knows that tsunamis created 
by earthquakes can be highly directional 
and can race long distances. There is no 
way of telling where a particular one 
may strike, until it is on its way. The 1960 
earthquake in Chile produced a tsunami 
that reached Hilo, Hawaii, at midnight 
14 hours and 47 minutes later. This May 
23 disaster killed 61 and did $25 million 
damage in Hawaii and later went as far 
as Taiwan, the Philippines, New Zealand, 
and Japan, leaving 138 dead in the latter 
country alone. It swiped at San Diego and 
other parts of the Pacific coast of the 
United States as well. 

Clearly the force and capability of de
struction of tsunamis make it impera
tive that men do nothing to create such a 
force. 

MY legislation calls for the appoint
ment by the President of a 15-member 
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National Commission on Nuclear and selection of review committeemen by 
Seismic Safety comprised of experts the Secretary of Agriculture. ' 
from the fields of nuclear physics, geo- The existing law, that is section 363 
physics, seismology, hydrology, ocean- of the 1938 Agricultural Adjustment Act, 
ography, structural engineering, archi- limits the Secretary to selecting these 
tecture, urban planning, economics, review committeemen from the "same or 
biology, and medicine. No member shall nearby counties." Unfortunately, in the 
be employed by the Government or en- past, there have been cases where cer
gaged in research or consultation for tain large farm businessmen have been 
the Government in work related to the able to apply pressures and influence 
functions of the Commission. . these committeemen who were from 

The Com~iss.ion ~oulc;I undertake a their nearby commmrtties. An example, 
comprehensive investigation and study of course would be the famous Billy Sol 
of the implications of underground and Estes cas~. 
other. n1;1clear detonations including but I want to emphasize that corruption 
n~t l~mit~d to: earthquakes and other is not the norm, however, the Secretary 
seismic dl.Stu.rbances, bo.th subterra~ean of Agriculture, Mr. Hardin, has asked 
a.nd submanne; ecolo~c~l contamma- that he be able to choose these members 
tion; and damage to ex1stmg structures. on a statewide basis instead where he 
The Commission would transmit to the would have a better selection and a 
President and to the Congress a state- chance to establish review boards whose 
me~t of its conclusions and recomme~- decisions would be unencumbered by 
dations, n.ot later .than ~ year after its local influences. My draft bill would 
first mee~ing. Durmg this year, no .nu- amend section 363 and allow the Secre
clear testing could b.e done at ~chitka tary to select these committeemen from 
Island or. else.whe:e m the Aleutians. "any county in the state." 

My l~g1slation implements the re?om- The draft bill would also amend sec-
men~at1on of Dr. Kenneth. S. ~itzer, tion 365 of the Agricultural Adjustment 
president of St~nf ord University, .a Act of 1938, as amended, to authorize 
former resear~h ~irector for t~e Atomic the Secretary to institute proceedings 
E~ergy Commi~s10n, and, until J·~nuai; to obtain judicial review of a review 
t~s y~ar, Cha~man of th~ Presiden~ s committee determination which he be
Scie~tiftc Adv~sory Comlll!ttee. Wh~le lieves is contrary to applicable statutes 
servmg as Chairman, ~r. Pitzer submit- and regulations. Under existing statutes 
te~ a report to the President on the~- the farmer may institute proceedings to 
chitka Island tests. Unfortunately, his obtain judicial review; however, such au
reJ>?Tt has never been released by the thority is not provided for the Secretary. 
White Ho~se. . At present there is no way for the Gov-

Las.t April, ho~ever, D!. Pitze~ told the ernment to pursue its case even when it 
American Chemical Society at its meet- . . . . 
ing in Minneapolis that the Amchitka 1s ob-yiou~ thi;it the review committee de-
tests and other scheduled in Nevada ter~mat1on is contrary to law and .reg
should not be conducted until evaluated ulations. Although we forsee relatively 
by nongovernmental experts. He noted few cases wher.e ~h~ Sec~etary wo~d 
that the safety of the blasts had "been ~e~d to request Judicial review, we .thmk 
examined primarily in closed circles with it important that he have authority to 
the effective judgment rendered by offi.- do so. . . . 
cials committed to the test program. Enact~ent o~ .this legislation would 
This sort of problem should be considered not reqwre addit1on~l funds ~~d would 
by an impartial judge and jury." stre~gthen the review }Jrov1sions au-

According to Dr. Pitzer: thonzed by the act. 
The risk that a damaging earthquake might 

be triggered deserves a much more substan
tial public hearing, before large tests are held 
at the new sites in Central Nevada and the 
Aleutian Islands, which are seismically active 
areas. Then Congressmen, Governors, and 
other responsible officials as well as the in
terested public can form their own judg
ment, balancing this and any other risks 
against the need for the tests or the extra 
costs of moving to a non-seismic location. 

I strongly concur in this recommenda
tion and hope Congress will take action 
on my legislation in time to avert a 
catastrophe. 

CONCERNING THE SELECTION OF 
REVIEW COMMITTEEMEN BY THE 
SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 
<Mr. MIZELL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.> 

Mr. MIZELL. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
take a moment or two to speak about a 
bill I am introducing today. It concerns 
what I have learned is an urgent need 
for a change in the laws concerning the 

CXV--1586-Pa.rt 19 

The Bureau of the Bueget has no ob
jection to the presentation of this pro
posed legislation for the standpoint of 
the administration's program. 

SOCIAL SECURITY BENEFITS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. ECK

HARDT). Under previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
<Mr. SAYLOR) is recognized for 30 min
utes. 

Mr. SAYLOR.Mr. Speaker, there seems 
to be general agreement that social se
curity benefits need to be increased. The 
real issue on social security benefits re
volves around what sort of increase 
should be provided and when an increase 
should become effective. 

In our hearts we know the answer to 
these questions. The increase should be 
as large as practical arid be paid as soon 
as possible. 

One's idea of how large a benefit in
crease is practical depends to a large de
gree on the individual's philosophy. we 
have suggestions which range from 
President Nixon's 7 percent and former 

President Johnson's 10 percent all the 
way up to the AFL-CIO's 50 percent. 

The President's proposed 7-percent 
benefit increase is intended to take into 
account the rise in the cost of living and 
seems to be based on the assumption 
that a bird in the hand is worth two in 
the bush. An increase of this size would 
increase the level-cost of the social se
curity program by 0.61 percent of taxable 
payroll. However, the social security pro
gram has an actuarial surplus of 0.53 
percent of taxable payroll. Thus, a 7-
percent benefit increase would leave an 
actuarial insufficiency of 0.08 percent of 
taxable payroll. And, according to the 
Social Security Administration's Actu
ary, Robert J. Myers, the allowable mar
gin for error in long-range--75 years-
estimates of the type used to evaluate 
the social security program is about .10 
percent of taxable payroll. A 7-percent 
benefit increase, therefore, can be had at 
this time with no increase in social se
curity taxes. 

I have no reason to believe that the 
7-percent benefit increase is the Presi
dent's total social security program. 
Rather, I believe that it is no more than 
a stopgap recommendation and that a 
fuller program is being developed. We 
already know that he will suggest in
creases in the amount that a social secu
rity beneficiary can earn while receiving 
all of his social security benefits. 

In his last month in office President 
Johnson recommended a number of 
changes in the social security program 
centering around a 10-percent benefit 
increase. These proposals, however, were 
not a solid recommendation for legisla
tive action. Rather, they were an expres
sion of the types of changes he would 
like to see made in the program. 

As for increases such as the 50-percent 
increase recommendec' by the AFL-CIO, 
that is, of course, their long-range goal 
and not something they expect to have 
enacted in the near future. 

In my own view, a middle course is 
called for. 

A 7-percent benefit increase now would 
barely keep up with the rising cost of liv
ing. The last time Congress considered a 
social security benefit increase was in 
December 1967. At that time the Con
sumer Price Index stood at 118.2. In Feb
ruary 1968, the month for which the last 
benefit increase was effective, the index 
was 119.0 and in March 1968, the month 
in which the last increase waf: received 
by the beneficiaries, the index was 119.5. 
The rise in the index up to April was 6.93 
percent above December 1967, 6.21 per
cent above February 1968, and 5.77 per
cent above March 1968. 

It seems to me that what is needed now 
is a benefit increase of about 15 percent 
and automatic cost-of-living increases 
after that. As a practical matter, we have 
to admit that by the time the next social 
security increase shows up in monthly 
social security checks, the cost-of-living 
will be approximately 10 percent above 
what it was when benefits were last in
creased. Experience with the cost-of
living provisions in the civil service re
tirement program has shown that we can 
expect cost-of-living increases of about 
4 percent each time-it has actually been 



25172 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE September 11, 19-69 

3.9 percent-and that there is an addi
tional rise of about 1 percent before the 
increased payments are actually made. · 
10 percent plus 4 percent plus 1 percent 
equals 15 percent. Thus, a 15-percent 
benefit increase coupled with a cost-of
living provision would over the long run 
do little more than keep benefits up to 
date with changes in the cost of living. 

I think more than a simple 15-percent 
benefit increase is called for. At the 
present time, about one half of the re
tired beneficiaries get benefits which are 
less than $100 a month. And while I am 
certain that there are many views as to 
what a reasonable level of social security 
benefits is, I hesitate to believe that very 
many people feel that a benefit of less 
than $100 a month represents a reason
able retirement benefit. Moreover, I think 
that the number of people who think 
that a retirement benefit of $100 a month 
is reasonable would be significantly re
duced after it is pointed out to them that 
Social Security Administration studies 
have shown that most retired benefici
aries have little or no income in addition 
to their social security benefits. I believe 
that $100 a month would be a reasonable 
minimum retirement benefit. 

Mr. Speaker, these benefit increases 
which I have described are contained in 
a bill, H.R. 11606, I have introduced 
which is pending before the Committee 
on Ways and Means. I realize this is 
expensive legislation. Without taking 
into account the cost-of-living provision, 
it would require an increase in social 
security income equal to nearly 1 percent 
of taxable payroll. Even if the taxable 
earnings were increased from the pres
ent $7 ,800 a year to $15,000 a year, the 
employer and employee tax rates would 
have to be increased by about one
quarter of one percent each. The cost-of
living provision, I believe, could be fi
nanced out of the additional income 
which automatically comes about as 
wage levels rise. However, at some time 
in the future there would probably have 
to be upward adjustments in the taxa
ble earnings base, if the program is to 
remain on a sound actuarial basis. 

In looking at data on social security 
benefits while I was trying to determine 
how benefit levels could be improved, I 
was impressed by the fact that about 
one-half of the people qualifying for old
age benefits now get their first check 
before age 65-some as early as age 62, 
the youngest age at which these benefits 
can be paid. When benefits begin before 
age 65, a number of things act together 
to depress the benefit amount. First, 
benefits are reduced so that on the aver
age the total benefits paid will not be 
more than would have been paid had 
payments started at age 65. And second, 
in the case of a man, the period between 
the time he qualifies for benefits and 
reaches age 65 is usecf in determining the 
average way which is the basis for deter
mining his benefit amount. For women, 
average benefits are based on the period 
ending with age 62. Moreover, studies 
have shown that a significant number 
of people who qualify for benefits at age 
62 have not been working for several 
years-for one reason or another they 
had lost their regular job and had not 

been able to get another-thus further 
depressing their average wages and their 
benefits. 

I think the cure for this situation 
would be to make full social security 
benefits available at age 60 and to base 
the benefit on average earnings com
puted without regard to the period after 
age 60. Therefore, I have introduced a 
bill, H.R. 343, to do just this. 

I have also become aware of a some
what similar problem which exists in the 
railroad retirement program. Under that 
program a woman with 30 or more years 
of railroad service can retire on a full 
annuity at age 60 while a man with the 
same amount of service cannot retire on 
a full annuity until age 65; if he retires 
bef oire age 65 his annuity is reduced. The 
unfairness of this situation is obvious, 
and I have introduced legislation, H.R. 
11646, to provide men with the same 
benefits the present Railroad Retirement 
Act provides for women. 

I am very much aware that these are 
expensive provisions. They are, how
ever, designed to increase the incomes of 
our older people who now subsist on 
meager incomes. The age 60 amendment 
to the Social Security Act would increase 
the level cost of that program by 2.2 
percent of taxable payroll and the 
change in the railroad program would 
increase the cost of that program by 
about 1 percent of payroll. 

Mr. Speaker, I would point out that 
improvements in the social security and 
railroad retirement programs are not 
manna from heaven. Rather, they are 
benefits which have to be paid for 
through the contributions of workers and 
their employers. The changes I have pro
posed are those which I believe should 
be made. We can make these changes if 
we are willing to pay the cost, if em
ployees and their employers are willing 
to pay the increased taxes required. Al
together the changes I have suggested 
would require an increase in social se
curity income equal to 3.19 percent of 
taxable payroll and an increase in rail
road retirement income equal to 1 per
cent of payroll. This would amount to 
about $9 % billion for the social security 
program and about $50 million a year for 
the railroad program. 

I realize that these are large amounts 
of money. At anytime they would be 
large amounts, but in the present fiscal 
situation they are very large. However, 
it is the cost we must pay if we are to 
have these changes. I hope that when 
the appropriate committees next con
sider social security legislation and rail
road retirement legislation they will give 
full consideration to the changes I have 
suggested. 

VIETNAM-ONE STEP FORWARD, 
TWO STEPS BACK 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Wisconsin <Mr. REUSS) is 
recognized for. 20 minutes. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, the Presi
dent's June announcement of the with
drawal of 25,000 U.S. troops from Viet
nam, coupled with his publicly avowed 
hope of exceeding the troop withdrawal 

schedule proposed by former Sooretary 
of Defense Clark Cllff ord, was a step 
forward and out of the Vietnam impasse. 
To be sure, it was a very modest step. It 
was preceded by 6 months of hesitation, 
during which many of us wondered if 
the loud clear message of American 
voters in November, 1968, had fallen on 
deaf ears, and feared that the adminis
tration would let the limited time for 
new initiatives slip by without action. 

Once committed to the logic and neces
sity of troop withdrawal, however, it 
seemed reasonable to assume that the 
administration would follow one good 
step with others. Instead the June an
nouncement has stood alone as the steps 
back have multiplied. 

We have been treated to Department 
of State judgments that the movement of 
supplies and men from North Vietnam 
has significantly dropped in scale, closely 
followed by statements to the contrary 
from the Pentagon. We have learned of a 
discernible lull in enemy-initiated action 
in South Vietnam, but of no discernible 
response by our forces. We have heard 
the all too familiar reports from the 
field: "the enemy is hurting"; "pacifi
cation is moving forward"; "we shouldn't 
let up the pressure now." We have wit
nessed politics as usual in the Saigon 
government. And we have waited in vain 
for an announcement that U.S. troop 
withdrawals will continue and increase 
in size. 

Mr. Speaker, one small initiative, if 
not followed closely by others, is no 
initiative at all. 

After 8 years and over 36,000 American 
men killed, the American pec•ple have 
more than proved their staying power. It 
is time for the government of South 
Vietnam to prove its staying power. 

President Nixon has a great oppor
tunity during the top-level review of 
Vietnam policy scheduled for this 
weekend. I hope that the first business of 
that meeting will be a decision to resume 
troop withdrawals-and on a scale that 
will make crystal clear this administra
tion's determination to end the war to 
Hanoi, to Saigon, and, above all, to the 
American people. 

PRISONERS OF WAR 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Texas <Mr. GONZALEZ) is recog
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, of all 
the tragedies visited upon our people by 
the war in Vietnam, possibly the deepest 
of all hurts and the heaviest of all bur
dens are borne by the families of soldiers 
and airmen held as prisoners by the gov
ernment of North Vietnam. 

The families of these men have no way 
of knowing whether they are alive and 
well, how they are treated, or even how to 
learn whether a missing man may be 
prisoner. Men have simply vanished; 
some are dead, some r-,re wounded and 
imprisoned, and still others are well and 
imprisoned. But few families have any 
way of knowing what lies beyond the void 
phrase of "missing in action." 

Our Government has no way to ac
count for these missing men; we know 

'i 
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only that they are missing. Our Govern
ment has no way of knowing how ~hey 
are treated. There is no international in
spection of prisoner camps, no mail, no 
outside packages of food -or clothing. It 
seems pointless and cruel that prisoners 
should be held incommunicado, toward 
what end one can only imagine. 

It is the responsibility of our Govern
ment to urg~ every effort by interna
tional agencies, and to seek every means 
by negotiation. to learn the status of men 
missing and presumed to be prisoners. 
Our Government must redoubl-r its ef
forts to see that these men receive ade
quate care and treatment. And we must 
do all that we can to secure their release. 

I join my colleagues today in urging 
the administration to take every possible 
step to obtain news of American service
men who are held prisoner, to assure 
their well-being and early release. I join 
my colleagues in urging the Gove~ent 
of North Vietnam to -observe the require
ments of the Geneva Convention. I pray 
that our Nation, international organiza
tions and the citizens of the world will 
join in seeking humanitarian treatment 
for these men. 

INHUMANE TREATMENT OF AMERI
CAN PRISONERS OF WAR 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentl:
man from Tennessee (Mr. FULTON) is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee~ Mr. 
Speaker, my good friend and colleague, 
the gentleman from Tennessee, Repre
sentative RAY BLANTON, has been deeply 
concerned as all of us have. over the 
statement~ made by two American serv
icemen recently released by the North 
Vitenamese. These men have told of the 
inhumane treatment they and other 
American prisoners of war are receiving 
in Communist prison camps. 

Representative BLANTON has recently 
undergone surgery, and although he had 
hopeu. to be here today, his physicians ad
vised against it. 

In his behalf I include Representative 
BLANTON'S comments in the RECORD: 

STATEMENT BY MR. BLANTON 

Today I have introduced for myself and 
98 colleagues, a concurrent resolution for
mally condemning the government of North 
Vietnam and their Communist allies in South 
Vietnam, for the cruel and inhumane treat
ment of American servicemen who by some 
misfortune find themselves at the mercy of 
their captors. 

The sponsors of this resolution represent 
nearly every state in the Union, and varying 
political persuasions. We are not concerned 
here with any policy declaration about the 
United State's participation in the War in 
Vietnam. Our purpose in sponsoring a resolu
t~on of this nature is to clearly express the 
Sense of Congress that we are sincerely con
cerned with the plight of several hundred 
young men who we have good reason to be
lieve are suffering barbaric and uncivilized 
treatment at the hands of their Communist 
captors in prisoner of war camps in both 
North and South Vietnam. 

Our goal is to create enough outrage and 
indignation by the American public to be 
heard all the way to Hanoi. We know that 

North Vietnam and the Communist troops 
fighting in South Vietnam listen, and are 
heavily influenced. by American and world 
opinion. We know that if enough clamor is 
raised, enough pressure will be put on the 
North Vietnamese and their allies to at least 
provide elementary and basic care for the 
prisoners they have interned. 

We are fully cognizant of the rejection by 
the delegation of Hanoi and her allies at 
Paris of a letter ,signed by 42 American 
Senators, deplor~ the treatment of POWs. 
We feel that a formal declaration by the 
Congress of the United States will be an ef
fective way to convey the concern our coun
trymen feel over the treatment afforded 
captured members of the American Armed 
Services. 

In 1.949, the Geneva Oonventicm set forth 
some very basic b.u.mane rules which signers 
of the accord would abide by in the event 
they held prisoners Of war. These concepts 
represent the very minimum of what so
called "civilized" 'Societies were expected to 
do. North Vietnam signed this accord in 
June of 1957, and therefore she pledged her 
word to abide by its provisiuns. 

The four minimum provisions for treat
ment of captives are as follows: identifica
tion of the prisoners they hold, (2) impar
tial inspection of prison facilities should be 
periodically allowed. (3) seriously ill or in
jured prisoners should be immediately re
leased, and (4) the free exchange of mail 
between families and prisoners should be 
permitted. 

I have been assured by ·the Department 
of Defense that the United States abide by 
these fundamental tenets of humane treat
ment. But we have learned from the few 
prisoners Hanoi has released, and from .in
telligence reports, that American prisoners 
of wair, held in formal POW prisons in the 
North, and mobile prisons in the South by 
their allies, are not afforded such treat
ment. In fact, the American POWs have 
been subjected to barbaric abuse which mir
rors the savagery of ancient days. 

North Vietnam holds at least 340 prisoners 
of war, and possibly as many as 1200. We are 
not sure of the exact number, because they 
have not had the humanity to release the 
names of the prisoners they hold. They have 
made a few token releases for obvious propa
ganda. reasons, however scme families have 
had servicemen listed as missing or captured 
for as many as five years. These families do 
not know whether their sons, husbands or 
fathers are alive or dead. The cruelty of 
the Communist treatment to the POWs 
themselves thus extends to thousands of rel
atives and friends of those servicemen .here 
in the United States. 

Of the few prisoners released to date, they 
have told of harrowing stories about their 
captivity. We know the POWs are subjected 
to physical torture, psychologtcal terror, 

· public display, insufficient medical care and 
treatment, · neglect of health, dietary and 
sanitary necessities, prohibition of corre
spondence with families, and forced com
pliance with propaganda and political ex
ploitation. 

What can these people accomplish by such 
treatment of helpless individuals at their 
mercy? They can break their will and spirit-
all humans have a breaking point. But the 
condemnation of history and of decency will 
forever be their legacy. Likewise, the road 
to any meaningful peace will forever be im
peded until such treatment stops, for the 
American people will not long tolerate such 
depravity against her sons. 

The Congress of the United States, under 
whose authority millions of young Americans 
are conscripted for military service, has an 
obllgation to speak out and make its posi
tion clear. We have a. moral obligation and 
a legal duty to the families of these Amer-

ican prisoners of war to the men themselves, 
and to their comrades on 'the battlefield 
now and in the future, t.o deplore the crimi
nal, uncivilized actions of the government of 
North Vietnam for its inhumane treatment 
of our servicemen. 

I am proud to introduce this resolution 
on behalf of the many concerned colleagues 
who feel we must honor our obligation to 
speak out on this serious and grave matter. 
I will insert the list of sponsors follow
ing this statement. 

I would· a1lso like to suggest to my col
leagues that they take full advantage of the 
special order my colleague from Alabama, 
Congressman DICKINS0N, has arranged for 
next Wednesday, A fu'li airing of the POW 
situation will· be made at that timeJ and I 
understand members of the 'I.a.m:illes of many 
of our POWs will be on h:and. I eommend 
~ir. DICKINSON for this interest. 

POW RESOLUTION SPONSORS 

Abernethy, Thomas G. (.Miss.). 
Adair, E. Ross (Ind.). 
Addabbo, Joseph P. (N.Y.). 
Alexander, Bill (Ark.). 
Anderson, William R. (Tenn.). 
Andrews, George W. (Ala.). 
Andrews, Mark (N. Dak.). 
Ashbrook, John M. (Ohio)~ 
Baring, Walter S. (Nev.). 
Berry, E. Y. (S. Dak.). 
Bevill, Tom (Ala.) . 
Biaggl, Mario \N.Y.). 
Blaekburn, Benjamin B. (Ga.) 
Blanton, Ray (Tenn.)~ 
Bray_, William G. (Ind.). 
Brown, Garry (Mich.). 
Broyhill, Joel T. (Va.). 
Bush, George (Tex.). 
Chappell, Bill, Jr. (Fla.). 
Clausen, Don H. (Calif.). 
Cleveland, James C. (N.H.). 
Colmer, William M. (Miss.) 
Corbett, RobertJ. (Pa.). 
Coughlin, R. Lawrence (Pa.). 
Dellenback, John R. (Oreg.). 
Denney, Robert V. (Nebr.). 
Derwinski, Edward J. (Ill.) 
Dingell, John D. (Mich.). 
Donohue, Harold D. (Mass.). 
Downing, Thomas N. (Va.). 
Duncan, John J. (Tenn.). 
Esch, Marvin L. (Mich.). 
Fisher, 0. C. (Tex.). 
Flowers, Walter (Ala.). 
Foreman, Ed (N. Mex.). 
Fountain, L. H. (N.C.). 
Friedel, Samuel N. (Md.). 
Fulton, Richard (Tenn.). 
Fuqua, Don (Fla.). 
Griffin, Charles H. (Miss.). 
Hagan, G. Elliott ~Ga.) . 
Hamilton, Lee H. (Ind.). 
Hanna, Richard T. (Calif.). 
Hechler, Ken W. (W. Va.). 
Hosmer, Craig (Calif.) . 
Howard, James J. (N.J.). 
Jones, Ed (Tenn.). 
Jones, Walter B. (N.C.)» 
Kyros, Peter N. (Maine). 
Long, Speedy 0. (La.) . 
Lukens, Donald E. (Ohio). 
McDade, Joseph M. (Pa.). 
Madden, Ray J. (Ind.). 
Mann, James R. (S.C.). 
Mathias, Robert B. (Calif.). 
Matsunaga, Spark M. (Hawaii). 
Melcher, John (Mont.). 
Mink, Patsy T. (Hawaii). 
MizellJ Wilmer (N.C.). 
Montgomery, G. V. (Miss.). 
Murphy, John M. (N.Y.). 
Myers, John T. (Ind.). 
Obey, David R. (Wis.). 
Olsen, Arnold (Mont.) • 
O'NealJ Maston {Ga.). 
O'Neill, Thomas P., Jr. (Mass.). 
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Ottinger, Richard L. (N.Y.). 
Pelly, Thomas M. (Wash.). 
Pepper, Claude (Fla.). 
Pike, Otis G. (N.Y.). 
PodeU, Bertram L. (N.Y.). 
Pollock, Howard. W. (Alaska) • 
Preyer, Richardson (N.C.). 
Pryor, David (Ark.). 
Rarick, John R. (La.). 
Rogers, Byron G. (Colo.). 
Ruppe, Philip E. (Mich.). 
St Germain, Fernand J. (R.I.). 
Sandman, Charles W., Jr. (N.J.). 
Scheuer, James H. (N.Y.). 
Schwengel, Fred (Iowa). 
Sikes, Robert L. F. (Fla.). 
Smith, Henry P., III (N.Y.). 
Stubblefield, Frank A. (Ky.). 
Teague, Olin E. (Tex.). 
Thompson, Fletcher (Ga.). 
Thompson, Frank Jr. (N.J.). 
Tiernan, Robert 0. (R.I.). 
Tunney, John V. (Calif.). 
Utt, James B. (Calif.). 
Whalley, J. Irving (Pa.). 
Whitehurst, G. William (Va.). 
Wiggins, Charles E. (Calif.). 
Williams, Lawrence G. (Pa.). 
Wold, John (Wyo.). 
Wydler, John W. (N.Y.). 
Wyman, Louis C. (N.H.). 
Zablocki, Clement J. (Wis.). 
Zion, Roger H. (Ind.). 
COMMUNIST MISTREATMENT OF AMERICAN 

PRISONERS 

Mr. Speaker, it is a privilege to have 
the opportunity to join with Mr. BLAN
TON and others in cosponsoring the con
current resolution condemning the Gov
ernment of North Vietnam and their 
Communist allies in South Vietnam for 
the cruel and inhumane treatment of 
captive American servicemen. 

My concern is, of course, for these men 
now captive and their families as well as 
future American men who will become 
their prisoners. 

The Communists have time and again 
in Vietnam as elsewhere demonstrated 
they have little regard and concern for 
human life and no comprehension of the 
concept of humane treatment. 

We have all heard, of course, from the 
two recently released American prisoners 
how Hanoi actually treats our captive 
servicemen. These revelations were 
shocking. 

However, I feel that at least one aspect 
of Hanoi's cruelty to these Americans 
and their f ainilies has not been fully dis
closed. It has to do with the scores of 
Americans, particularly :flyers, who are 
missing over North Vietnam and con
sidered by the Defense Department to, 
in all probability, be captives. 

A case in point involves a Navy :flyer 
from my district, Metropolitan Nashville
Davidson County, Tenn. 

He is Cmdr. William Porter Lawrence 
of the U.S. Navy, Commander Lawrence 
was shot down near Nam Dinh, North 
Vietnam, on June' 28, 1967, and no word 
of or from him has been received since. 

It is hoped that Commander Lawrence 
parachuted to safety and is now a cap
tive. His radarman has been reported 
as having been seen by another prisoner 
and his parachute was seen opening as 
his aircraft went down. The Navy also 
has stated that his homing-rescue de
vice was active and transmitting signals. 
He is considered by. the Navy to have been 
captured but there is no substantiating 
evidence of this. 

Mr. Speaker, this is mental cruelty and 
torture of the most perverse type. Billy 
Lawrence's family have for more than 2 
years lived with only hope and prayer 
that their son may be alive. 

Every conceivable effort has been made 
to secure information on the where
abouts and condition of Commander 
Lawrence through neutral nations and 
indirectly through the North Vietnamese 
Government but to no avail. 

What is to be gained Hanoi by this type 
of conduct-cold, calculated cruelty? 
There is little we can do by way of overt 
action to change this policy in North 
Vietnam. However, if it is true that Hanoi 
is responsive to American public opinion 
then our words here today, hopefully, will 
initiate a wave of national indignation 
which will be heard by the North Viet
namese. For us it is just about all that 
we can presently do, but if public opinion 
is our only weapon then let us employ 
it with the maximum of efficiency. 

ISRAEL'S RIGHT TO DEFEND 
ITSELF 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York (Mr. FARBSTEIN) is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. FARBSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, the 
21st summer of the Arab war against 
Israel has seen an alarming number of 
unpunished-and therefore undaunted
aggressions from the many quarters of 
the Arab world. These include-and the 
list is by no means exhaustive--constant 
heavy Egyptian artillery barrages and 
commando raids across the Suez Canal; 
innumerable attacks launched from 
Jordan and Lebanon against Israel po
sitions and settlements; the shelling of 
a Dead Sea beach resort area by Iraqi 
troops stationed in Jordan, killing a 26-
year-old American girl-the first tourist 
death since the June war; the blowing 
up by terrorists of a pipeline in Haifa and 
Aramco's tapline in the Golan Heights; 
the terrorist explosion of a car on a street 
corner in Tel Aviv; the terrorist hijack
ing 2 weeks ago of a TWA plane to Syria, 
which is still holding two Israel civilian 
passengers captive; and terrorist attacks 
on Israel and Jewish establishments in 
London, Bonn, Brussels, and The Hague. 

As if to assure the world of their ag
gressive madness, Arab government lead
ers have called for a Moslem holy war 
and Arab terrorist leaders have vowed 
a no-holds-barred war against Jews 
everywhere, including the United States. 

Throughout this long hot summer of 
Arab aggressions-cease-fire violations
the United Nations Security Council and 
Secretary General U Thant have looked 
the other way, insisting that Israel do 
the same and condemning her when she 
does not. 

But unlike the United Nations, Israel 
cannot afford to ignore the fact that 
Israel soldiers and civilians are picked 
off and murdered daily by Arab regular 
and "irregular" forces. And while she 
surely appreciates the tongue clucking 
by Western powers occasioned by some 
particularly outrageous Arab atrocity, 
she can hardly rely on that as a means 
of defense. 

In keeping with the time-t.onored 
adage that those who play with matches 
get burned, Israel has finally struck back 
hard at Nasser's Egypt. Once more, as 
James Reston observed after the June 
war, Israel has "had the courage of our 
convictions." 

I am, therefore, both shocked and 
puzzled by the invectives which have 
been hurled against Israel this week, 
branding her counteraction against 
Egypt as "aggression" and calling upon 
our Government to cut off arms to Israel. 

Israel's strength alone keeps the Mid
dle East from exploding into a new war. 
That the Arabs would launch a full-scale 
invasion to destroy Israel and massacre 
her people if there were any chance of 
success is readily admitted-no, prom
ised-every day by Arab leaders, Arab 
terrorists, and the Arab press. 

Democratic countries who are both 
willing and able to stand up for them
selves are few and far between in this 
world, and it is in America's highest 
interest to support them. Surely we ean 
recognize that rarity, a stable democratic 
state capable of its own self-defense, 
when we see it. 

Israel has never asked that American 
troops be sent to her defense, but only 
that she be permitted to buy from us the 
military equipment she needs to insure 
her survival. To deny Israel the means 
for her self-defense is, by definition, to 
condemn her and her people to death. 

CONGRESS DELAYS WHILE THE 
STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM COL
LAPSES 
<Mr. PODELL asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at 
this point in the RECORD and to include 
extraneous matter.) 

Mr. PODELL. Mr. Speaker, hundreds 
of thousands of students on the Nation's 
campuses depend upon student loans at 
moderate interest rates in order to obtain 
higher educations. This year, while Con
gress squats on dead center, several 
hundred thousand of these young peo
ple, whose only crime is that they attend 
colleges and universities, anxiously and 
with increasing despair watch time run 
out on their chances to obtain these 
loans. More than 200,000 of them will be 
unable to attend classes if they do not 
receive them. 

In 1965, the Federal Government began 
guaranteeing student loans and paying 
the 6 percent interest on them until these 
students completed their educations. In 
1968, Congress raised the ceiling on Gov
ernment interest payments to banks from 
6 to 7 percent. Since then, however, 
banks have been able to raise the prime 
interest rate to 8 % percent. Such usuri
ous interest rates make it fax more prof
itable for them to invest in enterprises 
other than higher educations of Amer
ica's young people. Therefore, they are 
refusing to make these loans with avail
able funds. 

Banks insist supplemental interest 
payments are essential. They demand 
their pound of :flesh or no capital for 
education. Sheepskins be damned, is 
their motto. The hide of the average 
small borrower is more lucrative to them. 
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Even the sweat of overworked parents 
cannot come up with enough in the way 
of interest to make them loosen purse
strings. Therefore, a program is now in 
jeopardy which loaned college money 
to 750,000 young Americans last year. 

A guarantee of more interest from the 
Congress to banks is therefore called for, 
and I believe the House must move in 
this direction. The Senate has already 
taken affirmative action. The scope of 
this looming disaster is readily apparent 
when we realize that 750,000 students 
who borrowed last year under the guar
anteed loan program accounted for $670 
million. Loans under the three other 
major Government loan programs to 
students came to only $625 million. These 
latter programs have been cut or held 
even this year, making action on our part 
even more imperative. 

In addition, we must realize that on 
almost every campus across the Nation, 
tuition and other educational fees and 
costs have risen once again. Students 
and their families are caught in an im
possible bind. Right now the measure 
which would allow Government to offer 
a guarantee to banks of an increased 
interest rate is stalled in a procedural 
tangle which exposes the worst elements 
of Congress to the light of day. How can 
we sit here passively while perhaps a 
quarter of a million young people help
lessly see their eductions placed in jeop
ardy? How can we daily pay lip serv
ice to all the American ideals if we are 
able to turn around and perpetrate such 
an act against these youngsters, who 
are not guilty of a thing save a desire 
for an education? 

There is talk of an antirioting amend
ment. I say this is nonsense, and most 
of the Members of this House are in per
fect agreement. The vast majority of stu
dents on our campuses, and there are 
going to be 7 million this year, are the 
finest group of young people this Na
tion or any other country has ever as
sembled and produced. They are the hope 
of our land, and few are guilty of the 
multitude of sins the ignorant and dem
agogic among us are fond of accusing 
them of. On specious grounds of rabble
rousing slogans, we are prepared to de
liver a body blow to the hopes of so many. 
Scandal and national shame are not 
strong enough to describe this state of 
a.ff airs. 

A time has come for this Congress to 
reaffirm its hope in the future of this 
Nation, rather than damn the ills of our 
past and search for doom in the present. 
It is time we showed a smidgin of faith 
in our own ideals and the young peo
ple who reflect them, rather than damn
ing them as hoodlums, drug addicts, and 
professional dissenters. They merely 
mirror the rest of our society. 

PRESIDENTIAL ACTION CAN SOLVE 
THE HOUSING SHORTAGE 

(Mr. BARRETT asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.> 

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, recent 
newspaper accounts of the confrontation 
between those employed and those seek-

ing employment in the building trades 
in Pittsburgh relate a situation which 
could develop in every city in the Nation. 
This situation need not exist. 

The Congress last year enacted a 
Housing and Urban Development Act 
setting forth housing goals for the next 
10 years, which if implemented and put 
into effect by the administration would 
resolve the dilemma. In fact, a labor 
shortage could develop in the building 
trades. 

The present situation is a direct result 
of Presidential determination. The Pres
ident can act to resolve the problem in 
Pittsburgh and elsewhere, and at the 
same time move the programs forward 
to provide decent, safe, and sanitary 
housing for all the people of our Nation. 

An acute analysis was presented by 
Michael Harrington in the Washington 
Evening Star of September 9, 1969, which 
I include for my colleagues to read: 

BLACKS, UNIONS Row CAN BE SOLVED 
There is a simple way to resolve the bitter 

conflict between blacks and building trades
men in Pittsburgh. But since it is also ex
pensive the government will almost certainly 
not act and both the Negroes and the union 
men will both lose no matter which side 
seems to win. 

The basic problem is that decent work is 
scarce. The blacks rightly want to break out 
of the menial, janitorial occupations to 
which this society assigns them; and those 
whites who are already employed under
standably want to protect their jobs. Under 
such circumstances there has to be a de
structive collision. 

But if there were a sudden increase in the 
demand for construction workers all that 
would cha.nge. The white labor force would 
be secure and there would be a need for new 
men, many of them black. And once the 
fundamental economic quarrel over jobs 
was settled there would still be personal 
prejudices between the old antagonists, but 
the desperate urgency of the current con
frontations would be gone. 

Such a solution has already been proposed 
by a Presidential Commission and then, as 
usual, been filed and forgotten. Less than one 
year ago Sen. Paul Douglas' National Com
mission on Urban Problems told the White 
House and the nation that if the goals of 
the Housing Act of 1968 were actually put 
into effect, there would be a labor shortage 
in the building trades. If that happened 
then the same economic logic which recently 
caused auto makers to hire ghetto dwellers 
would begin to operate: it would be profit
able to compete for the talent of the poor, 
both black and white. 

The innocent observer might think that 
just because a blue-ribbon panel shows that 
we can get more housing and less racism in 
one stroke, the society will act. But that, as 
anyone who has followed the g.eneration of 
broken promises in this a.J"ea knows, is not 
the case. It would take federal money and 
imagination, and Richard Nixon is stingy 
with both. 

Pat Moynihan's announcement that there 
would be hardly any new funds for social 
spending right after the end of the Vietnam 
war-assuming that the President stops 
equivocating and ends that tragedy-was a 
statement of political choice, not economic 
necessity. 

If you assume the administration's partic
ular, and wrong-headetl, priorities-like al
locating billions to ABM and MIRV-there 
won't be enough cash around. But if, as Pat 
Moynihan himself brilliantly pointed out in 
his last book, the arms race were deescalated 
and social values became primary, the sup
ply of Federal dollars would grow faster than 
the demand for them. 

So Nixon is not bowing to the economic 
fates but making his own choice. It is for 
that reason that there won't be money for 
housing, or for many other things, and that 
the war in Pittsburgh between the ex-poor 
of the Thirties and the now-poor of the Six
ties will go on. And the sad fact of the mat
ter is that, under current conditions, neither 
side can win. 

There are union men who have already 
cheered George Wallace in Pittsburgh and 
there are blacks who are convinced by these 
events that labor is indeed racist. In short, 
two of the key forces in any potential pro
gressive coalition are turning against one 
another. 

Even if the Negroes would win a few jobs, 
they would lose the political possibility of 
getting an administration which would open 
up decent work for all the poor. And even 
if the whites repulse the blacks, they will be 
helping forces, like the people behind Wal
lace, who are the enemies of union security. 
The overwhelming majority of American 
trade unionists understood this point when 
they voted for Humphrey, not Wallace or 
Nixon, in 1968. 

But there is one alternative to the im
passe in Pittsburgh which just might work. 
The nation is filled with people deploring the 
conflict. Let the union agree that new jobs 
will be filled without discrimination and 
with special concern for the poor, of what
ever race. Let the blacks understand that the 
crucial problem is to create new openings 
and not to displace, and embitter, the em
ployed. And then let them join and call the 
American bluff. Let them demand that 
Richard Nixon and George Romney redeem 
the 1968 pledges about housing and open up 
new jobs in Pittsburgh in the process. 

Farfetched? But the building tradesmen, 
and particularly the Carpenters, are now 
accepting the idea of mass produced hous
ing; and as long ago as the great March to 
Washington of 1963 black America under
stood that freedom could only come with 
new jobs. And more to the point, if this so
ciety continues to default on its promises, 
if black and whites fight one another rather 
than uniting to get work for all, those 
clashes in Pittsburgh are going to be re
peated in ~very city in the nation. 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY PALMBY 
SPEAKS OUT ON AGRICULTURAL 
TRADE 
<Mr. MIZE asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.> 

Mr. MIZE. Mr.-Speaker, Assistant Sec
retary of Agriculture Clarence Palmby 
has diligently worked and traveled to 
promote U.S. agricultural exports. His ef
forts to overcome problems inherited 
from past years have been appreciated 
by farmers and by grainmen across the 
Nation. 

His public statements on the difficul
ties the Nation is experiencing with the 
International Grains Arrangement have 
been honest and forthright. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the best statements 
Mr. Palmby has made on the difficult 
'Problems of trade was before the Sep
tember 3 meeting of the Illinois Grain 
Corp. In that statement, Secretary 
Palmby outlined some of the steps taken 
by the administration to keep U.S. prod
ucts competitive and increase future ex
ports. 

There is no more crucial area of trade 
policy than agricultural trade. Our agri
cultural plant is the most efficient in the 
world. Diplomacy and hard-headed busi-
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ness tactics must be combined to promote 
the future prosperity of U.S. agriculture 
through productive export policies. 

Bec,ause of the clarity and obvious good 
sense of the Assistant Secretary's re
marks in Illinois, and because a healthy 
commodity trade helps our entire econ
omy, I insert his statement in the RECORD 
at this point: 

YOUR AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS 

(Remarks by Assistant Secretary of 
Agriculture Clarence D. Palmby) 

I am pleased to be with you this evening
to share views with a group so important 
to the agriculture of this great farming State. 
My thanks to Barney Adomelt for his invi
tation-and to all of you for your kindness 
and hospitality. 

Barney is a long-time friend. I don't have 
to tell you what he has been able to achieve 
with the Illinois Grain Corporation, in the 
very few years he has been your General 
Manager. But I might add that he is 
highly appreciated. throughout the coopera
tive field-and thoughout agriculture in 
America. 

I want to talk with you about some of the 
problems that we have before us in world 
trade. Barney points out to me that Illinois 
is not only the number one agricultural ex
porter, but also the leading exporter of man
ufactured products among the 50 States. 
Illinois is truly a part of the world 
community. 

The strengthening of American agricul
ture-through market development here and 
throughout the world-is a major goal of the 
Administration. It is one that engages a large 
measure of my time and energy. It is one that 
each of you shares in, as a marketer of grain 
and soybeans. 

Our farm exports have fallen off some in 
each of the past two years-declining more 
than a billion dollars from the record level 
of $6.8 billion in 1966-67. The dock strike 
WaB, of course, a major contributor--one 
we'll never fully be able to measure although 
estimates exceed $200 ;million of direct loss 
to farm exi:><>rts. 

I am deeply concerned about the need to 
strengthen our exports of corn and other feed 
grains-to resume market growth in these 
commodities. Prospects are not too bright, 
and there are a number of reasons for this
none of them easy to resolve. 
. The current level of world exports of feed 
grains, including products, ls perhaps slightly 
below the level of the past five years. Utiliza
tion is increasing in the traditional import
ing areas, especially in Europe and Japan, as 
livestock and poultry industries expand. In 
Europe, however, grain production for feed
ing purposes has also increased-even faster 
than use. The result is a decline in import 
requirements in recent years. 

At the same time, there has been an in
crease in imports of other-non-grain
ingredients. 

The U.S. share of world feed grain trade 
has actually declined. In recent years, the 
U.S. had held half of the world feed grain 
export market. Our share declined in 1968-69 
with exports at a level of only 18.2 million 
short tons--out of total world exports of 44 
million tons. 

This decline came in the face of stiffening 
competition from other countries. 

While it ls too early for reliable estimates 
of U.S. feed grain exports in the coming year, 
there are signs of some improvement. south 
Africa is out of the export market until next 
April, and Argentina reportedly has already 
committed its current export availability of 
corn. · 

Even so, it will be extremely difficult for 
the U.S. to supply half of the world total 
movement this new marketing year. 

The export picture would be brighter, were 
it not for the tremendous oversupply of 

wheat in the world. The problem with wheat 
is so great that it overflows into the markets 
for other grains and feedstuffs throughout 
the world. 

Carryover stocks of wheat in the five prin
cipal exporting nations will total around 2 
billion bushels at the end of the 1968-69 
marketing year-an increase of some 620 
mlllion bushels from last season. This is the 
third straight year that world stocks have 
increased. Most exporting and some tradi
tionally importing countries have contrib
uted to the increase. 

The oversupply of wheat in the world is 
creating plenty of problems in the interna
tional wheat trade. There has been price cut
ting by all exporters. We have had to make 
adjustments in our own pricing under the 
International Grains Arrangement. 

The U.S. carryover on July 1 was 811 mil
lion bushels-up from the 539 mlllion bush
els of a year earlier. 

The Canadian carryover is estimated at 
830 million bushels, a record high and more 
than 400 million bushels over the level of 3 
years ago. 

The French carryover is estimated only 
slightly up from a year ago. However, France 
has shipped most of her surplus wheat to 
West Germany and other countries in the 
European Economic Community, which will 
show an increase in carryover of at least 40 
million bushels. 

The Argentine carryover will be down from 
the level of a year ago. But the Australian 
carryover, at 250 million bushels, will be 
three times the previous high of two years 
ago and five times what it was last year. 

So there is a great deal of wheat in the 
world. There is also the disruption of tradi
tional wheat and feed grain markets by 
Nations eager to move wheat at cut-rate 
prices. We have seen sales of French wheat 
to Taiwan at prices at or below the levels at 
which we could deliver feed grains at free 
market prices prevailing in the United States. 
We have seen sales of Soviet wheat attrac
tively priced to the United Kingdom-sales 
that were disruptive of normal trade pat
terns. 

For several years, feed use of wheat over
seas has been rising. In Europe, where lo
cally produced wheat consists predominantly 
of low-quality kinds, the volume has varied 
considerably according to the quality of each 
season's crop. But generally, about a fourth 
of the wheat crop has been fed to livestock, 
and this has supplied about a tenth of all 
grain fed. 

Recently, however, we have seen the emer
gence of sizeable soft wheat surpluses, and 
an increasing use of subsidies and price ma
nipulations to force this surplus wheat into 
feed use. The EEC, Spain, and the United 
Kingdom have all shown appreciable in
creases in feed use of wheat. 

This past year, Europe fed a record vol
ume of wheait-probably close to 14 or 15 
million tons. The U.K. and the EEC alone 
are believed to have shown a 2 million ton 
increase last year, and there may be a further 
increase this year. The EEC, using import 
levy revenues, is doling out around 50 cents 
a bushel to subsidize greater feed-use of 
wheat. This has, of course, cut sharply into 
traditional EEC feed grain imports. 

Elsewhere, feed use of wheat is not great, 
but an increase is certainly possible. Recent 
declines in world wheat prices have caused 
feed manufacturers in some countries to ask 
whether it is not cheaper to import wheat 
rather than corn or sorghum for feed. This 
ls already being tried in Taiwan. 

Those are some of the realities that we are 
up against in promoting the export of U.S. 
feed grains. All is not black, of course. As we 
look toward the future, there is every reason 
to look for a general growth in agricultural 
trade, provided the world can get its trade 
policies on some kind of rational basis. Like 
other world problems, this one won't be easy 
to solve. Nevertheless, it is difficult not to 

find encouragement in the general growth 
in economies thait is taking place around the 
world. 

Most West European countries are experi- . 
encing substantial growth. Japan had a real 
per capita growth in 1967-68 of 12¥2 percent. 
The lesser· developed countries are expanding 
their economies at an average of about 3 
percent. 

I have been quite interested in the growth 
that is taking place in Japan. Korea and Tai
wan. We believe that, each year in the fore
seeable future, the use of grain for feed in 
those three countries will go up by one mil
lion tons. This will oontinue to be an oppor
tunity for U.S. grain and soybean producers 
as those countries expand their livestock and 
poultry industries. 

The extent that we actually share in that 
market growth may be complicated by grain 
production and use patterns in Europe, and 
in other countries where prices are highly 
protected. The pattern under the EEC's Com
mon Agricultural Policy has been to support 
internal prices at levels considerably above 
world prices, thus discouraging utilization, 
encouraging high-cost production; then ex
port under a high subsidy at prices that 
undercut the world market. 

This kind of pricing is unrelaited to prices 
in other trading countries. It is highly dis
ruptive to the world market. 

At this point, I might say a few words 
about the International Grains Arrange
ment-the world-wide understanding gov
erning wheat exports. The IGA is a three
year treaty and runs through June 1971. The 
U.S. is a signatory. 

Our frustration in administering the pro
visions of the IGA goes back to the wheat 
and grain situation prevailing in the world 
from 1965 to 1967. The Grains Arrangement 
came into being at a time when world wheat 
supplies had been low the preceding two 
years-thanks in large degree to U.S. produc
tion restraints. 

By the middle of 1968. when the treaty 
went into effect, the supply situation had 
changed and prices were already below the 
IGA minimums. SO there was little or no 
flexibility from the beginning. 

To make things worse, the fact that most 
prices were built around the Gulf of Mexico 
as a basing point has forced the U.S. into a 
rigid pricing position. US. representatives 
were placed in a fixed posture relative to 
other exporters. Prices to other exporters are 
based on transportation differentials which 
are widely variable and subject to abuse. 

For another thing, the Arrangement set 
a fixed schedule of minimum prices for 14 
major wheats, which has resulted in a ri
gidity in pricing. This has worked against 
the United States because our country sup
plies several classes and finds itself with 
little or no flexibility to adjust prices be
tween these wheats. 

We have made selective adjustments in 
export prices of certain U.S. wheats to re
store them to reasonably competitive levels 
in the world markets. Announcement of this 
was made just last week. This was a very 
restrained action, taken in an effort to bring 
stability to world wheat markets. 

Stability in world wheat markets would be 
to the advantage of all U.S. grairi producers
feed grain as well as wheat. We had come to 
the point where hardly any wheat in the 
world was moving at agreed-upon price 
levels, and this was damaging to our ma,r
kets for all classes of grain. 

Our effort to stabilize world grain markets 
does not change the fact that there is a 
large volume of wheat in the world in excess 
of demand. It does not change the protec
tionist tendencies being fostered by the Eur
opean Economic Community. But it does 
reflect a consistent, patient, reasoned effort 
on the part of your Government to liberalize 
and rationalize the world trade in farm com
modities. 

It is also important that our own com-
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modity programs be operated in terms of the 
real world-and in such a way as to permit 
our products to compete. All of our efforts 
to develop markets and to maintain access 
to those markets Will be wasted unless our 
commodities are competitive in quality, 
availability, and price. Our experience with 
soybeans is a case in point. 

Soybeans have been a growth factor in 
American agriculture, particularly during the 
past 15 to 20 years. Here in Illinois, the 
harvested acreage of soybeans has increased 
in 15 years from around 4 million acres to 
around 6Y:z million acres. 

Historically, Federal policies have been 
such as to support and encourage this 
growth. Since 1966 however-when the price 
support was raised to $2.50 a bushel-it is 
quite apparent that soybeans and soybean 
products have lost markets and potential 
markets to competitive products. 

We have lost markets here at home-par
ticularly to synthetic urea and imported 
fishmeal. 

We have lost markets abroad. 
The rate of growth in soybean and soy

bean meal exports definitely slowed down 
after the 1966 price support decision. In the 
case of oil, the picture has been even more 
discouraging. By 1967, soybean oil exports, 
as oil, began to decline-a decline which con
tinued through the past marketing year end
ing August 31. 

With this background, we had to make a 
decision this year whether to continue un
realistic and destructive pricing-or to re
sume a price relationship that would permit 
growth. You know what that decision was. 
The determining factor was the longer-term 
welfare of soybean farmers. 

The present policy is one of producing for 
use-rather than a non-use policy that sim
ply stores problems for the future. 

Only 87 percent of the 1968 crop of soy
beans has been utilized during the 12-month 
period just ended. We expect over 97 percent 
of the 1969 crop to be utilized during the 
marketing year now beginning. If we assume 
no change in price support next year, over 
100 percent of the 1970 crop should disappear 
in the subsequent 12-month period. The soy
bean experience illustrates how, through un
Wise price fixing, future income may be 
placed in producers' hands long before the 
product is used-thereby mortgaging what 
should be tomorrow's income. 

Having made our decision to be competi
tive in 1969-70, our major export markets are 
already responding with some improvement. 

In Europe, our 1969 crop soybeans and soy
bean meal are now being sold at prices that 
are quite competitive with other proteins 
and oil seeds. Even our soybean oil, which 
moves to Europe "packaged" in the form of 
beans, appears to be meeting improved de
mand, although we are not optimistic about 
our commercial soybean oil exports in gen
eral. 

In Japan, essentially a market only for 
soybeans, our reduced 1969 support price will 
further stimulate utilization. 

Secretary Hardin has formally requested 
that the Japanese remove their import levy 
of 33 cents a bushel on soybeans. During the 
Kennedy Round negotiations under the Gen
eral Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, the 
Japanese obligated themselves to remove 
one-half of this levy by the end of 1971. At 
the recent Ministerial level meeting with 
Japan, the Secretary asked that this action 
be speeded up and that the entire levy be 
removed-not just 50 percent of it. 

We feel that this request is eminently rea
sonable because of the wide gap that now 
exists in the trade balance between the two 
countries. Japan is selling to the U.S. about 
$100 million in goods per month more than 
we are selling to Japan. This is a discrepancy 
amounting to well over a billion dollars on 
an annual basis, and we would like to fill as 
much of that gap as possible with U.S. farm 
products. 

By removing the 33 cent import levy, Japan 
would effectively reduce the price of U.S. 
soybeans to Japanese users. Japan is, of 
course, our biggest market for soybeans, and 
we would like very much to see the maximum 
advantage of our lower price support passed 
on to the user in Japan. This will tend to 
discourage the present development of amino 
acids for feeding, produced synthetically 
from petroleum products. Price is definitely 
a factor in this development. 

Japan is a country where the livestock and 
poultry industries have expanded. Still, 
Japan's per capita meat and poultry con
sumption remains below 25 pounds a year
which is near the average for East Asia but 
far below Western Europe and the United 
States. The average American consumed 228 
pounds of meat and poultry last year. 

In the long-term future, exports of feed 
grains-and to a considerable extent soy
beans-will be determined by the rate at 
which we can be instrumental in expanding 
livestock and poultry production in other 
countries. If we are reasonably optimistic 
about the improvement of living standards 
in the world, this has to represent oppor
tunity. 

For example, if Japan's per capita meat 
consumption were raised just to the 31 
pounds now prevailing in Taiwan, this would 
require an additional 1.1 million tons of 
meat. In Indonesia, this would translate to 
3.3 million tons of additional feed. 

It may seem excessively hopeful to talk 
about increasing meat consumption in India. 
But to raise India just to the Indonesian 
level of 12.5 pounds of meat per person would 
require 3.9 million tons of additional feed 
grains. The Indians now consume only 3 
pounds of meat per capita. 

When you compare the more developed 
countries, the differences are even more 
striking. 

To raise Italy to the present average of 
128 pounds in the EEC would require an 
additional 7.3 million tons of feed. And to 
increase meat consumption in Spain just 
to Italy's present level of 68 pounds would 
require 2.1 million tons of grain. 

So it is apparent that a world of rising 
economies and rising expectations offers at 
least the long-run potential for a large ex
pansion in the use of feed grains and meals. 
New varieties and modern technology have 
shown the way toward increased wheat and 
rice production in the world. More attention 
must now be paid to developing the capital 
and providing the technical know-how to aid 
the development of modern efficient livestock 
and poultry economies. 

If we are to share fully in such an expand
ing market for grains and other feeding com
ponents in the world, we must continue to 
work hard at maintaining our lead in pro
duction and marketing efficiency. We have 
the finest agricultural plant in the world; 
we must be sure that we follow policies al
lowing the maximum application of improved 
technology. I have great faith in the world's 
continuing recognition of the advantages 
inherent in passing on (to a forever increas
ing number of people) access to goods pro
duced for the least cost. 

I might say here that those of us who are 
so vitally concerned with export markets have 
emphasized price to the point where many 
farmers may find it disheartening. Certainly, 
I sympathize With this concern, particularly 
in a time when grain prices are under great 
pressure. 

But if we expect to be in the e::port mar
ket-and we must-then we have to be in
terested in long-time policies that do not 
unduly encourage production for export in 
other countries-either exporting countries 
or potential exporters. 

There are areas like South Africa, which 
is in and out of the world corn market as 
conditions warrant. There are areas in Aus
tralia, where unrealistic prices on our part 
may encourage undue application of ca.p·ital. 

Australia might conceivably become a serious 
threat to our market for feed grains in Japan. 

In summary-I have mixed feelings about 
America's present and future role in the 
world's feed-livestock economy. 

There is a great amount of wheat in the 
world-an increasing amount of it going into 
feed. 

There is a disappointing growth in pro
tectionism-particularly in the European 
Economic Community. 

Domestic policies in some countries favor 
uneconomic growth in grain production. 

Farm exports, generally, are $1.1 billion 
dollars below what they were two years 
ago. 

U.S. feed grain exports the past marketing 
year were down about a fourth from 1967-68. 

Yet there is the prospect of long-term 
growth in world feed requirements. The 
United States, with its magnificent capacity 
to produce feed grains and other feedstuffs 
efficiently, should expect to share in this 
growth. 

In order to do so, we must promote sales 
aggressively. We must use wisdom in develop
ing and administering our own domestic 
farm programs. And we must work untiringly 
to bring about increased liberalization of 
trade policies in the world. 

The Administration is committed to these 
goals. We are committed to policies that will 
help producers and the trade to maximize 
the use of American farm products, here and 
abroad. We look to the future-not With un
bridled optimism-but with real determina
tion to strengthen the position of American 
agriculture in the world economy. 

EVERETT McKINLEY DIRKSEN 
<Mr. DEVINE asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.> 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, thousands 
of words of tribute and respeet have been 
uttered and written following the un
timely passing of that great American, 
Everett McKinley Dirksen. 

I am honored to join my colleagues in 
giving deserved recognition to this out
standing leader of his Nation and his 
party. 

The Columbus, Ohio, Dispatch, pub
lished a fitting editorial on September 9, 
1969, which is reprinted as follows: 

FUNDAMENTALLY A PATRIOT 

Senator Everett McKinley Dirksen had the 
will and determination to pursue whatever 
course he believed was for the benefit of all 
Americans. He was fundamentally a patriot. 

Death has taken this Illinois Republican 
from the United States Senate. Both the Re
publican party and the nation have suffered 
a loss at his passing. And the Senate, where 
he pressed the pedals of his organ voice with 
gusto, never will be the same without him. 

Some critics said of Mr. Dirksen that he 
was wont to change sides on a question and 
that this was not the attribute of a good 
leader. But Mr. Dirksen would be the first 
to admit that he would not be hobbled by a 
blind consistency. For he described himself 
as "just an old-fashioned garden variety of 
Republican who accepts challenges as they 
arise. This is a dynamic age in which we live 
and sometimes you have to change your 
position." 

The Illinois senator had a cultivated 
Olympian aplomb and he never shied from 
center stage when a political free-for-all 
loomed in his path. 

In the 1952 Republican National Conven
tion, he roundly castigated Thomas E. Dewey 
of New York for opposing the nomination of 
Sen. Robert A. Taft of Ohio and for favoring 
Dwight D. Eisenhower. Yet, after General 
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Eisenhower's election to the presidency, Mr. 
Dirksen and Ike became close collaborators. 

And when some fellow Republicans 
mumbled about Mr. Dirksen's seeming col
laboration with Democratic Presidents John 
Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson, the Illinois 
senator would admonish that an American 
"should always be willing to trust his presi
dent." 

As a legislator, Mr. Dirksen considered 
himself to be a Lincoln Republican and he 
plugged continually for such diverse pro
posals as prayer in public schools and a sys
tem under which one house of each state 
legislature could be elected on other than the 
one-man-one-vote basis. 

Underneath Mr. Dirksen's complex political 
facade was a man who was gentle, patient 
and kind, a man who could be undeniably 
cranky with an opponent one moment and 
unusually sociable with that same critic the 
next. 

He once turned out a "Gallant Man" re
cording in which he recited American histor
ical background with his honey voice and his 
gospel-style gush of words. In it he extolled 
the patriotism of great Americans of the 
past. 

A sequel should be issued to "Gallant 
Man." It should feature the Americana of 
Everett McKinley Dirksen. 

UTILIZATION OF MEDICAL PERSON
NEL WITHIN THE VA 

(Mr. SAYLOR asked and was , given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD.) 

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, in recent 
months, several distressing events have 
Occurred in the medical and hospital sys
tem operated by the Department of Med
icine and Surgery of the Veteran's Ad
ministration. 

I have already introduced two bills to 
improve the situation. H.R. 12901 pro
vides for the better utilization of scarce 
medical personnel within, and to improve 
the efficiency of, the Department of Med
icine and Surgery. H.R. 13503 concerns 
the amount of annual and sick leave 
which physicians, dentists, and nurses 
in the Department of Medicine and Sur
gery may accrue and accumulate. It is 
surprising and equally disappainting to 
learn that the Veterans' Administration 
has filed adverse reports on both of these 
proposals. 

The bill I am introducing today is in
tended to correct widespread abuses 
which have been found to exist in the 
Veterans• Administration system as it re
lates to several of its medical schools. In 
essence, my proposal will: 

First, bar Veterans' Administration 
doctors from assuming responsibility for 
the medical care of anyone other than a 
patient properly admitted for treatment 
to a Veterans' Administration facility; 

Second, deny the acceptance of pay
ment by Veterans' Administration doc
tors for treating patients under medicare 
or medicaid; 

Third, prohibit acceptance of travel 
pay or per diem from any source other 
than that authorized by the Veterans' 
Administration; 

Fourth, prevent Veterans' Adminis
tration doctors from performing profes
sional services for the purpose of gen
erating income for any fund or account 
in a medical school for the benefit of the 
school or its employees; 

Fifth, bar the transfer of patients to 

hospitals or medical schools for the pur
pose of permitting the affiliated institu
tion to collect health care insurance; 

Sixth, remove the veto PQWer of med
ical schools O'Ver the appointment of 
Veterans' Administration medical per
sonnel; 

Seventh, provide that all sharing 
agreements between the Veterans' Ad
ministration hospitals and medical 
schools shall be reviewed by the Comp
troller General prior to being placed into 
effect and will direct an annual audit of 
the agreement by the same official; 

Eighth, permit adjustment of pay, 
leave, or both, in any pay period in which 
a doctor spends less than 90 percent of 
his time at the Veterans' Administra
tion hospital to which he is assigned. 

Mr. Speaker, I regret the necessity of 
having to sponsor legislation of this sort, 
but it appears to be essential in view of 
the prevailing attitude in the Depart
ment of Medicine and Surgery. Serious 
questions of abuse have been called to 
the agency's attention, yet no action of 
corrective substance has been taken to 
date. 

CONGRESSMAN PATMAN BECOMES 
FIRST HONORARY MEMBER OF 
THE FORT KNOX FIRST STUDENT 
CREDIT UNION 
(Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, in an at
tempt to increase economic education 
available to students in this country, it 
was my thought that a system of credit 
unions, run by elementary, junior high, 
high school, and college students 
throughout the country, would be the 
best way to present this education, rather 
than in a formalized classroom atmos
phere. 

The first of these student credit unions 
was opened last spring at Fort Knox, Ky., 
and is available to the students and 
faculty of the Fort Knox High School. 
The early accomplishments of this credit 
union are outstanding. The credit union 
has attracted 175 members who have 
saved a total of $5,500. Thus, not only are 
the students learning financial manage
ment on a firsthand ba8is, but they are 
also promoting habits of thrift. 

On Tuesday, as part of the annual 
meeting of the Defense Credit Union 
Council, I was made an honorary mem
ber of the Fort Knox First Student Credit 
Union. The honorary membership was 
presented by a group from the Fort Knox 
Federal Credit Union, which has so 
greatly helped to form and counsel the 
student credit union. Participatin·g in the 
brief ceremony were Sgt. Maj. Leo C. 
Pike, president of the Fort Knox Federal 
Credit Union, Col. Donald Kersting, Col. 
Richard Miller, Mr. Willard Seivert, all 
members of the board of the Fort Knox 
Federal Credit Union, Mr. Robert Schaff
ner, treasurer-manager of the Fort Knox 
Federal Credit Union, and Gen. Evert S. 
Thomas, executive secretary of the De
fense Credit Union Council and the head 
of CUNA International's Washington 
office. 

In making the presentation, Mr. 
Schaffner made a few short remarks, 
which I include at this point: 

I stand before you as a messenger boy to
night, Mr. Chairman-the officials and mem
bers of the Fort Knox fir.st student credit 
union requested that I act in their stead to 
deliver to you a small token of their sincere 
appreciation. 

Mr. Chairman, the youth of Fort Knox 
want you to know that they are delighted 
at having been chosen by you to be the first 
student group in the Nation to establish a 
pilot student credit union program. As you 
know, this program is well under way and 
is proving to be a most successful venture. 
As Of last week, over 175 students have joined 
the five-month-old first student credit union. 
During these past five months, these aggres
sive young members have deposited nearly 
$5,500.00 in their share accounts. Several 
loans have been granted for such purposes 
as senior prom expense, a new Honda, a new 
bike, etc. I might add that all loans are 
being paid as agreed. 

Mr. Chairman, through your wonderful 
years of service to mankind, you have re
ceived numerous mementos, many, no doubt, 
items of tremendous beauty. Tonight, it is 
my pleasure to present to you a certificate, 
naming you as the first honorary member 
of the Fort Knox first student credit union. 

This certificate is not an item of particular 
beauty to the eye, but I contend, Mr. Chair
man, that the beauty of this certificate would 
be extremely difficult to descrjbe for it comes 
from the beauty of the hearts of the student 
members of the Fort Knox first student 
credit union. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to take just 
a minute to read the inscription on the 
certificate: 

"Be it hereby known to all that Congress
man Wright Patman has been designated an 
Honorary Member of the Fort Knox First 
Student Credit Union by special action and 
due proclamation of the Board of Directors. 

"Given on this the 21st day of August 1965, 
A.D. at Fort Knox, Kentucky. 

This certificate of Honorary Membership, 
Issued under the authority of and conferred 
by the Board of Directors of the Fort Knox 
First Student Credit Union, is presented in 
recognition of and appreciation for that per
son's sincere and active interest in and con
cern for America's youth, and particularly 
in the membership of the Fort Knox First 
Student Credit Union. 

"Attested and sealed: 
"Jo ANN KELLY, 

"Secretary of the Board. 
"RONALD JAY KARPINSKY, 

"President of the Board." 

Mr. Speaker, it is, indeed, an honor to 
be associated with the Fort Knox First 
Student Credit Union and I hope that 
other school systems throughout the 
country will follow the Fort Knox lead 
and open their own credit unions. 

The student concept has already 
spread to the college campus as reported 
in the August 18 issue of the American 
Banker. 

The article follows: 
STUDENT CREDIT UNION OPENED AT 

MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY 
ANN ARBOR.-A credit union solely for col

lege students has been established at the 
University of Michigan. 

The U-M Student Credit Union will offer 
educational loans, personal and auto loans, a 
free check cashing service for all members, 
savings accounts, and general credit and con
sumer information. 

Membership will be open to all students 
registered at the university and their imme
diate familles, and continues after gradua
tion. 
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A temporary office to receive share accounts 

has opened in the housing office on North 
Campus. A permanent office will open next 
week on the first fioor of the Michigan Union. 

The idea for the student credit union grew 
out of a student government council com
mittee on consumer unions. A committee 
was set up last February to study the feasi
bility of a student credit union and to obtain 
a charter. In this connection a survey by the 
U-M Institute for Social Research showed 
that approximately 17,000 U-M students 
would support such a union and that there 
is about $5 million in savings in the student 
body. 

The study committee then sought and re
ceived a charter from the state banking 
commissioner. It had the full support of 
the U-M Employees Credit Union, the Uni
versity Hospital Credit Union, the Michigan 
Credit Union League. U-M president Robben 
Fleming, and SGC president Marty Mc
Laughlin. The credit union hopes to have 
approximately $2,000 deposited by late fall. 
It plans eventually to pay 5 % interest on 
savings and to make small loans without 
collateral. 

I am also including a copy of an article 
which appeared in the August 20 issue 
of the Louisville Times concerning the 
Fort Knox Student Credit Union: 
FmsT HIGH SCHOOL CREDIT UNION: FT. KNOX 

STUDENTS OPERATE OWN "BANK" 

(By Herman Landau) 
FT. KNox, KY.-Loans made: For bicycle 

repairs, to buy a mini-bike, to purchase a 
Honda, and to finance the senior prom. 

This doesn't sound like business, but it 
could be the first drop in a nationwide 
reservoir of consumer credit. 

It's a summary of the first five loans, 
totaling $489, made by the new student credit 
union at Ft. Knox High School. There is a 
balance of $226.35 due on these loans. 

The student credit union will hold its first 
annual meeting at 6 p .m. Thursday at the 
school. On the agenda are election of new 
officers and directors and a talk by Maj. Gen. 
James W. Sutherland, commanding general 
of Ft. Knox. 

The youngsters' cxedit union was started in 
April under guidance of the giant Ft. Knox 
Federal Credit Union as a pilot project to 
teach consumer credit at the suggestion of 
Rep. Wright Patman, D-Tex., chairman of 
the House Banking Committee. 

Owned, operated and managed by the stu
dents themselv~all of the students at Ft. 
Knox are dependents of military personnel
the credit union attracted a membership of 
146, who have placed savings of $4,824 in 
the hands of their fellow students. Borrowers 
pay 1 per cent a month on the unpaid bal
ance, and credit unions, under the new truth
in-lending law, also must tell borrowers the 
rate of interest they pay. 

OFFSPRING OF POST UNIT 

The parent Ft. Knox Federal Credit Union 
1s a 19-year-old organization with assets of 
nearly $6 million and serves more than 11,000 
military and civilian members. Its assistant 
manager, Guy W. Berry, said it has spent 
about $250 getting the student organization 
under way, plus the time spent by Robert 
Schaffner, general manager, and other mem
bers of the staff. 

The parent group also will spend another 
$200 on the first annual meeting, $150 of it 
in door prizes and the rest for refreshments 
and incidentals. 

But the big credit union considers this a 
most worthwhile expenditure to further the 
program suggested by Rep. Patman. The con
gressman blames the "lack of fundamental 
consumer education" for rising personal 
ba.nkruptcies. 

"Students, even on the college level, know 
little about handling money and are finan
cially naive," the congressman said. 

The congressman's interest in financial 
and military matters led him naturally to 
Schaffner, who is pres.ident of the Kentucky 
Credit Union League. Schaffner in turn took 
up the pilot-plan proposal with Herschel 
Roberts, school superintendent. 

TWENTY STUDENTS HOLD OFFICE 

This led to a plan for a board of directors 
of seven, a five-man credit committee, a su
pervisory committee of three, and an educa
tion committee of five-involving a total of 
20 students in the management. 

John Marchese, a senior elected treasurer 
of the student credit union, is working in 
the office of the parent credit union this 
summer. 

Working with him is William Raker, high 
school mathematics teacher and coordinator 
of the student program. In this way, both 
are getting practical experience. 

Upon organizing, the students also elected 
Ron Karpinsky, president; David Dayton, 
vice-president; and JoAnn Kelly, secretary. 
The credit union officers, along with Jennifer 
Kimball and Reed Kimbrough, make up the 
seven-man board of directors. 

The students set their own guidelines, but 
they use the same membership cards, deposit 
slips and other banking forms as does their 
sponsor. Some of their rules: 

Minimum deposit to open an account, $1; 
minimum for subsequent deposits, 25 cents. 

Board meetings the third Wednesday of 
each month. 

Signature-loan limit is $30, for a maximum 
of six months. · 

A secured loan may be up to $500, with 18 
months' maximum. 

"The objective of this program is educa
tional in nature," general manager Schaffner 
said. "All of the students involved will reap 
the benefits of a deeper insight into a por
tion of the economic and monetary system 
of our nation. They'll participate in the 
democratic processes of an open and free 
election of officers by the members. They'll 
exercise the right of free expression during 
annual meetings. And through their partici
pation they'll generate income that will be 
returned to the student owners." 

ABOUT 146 STUDENTS ARE MEMBERS 

Schaffner first met with the students las:t 
March. 

"This is a new bag," he told them. "It's 
never been tried in any other high school, 
and it's all yours. You organize it; you plan 
it; you sustain it; and you maintain it." 

The students picked up the challenge, and 
133 of them, or a fourth of the school's en
rollment, turned out for an organizational 
meeting April 14. Membership since has 
grown to 146 in a school that had 550 stu
dents for the 1968-69 school year. The mem
bership potential is even higher, because the 
school expects an enrollment of 660 this fall. 
Its enrollment varies more than most schools' 
from year to year because of the constant 
shuffiing of military personnel, and only de
dependents of military personnel use the 
school. 

"This is a most worthwhile experiment," 
commented Sgt. Maj. Leo C. Pike Jr., presi
dent of the parent credit union and a mem
ber of the school board. "Young people to
day know how to spend money, but they 
don't know how to manage money. This Is 
an opportunity for them to learn." 

The credit union kee'Js office hours for 25 
minutes before classes begin on Tuesday and 
Thursday mornings. After-school hours are 
impractical because most of the students de
pend on bus transportation. 

Teacher Raker said of his summertime 
work: 

"I'm learning the inner workings of this 

credit union and credit unions in general so 
I can guide the students in the operation. 
And I write the letters and prepare the bro
chures to keep interest in the student credit 
union alive during the summer." 

Marchese said he's "learning all I can 
about how credit union work is done. I'm in 
everything at the credit union, working with 
all 17 permanent employes there." 

Marchese is under bond and is the only 
student who :!:landles money. Students may 
make cash withdrawals up to $3, but larger 
amounts are drawn on checks. 

The "papa" credit union does all the pa
perwork and accounting, for the student or
ganization would not have the time, equip
ment or personnel otherwise. 

"These people have demonstrated a unique 
desire to learn how to manage their own fi
nancial destiny," Schaffner said. "If we can 
accomplish one thing-the education of 
young people in the area of money manage
ment--all of our time will have been ex
tremely well spent." 

"From the uchool's standpoint," said su
perintendent Roberts, "this program is a 
good way for high school girls and boys to 
learn the economics of credit, savings, and 
everyday economic transactions that they'll 
be confronted with the rest of their lives. 
It's impossible to teach this as a course in 
high school and reach as many students as 
this can. The potential is tremendous." 
z The student group's president, Karpinsky, 
who also was president of the student coun
cil, said the credit union "is the biggest chal
lenge I've ever had." He finished school in 
June and must be replaced as president at 
the annual meeting. 

Karpinsky said he learned a lot about 
money management in his brief tenure. He 
plans to enter the University of Kentucky on 
a four-year Reserve Officer Training Corps 
scholarship. 

WISCONSIN STATE JOURNAL 
SALUTES J. ORRIN SHIPE 

(Mr. PATlVIAN asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, periodi
cally the Wisconsin State Journal pub
lishes sketches of outstanding citizens of 
Madison, Wis. The August 31 edition of 
the newspaper carried a sketch about J. 
Orrin Shipe, managing director of 
CUNA International, which is headquar
tered in Madison. 

Orrin Shipe is well known in the Con
gress and, indeed, around the world. He 
has appeared before numerous congres
sional committees on behalf of the many 
worthwhile credit union programs. He 
is one of the most knowledgeable wit
nesses to appear before committees of 
the Congress. 

Orrin Shipe has been my close friend 
for nearly as long as Federal credit 
unions have been in existence. He is truly 
one of the individuals who has helped 
to make the credit union the outstand
ing success that it is in our Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I am including the sketch 
from the Wisconsin State Journal on Mr. 
Shipe, as a very small tribute to a man 
whose contributions to his fellow men 
could not be completely covered in an 
entire edition of the world's largest news
paper. 
KNOW YOUR MADISONIAN: J. ORRIN SHIPF.. 

What began as a part-time hobby for J. 
Orrin Shipe in 1934 became his career and 
grew to international proportions. 
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SENATE BILL REFERRED When he was 22, he read an editorial in 
a hometown (Buffalo, N.Y.) paper describing 
the new Federal Credit Union Act. This led to 
his organizing a credit union for fellow in
surance company workers. By age 27, be
tween evening classes at Buffalo University 
and football on weekends, he had organized 
40 to 50 credit unions in the state. 

In 1939, he married Alice Maloney, also of 
Buffalo, and decided to make credit unions 
his profession. He became a CUNA repre
sentative in 13 Midwestern states, organiz
ing federal and state credit unions and lobby
ing for legislation. 

He soon was transferred to Madison and 
became CUNA's education director and editor 
of the Credit Union magazine. He has lived 
in Madison for 30 years. 

Today, as managing director of CUNA 
International, he has responsibilities for 
more than 51,000 credit unions with a total 
membership exceeding 35 million in 24 coun
tries in the free world. 

Shipe was born in 1912 on a farm in Blue 
Grass, N.D. His family moved to Buffalo 
after World War I began. He was "a Depres
sion kid," and recalls feeling pretty lucky at 
earning $65 a month while unemployed class
mates were selling apples. 

"I was single then and wondering about a 
lot of things," he said, "just like kids do 
today." He feels credit unions have moral and 
social, as well as economic, implications and 
said 460 credit unions in poverty areas serve 
persons earning less than $3,000 a year. 

His career with CUNA was interrupted by 
World War II service in the Navy. As manag
ing director of CUNA International, he helped 
expand credit protection to United States 
military personnel overseas, often the victims 
of loan sharks. 

Shipe has led drives for consumer protec
tion, truth-in-lending, and model credit 
union acts at state and federal levels in the 
U.S. and Canada, and has gone to the White 
House several times for credit union bill
signing ceremonies. 

He believes in international cooperation 
on a personal level, such as credit union 
officials in a small town in Peru dealing 
directly with a Lodi credit union rather than 
with a large corporation. 

He said autonomous credit unions in Latin 
America help counter cries of "Yankee im
perialism" and teach "practical, every-day, 
shirt-sleeve democracy." 

Shipe enjoys sports, but has time for golf 
only twice a year. He rarely takes a vacation
but estimated his business travels have taken 
him around the world twice. 

Since 1964, he has served on the National 
Advisory Committee on Rural Areas De
velopment, appointed by former Secretary of 
Agriculture Orville Freeman. He is a Direc
tor of CARE, and member of the Coopera
tive Advisory Committee of the Agency for 
International Development, and various 
Madison organizations._ 

The Shipes live at 434 S. Owen Dr. with 
four of their five children. Their daughter, 
Ann, Mrs. Norman A. Pasold, is the mother of 
their only grandchild, "Eddie." 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted as follows to: 
Mr. PEPPER (at the request of Mr. BEN

NETT), for today, on account of official 
business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. SAYLOR. for 30 minutes, today; to 
revise and extend his remarks and to in
clude extraneous matter. 

<The fallowing Members <at the re
quest of Mr. MANN) ; to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
matter:) 

Mr. REuss, for 20 minutes, today. 
Mr. GONZALEZ, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. FuLTON of Tennessee, for 20 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. FARBSTEIN, for 20 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. EDMONDSON in two .instances and 
to include extraneous matter. 

Mr. HARVEY immediately following the 
remarks of Mr. POFF today in the Com
mittee of the Whole. 

Mr. PHILBIN in seven ins·tances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

(The fallowing Members <at the re
quest of Mr. DENNIS) and to include 
extraneous matter: ) 

Mr. STEIGER of Wisconsin in two in-
stances. 

Mr. PETTIS. 
Mr. MCCLORY. 
Mr. MICHEL in five instances. 
Mrs. REID of Illinois. 
Mr. WYMAN in three instances. 
Mr. BoB WILSON in three instances. 
Mr~ ASHBROOK in two instances. 
Mr. STEIGER of Arizona. 
Mr. MIZELL in two instances. 
Mr. QUILLEN. 
Mr.NELSEN. 
Mr. DUNCAN in two instances. 
Mr. HOGAN in three instances. 
Mr. KEITH. 
Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois. 
Mr. CONABLE. 
(The following Members <at the re

quest of Mr. MANN) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. OLSEN in two instances. 
Mrs. GRIFFITHS in two instances. 
Mr. PURCELL in three instances. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California in two in-

stances. 
Mr. M1KvA in three instances. 
Mr. DuLSKI in four instances. 
Mr. OTTINGER. 
Mr. BIAGGI. 
Mr. GONZALEZ in two instances. 
Mr. RARICK in two instances. 
Mr. BROWN of California in three in-

stances. 
Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. 
Mr. KOCH. 
Mr. DENT in two instances. 
Mr. TIERNAN. 
Mr. ST. ONGE in two instances. 
Mr. DINGELL in two instances. 
Mr. RYAN in three instances. 
Mr. WOLFE. 
Mr. DORN in two instances. 
Mr. SATTERFIELD in two instances. 
Mr. HAMILTON. 
Mr. KASTENMEIER ir. two instances. 
Mr. BOGGS in two instances. 
Mr. RIVERS in two instances. 
Mrs. SULLIVAN in three instances. 
Mr. MONTGOMERY. 

A bill of the Senate of the following 
title was taken from the Speaker's table 
and, under the rule, ref erred as follows: 

S. 2315. An act to restore the golden eagle 
program to the Land Water Conservation 
Fund Act; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

Mr. FRIEDEL, from the Committee on 
House Administration, reported that that 
committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a joint resolution of the 
House of the following title, which was 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H.J. Res. 614. Joint resolution authorizing 
the President to proclaim the week of Sep
tember 28, 1969, through October 4, 1969, as 
"National Adult-Youth Communications 
Week." 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I move that 

the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

(at 5 o'clock and 34 minutes p.m.), un
der its previous order, the House ad
journed until Monday, September 15, 
1969, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

1139. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Emergency Preparedness, Executive Office of 
the President, transmitting the semiannual 
report of the stockpile statistical supple
ment, for the period ending June 30, 1969, 
pursuant to the provisions of Public Law 
520, 79th Congress; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

1140. A letter from the Secretary of Com
merce, transmitting the 88th Quarterly Re
port on Export Control covering the second 
quarter 1969, pursuant to the provisions of 
the Export Control Act of 1949; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

1141. A letter from the Commissioner of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to authorize 
the commissioner of the District of Colum
bia to enter into contracts for the payment 
of the District's equitable portions of the 
costs of reservoirs on the Potomac River and 
its tributaries, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

1142. A letter from the Commissioner of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to amend sec
tion 13 of the District of Columbia Redevel
opment Act of 1945, as amended; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

1143. A letter from the Commissioner of 
the District of Columbia, transmitting a draft 
of proposed legislation to provide for the re
moval of snow and ice from the paved side
walks of the District of Columbia; to the 
Committee on the District of Columbia. 

1144. A letter from the Chairman, District 
of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency, 
transmitting the annual report for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1968, pursuant to the 
provisions of Public Law 592, 79th Congress; 
to the Oommi ttee on the District of Co
lumbia. 

1145. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a re
port on the effectiveness and administrative 
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efficiency of the Neighborhood Youth Corps 
program under title IB of the Ecomonic Op
portunity Act of 1964, Maricopa County, with 
emphasis on the city of Phoenix, Ariz., De
partment of Labor; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

1146. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a re
port of the Agency for International De
velopment loan program :financial activities, 
status as of June 30, 1968; to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. PERKINS: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H.R. 13304. A bill to provide for 
educational assistance for gifted and talented 
children; without amendment (Rept. No. 91-
485) . Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. PERKINS: Committee on Education 
and Labor. H.R. 13310. A bill to provide for 
special programs for children with specific 
learning. disabilities; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 91-486). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. ANDREWS of Alabama: H.R. 13763. 
Committee on Appropriations. A bill making 
appropriations for the legislative branch for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and for 
other purposes; without amendment (Rept. 
No. 91-487). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and :'.."esolutions were introduced and 
severally refered as follows: 

By Mr. MILLS (for himself and Mr. 
BYRNES of Wisconsin): 

H.R. 13742. A bill to protect the public 
health and safety by amending the narcotic 
drug laws, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Mean::;. 

By Mi STAGGERS (for himself and 
Mr .. SPRINGER) : 

H.R. 13743. A bill to protect the public 
health and safety by amending t!le depres
sant, stimulant, and hallucinogenic drug 
laws, anu for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. CHAPPELL: 
H.R. 13744. A bill to provide additional 

assistance for the reconstruction of areas in 
the States of Alabama, Florida, Louisiana, 
Mississippi, Virginia, and West VirJinia 
which were damaged by Hurricane Camille 
of 1969; to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. DUNCAN: 
H.R. 13745. A bill to prohibit the Small 

Business Ad:rr..inistration from furnishing 
financial assistance except to American cit
izens; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

By Mr. EDWARDS of California: 
H .R. 13746. A bill to establish a national 

program of assistance to the States with the 
goal of achieving equalized excellence in 
schools ~hroughout the Nation over a 10-
year period; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. GARMATZ: 
H.R. 13747. A bill to establish a national 

program of assistance to the States with the 
goal of achieving equalized excellence in 
schools throughout the Nation over a 10-
yea.r period; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mrs. GRIFFITHS: 
H.R. 13748. A bill to establish in the State 

of Michigan the Sleeping Bear Dunes Na
tional 1Jakeshore, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular .Af
fairs. 

By Mr. HANSEN of Idaho (for himself, 
:Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. ABERNETHY, Mr. 
ADDABBO, Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. HOR
TON, Mr. HUNT, Mr. MONTGOMERY, 
Mr. REID of New York, Mr. SIKES, 
and Mr. WIGGINS) : 

H.R. 13749. A bill to amend title 38 of the 
United States Code to permit certain active 
duty for training to be counted as active 
duty for purposes of entitlement to educa
tional benefits under chapter 34 of such 
title; to the Committee on Veterans' Af
fairs. 

By Mr. KUYKENDALL: 
H.R. 13750. A bill to amend the Uniform 

Time Act; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. KYROS: 
H.R. 13751. A bill to amend the Commu

nications Act of 1934 to provide candidates 
for congressional offices with certain oppor
tunities to purchase broadcast time from 
television broadcasting stations; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. LOWENSTEIN: 
H.R. 13752. A bill to amend the Communi

cations Act of 1934 to provide candidates for 
congressional offices with certain opportu
nities to purchase broadcast time from tele
vision broadcasting stations; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. MIZELL: 
H.R. 13753. A bill to amend the Agricul

tural Adjustment Act of 1938 to provide that 
review committee members may be appointed 
from any county within a State and that 
the Secretary of Agriculture may institute 
proceedings in court to obtain a review of 
any review committee determination; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. MOSS: 
H.R. 13754. A bill to amend the Investment 

Company Act of 1940 to regulate the sales 
charge on face amount certificates; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. MURPHY of New York: 
H.R. 13755. A bill granting the consent of 

Congress to the Connecticut-New York Rail
road Passenger Transportation Compact; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RIVERS: 
H .R. 13756. A bill to amend titles 10, 32, 

and 37, United States Code, with respect to 
accountability and responsibility for U.S. 
property, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. ROYBAL: 
H.R. 13757. A bill to increa.se the avail

ability of guaranteed home loan financing 
for veterans and to increase the income of 
the national service life insurance fund; to 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. SAYLOR: 
H.R. 13758. A bill to amend title 38 of the 

United States Code to establish standards of 
conduct for certain employees of the Depart
ment of Medicine and Surgery of the Vet
erans' Administration, to provide guidelines 
with respect to arrangements between Vet~ 
erans' Administration health facilities and 
affiliated institutions, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. TEAGUE Of Texas (by 
request): 

H.R. 13759. A bill to increase the rates of 
compensation for certain severely disabled 
veterans; to the Committee on Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. WIGGINS: 
H.R. 13760. A bill to provide additional 

benefits for optometry. officers of the uni-

formed services; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Mr. WOLFF: 
H.R. 13761. A bill to provide compensa

tion for firemen not employed by the United 
States killed or injured in the performance 
of duty during a civil disorder, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H.R. 13762. A bill to amend title 39, United 
States Code, to extend to volunteer fire com
panies, volunteer ambulance and rescue com
panies, and police benevolent associations 
the preferred second-class and third-class 
mail rates for certain nonprofit organiza
tions; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

By Mr. ANDREWS Of Alabama: 
H.R. 13763. A bill making appropriations 

for the legislative branch for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1970, and for other pur
poses. 

By Mr. BROWN of California: 
H.R. 13764. A bill to establish a national 

policy for the environment; to the Commit
tee on Rules. 

By Mr. CAHILL: 
H.R. 13765. A bill to amend the act of 

August 13, 1946, relating to Federal partici
pation in the cost of protecting the shores of 
the United Sttaes, its territories, and posses
sions, to include privately owned property; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. DENT (for himself and Mr. 
HEcHLER of West Virginia, Mr. ABER
NETHY, Mr. CLARK, Mr. BYRNE of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. VIGORITO, Mr. 
MATHIAS, Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. WHAL
LEY, Mr. BRASCO, Mr. EVINS of Ten
NESSEE, Mr. JOHNSON of California, 
Mr. BIAGGI, Mr. DONOHUE, Mr. HAL
PERN, Mr. GRAY, Mr. ROONEY of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. SAYLOR, Mr. 
TEAGUE Of Texas, Mr. SIKES, and Mr. 
GAYDOS): 

H.R. 13766. A bill to provide for the orderly 
expansion of trade in manufactured prod
ucts; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JONES of Tennessee: 
H.R. 13767. A bill to authorize the appro

priation rf funds for Fort Donelson National 
Battlefield in the State of Tennessee, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. McKNEALLY: 
H.R. 13768. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to eliminate certain 
defects and inequities, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. MONAGAN: 
H .R. 13769. A bill to amend the act en

titled "An act to authorize any executive 
department or independent establishment of 
the Government, or any bureau or office 
thereof, to make appropriate aooounting ad
justment or reimbursement between the re
spective appropriations available to such 
departments and establishments, or any bu
reau or office thereof," approved June 29, 
1966, so as to include within its coverage 
the municipal government of the District 
of Columbia; to the Commitfee on Govern
ment Operations. 

By Mr. QUILLEN: 
H.R. 13770. A bill to amend title 38 of the 

United States Code to provide that veterans 
who are 72 years of age or older shall be 
deemed to be unable to defray the expenses 
of necessary hospital or domiciliary care, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. SCHADEBERG: 
H.R. 13771. A bill to amend the Communi

cations Act of 1934 to establish orderly pro
cedures for the consideration of applica
tions for renewal of broadcast licenses; on 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Oommerce. 

By Mr. UTT: 
H.R. 13772. A bill to amend title II of the 
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Social Security Act to permit a State, under 
its section 218 agreement, to terminate so
cial security coverage for State or local 
policemen or firemen without affecting the 
coverage of other public employees who may 
be members of the same coverage group 
(and to permit the reinstatement of cover
age for such other employees in certain cases 
where the group's coverage has previously 
been terminated); to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. FASCELL (for himself and Mr. 
MAILLIARD) : 

H.J. Res. 894. Joint resolution to authorize 
appropriations for expenses of the U.S. sec
tion of the United States-Mexico Commission 
for Border Development and Friendship; to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. WATSON (for himself, Mr. 
RIVERS, Mr. FISHER, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. 
PRYOR of Arkansas, Mr. HENDERSON, 
Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. JONES of North 
Carolina, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. McCLURE, 
Mr. BURKE of Florida, Mr. LUJAN, 
Mr. RAILSBACK, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. 
DENNEY, :.\1r. BROYHILL of Virginia, 
Mr. HOGAN, Mrs. MAY, Mr. DONOHUE, 
Mr. CLEVELAND, Mr. CHAPPELL, Mr. 
McEWEN, Mr. COWGER, Mr. POLLOCK, 
and Mr. RUTH): 

H.J. Res. 895. Joint resolution providing for 
creation of a joint committee to study and 
make recommendations concerning establish
ment of a National College Student Cong;ress; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. WATSON (for himself, Mr. 
ROUDEBUSH, Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. DON 
H. CLAUSEN, Mr. CARTER, and Mr. 
ANDREWS of Alabama) : . 

H.J. Res. 896. Joint resolution providing for 
creation of a joint committee to study and 
make recommendations concerning establish
ment of a National College Student Congress; 
to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. DOWDY (for himself, Mr. POFF, 
and Mr. DENNIS) : 

H.J. Res. 897. Joint resolution proposing an 
amendment to the Constitution of the Unit
ed States relating to the election of the 
President and Vice President; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. HECKLER of Massachusetts: 
H.J. Res. 898. Joint resolution proposing an 

amendment to the Constitution of the Unit
ed States relative to equal rights for men 
and women; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mrs. MINK (for herself, Mr. LEGGETT, 
Mr. VAN DEERLIN, Mr. WALDIE, Mr. 
EDWARDS of California, Mr. HAWKINS, 
Mr. ANDERSON of California, Mr. 
REES, Mr. ROYBAL, Mr. TUNNEY, Mr. 
BROWN Of California, Mr. COHELAN, 
Mr. BURTON of California, Mr. Moss, 
Mr. JOHNSON of California, and Mr. 
HANNA): 

H.J. Res. 899. Joint resolution to provide for 
a study and evaluation of the relationship 
between underground nuclear detonations 
and seismic disturbances and to suspend all 
nuclear detonations in the region of the 
Aleutian Islands until the conclusion of such 
study and evaluation; to the Joint Commit
tee on Atomic Energy. 

By Mr. BLANTON (for himself, Mr. 
ABERNETHY, Mr. ADAIR, Mr. ADDABBO, 
Mr. ANDERSON of Tennessee, Mr. AN
DREWS Of Alabama, Mr. ANDREWS of 
North Dakota, Mr. AsHBROOK, Mr. 
BARING, Mr. BERRY, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. 
BIAGGI, Mr. BLACKBURN, Mr. BRAY, 
Mr. BROWN Of Michigan, Mr. BROY
HILL of Virginl:a, Mr. BUSH, Mr. 
CHAPPELL, Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN, Mr. 
CLEVELAND, Mr. COLMER, Mr. Coa-

BETT, Mr. COUGHLIN, Mr. DELLEN
BACK, and Mr. DENNEY): 

H. Con. Res. 332. Concurrent resolution 
condemning the treatment of American pris
oners of war by the Government of North 
Vietnam and urging the President to initiate 
appropriate action for the purpose of insur
ing that American prisoners are accorded 
humane treatment; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BLANTON (for himself, Mr. 
DERWINSKI, Mr. DINGELL, Mr. DONO
HUE, Mr. DOWNING, Mr. DUNCAN, Mr. 
ESCH, Mr. FISHER, Mr. FLOWERS, Mr. 
FOREMAN, Mr. FOUNTt\IN, Mr. FRIEDEL, 
Mr. FULTON of Tennessee, Mr. FUQUA, 
Mr. GRIFFIN, Mr. HAGAN, Mr. HAMIL
TON, Mr. HANNA, Mr. HECHLER of 
West Virginia, Mr. HOSMER, Mr. 
HOWARD, Mr. JONES of Tennessee, Mr. 
JONES of North Carolina, Mr. KYROS, 
and Mr. LONG of Louisiana): 

H. Con. Res. 333. Concurrent resolution 
condemning the treatment of American pris
oners of war by the Government of North 
Vietnam and urging the President to initiate 
appropriate action for the purpose of insur
ing that American prisoners are accorded 
humane treatment; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BLANTON (for himself, Mr. 
LUKENS, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. MADDEN, 
Mr. MANN, Mr. MATHIAS, Mr. MATSU
NAGA, Mr. MELCHER, Mrs. MINK, Mr. 
MIZELL, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. MUR
PHY of New York, Mr. MYERS, Mr. 
OBEY, Mr. OLSEN, Mr. O'NEAL of 
Georgia, Mr. O'NEILL of Massachu
sett!'I, Mr. OTTINGER, Mr. PELLY, Mr. 
PEPPER, Mr. PIKE, Mr. PODELL, Mr. 
POLLOCK, Mr. PREYER of North Caro
lina, and Mr. PRYOR of Arkansas): 

H. Con. Res. 334. Concurrent resolution 
condemning the treatment of American pris
oners of war by the Government of North 
Vietnam and urging the President to initiate 
appropriate action for the purpose of insur
ing that American prisoners are accorded 
humane treatment; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BLANTON (for himself, Mr. 
RARICK, Mr. ROGERS of Colorado, Mr. 
RUPPE, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. SAND
MAN, Mr. SCHWENGEL, Mr. SIKES, Mr. 
SMITH of New York, Mr. STUBBLE
FIELD, Mr. TEAGUE of Texas, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Georgia, Mr. THOMP
SON of New Jersey, Mr. TIERNAN, Mr. 
TUNNEY, Mr. UTT, Mr. WHALLEY, Mr. 
WHITEHURST, Mr. WIGGINS, Mr. WIL
LIAMS, Mr. WOLD, Mr. WYDLER, Mr. 
WYMAN, Mr. ZABLOCKI, and Mr. 
ZION): 

H. Con. Res. 335. Concurrent resolution 
condemning the treatment of American pris
oners of war by the Government of North 
Vietnam and urging the President to initiate 
appropriate action for the purpose of insur
ing that American prisoners are accorded 
humane treatment; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. BLANTON (for himself, Mr. 
ALEXANDER, and Mr. SCHEUER): 

H. Con. Res. 336. Concurrent resolution 
condemning the treatment of American pris
oners of war by the Government of North 
Vietnam and urging the President to initiate 
appropriate action for the purpose of insur
ing that American prisoners are accorded 
humane treatment; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. FLYNT (for himself and Mr. 
HAMMERSCHMIDT) ; 

H. Con. Res. 337. Concurrent resolution 
condemning the treatment of American pris
oners of war by the Government of North 
Vietnam and urging the President to initiate 

appropriate action for the purpose of insur
ing that American prisoners are accorded 
humane treatment; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ZABLOCKI: 
H. Con. Res. 338. Concurrent resolution 

authorizing the printing as a House docu
ment of hearings on Science and Strategies 
for National Security in the 1970's by the 
Subcommittee on National Security Policy 
and Scientific Developments, and of addi
tional copies thereof; to the Cammi ttee on 
House Administration. 

By Mr. FALLON: 
H. Res. 538. Resolution to grant additional 

travel authority to the Committee on Public 
Works; to the Committee on Rules. 

By Mr. STEIGER of Arizona: 
H. Res. 539. Resolution establishing a Spe

cial Committee on the Captive Nations; to 
the Committee on Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. HAMILTON: 
H.R. 13773. A bill for the relief of Floyd L. 

Gosnell; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HELSTOSKI: 

H.R. 13774. A bill for the relief of Philip 
Terranova; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. STEIGER of Arizona: 
H.R. 13775. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of the Interior to waive conditions in 
three patents issued to Prescott College, 
Prescott, Ariz.; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. FEIGHAN: 
H. Res. 540. Resolution opposing the grant

ing of permanent residence in the United 
States to certain aliens; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo

rials were presented and ref erred as 
follows: 

264. By the SPEAKER: A memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of California, rela
tive to immigration; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

265. By the SPEAKER: A memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of California, rela
tive to Federal-aid primary highway funds; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause l of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

235. By the SPEAKER: Petition of chair
man, the Citizens' Committee for Honesty in 
Government, Deerfield, Ill., relative to 
amending the Constitution regarding dec
laration of war; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

236. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Valdo
mero Felix, Mexicali, Mexico, relative to en
tering the United States; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

237. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Mrs. 
Ella Lemmon Thomas, Philadelphia, Pa., rel
ative to redress of grievances; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

238. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Mrs. 
Wllliam F. Saybolt, :i;>eerfield Beach, Fla., 
relative to approving the reading of Holy 
Scriptures during space flights; to the Com
mittee on Science and Astronautics. 
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